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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Among the staff of the. Governor's Commission on Crimi~a1 
, 

Justice, a difference of opinion has existed regarding the re1a-
, 

tive use' of the terms IIstatus offenderll, IIdiversion ll and IIpre-

vention
ll

• Throughout the report of this investigation, the terms 

shall be interpreted as follows: 

Status Offender. A status offender is defined as a youth 

who is either charged with a status offense or adjudicated as a 

status offender. A youth who has simply exhibited status offen-

der behavior (running away, truancy, uncontro11abi1ity, etc.) but 

has not had formal charges placed agaipst him/her is not consider

ed a status offender •. 

Dive:!:::sion. 1"~ divc:;:-t6d. yout:.h i~ Ulle whu has formalJ.y entered 

the juvenile justice system (arrested. and charged with an offense) 

and would probably continue through the system had not some pro

ject or program diverted him/her from further processing. 

Prevention. Prevention is interpreted as any activity or 

program which thwarts a youth's initial involvement in the-ju-

veni1e justice system. The F-2 program area was designed to ad-

dress the need to divert, not prevent, youth from juvenile. jus-

tice system involvement . 

iv 
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General 

Title: 

Gr an ts Funded: 

Program Area 
Period: 

2 
Personnel 
Contra~tua~ 

Serv1ces 
Travel 
Supplies 
Operating Expense 
Equif:Jiut:=ll L 
Other,. 

Total 

PROGRAM AREA INFORMATION 

Community Based Residential Facilities for 
Youth Diverted 

75-0501 76-031 - The 801 House, AID In Dover, 
Inc •. 

76-090 - Status Offender Shelters, Division 
of Services to Children and Youth 

76-025 - The Mary E. Herring Home for Girls, 
Union Baptist Church 

76-013 - Mental Health Treatment Center for 
Status Offenders, Division of Mental Health 

7/1/75 to 2/28/78 

Allocations 
Part C JJDP 

Fed. & Natch Fed. & Match 

$ 88,050 

o 
1,375 

535 
40,387 
11,657 

2,475 

$144,479 

$ 50,400 

162,341 
2,000 
7,730 

10,290 
3,60u 

225 

$236,586 

Expenditures 
Total through 

$138,450 

162,341 
3,375 
8,265 

50,677 
15,257 

2,700 

$381,065 

3/31/77 

$ 58,863 

28,811 
761 

o 
27,049 
11,231 

__ 1,450 

$128,171
4 

lThe 801 House received funds for the period 7/1/75 through 
6/30/76 from the 1975 Comprehensive Plan. This time period was 
included in this report. This project has also received a third 
grant which will continue it through 6/30/78. That grant was not 
included in this report. 

2The following personnel were to be employed through: this pro
gram area: . one project director, three full-t'ime house parents, 
two relief house parents, one part-t:!.me house parent,· one part-
time bookkeeper, ,one family counselor, and four child counselor I' s. 

3The contractual services were to provide for contracting 
with private agencies to operate sh8lter facilities. 

4An additional $21,263 has been received in purchase of care 
monies of which $14,675 has been expended, making the total amount 
of funds received $402,328 and the 'total expenditures $142,846. 
P~r?hase of ~ar~ monies, are funds paid to a third. party by the 
D1 V1S1on ot bocJ.al SerV1ces or the Bureau of JuvenJ.le Correction 
for care provided for youth in the custody of those agencies. 
Usually, purchase of care money is $333 per individual, per 
month. 
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I. Introduction 

The Supplement to the 1976 Comprehensive Plan of the Gover-

nor's Commission on Criminal Justice contained a target goal to 

"divert select youth from the juvenile justice system". 

lem analysis in the Plan stated: 

In~~reviewing the data collected in complying with 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act, one finds that there were 1,824 youth detain
ed at Bridge House and Stevenson House during cal
endar year 1974. Specifically, ... 774 or 42.2 
percent of the total number ,?f ¥,ol;lth detained were 
in the status category ... A slgn1f1cant percentage 
of the total number of juveniles detained in the 
status category were ultimately released to a 
parent or relative. 

The above data would strongly indicate that a 
need exists for short-term shelter facilities 
in lieu of detention for a great majority of 
the status offenders, especially those bein~ de
tained in the Sussex and Kent County areas. 

The prob-

~ 

I .. L~lut.:iol1 to Uii~ l:-<LvLlt:=m, GCCJ allocated :?J81, tJ6 5" 1:ederal 

and m~tching funds ($144,479 Part C federal and matching funds and 

$236,586 JJDP federal and matching funds) to program area F-2, 

Community Based Residential Facilities for Youth Diverted. 

II. Objectives and Accomplishments 

The program area contained four objectives and one project 

was funded in relation to each objective. Those objectives and 

their accomplishments are here discussed. 7 

5 
Supplement to the 1976 Delaware Agency to Reduce Crime Compre-

hensive Plan. p. 55. 

60ne project, the 801 House also received money from the 1975 
Plan, and that money is includ~d in this total. 

7 Analyses of the specific projects are provided in the 
Appendicies, pages 15 throu<::fh 35. 
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Objective 1: To continue an emergency shelter and short term 
residential care facility in Kent County which will serve approxi
mately 84 status offenders per year. 

In relation to this ob"jective, the 801 House in Dover was 

awarded two grants totaling $114,833 (federal and matching funds) 

for the period 7/1/75 to 10/31/77. This project proposed to pro-

vide short term (up to 30 days) shelter for status offenders or 

youth who had exhibited status offender behavior. Although the 

start-up date of this project was July 1, 1975, no clients were 

accepted until November 5, 1975 due to various implementation 

problems. During the past 17 months through March 31, 1977, a 

total of 118 youth were served, or an average of seven per month 

or 84 per year. 

Project performance was good. The project provided the guan-

tity and type of services which had been proposed in the applica-
~.~ ~ .. 

tions, that is, it provided up to 30 days of shelter care for an 

average of 84 youth per project year. The project was well managed 

and enjoyed a good reputation among referral sources. Further, 

it appeared to have a positive impact on preventing its clients 

from being placed in a state institution. Of the 111 youth di~-

charged from the House, only 11 (10 percent) were placed in an in-

stitution such as stevenson House or Governor Bacon either upon 

or subsequent to discharge from the project. 8 

A major problem uncovered by this investigation was the 

type of client population served. Only 43 (36 percent) of the 

8subsequent status offender or cri~inal behavior was not docu
ment.cd in folloN-UP studies, only placemeni: of the youth. 
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youth had been either adjudicated or charged with a status or 

criminal offense. Only 20 youth (17 percent) were placed in the 

home directly from an institution. Whi'le the maj.ori ty of the 

other youth served had exhibited status offender behavior (run-

ning away or uncontrollability) some time prior to their admis

sion to the 801 House, it could not be determined how many of 

them were actually diverted from the system i.e., how many would 

have had charges placed against them and placed in an institu-

tion had not the 801 House been available. However, the project 

did not agree to emphasize serving status offenders diverted 

from the juvenile justice system until December, 1976. until that 

time, the project operated as it had proposed in the two applica-

tions approved by GCCJ, by serving youth who had exhibited status 

Objective 2: To establish an emergency shelter short-term 
foster group home system providing residential and support ser
vices up to 14 days for approximately 780 status offenders annu
ally detained at Bridge House and Stevenson House. 

In relation to this objective, a total of $159,841 (federal 

and matching funds) was awarded to the Division of Services to 

Children and Youth (DSCY) for the Status Offender Shelter project. 

This project proposed to provide the tollowing services: 

1. A shelter for 10-12 children in New Castle County. 

2. Room and board for seven children in private homes in 
New Castle county. 

3. A shelter for 10-12 children in Kent county. 

The general policy for the shelters was to be a maximum stay 

of 14 days, with an extension if needed. Based on a 14 day stay, 

the project would provide shelter for 744 children per year. 

3 
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In January, 1977, the grant was modified so that two shel-

ters, one in New Castle County and one in Sussex County would be 

established. The component of the project dealing with place~ 
ment in private homes was deleted from the subgrant and all 

activity in relationship to licensing and operating these private 

facilities was to be the responsibility of the Division's dis

cretionary Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) grant. 

As a result of the modifications made to the grant; 1) a $25,000 

balance of awarded funds was iden·tified by DSCY, and 2) the pro

jected number of youth to be served by the project was revised 
to 416. 

Project implementation was slow, and as of March 31, 1977, 

neither facility had been opened. 9 The most serious problem was 

finding agencies which would operate the shelters. 

In January, 1977, an agreement was signed with the Mary House 
A 't' 10 

SSOCla lon, Inc. to-operate a facility in New Castle County at 

a cost of $71,673 per year. The faCility, "The Mary House", is 

located at 1204 West Street, Wilmington and is currently undergo

ing renovations. It ~ll be a co-ed facility, cap~le of housing 

eight youth at anyone time. 

9
The 

New Castle County facility (The Mary House) was opened 
on May 4, 1977. As of May 14, 1977, eight youths were committed 
to the facility. Data contained in this report account for the period through March 31, 1977. 

10The Mary II ~ " , 
Ouse hSSOclatlon was lncorporated in late 1976. 

The association was formed to provide the shelter care described 
in this report. The, group is composed of individuals ascribing 
to the religious bellefs of the Holy Order of Mans, incorporated in California. 
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A preliminary proposal for the Sussex County facility has 

been submitted to and approved by DSCY, pending incorporation 

of the "Sussex Groupllll. If the contractual agreement is 
, 

signed, the facility' is scheduled to open in July, 1977. 

There have been a number of major problems with the project. 

Specifically; 1 111 T e ary- ouse pro] ec , ( ) ' h M II 't salaries have been 

paid to house paren·ts since February, 1977, even though the 

house did not open until May, 1977; (2) funds have been used to 

renovate the facility (which is leased by the Mary Association) 

and such renovations will increase the value of the landowner's 

property with no long range benefit realized by either the sub

grantee or GCCJ;12 and (3) the Mary Association and the "Sussex 

Group" are newly fOl:111ed organizations and there is no' established 

ugei"icy 01. VLI::Jc11LLZcl"i:.i.0!1 responsible for their .tisCCtl liability," 

leavi~gDSCY responsible in the event of default. 

Objective 3: To establish a group home, for ~ix to eight de
linquent females in New Castle County- as a dl verSlon al ternati ve to institutionalization. 

In relation to this objective, the Mary E. Herring Home for 

Girls was funded. The Union Baptist Church, the parent group, 

was awarded $29,596 (federal and matching funds) for the opera

tion of the home which was to house eight girls for up to one year. 

lIThe "Sussex Group" was formed to provide the shelter care 
described in this report. The group is comprised of concerned 
Sussex county residents including Ray Llo~d, Jud~ Carmean, C~ay 
Davis, Edward Davis, Charles Jackson, Loulsa Theln, and Debble 
Rogers. 

l280me of these renovations were completed before the facili
ty was legally procured by the Mary Association. 

5 
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The project had initial problems in finding a facility a.nd house 

parents. It accepted its first client in September, 1976, three 

months after the start-up d·ate and six 'months after the grant 

had been awarded. The house never had its maximum of eight girls. 

The most ever served was six and this was for only a two week 

period. As of March 31, 1977, there were only two girls in the 

home. 13 

Only two of the six clients came from Woods Haven-Kruse. 

The other four were referred from the Division of Social Services 

and were adjudicated status offenders. It could not be determin

ed if the six girls served would have been placed or remained in 

Woods Haven-Kruse had not this home existed. Of the four girls 

who left, two returned to their families, one was sent to another 

shel ter and one ran avlay and eventually returned to live with her 
. ~'.'" 

mother. While at the home, all girls received indiv.idual counsel-

ing and those with families received family cotmseling. 

Objective 4: To establish a group home for 8ight to ten emo
tionally disturbed and/or disruptive youth from New Castle County 
as a follow-up placement alternative for status offenders refer
red to the Division of Mental Health. 

In relation to this objective, in January, 1977, the Division 

of Mental Health was awarded $76,945 (federal and ma'tehing funds) 

to operate the Mental Heal~h Treatment Center for status Offen

ders.o The project is designed to house ei.ght to ten status of-

l3Since this report ~'las completed, three more girls have been 
accepted into the house, bringing the population to five. 

6 

.~ 

, 

fenders for up to six months. A search conducted by the subgran

tee, Family Court and the Bureau of J'uvenile Correction indicat-

ed that a suitable facility' could not be located in New Castle 

County. In March, 1977, a facility was located in Kent County. 

The subgrantee is awaiting approval from GCCJ to use this facili

ty.14 

, ... l .. 

III. Program Area Impact 

Program area perfonnance to date has been poor. Only two 

of the four objectives have been partially attained. 

The program area proposed to serve 972 status offenders and/or 

delinquent youth (84 for two years at the 801 House, 780 through 

'the Status Offender Shelter project, eight at the Mary E. Herr-

Offenders) ,. yet only 124 clients (13 percent of the total pro

pos~d) have been served. Only 22 youth (18 percent) were placed 

in these projects directly from institutions. The others may 

have been placed in institutions had not these projects existed, 

however, the possibility exists that they may have been placed 

with relatives or in a foster home. 

In relation to reducing the number of status offenders de-

tained at Bridge House or Stevenson House, it appears this pro-

gram, as well as other programs, (such as the Deinstitutionaliza

tion of Status Offenders project) have had little positive effect. 

14Approval for using this faci.lity was given on April 13, 
1977. The house is scheduled to open in June, 1977. Also, the 
dates of the project were changed to April 1, 1977 to March 31, 
1978. 
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The 1976 Comprehensive Plan stated that in 1974, 744 youth de-

tained at stevenson House and Bridge House were status offen-

ders. This averages to 64 per month. Monthly detention statis

tics compiled by the Bureau of Juvenile Correction (see Exhibit 

A) show that for the period April, 1976 through February, 1977 

the average number of status offenders detained at these facili-

ties has been 63 per month. 

IV. Program Area Costs 

To date, the cost of providing services to clients in this 

program area has been high. A simple cost per client served, 

based on total program area expenditures divided by total nl~ber 

of clients served, is $1,161 per cilient for the 2~ month period. 

For this amount of mone:y f clients Vlcrc served for a period 

of one·-day to seven months. Perhaps a more meaningful analy-

sis is the cost per day per client. For the.entire progr~ 

area, this figure was $44 (total expenditures divided by total 

number of days spent in the projects). This type of calculation 

does not present a totally accurate picture since one of the pro-

jects has expended money and has yet to serve any clients. with 

projects such as these, moderate start-up costs - renovations, 

equipment, etc. - may be expected. 

In the ·two projects which have served clients, the cost per 

client per day varied from $36 (801 House). to $32 (Nary E. Her-

ing Home for Girls). This. compares to costs per day of $40 at 

Woods Haven-Kruse, $19 at Bridge House, $40 at Stevenson House 

and $11 for foster care placement. Such comparisons may not be 
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r-~O~,'I'}-fLY DETEl~TI0N ?OPULATIONS, 1976 

STATUS OF~ENDSRS 
1977 

Bridoe House stevenson House 

1976 

April 33 20 

}~ay 53 25 

June 45 20 

July 35 15 

.~ugust 60 25 

September 43 14 

October .111 
.~ 23 

November 31 21 

December 43 ·13 

1977 
. -- ... 

January 45 17 
February 53 21 

'--Totals 485 214 

EXHIBIT A 

Totals 

53 

78 

65 

50 

85 

57 ' 

67 

52 

56 

62 
74 

699 

During the quarter October 1, 1976 - December 31, 1976 there 
,,'ere no commitments of status offenders to Ferris or \\ioodshaven/Kruse. 
During the previous quarter July 1, 1976 - September 31, 1976 there 
\,ere only two. 

There ,,'ere no commitments to Perr is or Woodshaven/Kruse during 
Jenuary 1977. In February, there were t,,'o commitments to Ferris. 

9 
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totally appropriate since different services may be provided at 

state insti tu,tions. It is possible that the group homes repre

sent an ad~itional cost to the state as it may be that some 

youth are being placed in these projects who would othenvise be 

sent home or placed in a foster home.lS 

v. Program Area Concerns 

The following concerns are based upon the previous findings 

as well as information conta±ned in the individual project analy-

sese We are hopeful that these concerns will form a basis for 

future discussions regarding the creation and implementation of 

a community-based residential facilities program for diverted, 

youth. 

dential fac:i,li ties for youth diverted. There were tvlQ problems 

with'determining progress in attaining this goal. First, it 

could not be determined how many clients were in fact diverted 

from the juvenile justice system. These projects may be "widen-

ing the nets" by serving youth who would otherwise be returned 

home or placed in foster care or with relatives. Secondly, the 

concept of community basedness presents problems. There appears 

to be no clear definition as to 'Vlhat constitutes a community 

lSIt should b~ noted that if these fac~lities were full, the 
cost per client per day would decrease. Also, expenditures for 
renovations and equipment should decrease substantially in subse
quent years, again reducing the cost. 

10 
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based facility other than the facility not be on the grounds of 

a state institution and that clients not be locked in. It may 

be of littl!= value to place 'a youth in a "community based facili

ty,,'if all of the yourh's time must be accounted for and he/she 

has relatively little contact with the community. Also, the 

very term "community based" may be somewhat of a misnomer because 

the youth may live in - and hopefully be "rehabilitated" in - a 

"community" far different from that to which he/she will return. 

Therefore, GCCJ should examine proposals for community based fa-
... ., .... .. 

cilities in light of; 1) the quality and extent of client contact 

with the community, and 2) the geographic location of the facili-

ty in relation to clients it proposes to serve. 

2. A recent goal of the juvenile justice system is the de

institutionalization of status offenders. In Delaware, in ad-

dition to the monies in this program area devoted to that pur

pose, there is a discretionary grant from LEA1\. for the deinsti

tutionalization of status offenders. Comparatively, few funds 

are presently devoted to the problems of the juvenile criminal 

offender. It is a concern of the evaluators that this concentra

tion of effort be reviewed. In terms of societal harm, the crimi

nal offender poses far more of a threat to the community than 

does the status offender, and perhaps more money should be de

voted to the first or second time delinquent, as opposed to the 

status offender. 

3. GCCJ should clearly define the target population it wish-

es to serve with monies in the F-2 program area. If that popula

tion is status offenders (youth charged with or adjudicated of a 

11 
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status offense) as opposed to youth who have exhibited status of-

fender behavior, then GCCJ should require its subgrantees to main-

tain records on clients which clearly show the client's initial 

contact with the system and hoy; the project has diverted the 

youth from further processing. They should indicate hm'1 the 

youth would have become fUrther involved in the system had not 

the project existed. 

4. In three of the four projects, funds have been expended 

on renovations and improvements to facilities owned by private 

individuals and/or agencies. GCCJ should ensure that funds 

utilized for renovations do not unduly appreciate the value of 

private property without financial benefit to the state and a 
. , 

guaranteed implemen'tation period to test and evaluate the proposed 

project. 

VI. Program Area Recommendations 

As a result of this investigation, the authors submit the 

following recommendations. 

1. Both of the projects which had served children were under~ 

utilized. The 801 House had a capacity for seven ycuth, but the 

average daily popula'tion was only 4.5. The Mary E. Herring Horne 

had a 'capacity for eight girls, but the average daily popUlation 

was four. GCCJ should examine this problem to determine if in 

fact there is a sufficient target popUlation (as defined in the 

program area) ,to maintain these facilities, as well as the others 

which are planned for in the future. If there is not a large 

enough target popUlation to maintain at least an 80 percent capa

ci ty, the allocat,ion to the program area should be reduced. 
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2. In the Status Offender Shelter project, salaries were 

paid to house parents two months prior to the opening of the 

house. In,the future, sala~ies shoUld not be paid for more than 

two weeks prior to the acceptance of clients unless justifica

tion for such is submitted by the subgrantee and approved by 

GCCJ. 

3. A $25,000 surplus in the Status Offender Shelter project has 

been identified. 'I'his money should be deobligated and reverted 

to GCCJ so that those funds can be reallocated to other projects. 

4. A deadline for the opening of the Sussex facility, Sep

tember 30, 1977~ should be established. If the facility is not 

opened by that date, the funds allocated for that shelter should 

be deobligated. 

5. All of the projects experienced implementation pro~lems. ..---
Table 1 depicts'the award date, the start up date and the date 

the first client was accepted for the various projects. GCCJ 

should enforce the 90 day implementation rule so that this does 

not continue to happen. For client service projects such as 

group homes, a project should not be considered implemented un-

til it has accepted its first client. Further, GCCJ should require 

applicants to provide a conditional lease agreement at t,he time 

an applicatipn is submitted which clearly defines necessary reno

vations, their expense and when the facility can be occupied. 

13 
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TABLE 1 

Project Data for Projects Funded in F2 Program Area 

Date First 
Project Date of Award Start-up Date Client Accepted 

-

801 House May, 1975 July 1, 1975 November 4, 1975 

Status Offender Shelter July, 1976 October 15,1976 May 4, 1977 

Mary E. Herring Home Harch, 1976 June 1, 1976 September 6, 1976 

Mental Health Treat
ment Center January, 1977 March 11 1977 None accepted yet 

. _ ....... - ~ .. 

6. The 801 House \Vas awarded a third year of funding when 

it had approximately 50 percent of its previous award remaining. 

In the future, GCCJ should not award continuation grants to pro-

jects which have such a large balance of remaining funds. 

7. For t.he first 11 months of the project. i:h8 ivIFlry F!. H'er-

ring Home di~ not provide the quantity or type of service proposed 

in the application. GCCJ should require programmatic changes to 

remedy this problem. Further, GCCJ should closely monitor this 

grant and any subsequent grant to assure that project objectives 

are being attained. 
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Project Information for 801 House 

General 

Grant Number(s) : 
Grant Title: 

75-050, 76-031* 
801 House 

Implementing Agency: AID In Dover, Inc. 
Beverly Strehle 
7/1/75 to 6/30/77 

Project Director: 
Grant Period: 

Budget 

75-050 
(7-1~75 to 10-31-76) 

... ~ . .. 
,; ~. 

$26,067 

76.,..031- Total Allocations 
(11-1-76 to 10~31-77~ (7-1-75 to 7-1-77) 
-. :j j 

$35,473 $ 61,540 

Expenditures 
through 3-31-77 

$39,898 
Consultants 0 0 0 0 
rravel 
Supplies 
Operating 

Expenses 
Equipment 
Other 
J . 
Total 

975 400 1.,.~75 761 
0 . 535 . 

0 535 
20,674 19,713 40,387 27,049 

4,505 4,066 8 , 571 7,724 
0 2,475 2,475 1,450 

$52,221 $62,662 ~114,883 $76,882** 
.. ---

*A continuation grant, 77-007, for $41,937 federal funds was 
approved for the period 11/1/77 to 6/30/78. When this continuation 
grant 'vas awarded, the project had approximately 50 percent of its 
prior funds remaining. 

**In addition to federal funds, the project received pur
chase of care money for 60 referrals. To date, a total of $14,065 
has been received,. 6f which $8,979 had been expended. Therefore, 
~he actual allocation has been $128,948 and expenditures have been 
$85,861. 
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.Project Information for 801 House (con't) 

Organization 
AID In Dover, Inc. I 

"801 Committee "",J.,. I 
. I 

I 
Part-time Bookkeeper 

Kathy Holmes 
10-1-76 to present 

Project Director 
Beverly Strehle 

9-22-75 to present 

.FfiiH -time House Parents 
~ __ ==r-:--.,-~~ 

Admin. Assistant Vo1unt.eers 

Larry and Violet Tl'iomas 
9-15-75 to 10-15-75 

Brad and Ann Heyer 
11-3-75 to present 

~ef House Parents 

Mark and Sharlene Bielefeld 
11-15-75 to present 

Al and Barb Morris 
1-19-75 to 2-15-77 

Jack Harris 
1-2-19-75 to 6-18-76 

Renee Hunter 
1-17-76 to present 

Mike and Janiae John?on 
5-19-76 to 1-31-77 

Rick and Theresa Humford 
9-15-76 to present 

Cindy Records 
5-17-76 to present 

Mary \'lhee1er 
9-16-76 to present 

Bill and Jean HcFarlana 
7-15-75 to 1-2-76 

(Hired with CETA funds) 
Cindy Records 

4~11t77 to present 
Kit Erskine (Counselor) 

4-8-76 to present 

Lin Solum (Colli1selor) 
12-15-75 to pres~nt 

12-23-76 to present 

Chuck Little (Counselor) 
12-15-76 to present 

01eta Bro~m (Child Ca~e Aide) 
2-1-76 to present 

Kathy Squires (Recreational Aide) 
11-23-76 to present 

The full-time house parents provide coverage 
during the week. Relief house parents provide 
coverage on weekends, during which time the 
full-time house pa'rents leave the house. 
Generally, each set of relief house parents 
works one weekend per mon·th. The volunteers 
generally work one or two evenings per week. 
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801 House' 

I. Introduction 

A. The 801 House is a non-secure facility in Dover, Dela
'tlare. 

1. Provides temporary (up to 30 days) shelter 
2.'Capable of housing seven youths at anyone time 

B. The 801 House is designed to serve status offenders from 
12 to 18 years of age. 

1. Original client criteria 

a. must have exhibited status offender behavior, but 
formal charges were not necessary 

b.· family and self referrals emphasized 

2. Amended client criteria (December, 1976) 

a. status referrals from police, courts, corrections 
and the Deinstitutionalization of status Offender 
project in the Division of Social Services in either 
pre or post adjudicatory stage 

b. emergency referrals from families and schools accep
table on a limited basis 

3. All c.dmissions to the 801 House are of voluJt"i::'Flry npd:°l.1TP 0 

C. The main purpose of the 801 House is to provide short term . -_., 
shel tero' 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

Tutoring and counseling provided if children desire to 
participate. 
Children continue schooling while in 801. 
Referring agency is responsible for placement of child 
following stay at 801. 
In family or self referrals, 801 staff responsible for 
placement. 

Ir~ Accomplishment of Goals and Objectives 

A. Goal: To divert up to 84 youth per year from the juvenile 
justice system. 

1. During the 17 month pe:ciod from November 1, 1975 
through March 31, 1977, 118 children were provided 
shelter 

2. Twenty (17 percent) of the youth were placed directly 
from a juvenile institution 

3. Thirty-eight (32 percent) of the youth either were 
charged with or adjudicated of a status offense at the 
time of admission to the house 

4. Five (4 percent) of the youth either were charged with 
or adjudicated of a criminal offense at the time of ad
mission to the house. 
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B. Objectives 

-~ 

1. To provide shelter for up to 30 days for status offen
der children under age 18. 

a. first client accepted Nmrember 5, 1975 
b. from November, 1975 through March 31, 1977, 118 

children were provided shelter 
c. fifty-one percent of the referrals came from the 

Division of Social Services 
d. twenty percent of the referrals came from F'amily 

Court 
e. eighteen percent of the referrals came from families 
f. eleven percent were referred fOTIn other sources 

such as Catholic Social Services, Community Legal 
Aid Society, and People1s Place II 

g. the median stay was 24 days, the ~ange, one to 38 days 
h. the median age of those served ,vas 15 years old "'vith 

a range of 12 to 17 
i. although the maximum daily capacity was seven, the 

average daily population was 4.5. 

2.! To return 801 House youth to their families whenever 
possible. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

thirty percent of the III yoni~h rpl PflSP(i ~~7e:r--= :r-etl.::!rp..
ed to their families 
twenty-six percent of the youth were placed in foster 
homes 
fifteen percent of the youth were placed in group 
homes such as the Murphy School 
ten percent were dismissed from the home 0 

five percent ran away from the home 
five percent were placed with relatives 
nine percent were sent to various placements s~ch as 
independent living, Stevenson House and Governor 
Bacon . 

III. Project Impact 

A. The project did not propose to have any long range impact 
on children served, only to provide a temporary shelter 
so they would not be placed in an institution. 

B. It could not be determined exactly how many of the youth 
would have been placed in an institution had not 801 
existed. 

C. A follow-up of 109 youth conducted two weeks after they 
were released from the home revealed that 64 percent of 
the youth were in their original placement and 30 percent 
\vere in a second placement. Information on the remaining 
six percent could not be obtained. 
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D. Eleven (nine percent) of the 111 youth released from the 
house.were placed in an institution either upon or sub
sequent to discharge from the project. 

E. Subjective measures' (opinions of persons who had had con
tact with the project) revealed positive support for the 
program. 

IV. Project Cost 

r / 

A. The cost per client, per day was $36. 

The cost of housing a youth in Stevenson House is $40 per 
day. , 

B. 

The cost of housing a youth in Bridge House is $19 per 
day. 

C. 

D. The cost of placement in a foster home is $11 per day. 

E. If youth are being sent to 801 who would not be sent to 
an institution, the project may be increasing rather than 
decreasing the cost of serving these youth. 

v. Recommendations --" 
A. Since GCCJ funding terminates in June, 1978, the project 

should immediately begin seeking other funding. 

B. Project records should be modified so that it can clearly 
be determined if, and how, a client was diverted from the 
juvenile justice system. 

.' • ".; '9. 'r 
C. The project should expand its follow-up procedures to in

clude data indicating whether or not the youth has engaged 
in additional status offender and/or criminal behavior. 
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Project Information for Status Offender Shelters 

General 

Grant Number: 
Grant Title: 
Implementing" Agency: 

Project Director: 
.Grant Period: 

Budget 

category 

Professional Services 

Organization 

76-098 
status Offender Shelters 
Division of Services to Children and 

Youth 
Judith Drexler 
10/15/76 to 10/15/77 

Allocations 
F'ederal State Total 

Expenditures 
through 3/31/77 

Federal State Total 

$143,677 .$15,694 $159,641' $21,644 $7,167 $28,811 

f Judith Drexler* I 
i Proj ect Director I 

I 
Mlche1le Hannahs* 

Management Analyst III 

*Neither of these positions are funded through the project 
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Status Offender Shelters 

I. Introduction 

A. Purpose of 'project was to reduce the number of status 
offenders detained at Bridge House and Stevenson House 
by 75 percent by establishing two shelter care facili
ties which would serve 416 youth per annum. 

B. 

1. One facility would be located in New Castle County 
and would provide shelter care for 8-10 youth at 
any given time. 

2. One facility would be located in northern Sussex 
County and would provide shelter for 8-10 Kent and 
Sussex County youth at any given time. 

3. Services would be provided to youth for up to 14 
days. 

Procedures for shelter ca.re were developed and agreed 
to by.law enforcement agencies, the Family Court, Justice 
of the Peace Courts, the Division of Social Services and 
the Division of Services to Children and Youth (DSCY). 

1. All children committed must have been arrested and .= 
.fortnally charged with a status offense. 

2. The committing court must call the shelter. I'f the 
shelter is filled to capacity, the Division of Social 
Services will be called for private home bedspace. 

3. Parents or guardians will be requested to sign-a 
consent form. If the form is not signed, the 
Division of Social Services will be asked to take 
custody. 

C. As of March 31, 1977, no shelter care facilities had been 
operationalized. (On May 4, 1977, a New Castle County fa
cility was opened). 

D. DSC~ has had many difficulties in successfully contracting 
organizations to run the facilit.ies. Most youth serving 
agencies were geared to provide long-term rehabilitative 
programs and thus were not readily adaptable to providing 
short-term emergency shelter care. 
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II. The New Castle County Facility 

A. DSCY negotiated with 15 different organizations or indi
viduals for contracts to run a shelter care facility. 

B. In'January, .1977, a contract between the Mary House 
Association, Inc. and DSCY was signed. 

1. The facility is located at 1204 West street, Wilming
ton. 

2 .. ~he facility has five bedrooms located on two separate 
floors. Total capacity will be eight youth. 

3. The building was leased for a one year period. 
Renovations are being made to the facility at a cost 
estimated by DSCY, to be less than $5,000. 

4. Extensive delay in signing the lease was in part 
caused by the problem of obtaining adequate insur
ance ($800,000) as specified by the owners of the 
building. 

5. House parents were placed on the payroll in late 
February, 1977, prior to the opening 6f the facility. 
AC80rding to DSCY, the justification for this action 
was to retain qualified individuals until such time 
as the facility opened. 

. '. 

III. The Sussex County Facility 

IV. 

A. In Kent and Sussex counties, negotiations between DSCY 
and six organizations and/or individuals were conducted. 

B. The "Sussex Groupll has received preliminary approval from 
DSCY pending acquisition of a facility and incorporation 
of the group. 

Project Concerns 

A. Federal funds were expended for renovation of a facility 
owned by a private business. The modifications made to 
the building will increase the value of the property with 
no long term benefit realized by the subgrantee or GCCJ. 

B .. Bot& the Mary House Association, Inc. and the "Sussex 
Group" are newly formed organizations with little 
experience operating youth care facilities. There 
is no established agency or organization responsible 
for their fiscal liability leaving DSCY responsible 
in the event of default. 
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V. Recommendations 

A. Salaries were paid to house parents for a two month 
period before the facility was opened. In the future 
salaries should not ·be paid for more than two \veeks .~' 
prior to the acceptance of clients unless justification 
for such is submitted by the subgrantee and approved by 
GCCJ. 

B. A projected $25,000 surplus identified by DSCY should be 
deobligated and reverted to GCCJ immediateJ.v so that those 
funds can be reallocated to other projects.-

C. DSCY should require its contractees to develop job de
scriptions for project staff. 

D. In the future, DSCY should prohibit the renovation of 
any building until such time as the facility has been 
legally procured. 

E. A deadline shou.ld be placed on the sta.rt-up of the Sussex 
facility. In the event the facility cannot be opened by 
the targeted date, the funds allocated to that shelter 
should be deobligated. A reasonable deadline is Septem
ber 30, 1977. 

'--
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Project Information 
for 'Mary E. Herring Home for Girls " . 

General 

Gran t Number: 
Grant Title 
Implementing Agency: 
Project Director: 
Grant Period: 

Budget 

Personnel 
Equipment 

Total 

.. --.. 

DARC 

$23,510 
3,086 

$26,596 

76-025 
Mary E. Herring Home for Girls 
Union Baptist Church 
James Tate 
6/1/76 to 5/31/77 

Match 

$3,000 

° 
$3,000 

Total 
l.'.lloc. * 

$26,510 
3,086 

$29,596 

Expenditures 
Through 3/31/77 

--. 
$18,965 

3,513 

$22,478 

*The pJ;:'oject also receives purchase of care money from the 
Division of Social Services. To date, $7,198 has been received 
of which $5,696 has been spent, making the total allocations 
$36,794 and expenditures $28,174. 
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or~nization 

. Project lnformation for 
Mary E: Herring Home for Girls (con't) 

funion Baptist. Community Services, Inc. 

Board of Directors 

I Project Director 

James Tate-· 

Family Counselor 

Betty Moxley 5-1-76 to 3-31-77 
Delores Bla lock 4-1-77 to, resent 

I Full-time House Mother 

I, l J'ane Gold.sberry 
(8-15-76 to 1-31-77) 

Part-time House Mather 

! W' Grace lse 
(8-15-76 to present) 

I Rel"ief House Mother I 
Joanne Griffin 
10-8-76 to present 

.' 

Camille Robinson 
(2-6-77 to 2-25-77) 

Melissa McDaniels 
(2-7-77 to 2-25-77) 

Audrey Cooper 
l2-26-77 to present) 

The part~time house mother works from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. This assures coverage while the full
time house mother completes errands such as food shopping for 
the house. The relief house mother T,.!Orks on T·7ee:t-:enr.s r.uring 
v:hich time the full- time house mother leaves the home. 
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Mary E. Herring Home for Girls 

Introduction 

A. The Mary E. Herring Home for Girls is a non-secure group 
home in Wilmington, Delaware. 

1. The home has a capacity for eight girls. 
2. Girls are to remain in the home up to one year, then 

be returned ·to their families or foster homes. 
3. The treatment plan called for long term individual 

and family counseling. 

B. Client Criteria 

1. First priority, girls detained at Woods Haven-Kruse. 
2. Second priority, referrals from the Division of So

cial Services and the Fa'1lily Court of girls \vi th sta
tus offenses (current or pending). 

3. Third,priority, girls with no status charges referred 
directly from the family to" the Division of Social 
Services for foster care placement. 

C. All admissions to the home is on a voluntary basis. 

II. Project Performance 
. -~ 

A. Impiementation 

1. Initial problems in obtaining a facility, licensing 
and house parents. 

2. First client accepted September 6, 1976. 

3. From September 6, 1976 through March 31, 1977, a total 
of six girls were placed in the home. 

4. Only one of the six girls had been in the home for the 
entire seven months. 

a. One girl was in the home for two weeks before leav
ing 

b. One girl was in the home for four months before leav-' 
ing 

c. One girl was in the home for five months before leav-
ing 

d. One girl was in the home for five and one half 
months (and is still there) 

e. One girl was in the home for six months before leav-
ing 
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5. As of March 31, 1977, there were only two girls in the 
home. * 

6. Although the maximum daily capacity was eight girls, 
the average daily population was four and at noJtime 

'were the:r:e eight girls in the home. 

7. Only 10 referrals ,.;rere made to the home, of \vhich six 
were accepted. 

8. Four of the girls accepted were referred from the Divi
sion of Social Services. 

9. All of the girls accepted were adjudicated status of
fenders. 

III. Project Impact 

A. Only two girls were placed directly from Woods Haven-Kruse. 

1. One of these referrals was dismissed from the home but 
was not returned to Woods Haven-Kruse. 

2. The other requested to leave the home and was not re
turned to Woods Haven-Kruse. 

B. It could not be determined if the other four girls would 
"--.. have been placed in Woods Haven-Kruse had not this home 

existed. 

C. None of the girls had any formal contact with the juvenile 
justice system while in the home. 

D. None of the girls had been out of the project for six months, 
so no follow-up had been completed. 

E. None of the four girls who left the home had completed any 
long range treatment plan as proposed in the application. 

IV. Project Costs 

A. The project proposed to divert a girl from Woods Haven
Kruse at a cost of $5,000 per year compared with a cost of 
$10,000 to keep a girl at Woods Haven-Kruse. 

*The data in this report covers the period May I, 1976 through 
March 31, 1977. At the time the report was' completed (May 15, 1977) 
there were five girls in the home. 
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B. 

1. Cost per cl~ent was $4,696 for seven months. 
2. Cost per cllent per day was $32. 
3. In 1976, the cost per year for keeping a girl at 

Woods Have~-Kruse was $14,677, making the cost per 
,~~y approxlmately $40, $8 more than the Mary E. H _ 
rlng Home. er 

4. Cost per client per day in foster care placement is 
$11. 

The pr~ject ~ay be increasing costs if girls are being 
sent taere wno would not be sent to Woods Haven-Kruse:'b-t 
rather returned to families or placed in foster care." U 

V. Project Concerns 

A. There have been very few referrals t o the project. 

1. Four potential referral so~rces l t 
evaluator. were con acted by the 

a. three stated there was a substantial need,for a 
group home for girls. 

b. on~y one was fully aware, of the existence and oper
atJ.on of the Mary E. Herring Home. 

2. The referral sou h h d '--- rce w, 0 a u~ed the facility was 
pleased with the serVlce provlded. 

B. ~'he project did not appear to be doing what it proposed 
to do, i.e., provide a long range treatment plan. 

1. Four girls left the home after less tha-n ' SlX months. 

2. The project has no control in keeping a girl there 
since placement'is on a voluntary basis. 

VI. Recommendations 

A. 

B. 

C. 

GCCJ plannl,'ng staff should re-examine the need 
hom f I for a group 

e or glr s and determine the actual target populat~on 
for .such a home. ~ 

Re~erral sources should i~nediately be notified of the 
eXlstence of the home and the referral procedure and cri
teria for admissio~ should be explained. 

Methods of termination from the h h ome S ould be clarified 
and measures of overall Success of the proJ'ect should be 
established. 
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D. For the first 11 months of this grant, the project per
formance has been poor, both programmatically and fis
cally. GCCJ should closely monitor this grant. and any 
subsequent grant received by the subgrantee to assure 
that project objectives are attained. 

---
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Project Infonnation for .r.lental Health Treatment 
Center for Status Offenders 

" . 
General 

Grant Number: 76-103 
Grant Title: Mental Health Treatment Center for 

Implementing Agency: 
Project Director: 
Grant Period: 

Budget 

Personnel 
Consultants 
Travel 
Supplies 
Operating Expenses 
'Equipment 
Other 

Total 

Organization 

Status Offenders 
Division of l\fental,Health 
Fred Fragner 
3/1/77 to 2/28/78. . , 

DARC Match 

$50,400 $ 0 
2,700 0 
2,000 0 
3,725 4,005 

10,290 0 
0 3,600 

135 90 

$69,250 $7,695 

Division of Mental Health 

Director of Standards and Evaluation 
"'- -----

Project 'DireC~:Jr 
Fred Fragner 

3/1/77 to present 
.- I 

I 
I 

Total 

$50,400 
2,700 
2,000 
7,730 

10,290 
3,600 

225 

$76,945 

Child Counselor I !Child,counselor II 
Vacant 

Child Counselor I Child Counselor II 

Vacant J Vacant Vacant 
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Mental Health Treatment Center for Status Offenders 

I. Introduction 

A. A facility to house six to eight youth in New Castle 
County was to be established. 

1. The facility will house youth up to six months. 
2. Psychiatric treatment, individual and group counseling, 

and medical and dental care will be provided to each 
child . 

B. Client Criteria 

1. First priority given to youth referred by Bureau of 
Juvenile Corrections. 

2. Status offenders between ages 13 and 18. 

a. first priority - statjs offenders who have emotional 
problems at such a level they require removal from 
their home enviroment for short term in-patient 

. treatment, but who do not require prolonged hos
pitalization. 

1;,. ::,eCUl'lU priority - y<?uth who have undergone exten-
sive periods of iristitutionalization. 

c. third priority - status offenders with emotional 
problems but who do not require institutional care 
who reside in the community. 

II. Project Performance 

A. The application had proposed to obtain a facility by March 
I, 1977. 

B. As of t1arch 31, 1977, a facility had been found, but the 
project director was waiting for final approval. 

1. The application clearly stated the facility was to be 
in New Castle county. 

2. The facility found is located in Dover, and the loca
tion must first be approved.by personnel from Family 
Court, Juvenile Correction and GCCJ. * 

*Approval was given to use the facility on April 13, 1977. The 
house is schedUled to open June, 1977. Also, the dates of the 
project changed to April 1, 1977 to March 31, '1978. 
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ADDENDUM A 

Submitted by Beverly Strehle, 
Project Director, 801 House 
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June'2i, 1977 

Ms. Pat Robinson 
Progrc:.m Evaluation Sj"l{!cialist 
Governor's Commission on Criminal Justice 
1228 North Scott Street 

. Wi 1m I ngton, DE 19806 

Dear Pat: 

in responding to the revised copy of the F-2 progr~n area 
evaluation, Eight-0-One is submitting this addendum. We have 
three basic concerns with the evaluation: The first,. under 
Objective I, hcis to do with definition ot the status offender and 
what actually constitutes status behavior. Our objection is of a 
philoso~hical nature, in that it seems untenable to have to charge 
a youth in order to make that person el igiblc for our ,program. In 
essence, the eva I uat i on ~,ppears to argue 'j'hat we must p I ace these 
~:!~ :~~ en :!: !!:~ .. :,''':!'=''t' if' '.If ,,:,:;'. :,~. \:~ '1'MI!' .:~.~~ .:;:.;~ ~; .. ~ ~'!';:"":-~~\,' 
doc(:ment, statistical impact. From November 4, 1975, to rllarch' 31, 
197'7 ,Ei gh I'-O-One served 118 ch i I dt-en. ,On I y fifteen 0 f Hlat 
~uMber, (13 percent), displayed no status behavior. The large 
majority, sixty youth (51 percent), had been in~olved in runaway, 
truanc}', and uncontro! labi I ity. However, because of fami Iy choices 
or , in most cases, system support, these youth were not charged or 
dejained although they were in contact with the Juvenile Justice 
System, ei1l1er- throuf]h arrest or- pol ice Ot- court interviGws. 
Elght·...Q-One has expended considerable effori' in informing the pol ice 
depar-rments and Family Court of the cr-isis inj'01-vention services 
available. Wilen those agencies ael" on that information and refer 
.Qefor-~ fOt-mel! char-~es are made, we consider- l'hat pt-ogressive and 
proactive behavior-. The tragedy in this' argument is t~lat these 
childrGn do not "fit" tile fedoral definition because formal pro-
cesses arc not carried through. In short, Eight-O-One feels 
strongly, j'hElt our tat-got popul at ion is being served and that true 
dIversion cc::n occur before any stigmatization hns oCCUlTed. 

The second 'concern is under Progr c-m Area Concerns. The eva 1-
uution has raised the question of "community-basednessll •. Tb~ . 
concern was wl1at defines a communi,ty based fDci I ity and ,how much" - " '\":. 
int'draction wll-h that community do the you til have. At Eighl·-O~n(~ ',', 
100 children, (0.'3 per-cent), \'Iere refert-cd by I<onj' County, the public·.··· 
(lnd private ~;cctors. Of tiled- 100, 70 hGld residence in Dovor, 13 ' 
were frOfll 3rnyrna, 3 from Hart Icy, 12 from South I<ont County, and 2' 
'from pl[lC('fll~'nj's In Wilmington. These figut"(:)s indicntc 10 us thoj' 

.. 
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Ms. Pat Robinson - 2 - June 21, 1977 

we are serving children from our community primarily, and from 
communi ties so close to Dover that mosf f.~i I Y busi ness and 
activity occurs here. 

In addition, the majority of chi Idren' served at Eigl1t-o-one 
continue to go to school, most of them remaining in their home 
schools. Our progrcrn is set up with community support to allo\'l 
the access they need to be a part of DOV0r. The residents of 
Eight-o-one are not kept in but are allowed to social ize, even 
date, and remain as closely tied to lheir friends and community 
as they have been in the past with the condition that t~ey must 
take responsibility for their be~avior or conduct,outside our 
home. 

The th i rd and f i na I area 0 f concern is Program At-ea Cost s. 
I t appears that there have been tv.o separate bases used to eval-~ 
uate the per diem client costs for Stevenson and Eight-o-one. 

,Speci fical Iy, costs in the Eight-o-one Project include rent,. 
equipment, faci I ity improvE:-ments, payrol I, staff training, and 
operational expenditures. To the best of our knowledge, the 
analysis for Stevenson was based on payrol I, cl ient care, and 
facilify maintenance. Other operational costs exclud~d are pro
vided as in-kind services through other Oivisions with state 
8ov:::rnmof')t. Therefore, because the elefn~nts of the an!::IYsis 
di.ffer, the conciusions drown are being questioned in te~ms of 
·their ~ccuracy. The evaluation described a $4 disparity between 
Eight-o-One and Stevenson in client per diem costs and yet 

. disparity between progran incomes is approximately a quarter of 
.amillion dollars. 

We appreciate this opportunity to respond to the evaluation 
and hope that our input may provide information helpful to you 
in this process. 

BCS:cw 

Sincerely, 

'~c.~ 
G Beverly C. Strehle 

ProjGct Coordinator 
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ADDENDUM B 

Submitted by Judie Drexler, Project Director 
Status Offender Shelters 
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JU DIE D;;' E >: U: R 
OIRE CTOR 

STATE OF DELAWI',RE 

DIVISION OF SERVICES TO 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH 

NEW CASTLE. DELAWARE 1 !l720 

June 15, 1977 

TO: Judge Vincent Bifferato 
Chi~f Richard Ca'IIilean 
B. \\;i1son RedfE::cn, Esquire 
Jack Nulvena, Chief, BJC 
Carl ~nee, Esquire 

JUd~rexler 
Evalkio~'Of Program Area F2 

. FRON: 

RE: 

I '\,as pleased 'that the executive committee recognized the need 
for re\7ision of the above mentioned evaluation. It is my 
li"n(I[-'rc:1 .qrir.~ l""iC: ~n:=:t t:'CI~i!'1~~t.~ "-::-~1.~ -('r-- ..... ~·=-:tt:.:~-~· .. ~-:= c..:' :::-_i:. 
eval'uated p:cogra;ns \~7ill be considered addenda to the evaluation, 
and included.with it at the time of ~]blication. 

Attached are comuents and recommendations from the Division of 
Services to Children and Youth. 

JD: cilTM . 

Att.achments 

cc: Sue H2.nasse 
'/pat Robinson 

1 / .-
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r am 'not bappy \,'i th th i s c=va 1 ua tion. 

From Definitions to RecOl:1.'Ilendations, there is a pc;rvasive 
antagonTstic at:titucfe--t112toOC:S not. Au::;ur \,'Ell for cO!:IT;]'..mity 
based )-esidcntial serv·ices for vouth. ~\\;;en I asked a friend 
to read the Evahlation, anc then c.Or:L"7icnt, the response \\'as 
"\'TIY doesn't, GeeJ \·:ant to ft1nd this kind of program?" "Is this 
how they plan to save money?" 

Some recor:-.mencations to make future evaluations more construc.tive: 

1.). Use Understandable Definitions: 

The definition of status offender p. iii is incomplete . 

. "If staff \,'as concerned a:,out use "of the tE:cm " s tatus offender" ~ 
staff should have read the DSO applic2.tion and/or discussed the 
problem with the Division of Services to Child~en and Youth, 
Family Court and/or Division of Social Services. All are using 
the srune definition, and have been for over a year. 

" 

2i) Establish the Criteria To Be Evaluated: 

Differ<;:nt' a'spects of each program were discussed. It looks 
as if GCCJ was simply looking for problems to pick at. 

3.) J.nyy_!~,:~!-he Supervisor\' Board in the Evaluation Process: 

I dea..!ly ,. each board member should be responsible for 
moni toring the pro gre s s of a prog':carn through on- site vi si ts 
and reports. Properly used, this could be an invaluable aid 
to the evaluation unit. 

4.) Involve Cornmunity Agencies in the E\.·aluation P:cocess:' 

5.) 

A ,simple fOT1Tl \\chich verifies cor;mlUni ty recogni tion, coopera
tion and particip~tion could help .in obtaining information .. 
efficiently and objectively. ' Agencies \·;hcse nature require 
coordination Kith LEAP. fi.mded D~oiects ,,'ould be i11cluded. 
Such a process ,,;ould obviate the fele?hoT"le calls mentioned 
at the Hay EXE:cutive rr.eeting. 

Re""'Yite ReCOlT!mendations and Concerns to Reflect }~ore P:recise Thinki 

This type' of : sanctimonious hincl~if.;j-Jt" &i\'es GceJ a beaurc::au
eratic irr:8 b E:j it ,,'auld al=-lpear that monitoring staff OOES not 
speak to evalu~tion staff, or vice-vE:r~a, and that no one. 
ever loaves the office to see ~hat really happens in the 
implclllentation of the "p.rogram. 

I often feel that GGCJ ~ajts to pounce upon floundering programs 
\~)ith(lut offering cohstructh'e he1p. Soinc:ho\,', rE'comrr.endin& no further 
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funding or g~n~ral nit-picking is much ~aSler than help~ng to make 
a prog,'rbm successful. Sillce satellite planners have been ~o use:tul, 
with their capability to move from place to place and give assistance, 
Derhaps GCC] could smoloy satellite monitors to work in the same 
iroanner •. The:ir iTlt~:raction id.th sUf;;ested Board 'monitors might provide 
the coordinative lift needed to combine the varied points of ~iew into 
a useful doclJ.iTJen t. 

"- c • 

Attached are comments from 1.) 1"1s. Michelle Hannahs, \\7ho is responsible 
for the one~atjon of the: Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 
pro ~r.s..m c.i-Jd, 2.) Ms. Harth.s.. Bachi-;-;an, Cha iTTI1an of the Comfni t tee on 
Administration of the Status Offender Grant. 

Attachments (2) 
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DSCY E.:;:J:-02lc..:-I'2C;' ell '2s~2.hlishfo'd ?~.JbIic .:-.. nd p~i\'c:te cbenc.ies 
•• ~""d' It d'" t o"'~ d to o?erate a stztus O!lE~ 2r sne er, ~n , ~n lac, ILEr& 

contract.s to sc;v(;r21 e>:"?e::riE'nce:-d pri\'2te 2£encies (!'!urph~y 
School, 11'1C'_~, E2..ry Cc.:upbell, CHILD, C2thol·ic Social Services). 

. RE.asons 't:'B t es te bi ished priyE. te c£;Enc1.es rej ec ted opera t ing 
a shelter i~cludE-d: . ___ "' ______ __ 

1. DSCY ir.s:'sted that t~e s~ .elter not :-e:fuse 
admission to any prQperly r~ferred youth 

2. ieGE::Tal ~Jideliues did not pe~it adeqUate 
co:::?e:-:s2tion f.or the use of 2~-2!lc.r-oh71ed 
'D"; -lG:-:""'~-s u_ _ .... ,:::. 

3. Agencies v;ishing to use Crwildi1"1£:s \o/hich 0 

... .. ould 2110-.... · CO!1:::.act bet'\-.'e:en st.atus 
O C~-~G~~~S p~G' ~~e!~ ~~r,l~- cl~En~~l'e .L":"'C:::.:.J __ _J L!J .1. ... -'-cL.!._c::...J... ..1.. _. __ 

feared our clie:-jtele , .. ~o::ld cisrl1pt t;,eir 
on-&o~ng ~ro6r~"s 

11 . . . d . . •. ,. Genera y, a;eDCJ..es a.re not lTItET€ste 1.11 prOV1G1T!g or E>-.?aTJOlng 
residenti21 prO&Tc:.!I!S for status o££e:lce:;:-s d:Je to, 1.) the need to prOVlO 
24-hour staffing, 2.) the nat~re of the physic2l Dlant required, 3.) the 
1 ·.r:::11 ." , •. , ,~ •• t.)'h ~o' 10 . . .eCl{ 0-,- scrcE:nl.ng o· C.Llen~eJ.e ~ert:~reG, c.::1G of. <:' •• e age or t:ne C_lenc. 

. '- '" " bl . ". ~,.. ... r:; 000 .. 1 1 c. \-.e HCve DO ODJt:ctlon t.o tne oe-o _l.gBclo.n or: yL_,' orJ..glTJ.c_ y 
• '.c '., b' Th 1"C"A~ -. •• ea.r-LJE.rKeO .Lor pr::i.vct:e nOwe eos?ace. 1 e ~!..J.-,.f\ GlScre!:.J..onary 

D. 

gTfujt is r~jding theSe shelter hOilles. Due to a slow start-up, 
no additional £UlIOS are needed. 

Job descriptions 
cc;nt.rac.t. 

o , 

'h'ere r2qu~reo o.t each cgency applyingIur ~ slH~' 

F •. '·;e a,;,::!:"ee t.~ct Julv 31 is ;s reasonBble st.s..rt-uD date fo::::- a Sussex 
CaUllEy shel t.er. As £nncs under 75':"098 cre·. "dead" ~ B..S of .Jl.L.'2 30 r 
1978, it would De wore l!serult.to ob~e.in n T&77' or Fl' 78 fU:les for 
this purpose. 

G R ... • . t' 1- t r f 0.r::: t.c F' .'.: enova.L.10nS, gl~en ne·curren!..,. s C._e 0 enJ..orCEDen oJ..' J..re __ 
.~E.r·s~11; 'lic2:-:se and 0 Inspection, Heel th Deparblent, aT1d Divis io: 

~ 1 . 1 0 , • ... 'Of- 01 ~, o:r:' Socia SenT"lces :.censlng rE:'qul.reoE:n:...s,. a~e J..nevl. L.-8b e;' r eoe 
.. 1· ,. .-~~. "-",-.. ... -~. '= ~ ~ ~G' T o~ --c..nc)- o,·-,:,·d 1--n"':l.'c"l.!~-· &""Uloe J_n<::s L""'::o!".e L .. e pu ... c!~2.se OI SL1~S.!.) .:.. c:.b~L - .... ~;.:: y'-• .l. . ..:. ••• 5. 

E..."'1 Extre:ne 1y una tt:roac t i ve opti on'. \"~e \,'013 1 d strongly suppDrt E:..-j)" 

chc..l,se in Fc2GE:ral, S ta te Erld local :-egulc t.ions ...,-hich \~,::>u 1 d a 110\0; 

1. 

2. 

a core generous depreciation or 
'Use allO\,ocI1ce :for huil dings o-...lle:::d by 
2&encies, 2nd, 

more ree.listic sL2....,c2.rds by' the Fire 
Ha:"shall c..11d DE:?art.r,;.ent of Licenses ?-Dd 
inspection for residential prog~e..~ of 
this type • 

'. 
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ADDENDUM C 

Submitted by James Tate, Project Director 
~~ry E. Herring Home for Girls 
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Union Baptist Church Community Smvices
l 

Inc. 
YOUTH CRISIS CENTER 

2600 N. MARKET STREET 

"When wo porform sorvicos, porform 
'hem for tho bone fit of tho peoplo." 

WilMINGTON, DEL 19802 

June 23, 1977 

Ms. ,Pat Robinson 
Evaluation Specialist 
Governor's Comnission 

on Criminal Justice 
1228 North Scott Street 
Wilmirgton, DE 19806 

Dear Pat: ' 

. "---
e·v'aluation .. He appreciate the opportunity to submitt this 

addendum. Our l~esponse will be on a page by page basis. 

If there are any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~Yt~c<)v)w 
(~:m:s D. Tate 
Adm; ni s tt'ati \'e Ass; stant 

JDT/jk' . 
: 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS: 

GCCJ should make all definitions clear before a program area is funded. 

is not consistent with good evaluation practices to change definitions when a 

program is being evaluated. 

ObjectiVe 3: 

It 

.. d property for rehabilitation befo.re applying for Page 6: We had identlfle a 

funding. After funding was' approved, we were told that our chosen property and 

,neighborhood was not suitable. This cause us to see, n d k a other property which dis-
rupted our timetable for implementation. 

Our grant proposed to serve 6 to 8 ~irls over a year. 

grant. 
. -.... 

VI. PROGRAH AREA RECor-li·1EtlDATIONS 

7 -«!" __ .. .&..L.;'_ 
• '-" .. :i ... i •• _ 

At the time of this' 

-~ -.... -
..." v ... ~. 

Page 12: I agl"ee with this recorrunendatlOn. . But I feel it must be pointed 

'bl f ding for a group home; out that when we first approached DARC about pass, e un 

it was for a home for boys. 1 I'le \"erc advi sed by D,i\RC that the need \'las for a 

91"ouP home for girls. Being a service organ1za 10n, . t' trying to fulfill the great-
est area of need and I tak,'llg ~.'he advice of the recognized state-wide organization 

on crime planning, 'we rewrote our proposal. 
HO\,I \'Ie a re t~ 1 d a y~,~ r later in the 

form of an evaluation t a )1S h t tl ' ,'nformation \'Ius incorrect. Perhaps GCCJ should 
evaluate the advice it gives to new agencies. 

48 

{t I 

.... 

• 

Page 13: #5; There seems to be some con~sjon among GCCJ staff about the , 

start-up date of a Group 1I0me Project. We Were infonned that the start-up date 

was when rehabilitation work started on the Home. I would appreciate this matter 

being cleared up for possible future group home applicants. 

Page 14: #7; I ~s under the impression that evaluatIons were done to 1m

Pl~Ove organizations programmaticly and fiscally. I feel a genet'al statement of 

indictment not supportea by any evidence is discriminatory, capricious, and arbi-
tr.ary. 

Page 30: Project Cost; No cost analYSis can be done properly without com

puting length of project In your computations. Our project Is propOSing to run 

on fj rst year fundi ng until May of 1978. Thi sis h,o (2) years. Usi ng fhe same 

method to compute cost, this makes our project per day $16. 

There is no girl in our project th~t would have been sent home instead of 

gOing home. The goal of our project "as to treat and retllrh '-0 .",,'1" h'","". 
is another exampl e of GCCJ staff not understandl ng the group home soci 01 ogy. All 

clients who Wel'e not successfull1y tel'minated by OUr ,proJect are in other group 
.homes or WoodS-Haven. 

Page 31: Project Concerns; The ti t 1 e of long range treatment faci 1 ity is 

one used by GCCJ not us. OUI' grant proposed to hOuse the cl i ents up to a year. 

I don 0 t understand th i s conlTIent. Are We bei n9 eva 1 ua ted unfavorab 1 e for tryi ng 

to accomplish a Stated goal. Perhaps, a better way of evaluating a group home is 

by cons i ded ng sUccessful terml nati on as opposed to unseccessfu 1 tenni na ti On. 

The question of-control of group home reSidents is one that is >!orthy of at 

least two pages. The very nature of group home means that there wIll be less con-' 

tro 1. If yoU "ant to only control c 1 i en ts, then lock them up in ins titllti ons . 
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Rehabilitation centers like group homes are useless with bars on the windows. 

The statement about referral sources is totally inaccurate. l~e can produce 

letters to refute this. 
, 

Page 31: Recommendations; There is total agreement ' .... ith recommendation A. 

~le have as ked GCCJ staff for help \'Ii th referral soul"'ces on a number of 

occasions. 

RecQmnendation C: Agreement 

Recolllmendation D: Has been responsed to previously. 

. --.. 
-. .-•••• --~ - ••• - 0- .... ____ ,, __ • _ 
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ADDENDUM D 

'Submitted by Fred Fragner, Project Director 
Mental Health Treatment Center for Status Offenders 
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DIVISION OF MENTAL ·HEAL TH 
Delaware City, Delavlare 19706 

.,' 
August 19, 1977 

Christine Harker,Esq. 
Executive Director 
Governor's Cormnission on 

Criminal Justice 
1228 North Scott Street 
"\'Vilmi1!gton, Delaware 

Dear Ms. Harker: 

~l'his is to ackncvlledge the receipt of you.r letter of August 18th 
in which you invite me to attend the meeting of the Executive Com
m'ittee of the' Governor's Q.)l1U"oission on Criminal Justice on Thursday, 
August 25, 1977. .' 

I regret to inform you that, on the date of the meec:i..ng, J.. w";'::'l ~: . .: 
on vacation and at this point there is no one I can designate to 
att.end the meeting. I would like, however, to bring you uptodate 

'on the st:atus of the Mental Health TreatmEmt Center for Stat.us 
) Offenders. 

We have finalized the writing of a lease between the Department of 
Health and Social Services, Division of H9ntal Health and the 
Land Sales Realty Company in Dover. The lease ",'laS signed by the 
Director of the Division of Mental Health and forwarded to the real 
estate company for its signature; one copy of the lease was sent 
to t.he Office of the Attorney General for review. As soon as we 
receive the signed copies of the lease from the real est.ate company 
and the copy is revie\oJed by the Attorney General's Office, we will 
fonva'rd the lC<;l.se to the Office of t.he Secretary for her signature. 

" 

'1'11e lec1 se goes into ef fect on OctobGr 1, 1977 since the real to)': felt 
that we need arout 4' - 5 weeks to complete improvements on the property. r 
We have finally received approval for setting up staff positions ~nd 
the Personnel Office of the Department of Health and Social Services 
is initiating procedures necessary to permit us to recruit. At the 
same time, \Ve are s~tt'ing up accounts for the sake of monitoring 
receipts and expenditures and setting u~ payroll. 
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Christine Harker, Esg..:., 
-2- August 19, 1977 

o 

I will be back from vacation on August 29 
efforts to pur'chase items of" . I and. will continue my 
can s~art operation on sChedu~~~n~ture and eqlupment so that \'/e 
qUest~ons, please let me know. Should you have any additional 

Sincerely yours, 

~gn~ 
Director 
Standards & Evaluation 

, j 
FF/mo 

( I 

-..-.. --
'-(f 
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i 
I 
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ADDENDUM E 

Submitted by Pat Robinson, 
Program Evaluation Specialist 
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ADDENDUM 

In the interim between the completion of this report and 

its approval by the Executive COIT@ittee, the staff of the Gov-

ernor's Commission on Criminal Justice adopted the following 

definition of diversion activities: 

Diversion activities are those designed to sus
pend or terminate juvenile justice processing 
of youth prior to adjudication in favor of re
lease or referral to alternate services. Youth 
participating in GCCJ diversion projects must 
have had formal or informal contact with the 
juvenile justice system (police, courts, or cor
rections). There need not be a formal arrest 
for referral. This definition applies to both 
status and criminal type offender projects. 

The adoption of this definition negates or changes por-

tl.ons ot tIns report. Bpecitl.caiiy, t:.he following changes shoulCi 

-" 
be made: 

1. page iii, paragraph 'three, the definition of diversion 

should be changed to reflect the above definition. 

2. page 11, COncern 3 is negated. 

Submitted by Pat Robinson, Program Ev~luation Specialist 
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