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I. Introduction/Rea::mtIll2ndations SllIffilaty 

In Januaty of 1980, John Short & Associates, Inc. contracted with the Utah 

State Division of Youth Corrections to conduct an evaluation of 15 privately 

operated group homes for juvenile offenders. The objectives of this effort 

~re to assess whether this segm:nt range and mix of programs available for 

the State's troubled youth provide an effective and efficient mode of 

trea1:ltent and to make recarurendations for improvenent. 

Youth Corrections at the time of the study was a relatively new agency, fotTl'ed 

in July, 1979. The organization structure was in the process of developing a 

distinct identity within the State Social Service functions, organizational 

relationships ~re in flux, and' planning priorities were in the process c£ 

being established. While the pieces of the agency had been in existence for a 

number of years, the unified nanagerrent of these canpJnents was thus 

relatively new. A further objective of the study, therefore, was to take a 

first look at the problems (internal and external) confronting the agency and 

assist in developing a management programo This study represents a conscious 

effort qy the agency in seeking a critical review of its operations •• 

The corrections group homes function wi thin a system of Youth Corrections 

placement resources including: 

Program 

Youth reveloprrent Center (YOC) Regular Canmi tm:nt 

Youth reveloprrent Center (Yrx::) Observation Program 

Corrmunity Alternatives for Troubled Youth (CATY) 

Group Homes 

Houseparent Programs 

Utah Boys Ranch at Kearns (3 cottages), 

Sandy, Orem, Mapleton 

Heritage Youth Services at Birdseye and Fairfield 

Rush Valley Boys Ranch 

1 

Enrollment 1/21/80 

72 

32 

130 

74 
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Residential Treatment Programs 

ARI'EC at BelIront, Highland and Nibley HOIIES 

Odyssey Adolescent Unit 

Pine Canyon Boys Ranch 

Manhattan 

Foster Care 

Parole 

Total Youth Corrections Enrollment 1/21/80 

61 

21 

104 
496* 

A modification to the contract provided for further effort in computer data 

analysis for the entire set of youth in corrections placement to provide a 

baseline asseSSIIEnt of the mix, distribution, and use of all Utah Youth . 
Coc-rections l"eSOurceS (these results are discussed in 'Appendix A). 

In Section V, broad goals and objectives for the corrections system are 

discussed. As a fOint of departure, we have assl.1Il'ed that these objectives 

are: protection of the child and Cc::mmunitYi trea1:Itent to reduce recidivism in 

the least restrictive, rrost canmunity-based setting fOssiblei minimizing the 

costs of the Youth Corrections system';; ; and improving the di versi ty and 

availability of placement alternatives. Given these objectives, this refOrt 

then deals with the following op:rational questions, primarily in connection 

wi th the 15 group hOIIES though also in the context of the entire placeIIEnt 

system: 

• HOw does one program differ fram another? Can we differentiate among 

programs in tenns of who they enroll, what they provide, hew long 

they retain children, what they cost and charge, etc? 

• What evidence, if any, suggests that SOIIE programs or institutions 

work rrore or less effectively than others; either in general or for 

sp:cific typ:s of children? 

• 

• 

Given that the placement system hc~ evolved with little comprehensive 

planning, hew are resources allocated to varioos typ:s of care, 

insti tutions, providers, delinquent fOpulations, and regions of 

state? Can this allocation be improved or rationalized? 

Taken as a nanagernent entity, how is the rourt/vendor/insti

tution/case\\\Jrker system organized, planned, and controlled? 

The refOrt is aimed at multiple audiences: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

For the Corrections ~orker we have provided in Section II a synopsis 

of Olr series of visits to the group horres to assis't in assessing the 

types of alternatiw~s availablf:. 

For the Cou't't we have profiled the backgrounds of children J:eing 

placed, shown the placenent consequences of the varioos districts I 

disposition preferences q discussed the accountabilities/ 

interrelationships anong the court and corrections, and atterrpted to 

put currently known recidi.vism data in a system..J,olide p:rspective. 

For the Youth Corrections lIdministration we have sllITl!l'arized the 

nanagerial issues/problems raised in our group home analysis and 

discussions with ~rkm:'S and suggested various neans to resolve them. 

For thoSI,: roncerned with Budgeting we have arrayed the current 

distribution of co1crections resources, examined the sources and uses 

of Group HOnes funds, and proposed, in preliminary form, a 

IIEthodology for determining system..J,olide placeIIEnt needs. 

A. Methodology - '!he following najor work tasks were completed to 

sUPfOrt this effort: 

1. Literature Review - Prior studies of juvenile corrections in 

(f Utah ~.!re analyzed for guidance in I:alculating recidivism, 

length--of-stay, program costs, etc. '!he National Criminal 

( * { 
I! TOtal includes 2 individuals placed in out-of-state group hOIIEs. Justice Reference Center I s cOlTputer al:stracting service was 

( 
2 3 
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accessed to provide citations for relevant studies of group 

horres in other states. State Corrections Departrrents or Youth 

Authorities in California, Minnesota, Vermont, Washington, and 

Oregon ~re contacted in reference to placerrent and budgeting 

practices. 

2. Groop Herre Site Visit/Survey - Each of the group hOliES (except 

Mapleton which was in the process of closing) was visited by 

John Short & Associate's interview team. Children present on 

the day of the visit and staff ~re interviewed; all 

administrators ~re contacted at least twice separately to 

disOlSs program operation; and findings ~re reviewed with them 

prior to publication. 

3. Corrections/Court Worker Interviews - Moot (non-YOC) field 

correction \>;Z)rkers in the state ~re interviewed to disOlSS 

perceptions of cor.:-ection system and (in confidence) selected 

individual ['-USes. Representatives of Court Probation, Intake, 

and Administration were likewise contacted. Court screenings in 

Districts 1 and 2 ~re attended. 

4. Confidential nM~gement Issue" Survey - 'lb augrrent the personal 

interviews, a confidential rnanagerrent and organization "issues" 

questionnaire was distributed to all correction workers. 'Ibis 

instr:tlIIent fOOlssed on the job resp:Jnsibilities of the 

individual resp:Jndent, oammunication patterns, perceived 

strengths and ~aknesses of the Yooth Corrections function, its 

internal and external organizational relationships, and 

recormrendations for irnproverrent. This survey forms a 

substantial part of the basis for the discussion of management 

issues in Section V. 

5. Cost Analysis - Latest financial statements and budget (Foz:m 

515) justifications ~re collected for most programs. Services 

and uses of program resources, group home accounting practices, 

and recent audit findings (if any) ~re discussed with each 
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group home administrator or bookkeeper. These books ~re 

reconciled and put in readily conparable terms. 'Ibgether with a 

brief summary of the distribution of total corrections resources 

and CFS pricing p:Jlicies, these items are disOlSSed in Chapter 

IV - Financial/Contract Perfor.rnance. 

6. Corrections System~t'ide "Snapshot" - 'lb provide a context for 

assessing the performance of the corrections system, a cross 

sectional "snapshot" corrq;:osed of all youth in corrections 

placement on the arbitrarily selected date of January 21, 1980 

was created. Court criminal histories for these children ~re 

canbined with IFS payrrent, placement, and socio-denographic 

infornation to create a comprehensive picture of where the 

children are and how they got ti1ere. Extensive cross

tabulations and sorts ~re extracted and are disOlSsed primarily 

in Appendix A - Corrections System Snapshot Results and 

t:cmparisons. '!his saIrq?le is thought to be reasonably 

representative of the current placement and diSp:Jsition 

practices, although it should be seen as a "snapshot" and not as 

a long teD11 review of the perfor.rnance of the entire system. 

7. Groop Home History Profiles - 'lb provide a long-tez:m perspective 

on placement issues, length of stay, and recidivism performance 

of groop hone graduates, all entrants to groop hones for Fiscal 

Years 1976 through the 3rd quarter of 1979 were extracted from 

DFS records and natched with criminal histories fran the 

Juvenile Court database. Pre- entry, during-placement, and 

post- placerrent (re~idivism) statistics were computed for these 

youth and cross-tabulated by hane, length of stay, various age, 

sex, and crine cohorts, etc. 

Chapter II I. 

These data are presented in 

It should be emphasized that these data primarily focus on criminal and 

placerrent history data. Due to obvioos methodological difficulties ~ did 

not attempt to extensively "second guess" original diagnoses and 

rationales for placerrent and referral. We did, h()wever, informally sample 

5 
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a variety of specific cases to test hypotheses. 'Ihe study focuses on 

crime and placement issues which are more readily quantifiable than, for 

example, 1:yt:e or level of psychological disturbances, quality of prior 

home life, etc. 'Ihe canrcents rrade aboot the specific providers, 

therefore, should not stand alone. Rather, they should be seen in the 

context of the providers' intentions, their willingness to take various 

types of "risky", "problem" or "disturbed" children, their price for 

providing services, the alternatives that were available to the placing 

worker at the time of placement, and the level of sUPI;Ort or non-support 

the homes received from the State agencies. 'Ihe data pl~sented here are 

thus intended to further the process of prioritizing, assisting, and 

strengthening the private vendors. Our intention is not to pass final 

judgement on programs or therapeutic approaches. 

B. Grcup Home FindingsjRecanrcendations 

1. Synopsis of Major Findings 

a. Types of Group Hares - 'IWo basic 1:yt:es of group homes exist 

in Utah; the "house parent" model and the "residential 

t:reatmmt" model. 'Ihe parenting hones, in general, tJ:y to 

provide a home-like environrrent with counseling and social 

work. The "treatment" experienced by a child in a 

parenting harre is in a large part a function of the 

particular house parents to whom he is exposed. 

Residential treatment horres, on the other hand, emphasize 

professional staff working' at the home (as opposed to live

in "parents",) are usually based on formal therapeutic 

models, and appear to operate with rrore continui ty over 

time. Residential treatment horres generally had some form 

of in-house school, as opposec1 to houseparent hones who all 

encouraged attendance in sorre fOtID of camnuni ty school. 

b. Cost of Group Homes - 'Ihe residential treatment homes, on 

average, cost their operators about twice as much per child 

day as do the parenting homes (about $60 vs. $30). 'Ihe 
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Division of Youth Corrections, however, currently pays each 

only aboot $30 per day. 'Ib survive, the residential horres 

must therefore seek substantial additional funding f:tom 

non-corrections sources. 'Ib expand the availability ()f 

residential slots, the state may be required to pay beyond 

current levels. 

c. Type of Group Heme Entrants - In canparison to residential 

trea"txrent, parenting hone placements tend (as a grcup) to 

be younger, male only, and have more frequent pre-entJ:y 

admitted and aajudicated referrals. Both have aboot the 

same percentage of entrants whose pre-entty offenses are 

minor (i.e., status or less). 

Since programs show varying degrees of coeducation, the 

reduced crime rates for the female entrants may make total 

program FOpulation comparisons misleading. 'Ihe entrant 

sample fo;: 1:~cil program was thus split into four cohorts 

that were thought to be indicative of the severity of the 

delir:quency problems that were being admitted. 'Ihese were: 

(1) "Lightweights" - Males with an offense histOl:Y showing 

only status or "other" crimes (Le., all females and 

males with felonies and personal misdemeanors are 

excluded). 

(2) "Personal Felons" - Male~ with at least one personal 

felony referral prior to grcup horre admission. 

(3) "Frequent" - Males with a pre-admission crime rate 

higher than 10.0 per 1,000 days based on the year 

prior to admission. 

(4) "Multi-Placement" - Males with two or more out-of-home 

placerrents (including foster care) prior to entering 
group care. 

7 
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[Note that the cohorts are :.ot mutually exclu,sive, e.g., 

the sane individual may be both lightweight and 

frequent.) Differences among the home entrants along these 

dimensions were generally minor - parenting homes appeared 

to take a higher relative fraction of lightweights and 

multi-placements as a percentage of all male entrants, 

residential homes were rrore apt to take personal felons. 

[Note: Our measurements do' not include a quantification of 

psychclogical disturbance~] 

d. Experience During and After Placement 

(1 ) Length of Stay - Assuming runaways and unsuccessful 

tenninations are measured by the fraction of children 

who stay in a program less than thirty days, over tine 

both rrodels perform abcut the sane. '!he rural homes 

of both types tend to show the fewest short stayers, 

perhaps because their locations make running rrore 

difficult. Parenting horres appear to keep children 

the longest on average, prirrarily the result of a 

relatively few children who seem to be kept an 

extraordinarily long time as opposed to a tendency to 

keep all children in custody longer. Effectiveness of 

treatment (as measured by declines in criIre rate and 

fractions of admissions showing at least 30 days 

wi thout sul:sequent placements after release j appears· 

uncorrelated with length of stay in residential homes 

and directly correlated in parenting homes. 

(2) Criminality During Placement - Perhaps consistent with 

increased staff and the reduced free-tine available 

because of in-house schools, children placed in 

residential treatment show rrore improvement in crime 

rates during placement than those in parenting 

hOITlS's. '!his is reflected in the overall rates, in 

8 
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(3) 

each of. the male cohorts shown above, and in terms of 

the percentage of youth who are crime ~ree during 

placement. However, residential youth during 

placement are both relatively and absolutely rrore 

likely to have admitted/adjudicated felonies during 

placement than are house parent ycuth. Parenting 

hanes may therefore be rrore successful in reducing 

felonious behavior during placement. 

Recidivism - Both nodels show simila,r favorable 

(declin.ing) patterns for preplacE:m::rlt during 

placenEnt - post placement crine rates. Residential 

treatment appears to be coincident with slightly rrore 

improvement and with a greater fraction of "graduates" 

who are criIre-free. There are enough p::>tential 

intervening variables however that this conclusion is 

tentative. 

e. Management - 'Ihe varioos State agencies exercise little 

direct :::entrel and oversight regarding the group hoxres 

(other than infrequent licensing inspection) • More 

specifically, it was observed and/or reported that: 

(1) Planning and GJal Setting for the indi vidual group 

homes is done with minimal State input - program 

guidance, technical assistance, feed ruck, or stimulus 

for innovation, have not been enphasized by the' 

, concerned state agencies. 

(2) Procurement has traditionally been premised on how 

much to fund existing programs, rather than the State 

independently determining what types and distribution 

of placement slots will best meet Y.outh Corrections 

goals and then purchasing fran the lowest price, rrost 

responsive, an::] rrost resp::>nsible bidder. 

9 
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( 3 ) Contract Administration/Program Management primarily 

involves passing attendance and accounting information 

through the DFS payrrent ~: tem. 'Ibe looseiy organized 

contract rronitoring syst~n with part-time, district 

~ based rronitor-caseworkers has little irrpact on program 

operations other than securing payrrent and is 

inconsistent with using the group homes as a state-

( 

( 

wide resource. 

( 4 ) Placement Accountabili !:Yo both in regard to the 

specific program selected for a given dlild and in 

terms of delineating Corrections cases, CYF cases, and 

r;.otential private pay cases is unstructured. 

Placements in Youth Corrections funded group homes may 

be instigated or dlanged at the request of the Judges, 

Ccurt Workers, DFS Social Workers, other child placing 

agency ~rkers, or private individuals; negotiated 

with the vendor; and the placement implemented without 

rigorcus prior approval fran a Youth Corrections 

representative. 'Ibis does not necessarily indicate 

any violation of the dlild's rights. It does, 

however, indicate that bJdget control and 

accountability for group home resources is 

structurally difficult to fix and manage. 

(5) Conta<..'t with children ~m.ile in placement is by all 

accounts (child, program, ana workers) minimal. Wi th 

a few individual exceptions caseworkers do not provide 

continuity and "broker" services to children and the 

families of children in group home placement. Often, 

with a "heavy caseload" given as the justification, 

children in grcup homes are effectively cut-off from 

contact with Youth Corrections staff while in 

placement. 
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2. Recanrrendations 

This section primarily relates to recommendations involving the role 

and function of the group home system and the administrative 

apparatus that serves it. Since· our study did not involve a 

comprehensive long term look at the entire system, we have not 

proposed many "system-wide" recClTU'l'endations. Based on our limited 

review, however, we have made some system-wide observations and 

proposed what we consider are the relevant systemic planning issues 

with which the State, the Legislature, the Courts, and the people 

should be dealing. 'nlese are contained in Section C of this dlapter. 

a. Procurement Fblicies 

(1) Pricing - Since substantial differences have not l::een 

derronstrated in the effectiveness of the residential 
\ 

versus house parenting rrodels of group homes, we see 

no reason for t:ue State to begin to discriminate in 

pricing, Le., vendors in both nodels should continue 

to be paid at a maximum rate that will approxilrately 

cover the costs of the lower cost "parenting" nodel 

homes (although final price should be established by 

market forces and through negotiation with bidders). 

(2) Encourage Extra Treat:m:nt Resources - We do not, 

however, discourage "treatment" -type approaches. 

Instead, we suggest using the contracting process to 

enccurage that outside resources l::e. sought by the 

group homes by rrore favorably evaluating those bidders 

who can derronstrate substantial non-corrections 

resources canmitted to their programs. 'Ib the extent 

a program is able to draw ur;.on charitable 

contril:utions, Federal funding, supr;.ort from other 

governmental bodies, etc., to finance its operations, 

it is presumably providing greater and rrore varied 

services to the child and is likely improving its 

linkage to and interaction with the ccrnmuni ty • 

11 
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(3) Geographic L::>cation - Since performance advantages 

have not l::een denonstrated for the rural hOIlES and 

since rural settings are inherently less conununity

based for rocst youth, urban locations for group hOIlES 

should, in general, l::e encouraged. Since First 

District generates substantial placellEnts I::ut lacks 

group.hollE resources, a further priority should l::e the 

creation of groop hOIlE alternatives in the northern 

areas. 

( 4 ) Programma tic links to the cararuni ty - As part of the 

bid evaluation process, the burden should be on the 

potential vendor to derrcnstrate the types of links 

that have been created or are proposed to be created 

to the canmunity in which the home is to l::e located 

(e. g • , letters of supp::>rt fran ccmmuni ty or 

neighborhood councils, supp::>rt fran church groups, 

mluntaty supp::>rt fran individuals, cultural and 

recreational organizations, interactions with other 

canmuni ty service providers). 

( 5 ) "Bundled Services" ,!Vendor Concentra tion The 

diversity objective suggested above denotes the 

desirability of alternatives both in terms of 

treatrrent programs and in terms of program 

sp::>r1sorship. Within limits, the smaller the fraction 

of total Youth Corrections resources going to a given 

vendor, the mre resp::>nsive that vendor is likely to 

be to the State and the easier it is to preserve a 

buyer-seller relationship. We therefore reconnnend 

that multiple service-type agreeJlEnts with vendors be 

discouraged; for example, an agreement in which the 

State pays a single vendor for a long term treatrrent 

path for a single inc1ividual (e.g., an observation

group care-foster care--long term family counseling-day 

treatrrent sequence) should not l::e pursued. Such 

12 

"bundling" of ser"ices risks cc:mprornis ing the strength 

of the case management system and the independence of 

procurement decis ions. This recomrrenda Hon is not 

intended to discourage continuity of care. However, 

if multiple services are to l::e provided by a given 

vendor, they should preferably be financed tJ.~rough 

non-corrections resources, e. g • , Federal grants, 

supp::>rt fran local governJlEnt, private donations, etc. 

A corollaty to this recomnendation is that "vendor 

concentration" (the total number of placement slots 

controlled by a given vendor) should l::e closely 

!tOnitored. While YA:! would not go so far a~ to suggest 

that funding for current major programs l::e reduced 

strictly l::ecause they may have a large share of the 

market, YA:! do contend that, in principle, future 

enlargement of current major programs should be done 

cautioosly, if at all. 

b. Contract Administration 

(1) Contract Management - The current contract !tOnitoring 

system is not a strong manageJlEnt tool and may detract 

fram the effectiveness of the assigned 

caseworker/!tOnitor. We therefore suggest that 

contract administration be removed fram district 

office resp::>nsibility, be maee a central 

administrative function in Youth Corrections, and l::e 

staffed by at least one full tillE contract nanager. 

'Ibis process can l::e !tOre efficient than district-based 

!tOnitoring in terms of accounting processing and 

provides an opportunity to improve surveillance and 

!tOnitoring of vendor 

contract managellEnt 

placeJlEnt approval, 

process accounting 
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function would be to assure 
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canpliance by the vendor, and reFQrt exceptions to 

Youth Corrections administration for action. 

Improve Interaction with Vendors - An interview 

cc:mnent by the administrator of one of the larger 

group horre programs was typical and particularly 

revealing: ''We would be glad to do whatever Youth 

Corrections wants us to do (in our program), but they 

never carre and ask. Our only effective contact is 

once a year when we negotiate the contract." We 

recannend several low cost rrethods to improve this 

interaction: 

(a) Create a public planning process (managed by 

Youth Corrections but with input fran vendors 

encouraged) to help deve~op corrections 

priorities. 

(b) J:evelop a technical assistance program where 

State and canmuni.ty resources are rrore 

effectively made a.vailable to the vendors. 'Ibis 

would be particularly useful in terms of training 

assistance to vendors, e. g • , combining Youth 

Correction cas~rker training with training of 

groop harre staff. 

(c) Encourage ncre frequent contacts arrong Youth 

Corrections administration and vendors. 

(d) Publish a fotmal annual reFQrt for Youth 

Corrections (similar to that created by the 

Court) describing am contrasting the types of 

cases being processed by the various placerrent 

alternatives, their recidivism perfotmance, 

program costs, etc. 
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(3) Program Evaluations A camrent made alrrost 

unanirrcusly by vendors was that evaluative efforts by 

Youth Corrections should be fed back to them for use 

in improving their programs. Reasonable evaluation of 

the vendors should include: 

(a) Periodic on-site reviews, including 

administration of survey instrurrents such as the 

ones used in this study, for assessing the 

attitudes of children in placement. 

(b) Post placerrent "debriefing" interviews for 

children terminating fran group care. 

(c) Provide tracking of recidivism and cohort 

information for each home to assist the vendors 

in determining where in the system they fit and 

how effective thci~ ~fforts are. 

(d) Conduct annual reviews by Yooth Corrections of 

each program's status and effectiveness. 

c. Strengthen~velop YcuthCorrections Managerrent Inforrration 

(1) Long Range Plan/Rei:X)rt to the Legislature - As is 

indicated in Section I-C, a long range, comprehensive 

plan for allocation of Youth Corrections resources 

should be developed. We further recamrended that the 

process for such planning include an annual reFQrt to 

the people and Legislature. Such a process would: 

(a) Require that well thought out and clearly defined 

staterrents be prepared regarding: 

organizational structure and objectives 

placement/release guidelines 

IS 

-
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"make vs. buy" criteria for serVices ( i. e. , 

which programs should be State vs. privately 

op:rated) • 

interface with external resources 

(b) Serve as an effective channel for disseminating 

information regarding the Division'S current and 

historical: 

(c) 

operational characteristics (children 

served, recidivism, average length of stay, 

etc. ) 

financial and resource allocation 

Provide an annual review of how well each of the 

vendors are performing and how well the system as 

a whole is progressing toward its stated long 

range goals. 

(2) Management .!!!E.~~~ion Syst.en. Impr.mnerrent _. Utah has 

the advantage of one of the rrost comprehensive 

Juvenile Court data systems in the countl:Y' In 

addition, the DFS accounting system collects 

sufficient placement information to track individual 

juveniles (with. sone exceptions) as they enter and 

exi t the varioos canp::lnents of the Youth Corrections 

system. However, it took a considerable effort on the 

part of both the contractor and the Youth Corrections 

staff to bring these two essential components together 

for this assessnent. Based on this experience, we 

recClllIIEnd that, although these ~ data collection 

systems should continue to form the core of a 

corrections information system, the following 

improvenents be undertaken: 

16 
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(a) Use the paynent· record system as the basis for a 

management information system. This has the 

advantages of guaranteeing that infornation on 

placem:nts, case ItOvements, etc. is tied to 

resource allocation and it spotlights data 

quali ty probl1cms at the caseworker level. As 

recc::mm:nded above, accountabili ty for infornation 

regarding the placement and release of 

individuals and the corresponding costs for 

treatment should be the ItOnitoring responsibility 

of centralized contract administration staff. 

Canpleteness and aCClracy of placement data and 

coordination of this infonuation with the 

juvenile's criminal data would also be a task for 

this staff. 

(b) Currently, YOC and CAT'! program data are not 

recorded on the rFS database; it is suggested 

that information fran these programs be adopted 

to, be crmsistent with, and included in the 

reporting system. 

(c) A series of standardized, periodic reports should 

be developed to canpare selected components of 

the system ~ough tine and with each other 

(similar to the "snapshot" included in this 

report) • These analyses should also focus on 

specific juvenile cohorts (e.g., the violent or 

multi-placement yooths), court district 

canparisons, caseworker placement tendencies, 

etc. The Yooth Corrections research analysts are 

making significant progress in this area and 

should be encouraged to continue with the effort. 

(d) A conscientioos review of the collected data 

items'and the corresponding management reports is 

17 
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necessaty to 

supervisors, and 

overburdened with 

repJrting tasks. 

assure that caseworkers , 

administration are not 

unproductive paperwork and 

Information categories which 

are currently collected on an inconsistent or 

duplicated basis, or are irrelevant to the 

Division's management decisions should be 

eliminated. For example: 

Many of the items collected on DFS For.m *24 

invol ving socio-denographic data are 

inconsistently repJrted and appear to be of 

little or no use for any decision ~cess. 

There is ~ systematic identification or 

cross-tabulation of v.orker case activity • 

Straightforward questions like "which 

v.orkers generate the most/least placements?" 

are structurally irnI;:ossible to answer 

because clear worker identification has not 

been stressed. 

d. Expand Case<i.Orker Ible to "Case Manager" 

Case management at the worker level may be the IIOSt i.mp:lrtant 

single thing that Ycuth Corrections does. The effective 

discharge of ,this respJnsibility involves the v.orker becaning 

fully aware of and accountable for the flow of resources and 

d~.K'isions involving the out-of-hcme placement. Many items 

relating to these respJnsibilities in theoty already exist 

although their :implementation in practice (based on our 

observations) was incomplete. The case nanager role should 

include: 

(1) Involvement in Staffing all group home placement cases 

prior to placement as part of the approval of the 
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expendi ture of corrections resources. In the 

(relatively few) cases where this is i.InpJssible, it 

should be a clear priority that a Youth CorrectionS 

casev.orker be assigned and the child intervie~d 

within a week of placement. 

(2) Control of Treatment Plans ITd.lst be formally vested in 

the case manager and not abandoned to the vendor. 

'!his includes both the developm:mt of specific goals, 

the planning of accanplishment milestones, and the 

periodic review of progress. 

(3) Monthly Visits - 'lb assure a continuing contact with 

children in groop care, a corrections v.orker should 

visit the child at least IIOnthly to coordinate 

treatment in the facility and assist in develcping 

relationships with families. If enforced, this v.ould 

have the added benefit of lninimizing placements 

geographically distant from the camnuni ty to which the 

yooth will eventually return. 

(4) 

(5) 

Concurrent with respJnsibility for group home visits, 

the case rranager must also be accountable for contacts 

wi th the child's family. 'Ibis does not necessarily 

mean the Yooth. Corrections representati ve must 

personally conduct all visits (especially in reference 

to programs where family therapy is a treatment 

tool) • However, cons is tent with the case nanager' s 

control of resources, he must be finally responsible 

that family oocial work is planned, executed and 

IIOnitored in the context of the treatment plan. 

Initiation/management of program tennination is the 

first step in the management of corrections 

resources. The Youth Corrections representative must 

be the final decision pJint on program completion and 
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{ coordinator of post release services to assist in 

reintegrating the yooth in the family and cammmi ty. 

(6) The final role for the casa-;otker/manager is as a 

major resource in vendor evaluation both in terms of 

giving <:pen canmunication to the grcup home cperator 

on program p:rfornance, suggestions for irnprovem:mt 

etc. , and by providing IIOre structured communication 

to Yooth Corrections Administration for use in 

prOOJrement and contract nanagenent. 

C. System-Wide Snapshot Results/planning Issues 

The Janua:ty 21, 1980 snapshot of Utah corrections placenents provides. a 

comprehensive point-in-ti.rre review of all dlildren in cut-of-home 

situations. Given that the duration of all typeS' of placements except YIX: 

observatio!1 is relatively long (on the order of 5 or IIOre IIOnths average 

It::.lgth of stay), the fOiu't.·-in-time distribution of placements is probably 

"reasonably" rep!.--esent.ati ve of long tem practices (the greater turnover 

in the YIX: observation population makes generalizations fram limited data 

IIOre risky). 

With these caveats ar.d a strong recanmeooation that further cross

sectional and tine series analyses be conducted, we have sumrrarized below 

the results of varioos cross-tabulations of the snapshot and sugge~t 

issues relevant to the pla.~ing process. Furtrier detail on these items is 

included in App:ndix A. 

1. Snapshot Results 

a. Placement Resources - Based on the Januaty 21, 1980 

profile, the total placerrent resource dollars and the mix 

of slots used in the varioos court districts varied 

significantly and without unifonn relation to population, 

criminali ty, and referral patterns: 
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First District made heavier use of ITC in all 

forms. 

Second District made heavier use of "corrmunity 

based" placerrents. 

Based on IIOst canparison indices, Second District 

showed higher p:r unit placerrent frequency and 

expenses. 

Districts 3, 4, and 5 have placed populations 

with generally less severe criminal records than 

do Districts 1 and 2. 

b. Placement Practices - The restrictiveness of placements in 

use did not uniformly reflect a "continuum" approach; e.g., 

only about half of the group heme dlildren had been tried 

on probation prior to placerrent; a substantial fraction of 

the dlildren in (restrictive) YIX: observation were in their 

first out-of-horre experience. 

c. Limited Non-Institutional Options Foster care and non-

res idential programs are limi ted in availability and use. 

Both are resources primarily for Salt Lake County and are 

not nearly as heavily used by dlildren fram other areas in 

general. 

d. Y.D.C. ClJservation and CAT'[ I=bpulations shared strong 

similarities in many resp:cts. '!he major observed 

differences invel ved substantially higher pre-entty crine 

rates (though not severity) in YI:C Observation dlildren and 

substantially IIOre prior placements in the CATY population. 

e. CATY functioned as a YIX: alternative (as cpposed to drawing 

off enrollrrent from the "lighter" group homes) at the 

snapshot, based on the rnarked similarity of the CATY 

population to the YI:C caranitment population in all areas 

except YI:C showing much higher concentrations of p:rsonal 

felonies. 
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2. Planning Issues 

The long range improvement in the system-wide renagement processes 

and practices in Youth Corrections revolves around three fundamental 

issues: 

• 

• 
• 

Cevelopnent of a placenent resource planning process and 

long range plan. 

Clarification of case/resource accountability and control. 

Reinforce the mission and organizational identity of Youth 

Corrections • 

Included below is a discussion of these issues: 

a. Cevelcpment of a comprehensive long range plan and planning 

proce.ss for the allocatioz:~. of Youth Corrections placement 

resources - '!he resource allocation nethodology suggested 

in Appendix B is not intended t.o be a final statenent of 

systemwide slot priorities since it is based primarily ~n a 

one tirre "snapshot" of comprehensive data. It is, however, 

indicative of the kinds of placenent reprioritization that 

are consistent with the ~jstem objectives we have suggested 

in Chapter V, the existing quantitative results, and 

consistently applied placerrent guidelines. Such a nodel 

could be further elaborated for ..:implementation in Fiscal. 

Year 1982. In essence, it results in a distribution of 

resources consistent with a "least restrictive" emphasis 

which includes: 

(1) Slightly Reduce Secure Placenents (to about 60 slots 

total) - Given the assumed desirability of placerrent 

as close to horne as possible, alternatives to a single 

c~us YO:: should be explored. 

(2) Reallocate Yo:: ():)servation Population to Canrnunity -

Since the effectiveness of Yo:: observation is unclear, 

22 

,/ 

\ 
.A 

the cost is relatively. highr and the characteristics 

of children in observation closely retch those in CATY 

programs, it is arguable that the observation function 

could be shifted from the institutional setting at Yo:: 

to lower cost (contractual) canmunity sponsors. 

(3) Expand CATY Slots to about 160 full time - As noted 

above, a noderate reduction in the YDC regular. 

population and the shift of observation will create a 

need for nore slots to serve what "",uld be an expanded 

"CATY"-type population. 

( 4 ) Reduce the NLmber of Gr'..up Home Slots fran AI::out 135 

to Aroond 100 Full Time - Given the substantial number 

of groop hone res idents wi th mininal criminal 

histories and no record of being tried first in the 

community in day treatment or probation settings, the 

tota:... beds availal..lle to the "group hane FOPulation" 

are probably in excess of the requirenent that would 

exist under a rigoroosly applied "least restrictive" 

philoscphy. 

(5 ) Increase Funding for Foster Care/Cay Treatment:.,. A net 

decrease in insti tutional populations tends to free 

certain funds. The needs of the children, however, 

rerrain. Funds generated through a resource re

distribution coold thus be rede available to support 

expanded foster care and day treatm:nt and, to a 

lesser extent, improve caseworker resources. 

Clearly, the placenent alternatives available at one level 

of the "continuum" can, and should, impact on those at 

other levels. Future resource allocations therefore should 

be made only in the context of comprehensive system-wide 

considerations. '!he developrrent of a quantitative 

placement nodel (with the full concurrence of the Court and 

Legislature) should be a high priority system goal. 

23 



) ) 

I 
f 

( 

( 

b. Clarify Resource/Case Accountabili ty - 'Ibis study has as 

its major focus the grcup horre placerrent nodel. . We did not 

intensively examine the organizational and economic issues 

associated with, e.g., the parole system, the economics of 

the YIC, the organization and functioning of court 

probation, screening and selection of CATY eligible 

camidates, and the CYF foster care network, etc. Broad 

recommendations for organizational change ~cting c21 

parts of the systen ~uld require such a ccmprehensive 

assessrrent. 'Ibe issues raised in the context of grcup 

hares may, however, help define major choices. 

Based on the grcup horres example, ~ suggest that a 

reasonable objective for the system is to assure sorre 

orderly relationship be~n the authority to place and 

manage cases, the accamtability for budgeting/disbursing 

public funds, and managing the vendor/institution 

network. Without such a link, it is i.rnpJssible to 

resl,X)nsibly manage. 'llie alternatives available to the 

people of Utah in general terms are: 

(1) 'Ibe "broad" Youth Authority concept - Providing a 

systen that gives total placemEllt, treat::m:nt, and 

subsequent release authority to an entity separate 

fran the Court. 

(2) A "partial" Youth Authority Similar to the 

california system where certain types of children or 

types of cases are totally turned over to the 

corrections agenc.y, e.g., those with substantial, 

severe criminal records. Lesser offenders would be 

managed under a court controlled system. 

(3) Joint Control - Where corrections resources are under 

the policy direction of the Court at least insofar as 

allocation priorities are concern~~. 
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Any of these alternatives have p:>tential for improving 

accountabili ty. A plan for dlange should not be firmly 

established !::ased only on this rep::lrt - it should also 

include consideration of the types of issues suggested 

a.i::ove. Reorganization is, however, clearly an inq;lortant 

matter of public p:>licy and should be subjected to 

continuing examination by Youth Corrections, the Court, the 

Executive Reorganization Committee, and the Legislature. 

One further area, however, can be irnproved to i.mnediately 

increase the vis ibili ty of the resource allocation process. 

( 4 ) Rep::lrt Corrections Resources at the Court District 

Level - Since placements must in rome sense be 

ultimately resp:>nsive to the Court, it is clearly in 

the interest of all parties to know how b.'1e State IS 

corrections resources are being consumed in each 

district. 'Ibis will not guarantee accountability, but 

can readily prorote dialogue and debate over the cost 

consequences of varioos Districts I placement 

policies. Such reporting could be made (to the Board 

of Judges and the public) to show on a quarterly !::asis 

how children are roved into placerrent by the various 

districts and, on a fer diem !::asis, the costs of 

serving them. 

c. Reinforce the Organizational Identity of Youth Corrections 

- The formation of Youth cOrrections Division in July, 1979 

helped clarify and structure responsibility for Yoot~ 

Corrections functions. At the time of our study, however, 

this organizational split fran the welfare agencies had yet 

to be ccmpleted. 'Ihe organizational distinction between 

Ycuth Corrections and the other parts of the Division of 

Family Services was not unifor.mly well understood either by 

other organizations (the court workers, the horre oferators, 

etc.) or by the corrections employees (especially those 

ootside Salt Lake County). 'Ibe planning process should 
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therefore consider that the organizational distinctions be 

further sharp:ned, including: 

(1) Creation of a clearer distinction between corrections 

and non-corrections groop care facilities (it is 

difficult at present. to guarantee that "corrections" 

cases are served on correction contracts and . vice 

~rsa) • 

( 2) Better CCIIlItlmication of this distinction b..") other 

agencies, e. g • , in Second District the split of case 

re5p:)nsibilities between Corrections and CYF 

apparently causes confusion in the screening, 

staffing, an:l assignment which nay re~ult in excessive 

lengths of stay in detention while agency 

responsibility is being established and implemented. 

(3) Transfer of accountability for corrections toster 

care, independent li ving paym:nts, and all other 

paynents for correction children, to the Youth 

Corrections Budget. 

The items suggested above a~e of najor importance to long range efforts to 

strengthen the rranagenent of the corrections systems. They should be 

considered as part of the agenda for the Youth Corrections task force nCM 

in process. 
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II. Group Home ~'am Assessrnents/Descriptions 

A. Methodology 

The interview phase of this project involved personal interviews with 100% 

of the hone res idents present and with the staff on duty on the day of the 

interviewers' visits in Februa~ am early March of 1980. In some cases, 

residents were on the rtm or were oot of the groop hone for the day and 

thus unavailable for interviews. 

'lhree survey instrunents were used: 

• 
• 
• 

Confidential Youth Questionnaire; 

Staff Questionnaire; and 

Staff & Youth Social Climate Questions. 

'Iiit: Ywth and Staff Questionnaires 'f.er€: developed by staff of JS&A. 'Ihe 

Social Climate Questionnaires were designed by Dr. Rol:ert Coates for a 

study of the Massachusetts Yooth Corrections system, and used with his 

permission. 

'Ihe group homes were initially contacted by telephone throogh each horne's 

Director. 'Ihe purpose of the study and tine required by the interviewers 

were explained to the Director who then set up the appointments with the 

hone staff. Either prior to or at the start of each visit a discussion 

was held with each director on program philosophy, discipline/control 

nethods, t'tpes of children· sought or usually rejected by each program and 

relationships with IFS, Youth Corrections, and the Court. 

noted l:elow as appropriate). 

(These are 

A team of 3 or 4 interviewers traveled to the hames, usually spending at 

least 4 hours at each. A brief presentation of the project was made to 

the staff as a group, then each staff member was interviewed individually 

in private. Interviews lasted an average of 30 minutes each. 
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Of special concern to the interviewers was the task of approaching the 

survey in a non-threatening rranner and encouraging staff members to be 

open abcut the weaknesses, as well as strengths of their respective 
program. 

Although some staff were hesitant at first (several expressed an initial 

nervoosness at the prospects of being "evaluated"), ItDSt seened very open 

after l:ein:J assured that their personal resp:!nses w;)uld l:e kept 

confidential. After l:eing interviewed, each staff member was asked to 

fill oot the "Social Climate Questionnaire". 

'!he group home residents were also interviewed individually, in private. 

Wi th ve~ few exceptions, good rapport was established l:etween 

interview:rs and residents, and it was felt that most yooths w:re 

responding reasonably· honestly to the questions. en the whole, the youths 

appeared to enjoy the break in rootine provided by the interview:rs visit 

arrl were friendly arrl cocperative. 

Since many of the youths were enrolled in remedial reading courses, the 

"Social Climate Questionnaire" was administered orally to the residents, 

as a group, after the interviews were canpleted. 

After the survey instrunents w:re coded, all nanes were rerroved in order 

to preserve the confidentiality assured to respondents. 'lbe interview 

team was "debriefed" within 24 hours of each visit for overall impressions 

of each home. 'lhe visit sllIllIl'aries for each home were made available to 

the program director in April 1980 for canm:nt. 

B. Group Hare Overview 

Group homes are fotmally viewed wi thin the corrections system as l:eing an 

out-of-hone placenent c:ption for youth with criminal histories not severe 

enough to warrant YOC or CATY placement but who still have a sufficient 

histo~ of status and/or criminal offenses to justify a llOre structured 

environment than can l:e obtained in their cwn home or foster home 

situation. Groop hones thus fulfill tv.o somewhat conflicting functions: 
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'Ib provide for a camnuni ty environment in which th~ youth have 

access to the activities and experiences normally accessible to 

adolescents, and 

'Ib provide close supervision and control of the youths in order 

to discourage antisocial or dyssocial behaviors. 

'l11ese two functions conflict in that close supervision limits independent 

access to camnunity facilities and experiences and vice versa. 

Although the degree of supervision and the extent to whidl youths are 

allowed independent activities va:r.y artong the hones, they exhibit sone 

similarities. All of the .... hones have night coverage either by live-in 

"houseparentsn or night-tine staff. Also, to va:r.ying degrees activities 

such as ~rk, school, hone visits and free-time are I1Dnitored through 

nechanisms such as staff visits with teachers or employers, rep:::>rts from 

parents and other neans, e.g., group discussions of free-time activities. 

In all the group hones there is an atterrpt to increase socialization of 

the youth regarding school or ~rk attendance and perfOl:rnanc.:e, peer 

relationships, relationships with adults and authority figures and, to 

sane degree, self-concepts and personal developnent. Although a variety 

of nethods, ranging fran behavioral managenent by positive and negative 

reinforcement to "insightn types of therapy, are being used, there are two 

fundanental groop hone nodels encountered in Utah. '!hese will be terned 

the nhouseparent I1Ddel" and the nresidential treatment I1Ddeln• 

1. '!he Hooseparent Model 

This nodel is an attenpt to simulate a family environment by locating 

the youths in a hone supervised and managed by a married couple who 

"live in". '!he houseparents are generally SUpp:::>rte'<J by at least one 

social ~rker who I1Dni tors the yooth in the res idence, helps to set 

behavioral rranagerrent goals, screens new placements, anq offers 

indi vidual and groop counseling or therapy. Since the role of 
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houseparent verges on a 24-hour a day job, alternate parents or live

in counselors who provide the hooseparents with sone re~pite, Le., 

vacations, week-ends off, etc. are always present. Other sup:r;:ort 

services often provided are supervision and guidance fran managers 

aoo, in I1Dst cases, central purchasing and general maintenance for 

multi-unit operations • 

Of the 15 group home.s studied, 9 followed the houseparent !1Ddel. 

'!hese include 6 Utah Boys Ranches, 2 Heritage Yooth Service Hones and 

the Rush Valley Boys Hare. A brief description of each hone is as 

follcms: 

a. Utah Boys Ranch - Of the six Utah Boys Ranch Hares, 3 are 

located on a single campus in Kearns, one is Sandy, one in 

Oren and the sixth is in Mapleton. '!he Mapleton unit was 

not visited during this study as it is being closed at the 

end of the school year. '!he homes are administered fran a 

central office in Salt Lake City. Central purchasing and 

general maintenance are provided by that office 0 '!he 

facility is a non-profit organization. One social ~rker 

screens placements for all of the homes. 

(1) Facilities - All of the 5 hones visited are large 

!1Ddern facilities with adequate kitchen and dining 

space, large front rooms and recreation rooms. 
Sleeping quarters are provided for houseparents and 

alternate parents or a iive-in counselor. Sleeping 

facili ties are two or three bed roans, with Sandy 

capable of accanm::x:lating up to 10 boys, each of the 

Kearns hares accanrrodating up to 12 boys, and adequate 

bedroom space for 11 boys in the Orem facility. 

The Kearns, Sandy, and Orem homes are located in 

ntransitional" areas in the process 

residential development. The Kearns 

properties include pasture land with horses. 
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Sandy facility lacks a large play area for the 

residents. 

(2) Staffing - '!he Kearns homes (identified as east, 

middle and west) are located on one piece of property 

which also contains a "non- denaninational" church 

\'.bich serves· the youth. Off iced in the church are an 

MS'l and a certif ied social r,.,orker who give sup:r;:ort to 

the three horres. Each of the hones has a full-tine 

married couple as houseparento East and middle 

receive alternative hooseparent sUPFOrt fran one 

couple who rotatel:etween them to provide two days a 

week oft and vacations. West has a part-time live-in 

camselor who serves this function. 'rtle middle home 

received the services of a full-tine counselor. 

The Sandy facility has a full-time live in counselor 

who substitutes for the houseparents for vacation and 

days off. '!hey receive the sUPFOrt of another full

tine counselor and part-tine aid fran the MSW who does 

screening and placement for all the Utah Boys 

Ranches. In the Orem horre the male hcuseparent was 

presently studying for an MSW and serves the social 

r"orker fmction also. He receives case work direction 

fran the same MSW who serves the Sandy facility. 

'!here is alive-in counselor in the Orem home. 

In tex:ms of educational background and/or related 

experience, the parents at Kearns East had been with 

Boys Ranch for 4 years, and the female parent had 10 

years previoos experience at a ycuth correctional 

facili ty • '!he houseparents at Kearns Middle had l:een 

with the Ranch for 2 rronths-the female had an A.A. 

in Child Developrrent and is an R.N., and the male is 

an ex-p:>licemm. '!he parents at Kearns West had been 

with the program for 2 years. '!he Sandy houseparents 
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had l:een at the home 7 rronths, and had no related 

degrees or previoos ext:erience. '!he Orem h,a.Iseparents 

had a total of 7 years experience (2 years at Orem and 

5 years at another group hone). None of the live-in 

or full-time counselors had college degrees in related 

fields; one of the Sandy counselors had been with the 

program a year, and the other counselors all had less 

than ,6 rronths experience. '!he case r,.,ot:k and screening 

supp:>rt is provided by three MSW' s • 

(3) Program Structure - Parents receive nonthly progress 

reFOrts on their child and are asked to resFOnd prior 

to tetmination. Monitoring of horre visits provides 

info:ona.tion as to FOssible need for counseling and 

guidance which is gi ven by the social worker staff. 

If parents are outside the county and a need is 

determined, they are asked to contact their county 

!rental health facility for counseling' and guidance. 

To i.nsure transition into the school systems, 

termination takes place during school breaks (May, 

August and Deceml:er). Screening of residents is 

provided for all homes by two MSW's. Upon receiving a 

call fran the placem.:nt r"orker, they ask for the 

available written history, education, nental health, 

social, court, etc. '!hey define \'.bat they believe the 

problem to be and then interview the child and parent, 

if the pa.rent is available. If there is a concern for 

the rrental status of the FOtential placement, 

diagnostic referral will be made to Primary Childrens 

Hospital, Copper Mountain Mental Health, University of 

Utah Medical Center Mental Health or the Unit of 

Detention. Sane variation was found between homes 

regarding the therapeutic rrodel used and philosophy. 

The Orem home was found to I:e distinctive in its 

philosophy and approach and will be considered 

separately (see below). '!he Kearns and Sandy homes 
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utilize a behavioral program clef ined by the 

administrative office (see l>.ppendix B). 'nle purpcse 

of the program is stated to be the control of 

disruptive or obstructive types of behaviors such as 

screaming, talking back, temper tantnnns, figh ting and 

arguing, etc., and the encouragerrent of gcxXi school 

perfonnance and attendance. School is alnost always 

rrandatoty for the boys. At the tine of this study 

none of the boys were working. During the SllI111'Er 

rrcnths, CE'T'...A work is re~rtedly encouraged and 

rrcnitored. 

Boys are graded daily on a ~int system regarding 

perfornance of hoosehold chores, lack of disruptive or 

ol::structive behaviors, school attendance and study and 

general attitude. 'It> a minimal extent the programs 

are individualized in that special attention nay be 

paid to one of the boys in a specific area of 

improvement. Residents are placed. on one of four 

levels eadL week on the basis of the daily scoring. 

Incentives involve free-tine. en the lower levels the 

residents t:eceive little or no independent or free

tine off the property or away fran school. On the 

upper levels W.fS can have horre visits and are not 

required to return directly horne fran school. en the 

fourth level at least one free evening per week is 

granted I however, at the time of the visi t no 

residents were on this level. 

The system discouraged independent activities as well 

as involvement in extra-curricular activities at 

sdlool such as joining clubs, participating in sports, 

attending s~rting events, etc. Friends outside of 

t.l1.e homes visit vety rarely. At the Kearns facility 

arrj outdoor recreation on th·c ranch grounds was 

heavily IlOni tared since rrcst of the staff wanted to 
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limit associations of boys fran the different homes. 

In the Sandy harre residents on the upper levels were 

allowed walks, but these were also heavily 

IlOnitored. 'Ihe boys, regardless of levels, 

participated in supervised group recreational 

activities, swirraning, rrcvies, shopping, etc., at least 

two tines a week. 

The houseparents were quite autonClIOus in rranaging the 

hornes and designating chores to be done. Counselors 

aided in discipline and attempted to develop 

therapeutic relationships with the residents. Social 

workers alvised and aided the other staff, did the 

case work on the res idents, directed groops once a 

week and were available for individual consultation 

with the residents. Groop sessions centered around 

behavorial rranagerrent, and gave the residents a dlance 

to air ccmplaints. Residerli:S' had Vf:!4.'y little input in 

changing or develcping rules and restrictions. In the 

Kearns horres the social workers monitored school 

attendance and performance throogh discussion with 

teadlers and school counselors. 

The houseparents in the Orem facility were ruch rrcre 

autonOIOOUS in their program developrrent than in the 

other Utah Boys Randl bomes. One of the purposes of 

their program was to make the living conditions and 

cc:mrnuni ty access as noonal as ~ssible. 'Ihere was an 

attempt to treat the residents as equally as possible 

and therefore no fomal level system was iIrpJsed. '!he 

boys received two free nights a week, they were 

encouraged to be invel ved in school events and rrcst 

were le~rning to box in a local facili ty • 'Ihey were 

attempting to develop other activities such as a 

basketball team to play in local churdl e\lents and 

participation in a ~lice "ride-alongII program. 
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Parents or relatives could visit the boys during the 

~ek (to go out for an evening), although horre visits 

were limited to one per nonth. Neighborhood youths 

~re encouraged to visit the home. 

Behaviorial rranagement was being attempted by the 

following methods: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Assigning extra ~t:k. Residents could be 

assigned ~t:k over and above regular chores for 

oi::structive or disruptive behaviors or failure to 

perform ~t:k or study. 

Peer ~essure. The staff identified group 

leaders and encouraged them to help in changing 

oth,er residents behaviors, e.g., encouraging one 

boy to defend someone else who was being picked-' 

an by the others. 

Group meetings. Grcup meetings were not 

regularly scheduled but (.::ould be called by staff 

at any time to discuss problems. Residents could 

and sometimes did request tilese meetings. 

Restrictions • Free-time activities were 

withdrawn for excessive acting out, not attending 

school or for SIrOki.ng. 

• School noni toring • The live-in counselor was 

also ~rking part-time in the local high school 

as a means to supt:Ort and noni tor the 

residents. He also tuto~ad the home residents. 

The social ~rker/houseparent stated that he was 

finding it difficult to individualize programs or to 

develop nore positive reinforcers. HCMever, he 
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believed that he was achieving his goal of normalizing 

the program better than by other methods. 

( 4 ) General Conclusions - Staff in all of the Utah Boy's 

Ranch homes ~re attempting to establish a warm, 

caring, family type of environment wi th some 

success. There ~re some problem:; in the Sandy home 

in that there appeared to be an overconcern with the 

rule system and extensive complaints about the acting 

out behavior of the boys and about the lack of suptX)rt 

of DFS and the police force in applying punitive 

measures. Morale of the residents in this hom: 

apPEared to be l~r than in the others. 

In all but the Orem bane, camnuni ty linkage was 

limited to supervised group activities, family visits 

and atteooance in the public school. Public school 

attendar.~ .vas somewhat restricted for the Kearns 

hates because the local ju.-lior high has a separate 

facility for Boys Ranch residents only. With 

sufficient progress boys could nove to the regular, 

junior high classes; however, nany of the boys· ~re 

attending the boys ranch facility. It was encour,:::aging 

to find that the Orem home was attempting to involve 

the residents in the cammmity while still naintaining 

sufficient behavioral controls. 

b. Heri tage Boys Ranch There are three group homes 

administered by Heritage Boys Ranch, b\o adjacent hoIl'P-S in 

Cedar Valley about 12 miles fran I.ehi, Utah and one at 

Birdseye which is about 15 miles from Spanish Fot:k. 

Heritage is reportedly a for-profit private operation The 

facilities cater only to boys. Only one of the Cedar 

Valley ranches was the subject of this study as the other 

is a CAT'! program for nore severely delinquent youth. The 

programs are administered fz;-om an office in Spanish Fork. 
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The two group homes under study are quite different in 

rest:ect to facilities, staffing and general at:rcosphere. 

(1) Facilities - Both homes are rural in nature; Cedar 

Valley is in an agricultural area and Birdseye is in a 

mountaincus region. '!he Cedar Valley home is an older 

horre and had less desirable living conditions (in 

tenns of size, condi tion of the furnishings and the 

general conditions of the structure) than any of the 

other houseparent type homes. It is intended to 

acccmrrodate 12 boys in 6 bedrooms. 'lhe ki tchen-dining 

area arxJ living roans appear adequate; however, there 

is only one bathroan for the boys and the apartItent 

for the houseparents is small. There are no living 

arrangerrents for alternate parents or a live-in 

counselor. There is no recreation roam, but it is a 

fa:cn type. horre with suffic~ent area cutside for 

recreational activities. 

The Birdseye hema is a large facility with an adequate 

dining and cooking area, Ii ving room, recreational 

area and four bedrocms with a capacity of 13 royse 

'!he houseparents and alternate houseparents are housed 

within the structure in two apartrnent- like sections. 

(2) Staffinq - '!he director serves as a part-time social 

worker to the two programs. He also has an assistant 

who aids in screening placerrents, directing the horres, 

and making community contacts. There are no alternate 

housepa.rents for the Cedar Valley horre. Bes ides the 

suppjrt of the director, they receive social worker 

sUPFOrt one day a week fran a social worker with a 

private business and another consultant provides 

training to the houseparents one evening a week. 
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The Birdseye facili ty has live-in alternate 

houseparents, one of whan serves as cook. '!he 

Heritage director is available to the horne one night 

t:er week for group social w::-rk and is available to the 

residents for individual consultation at that time. 

'!he male, regular houseparent is independent both in 

managing and directing the program. He also makes 

canmunity contacts with the schools, employers, and 

potential employers of the youth. It appears that, 

wi th SCIre input fran the director, he makes nost of 

the decisions regarding the youth roth within and 

cutside of the horre. 

'Ihe director, Yiho also serves as caSE worker and 

screening sUPPJrt, has an MSV and has been associated 

with group homes since 1969. He has operated the 

Heritage Boys Ranches since 1973. 

'Ihe Cedat" Valley houseparents had been at the home for 

18 rronths; both were attending BYU, but were not 

seeking degrees in fields relating to the job. The 

houseparents at Birdseye had spent 3 years with the 

program; the male parent also had a great deal of 

personal ext;:erience, having been in marr.f foster 

placements in his youth. The alternate houseparents 

had worked a total of 14 rronths at the horre. 

(3 ) 1?EOgram Structure Referrals are made to the 

director/social worker who then inten"iews the boy , 

his parents and the workers. Parents, if available 

and cooperative, are asked to visit the facility. 

Psychological tests may be solicited for "scary" 

cases, homosexuals, assault and rape cases, etc. 

Termination is arranged through the DFS worker and is 

rronitored by success of horre visits to parents or 

potential foster parents. Although there was supy;::osed 
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to be a level system am a point systan at the Cedar 

Valley home, it was not clear what in fact was 

hap};ening. 'Ihe boys were unsure of the' system and 

uncertain regarding their current level. 

There was an on-s i te school which served this home as 

well as the adjacent CATY horre and which is supported 

by the local school district. It is a school for 

those with learning disabilities and only served some 

of the hom: 's youth. 'Ihe rest are scattered around 

the valley in a variety of public schools. 'I\o.o . ~re 

in a school for errotionally disturbed. 

Other than attendance in public schools, canrnunity 

ties were severely limited. Canpared with the Utah 

Boys Randles, the residents participated in ve:t:y few 

supervised group recreational activities. None of the 

boys hc:ii juts ~ ~ ide the hone. ' 

'Ihe Birdseye home was quite different in its 

operation. A point system was in effect for household 

chores but this was only used to disburse allowances 

to the boys. 'Ihe nale houseparent directed all 

activities am assigned household jobs. 

fran the boys had to go through him. 

All requests 

He allotted 

extra ~r:k for negative behavior or failure to perfOtlll 

tasks and he gave extra freedoms such as hiking in the 

IOOUntains and visi ts to friends in the valley when 

they appearec'i warranted. Although his system was 

sanewhat undefined and spontaneous, allrost eve:t:y roy 

felt that he and the system were fair. 

The residents attended public school in Spanish Fork 

and sorre ~re in the school for enotionally 

disturbed. Extra-curricular activities such as school 

sr:orts, dances, etc. were encouraged. Sorre of the 
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boys held paying jobs outside of the home and all 

could participate if they wished. Residents were also 

allowed to visit ovemight with friends, in Spanish 

Fork and could engage in other inde};endent activities 

such as hiking or rrotorcycling in the vicinity. As in 

the Cedar Valley home, supervised group activities 

were limi ted. All in all, the access to normal 

community activities is probably similar to what many 

rural or agricultural youths experience with natural 

restrictions :i.mpa3ed by travel. 

(4) General Conclusions - In atnosphere and conditions 

there was a great disparity be~n the ~ Heritage 

Boys Ranch Group Horres. 'Ihe Birdseye facili ty was 

much nore' liveable, both for the residents and 

houseparents, than was the Cedar Valley home. 'Ihe 

houseparents in the Birdseye facility were much more 

skilled in managin<:J the residents and rrorale seemed 

better there. It is of interest to note that being 

sent to the Cedar Valley home was used as a threat to 

the Birdseye boys to induce behavioral change. 'Ihe 

Heritage management did recognize the problem and had 

brought in a consultant to train the Cedar Valley 

houseparents and was also attempting to hire alt-emate 

parents to relieve them. 

As with the Orem Boys Ranch the Birdseye home was an 

example of at least a partially successful attempt to 

normalize the residents' access to community 

facilities and activities. 

profit making enterprise officed in Springville, Utah. 

prcprietor/director has been in the roys home business 

since 1968. 'Ihe only present facility, located in Vemon, 

Utah has been in c:peration since 1977. 
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(1) Facilities - The facility houses up to 12 boys in 

three bedrooms. It is an old structure, . adequate in 

size arxl clean, with livingroan, kitchen and a bedroom 

for the hooseparents. There is no recreation roan bit 

the building is in an agricultural area with plenty of 

outdoor space. The nearest L-ecreation and shopping 

facilities are in TOoele, Utah about 25 miles away. 

(2) Staffing - The director is a ceJ:tified social ~rker, 

MSW, am does all intake, individual counseling am 
case ~rk and also, with his wife's assistance, serves 

as alternate houseparent to the couple now residing 

there. Another social ~rker runs groop sessions for 

the boys one night per week. 

'!he hooseparents had ~rked at the horre for 2 1/2 

years; they had no degrees or previous experience in 

related fields. 

(3 ) Program Structure - All of the boys attend. either 

junior high or high school in Eureka which is about 25 

miles fran the facility. '!bey are taken on supervised 

groop activities about once a week, often in the Provo 

area, and the houseparents often take then to school 

events such as dances or sPJrting eV'2nts. A 

basketball gane (boys horne vs. the schcx)l faculty) was 

planned at the tine of our visit. 

None of the residents had paid jobs during the school 

year rut rrcst were said to acquire CE'l'A jots in the 

rural area during the SUImI'er. 

Behavioral managerrent consisted of weekly allowance 

based ut:Qn daily performance of chores, school 

studies, and general beha~lior and att~itude. 'Ibey 

41 

could be restricted to two roans in the house for 

otstructive or disruptive behaviors. Reinforcers were 

very limited due to the isolated nature of. the horne. 

( 4) General Ccmrrents - 'Ibis was one of the rrore isolated 

of the group homes and staff adItlitted that travel was 

a problem. Boys did participate in school activities, 

but only in isolated instances were independent 

activities allowed. 

'Ibe director stated that they ~rked closely with DFS 

case ~rkers and, when possible, parents or foster 

parents in teDninating cases and placing residents, 

and provides personal counseling at his office to 

those able to travel to it. Much of this was by phone 

as travel was a problem. He also meets with families 

or caseworkers when t:Qssible. 

2. Residential Treatment Model 

Whereas the houseparent model ~lies that a t:Qsitive family 

environrrent coupled with behavioral managerrent and sorre therapy can 

affect change, the residential treatment model relies more heavily on 

varicus forms of groop and individual therapy. Heavy enphasis is 

placed uPJn nPJsitive peer culture," the development of a mini-youth 

canmunity in which yooth monitor each other's behavior in a manner 

valued by the staff. Although l::ehavioral or "acting out" types of 

problems are of concern in these horres, rrore emphasis is placed uPJn 

emotional am psychological problems in this model than in the 

houseparent horres. . 
Residential treatment horres have three staff shifts to give 24-hour 

coverage, b.o or more staff p=r shift. Staff a.lIrost always have 

educational or experiential backgrounds in the social sciences, 

~nerally at least a B.S. in psychology, social ~rk or a related 

area. '!hey see themselves (and the residents likely would concur) as 
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therapists. Back-up sUppJrt for the staff is professional in nature, 

e. g ., psychiatrists, psychologists., 

All of the residential treatment homes used some type of level system 

as an incentive to the yooths. As they progressed through the levels 

they received nore freedoms. Moving fran one level to another 

(forward or backward) was based upJn assessrrents of staff and peers 

in group rreetings. 

Group homes which were residential treatment centers in nature were 

three Adolescent Residential Treatm:mt Centers spJnsored by Granite 

Canmunity Mental Health, the QJyssey Adolescent Unit, Pine Canyon 

Boys Ranch, and the Manhattan Project spJnsored by the Salvation 

Al:my. 

A brief description of each program is as follows: 

a. Manhattan Project - 'The Manhattan Project is spJnsored by 

the Salvation Al:my and has one ~ucational home located 

in Salt Lake City. ~en Visited, the horre was being closed 

down because the Salvation Atmy, which also owns the 

residence, had withdrawn suppJrt. 'The termination of the 

project apparently had nothing to do with any qualitative 

assessment. Rather, it reflected a change in 

organ~ational philosophy on the part of the Salvation 

Al:my. 

(1) Facility - 'The home is a large mansion in the 

"avenues" area, wi thin walking distance of downtown 

It is in good condition and well 

~ bedrooms with 3 beds each for 

Sal t Lake Ci ty • 

kept. 'There are 

girls with separate bath facilities and the same for 

boys. 'There is also a female staff bedroan and a male 

one. Staff sleep in the house on a rotation basis and 

the male-female composition is necessitated by the co

educational nature of the program. 'There are adequate 
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( 2) 

cooking, dining , living roan and office facilities. 

'There is no recreation room. 

Staffing - The director of the program works one-half 

time and beneath him is a program manager. Six 

counselors, 3 male and 3 female, rotate on a 45-hour 

shift, two on duty at all times except for 3 hours in 

the afternoon when only one is present. 'They had also 

instituted an oot-patient program with a tracker and 

two part-time group leaders. 'This follow-up program 

was not financed by the State. All hoosekeeping and 

cooki~ was handled jointly by staff and residents. , 

All of the counselors interviewed ( 5 ) had bachelors I 

degrees in either Psychology or Sociology. Experience 

ranged from 2 nonths to 2 years. 'The Program Director 

had been with Manhattan for 7 years; the Program 

Manager for 1 year (with 5 years experience at another 

residential treatment center). 

(3) Program Structure - 'The project was somewhat different 

in operation and structure than was encountered in any 

other program. 'The youths in the program v;ere older, 

16 and above, and in llOst cases the g:lal was 

"enancipation" or independent living status rather 

than a return to a parental situation. Because of 

this, heavy enphasis was placed upJn activities 

outside of the home. Youths were encouraged to find 

jobs or attend public schools within the first 

oonth. Although there was a level system, with the 

residents receiving nore free or independent time as 

they progressed through the levels, free time was 

viewed nore as a therapeutic end rather than as a 

rreans to control behavior. As one staff rneml:er put 

it, "v;e want things to be happening in the communi ty , 

not in the house". Cons istent with this philosophy, 
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organized recreational activity for the residents was 

avoided and the lack of a recreational area or 

equipment was intentional. 

In general, the goals M:re to develop problem solving 

skills in the canmuni ty • Ccunselors generally did not 

intend to find jobs for the residents or solve school 

problems for them. They tried to facilitate the 

process, placing the onus of responsibility on the 

residents. Living skills such as CXlOking, house 

cleaning, shq?ping, btXIgeting, etc., M:re short-term 

learning goals for the residents. 

Allocation of tasks y changes or developrrent of the 

level system, household managerrent, etc. , \\ere 

conducted in groups with staff and residents having 

equal rotes. New applicants M:re screened in this 

rranner also. '!he intent of the staff was to bring 

about dlange through a positive peer culture but there 

was some recogni tion of the fact that the rrore 

dependent the indi vidual was on the group, the less 

independent they could be in the community. Group 

therapy sessions \\ere regularly S<".heduled, however, 

according to the director, they M:re to stay away from 

ndeep insight" types of therapy. Groups M:re to deal 

wi th practical, problem sol ving si tl..Iations in an 

advisoty manner, rather than looking for psychological 

or emotional causes. 

Due to the wrsoty nature of our survey mathod and the 

fact that the project was in the process of closing 

down, it is not known to what extent the philosophy of 

the program was being realized. Staff did appear to 

be aware of the theoretical and paradoxical problems 

inhelX'..nt in the approadl and M:re e:q;:erimenting with a 

variety of approadles. 
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( 4) General Conclusion: Of all prograr!1s, both of the 

residential treatment and houseparent models, this one 

was the nest highly "nonnalized" in its approadl. 

Community involvement of the residents and independent 

decisionmaking were emphasized. Although the 

at::Ioosphere was "therapeutic", nere errphasis was placed 

upon practicality and living skills than was the case 

in any other program. Enancipation was the objective. 

b. Pine Canyon Randl for Boys - The Pine canyon facilities are 

owned by a Salt Lake City based non-profit corporation 

whose Board oversees the administration of the project. 

']he Board has appointed a director who oversees the 

development of the program. The total program is 

apparently going through extensive transition and 

development regarding staffing, rerrodeling of present 

facilities and the creation of new facilities and prqqr?m 

options for boys. 

(1) Facilities '!he facility is canposed of two 

buildings. One has r.h:cee offices, a group meeting 

roan, kitchen, dining room, three bedrooms with four 

beds each, and a vety small recreation area. '!he 

other building has a school room, office, three 

bedrooms to accorrodate 8 boys and a kitchen that was 

not being used. '!he condition of the facilities was 

p::xJr. '!he structure and furnishings M:re not 

appealing or canfortable and M:re in need of 

rraintenance, cleaning, and repair. Apparently, the 

management recognizes the problem and has contracted 

for some renedeling. 

The Pine Canyon Randl is in a neuntainous area about 

four miles from Stockton, Utah, a vety small rural 

communi ty • The closest shopping and recreational 

facilities are in Tboele, about a 10 mile drive~ 
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(2) Staffing - '!be program director, an MSW, is fairly 

autonomaJs in develcping and directing ~e program 

with the Board rrainly bein.;r concerned with financial 

aspects of the operation. 'lhere is a consultant who 

aids in program development and a team coordinator who 

rranages the therapeutic activities at the ranch. An 

intake worker screens all applicants and is attempting 

to provide sorre follow-up on residents who have left 

the program. Under the team coordinator there are 2 

primaty counselors and 8 behavioral counselors. It is 

inteooed that the behavioral counselors provide 

discipline which allows the prinaty counsel.ors to be 

more therapeutic in their relationships with the 

residents. '!here is also an on-site school sponsored 

by the Tooele School District with one teacher and one 

assistant. A rraintenance worker and a rook serve the 

facility. As stated earlier, the prcgram is in 

transition and there has been an alrrost complete staff 

turnover in the past 6 rronths. 

Because of the recent turnover, none of the staff 

interviewed had been with the program rrore than 9 

rronths, except the teacher aide who had been there for 

4 years. 'lbe three counselors interviewed were all 

MSW's, and all had at least one year's prior 

experience in related fields. 

(3) Program Structure - Boys are originally assessed by 

the intake worker and receive a battery of educational 

and personality tests at tines through Ccpper Mountain 

Mental Health or Tooele Mental Health. Upon 

acceptance to the ranC".h, they are assigned a prirnaty 

therapist. 'l~e intake worker also rreets with parents 

when possible and th~ referring worker. Termination 

is be.sed upon successful attainment of behavioral 

47 

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

---------------------------------------------------

treatrrent goals established early in the resident's 

proc;ram and is targeted for six rronths. '!he intake 

counselor also does a one year follow up ~y telephone 

and personal contact starting with weekly contact 

immediately after termination and tapering off to 

rronthly after six nnnths. A behavioral rranagerrent 

system is in effect with the boys being evaluated on 

perforrrance in the areas of hoose chores, school and 

therapy. Privileges to be earned were hc:m: visits and 

extra activities. 

Positive reinforcers appeared to be limited as the 

boys nostly noted hone visits. Behavioral contracting 

was initiated on a weekly basis and a level system was 

suppcsed to be in effect. However, both staff and 

residents noted that rules and restrictions were 

changing rapidly and sorre boys did not know their 

status. 

Group therapy, iOOi vidual, and l:::ehavioral rranagement 

were the principle rreans of treatrrent. 'Ihere appeared 

to be little attempt to establish a positive peer 

culture. 

'Ihe residents participated in supervised recreational 

activities, however, they did not appear to be 

regvlarly scheduled. Because of the distance to 

community facilities, the staff complained of expense 

and difficulty in access. 

( 4) Ceneral Conclusion - 'Ihe program was in a state of 

flux and therefore difficult to describe. Hcwever, 

there appeared to be few positive reinforcers for the 

boys as COImnUl'1i ty access was severely limited by the 

rural nature of the program and the inclusion of the 

on-site school. 
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Living conditions were FOOr and the residents appeared 

less clean that at other facilities. Stq.ff attitude 

and expectations toward the residents were rrore 

negative than encountered elsewhere. (It should be 

noted that only 6 of the 14 on-site staff were 

available for interiew during the visit.) Morale was 

lc::1N anong the residents with many expressing a Rjust 

doing their tirre" attitude. '!he youth aLc.o complained 

about the food and living conditions. 

c. hiolescent Residential TreatIrent & Education Center (ARl'EC) 

ARI'EC is a Salt Lake County rrental health program administered 

by Granite Mental Health Center. '!he program operates three 

houses (Nibley, BelIrcnt and Highland), all in the southeast area 

of Salt Lake City. ''!he Nibley Horre caters to girls ages 13-18, 

Highland accepts I::oys ages 13-15, and J::oys 15-18 are referred to 

the Belrront hOIIe. 

(1) Facilities: All three areas are in residential areas 

within walking distance of ccmmercial facilities. 

Each has a kitchen, dining area and living roans 

Lunch and dinner are centrally cooked in the Nibley 

hone and the food distributed to the other two. Night 

staff cooks breakfast in each of the hones. 'Ihe 

Nibley hom: has 12 beds and BelIrcnt and Highland haV\~ 

beds for 10 each. With the exception of Highland, 

which has converted a garage into a recreation rocm, 

there are lirni ted recreational facilities. Although 

twenty-four hour coverage of the homes is provided, 

there are no sleeping facilities for night staff. All 

residents attem school in the Nibley facility which 

is the largest. '!he horres were clean and comfortable. 
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(2) Staffing: '!he administrative unit, consisting of a 

director, a oookkeeper and a secretaty is officed in 

the Highland home. Each horne has an administrative 

supervisor resI;Onsible for staff and hone rranagerrent 

and a clinical supervisor resI;Onsible for case wor.k 

and therapy. '!here are three paraprofessional 
counselors serving 

and a night person 

an atte-npt to 

each faciJ.ity on a rotating basis 

in each. Recently, there has been 

divide staff functions into 

Rtherapeutic" with the clinical supervisor performing 

this function, and "disciplinatyR which consists of 

the administrative supervisor and counselors enforcing 

house rules and, restrictions for the residents. 

Apparently I there were box:> reasons for the fmctional 

distinction: to allow the clinical supervisor to 

develcp trust and rapI;Ort with the residents, and to 

distinguish between professional and paraprofessional 

~_~lifications and resI;Onsibilities. 

One recreation director and an after-care director 

serve all three facilities, as does one cook and a 

maintenance person. If psychological testing or 

evaluation are warranted, this is perforItEd by the 

director or the Highland clinical supervisor who are 

both Ph.D psycholog~sts. Although the psychiatrists 

am psychologists at Granite Mental Health do not 

provide direct services to the res idents, they do 

ronitor clinical practices and decisions through a 

case presentation rrethod. 

Of the counselors interviewed, all ei ther had 

bachelor I s degrees in the social sciences or were 

currently working toward social science degrees. 

Experience ranged from 6 IlOnths to 5 years. Because 

of the rotating shifts, data on staff are incomplete. 
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(3) Program Structure: case workers wishing to nake 

referrals to the program ImlSt first, in a telephone 

conversation with the clinical sUFervisor, describe 

their client and his/her needs. If the referral is 

deemed appropriate, the client, case worker and 

parents (when possible), rreet with a screening team 

(which currently convenes on Mondays). The team is 

composed of the ARI'EC director and the clinical and 

administrative sUFervisor fran each harre. 

Determination of acceptance or rejection of the 

referral is made by the team on the following Friday. 

UJ;:on entrance to the program, residents are placeQ in 

an orientation phase for up to one rronth. l)Jring this 

Feriod, except for supervised group activities, they 

are limited almost exclusively to the horne and 

school. Telephone and letter writing are also 

restricted. The purpose of the orientation phase is 

for the resident to derronstrate his/her motivation to 

participate in the program. UJ;:on successful 

derronstration of rrotivation, the residents then move 

to the level systan (there are three levels, with each 

successive level meaning increased independent 

activity and harre visits). On level three residents 

may leave the home on their own, obtain employmmt 

and/or attend public school. '!he purpose of this 

level ip re-entry into the canmuni ty. Moverrent from 

level to level is governed by residents and staff in 

groop meetings with advancement based on adherence to 

rules, performance of household duties, peer 

relations, school perfonnance and the attainnent of 

individual objectives. Individual objectives are 

defined in groop and individual therapy. Res idents 

can be placed on "freeze", a highly restrictive level, 

as a negati ve inc.:-enti ve for inappropriate behavior, 

attitude or inability to Ferfor.m as Fer requirements 

of their level. 

51 

\,-- --- . 

In all 0; th'e ARTEC programs, there was an emphasis on 

the development of a pcsitive peer culture with 

residents ceing encouraged to rronitor each other in a 

pc:sitive reanner. Individual leadership was also 

encouraged. Staff purported a "milieu" philosophy 

whim to them meant that treatment and treatment 

objective:s related to the total environment of the 

resident ll i.e. , school, \oiOrk, family relationships, 

relationships with peers and staff, hygiene, etc. 

School ~rcts provided for the residents in the Nibley 

hare by the Granite Smool District. Youths could 

obtain employment on the upper levels but no one was. 

\oiOl:king ,at the time of the survey. Supervised group 

recreaticn was provided under the direction of the 

recreation director and included physical, as well as 

spectator types of activities. Consistent with the 

"milieu" philosophy, recreation was considered 
therapeutic. 

The clinical su:r;:ervisors also engaged the res idents 

and their parents in family therapy when the parents 

\oiOuld cooperate or were available. Developrrent of 

pc:sitive family' relationships was one of the treatment 

objectives for nany of the individual residents. 

Upon successful termination from the program, 

residents received follow-up services in the foon of 

school or employment placement, foster care placement 

am iOOi vidual and/or group therapy. After-care is 

provided for sixty days follOwing termination and 

includes rroni taring the youth in his environment, 

Le., contacting parents, teachers and employers. 
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( 4 ) General Conclusion: ARTEC is characterized by the 

staff-'s concentration on the developrrent of peer 

leadership and a positive peer culture in, combination 

with behavioral rranagerrent and control. Access to 

canm..mi ty acti vi ties and faciE ties is limited by the 

self-contained nature of the program, i.e., providing 

for the total news of the youth regarding school, 

recreation, etc., when the resident is on lower status 

levels. However, on upper levels home visits, outside 

friendships and visits fran friends, independent 

activities and access to jol:s and public schools are 

provided as incentives to the yooths and as treatrrent 

goals. '!he "milieu" philosophy is realized to ~rre 

extent in the concerns for the developrrent of healthy 

family relationships. In cases where this is not 

possible because of J:X'Or parental attitude or 

enotional disorder on the part of a parent, the youths 

are aided in seeking other courses or rrethods to deal 

with the problem. In each case, attempts are made to 

establish family therapy and this was the only group 

hare program with an emphasis in that area. 

The Odyssey Adolescent Unit - This adolescent unit is part 

of Odyssey's national network of homes. Traditionally, 

Odyssey has catered to a mostly adult population with drug 

or alcohol related problems. The Odyssey Adolescent Unit, 

on the other hand, treats ycuths of which only a few have 

drug or alcohol problems as the major reason for admittance 

to the program. The administrative office and horre are 

located in Salt Lake City. 

(1) Facilities: The unit is hoosed in a tw:J story 

facility with kitchen, dining area, recreation room, 

office and 9 bedrooms. Four bedrooms house 6 girls 

and there are 4 bedroans housing 6 boys. The staff 

rotate, with one counselor sleeping over each night. 
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The facility is rather cranIped, given the number of 

staff off iced there and youths in residence, but 

adequate and well kept. The structure is on a corner 

lot in the "avenues" area of Salt Lake City, a short 

walk fran the downtown area. Minimal inside 

recreation space is available. 

(2) Staffing: The director of the program, an MSW, is 

officed downtown. Moot of his duties are supervisory, 

administrative and camm.mi ty Hason oriented with 

individual therapy at tines with residents. 'nle 

hoosehold purchasin;, maintenance, etc., am staff 

papenK)IX is rranaged by a hoose administrator. A 

treabrent coordinator supervises and coordinates 

therapy aided by four counselors. A nurse serves 

half-time am there are also a secretary and a 

bookkeeper. Case consultation, testing and 

evaluation, and rredical, & psychiatric support are 

provided by Odyssey with a psychiatrist, one physician 

and two psychologists rendering services on a 

consultant basis. E'ducation is provided by the 

program with one teacher and two part-time tutors. 

School is held in the adult unit about one block from 

the adolescent unit. A full-time admissions staff 

does intake and canmunity Hasan activities. 

Odyssey is unique in that serre staff rrembers are 

fomer residents. The program appears to encourage 

successful residents to remain as staff upon 

completion of the program. Of the eight staff rrembers 

intervieWed, three were ex-residents who had been with 

the, program from 18 I1Dnths to 10 years. 'Ihe other 

counselors all had either bachelor's or master's 

degrees in the social sciences, wi th program 

experience ranging fran 1 rronth to 15 years. 
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( 3 ) Program Structure: Youth are accepted into the 

program on the basis of interviews with the youth and 

DFS or other admitting case ~t:kers. within the first 

~ek residents receive a battery of psydlological and 

educational tests and a treat:rrent pl,an is detemined 

at that time, or inappropriate referrals are 

teminated. 'Ihe selection criteria favors deli~ents 

with enotional disorders. Active psychotics, suicidal 

or other disorders warranting hospitalization are 

supppcsedly screened rut, as are individuals with 

problems not severe enough toO warrant intensive 

residential treatment. 

Residents progress through a series of levels with 

increased resFOnsibilities and freedoms being awarded 

at the various levels. Although behavioral management 

is a concern, the errphasis is uI;X)n "insight" and 

attainnent of imividual treat:rrent goals. Movement 

fran level to level is determined by staff and 

residents in group and imividual therapy. 'lhere is 

an errphasis uI;X)n developing strong, pasi ti ve peer 

relations and identification. Conmunication of 

positive and negative feelings is encouraged. 

Successful residents move progressively toward 

"graduation" fran the program at which time they IlU.lSt 

have developed a plan for. living outside of the 

unit. 'Ihe plan will include living arrangements, 

educational am/or vocational intentions and 

therapy. After terminating the program, salle return 

for group am/or individual therapy as part of the 

graduation plan. 

There are also supervised group rec~eational 

activities at the hone including sI;X)rts, movies, 

camping, etc. , as well as attendance at cuI tural 

events such as the synphony or ballet. 
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All residents attend the QJyssey school which is 

sI;X)nsored by the local school district, but housed in 

an Odyssey facility. Staff were quite SUPFOrtive of 

the school, claiming, based on test perforrrance, that 

the residents made enoDmOUS progress in a short period 
of time. 

( 4 ) General Conclus ions : The program is heavily 

therapeutically and psychiatrically oriented with an 

enphasis UI;X)n insight therapy, camnunication of 

feelings and groop and individual therapy. Behavioral 

rtanagement through I;X)sitive and negative reinforcers 

is existent, but it is not ercphasized. Canmunity 

access on an imependent basis is limited by the level 

system, the in-house school, as ~ll as by the heavy 

enphasis uI;X)n peer identification. However, the 

su,;:cessful !'f:':c:idents ~cei',~ increasing resI;X)r.:-:.i;;;::'llty 

am independence as they rrove toward temination and 

they participate in a variety of outside activities on 
a groop basis. 

C. Socio-Cemographic Overview 

The data shown l::elow are based only on the John Short & Associates' survey 

(112 completed instrurrents frc:in a I;X)tential total pcpulation of· about 

130) • It should l::e noted that the following data are as reported by the 

child. We did not atterrpt to crass-tabulate these re~I;X)nses with Juvenile 

Court and DFS records. The 135 child "snapshot" of January 21, 1980, 

contains rrost though not all of the children surveyed below. 'Ihe 

denographic, placement, am criminal history information presented by the 

children tends to validate the D.F .S./Court records and vice versa. 

1. Sex: Male 87% - Female 13% 

Seven of the 14 females interviewed ~re in the Nibley-ARTEC 

which is the only all female facility. The rerrainder were 
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distributed between O:Jyss€¥, am Manhattan, the two coed 

facilities. 

2. Prior Residence: 36% reported usual residence was with natural 

!YOther and father, 19% reported usual residence was with natural 

parent and step-parent, 27% rep::lrted usual residence was with 

rrother only, the remaining 18% reported sorre other fom of 

residence. (Note: All Utah juvenile court referrals (1978) 

shew a pattern of 51%, 14%, 22%, 23%, respectively). 

3. Religion: 

r..r:s 
48% 

Catholic 

24% 

Protestant 

6% 

No religious affiliation 

20% 

Catholic concentration appears particularly high at Pine 

Canyon. LI:S concentration appears highest at Utah Boys Fanch 

(all locations) and ARTEC. 

4. Behavioral Medication: 7% of residents reported currently being 

on psychotropic nedication. 

5. Family Criminal History: 48% of all residents rep::lrt prior 

trouble with the law for other dlildren in the family, 42% 

rep::lrt no prior trouble, 11% ret:ert no siblings. 

Prior criminal involverrent of siblings was rep::>rtedly highest at 

Pine Canyon and Utah Boys Fanch - Sandy. O:Jyssey has the lowest 

incidence of sibling involvement. 

A total of 18% of residents ret:ert parents who have been in 

trouble with the law, 68% rep::>rt no prior parental trouble with 

the law. Cdyssey is lew, Rush Valley high in the category. 

6. Reason for Placement: 

than one) 

(Youth's impression - rray report rrore 

Drugs - 9% 
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Auto Theft/Jqy Riding - 24% 

Prq::erty Cr:i.nes - 28% 

Property and Person Crimes - 4% 

Crimes against persons - 8% 

Juvenile offenses including status - 21% 

Public misbehavior - 8% 

Parole violations - 8% 

AbaOOoned - 4% 

Ablsed - 4% 

Can It get along with parents - 29% 

other - 22% 

Inability to get along with parents was particularly 

concentrated at ARmC. Property cr:i.nes were distril:tited fairly 

evenly. Drug offenders were concentrated at O:Jyssey. Personal 

cr:i.nes were admitted by a relatively small fraction of the 

children. 

7. Placement History: The rredian length of stay reported by the 

individual youths is 15 weeks. 25% reported being in the home 

36 weeks or longer. 

a. _S.;..;h_el_t;;.;e;..;;r.;..;ed~_C.;;.;a;;;;:re:..;:;.: 67% report no prior shelter care 

placerrent, 15% repJrt nore than one prior shelter care 

placement. ARTEC children shCM the highest incidence of 

prior placenent in sheltered care. 

b. Foster Hares: No prior foster harre placement was reported 

by 54%, l6%'ret:ert 1 foster placenent, and 29% had two or 

rrore prior foster horne placements. The highest incidence 

of prior foster placerrent was i.n the Kearns Utah Boys 

'Ranches, East and Middle houses. 

c. Gra.lp Horres: Prior group ho~ placerrent was ret:erted by 

21%; 14 of the 24 reporting prior group home placements are 

Utah Boys Ranch youths (perhaps indicating prior placenent 

in other Utah Boys Ranch locations). 
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d. CAT'! Hones and YOC: Only 1 prior placement was reported at 

YI:c and one reFQrted a prior CATY placerrent. 

D. Linkages and Contacts 

'Ibi~ section slI1TlIIarizes the contacts with family, friends, and aJIllffiunity 

reFQrted by the dlildren while in placerrent. 

1. case Worker Contacts: Of all residents, 63% knew the name of a 

person they thought was their IFS worker, 29% reFQrted having a 

DFS workers but not knowing the name, 6% reported no DFS 

worker. 34% reFQrted they ~re on probation and could nane 

their probation officer. 

A concern alrrost universally miced by staff during the 

interviews was the lack of DFS case sUPFQrt while youths ~re in 

residence. 'Ibis "minimal contact" hYFOthesis is sUPP:I1:t~d bI.l 

youth resFQnses regarding their personal interaction with their 

DFS case worker. Of the 92% of the youth reporting that they 

had a DFS case worker, 70% could give a nane. Chly 10 (8%) of 

the 112 resp::>ndents stated that wi thin the last ncnth they had 

had contact with a case worker outside of the horre, 10 reFQrted 

contact by prone, a.n:J 15 reported personal contacts wi thin the 

horre (these categories probably overlap, Le., those with phone 

contacts may include resFQndents reporting personal visits). 

In contrast, 42 (39%) reFQrted that they had been or ~r-e still 

on probation and 90% of these gave a name. At least 21% of 

those reFQrting probation had been personally contacted by their 

probation officer and 12% reported telephone conr~ct. 

2. Family /Canmuni ty Contacts (While in Program): An indication of 

the degree of restriction placed on a group horre residents is 

the aIOOunt of unncnitored camnunication they have with 

in:1ividuals not in the program. In Table II.l resFQnses are 

presented as the percentage of youths within the horre resFQnding 
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r TABLS 11.1 
Percentage of Respondents in Group Homes with Farrdly or Friend Contact 

Within th0 Past Month 

r 
Hane Visits from Family Visits From Friends Telephon~ Contact Staff Contacts 

Visits A t Grou~ Home At GrouE Home With Friends With Farrdl~ 

Utah Boys Ranch 44% 56% 11% 2zx, 66% 
Kearns East 

Utah fuys Ranch 50 37 0 13 75 
Kearns Middle 

Utah Boys Ranch 57 43 0 43 0 
Kearns West 

Utah Boys Ranch - Sandy 0 0 0 00 a:> 

Utah Boys Ranch - Oren 63 25 12 63 63 

Heritage Boys Ranch 67 0 0 78 22 
Birdseye 

0 

Heritage Boys Ranch 67 45 0 0 0 -0 

Fairfield 

Rush Valley 38 38 13 0 25 

ARrEC - Nibley 71 86 71 71 86 

ARTEC - Highland 71 71 0 71 26 

ARrEC - Belrront 50 83 17 67 67 

Odyssey 27 36 10 0 18 

Manhattan 25 50 50 75 0 

Pine Canyon 43 21 0 50 43 

All HaIlES 49 40 11 36 41 
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};X)sitively to questions regarding number of visits to the home 

of parents or fester parents, visits fran family members at the 

g~lp home, telephone contact with friends, contact with friends 

outside the home, and staff contact with parents. Questions 

were phrased to measure contacts within the last nonth. 

These results should be interpreted with caution as the numbers 

sampled in each horre \tiere small and changes in one or two 

res};X)nses could nean p:rcentage changes of 10 to 20%. However, 

patterns do emerge. 

In keeping with the ARTEC philosophy of ~rk.ing with family, 

yooths in the three programs consistently res};X)ncied oosi ti vely 

in all categories. In Utah Boys Ranch, Sandy, except for 

telephone contact, access to friends or family appeared z;:oor. 

The only homes with substantial outside contacts with friends 

were Manhattan, Nibley ARTEC, and' Utah Bqys Ranch, Orem. In 

total, about half of the youths have had some family contact 

either within the horre or through home visits. 

minimal contact wi th friends except by phone. 

E. Yooth IS Rarception of Groop Hones 

There was 

Although the primary aim of the group horne nay well not be to keep the 

child "happy", the youths' p:rception of this environment undoubtedly will 

often play a role in how effectively he receives trea1:m:nt. The data 

shown in these sections surveys sone of these attitudes gathered through 

the JS&A survey and the childs evaluation of the group home experience. 

1. Run Awo:jS - Q1e neasure of satisfaction with the groop home 

systan frem the youth's p:rspective is to review the yout:h's 

propensity for running awcry fr.om his;her horne as corrpared to 

running away fran the current placement. On Tables II.2, 3, and 

4 run data are presented. The .first indicates, for the total 

nllIltler of residents surveyed, wb.at percentage reported they ran 

fran their parents, and their current program, resp:ctively. 
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TABLE II.2-
Run Rates (Percentage reporting they had previously run from:) 

Home 

Utah Boys Ranch 

Rush Valley 

Heri tage Yooth 

"Hoose Parent" Average 

ARTEC 

Odyessy 

Pine Canyon 

Manhattan 

"Residential TreatIrent" 

Average 

Overall Average 

Source: JS&A Survey. 

From Parents 

62% 

38 

33 

51% 

65% 

73 

64 

** 

67% 

57% 

** Sample too·snall for newlingful interpretation. 

From this Program 

32% 

50 

44 

38% 

40% 

45 

21 

** 

36% 

37% 

Table Interpretation: E.G., 62% of these surveyed at utah Boys Ranch re};X)rted 

that they had previoosly run CMay from home. 
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TABLE II.3 

Average Nu:rnb:r of Runs (For those who Ran) 

HOlle From HOIlE! 

Utah Boys Ranch 4.26 

Rush Valley 2.33 

Heri tage Yruth 4.67 

"Hruse Parent" Average 4.16 

ARrEC 4.54 

Odyessy 6.88 

~·:i.ne Canyon 3.78 

Manhattan ** 

"Residential Treatment" 

~verage 4.93 

Overall Average 4.53 

Source: JS&A Survey. 

** Sample too small for IlE!aningful canparison. 

From this Program 

3.08 

1.75 

1.50 

2.33 

1.q3 

1.20 

1.00 

** 

1.38 

1.95 

Table Interpretation: Of those who reported running away fran horre at Utah 

Boys Ranch, the average number of reported runs was 4.26 times. 
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TABLE II.4 

Run Rates (No. of IncidentsjNo. of Respondents) 

HOIlE! 

Utah Boys Ranch 

Bush Valley 

Heritage Youth 

"~ouse Parent Average 

ARTEC 

Odyessy 

Pine Canyon 

Manhattan 

"Residential Treatment" 

Average 

Overall Average 

Source: JS&A Survey. 

From Hom: 

2.65 

.88 

1.56 

2.11 

2.95 

5.00 

2.43 

** 

3.29 

2.60 

** Sample too small for neaningful interpretation. 

From this Program 

1.00 

.88 

.67 

.89 

.65 

.55 

.21 
*~~ 

.49 

.72 

Table Interpretation: The average child at Utah Bqy~ Ranch has run away from 

hane 2.65 times. 
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The second table indicates of those who rer:orted runs, the 

average nurrber of ti:rres !fe/she ran. 'Ibe third table presents 

the overall incidence of running from the three categories and 

may best indicate the overall satisfaction with the program 

since it takes total incidences of running for the surveyed 

population into account. 

Manhattan was excluded fran this part of the analysis due to a 

small sample. (It should be noted that runaways are, at best, 

an imperfect .l.n:Jicator of program perfoz:mance, e.g., sane hom:s 

may seek cut and treat runners, other hones may use running as a 

selection tool to screen out those who cannot cope with the 

treatnent program, etc. A high or lew run rate, by itself, is 

therefore neaningless.) 

In comparing the two types of nodels the following becares 

apparent: 

• Residential treatment node 1 homes have a larger 

percentage of youth (67%) who have run away fran their 

parents than houseparent node.is (51%1.. In addition, 

they also ran aWa!;! nore ti:rres on the averege (4.93 

versus 4.16). This is especially true with those 

youth at O:Jyessy. The Utah Boys Ranch is the only 

hooseparent ~l which appr.oaches the run rates for 

residential treatnent hones. 

• While the percentage of youth who have run from 

their current program is nearly equal in both 

rrodels, the overall incidence is higher in the 

houseparent nodel than the residential treatment 

Irodel. As indicated in Table II.3, the overall 

incidence is higher in each of the houseparent 

harnes than any of the residential treatnent 

horres. 
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• Overall, it appears that the houseparent nodels 

have nore yooth which have run fran prior 

programs while the residential treatment hones 

take nore youth who run away frem their 

parents. This difference may be due to the 

screening functions at the different hones. 

However, in terms of running away from the 

current placenent, the residential treatnent 

harnes are lcwer than houseparent homes. 'Ibis can 

be interpreted as a rreasure of satisfaction; 

however, this difference can also be influenced 

by the relative restrictiveness of each program. 

If run rates can be a measure of satisfaction, then in 

comparing the individual homes, the following 

statenents can be made: 

• 

• 

In the hOl.lseparent nodels, satisfaction is lowest 

at Rush Valley Boys Ranch. As a percentage, ItDre 

youths have run from that program than fran their 

parents or prior programs, with the average 

nuni:ler of runs per runner increasing also. 

Overall, Heritage Youth Services, while also 

experiencing a higher percEmtage of runs than 

fran parents or prior progams, does shew 

approxima tely the sane level of satisfaction in 

terms of percent decrease in running as Utah Boys 

Randl as indicated on Table II.3. 'I'his is due 

primarily to the decrease in the average number 

of runs for those who ra:::l. 

In the residential treatment nodels, ARTEC 

experiences the lowest level of this rreasure of 

satisfaction. This is due to an increase in the 

percentage running fran the program versus prior 

programs and an increase in the average number of 
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runs per runner. Although Q:Jyssey also 

exp:riences an increase in the percentage running 

fran the program versus prior programs, the 

significant decrease in the nurnl::er of runs per 

runner outweighs the increase. In fact, Cdyssey 

and Pine Canyon are ~ry close in the percentage 

decrease of running fran parents to running fran 

this program. 

Caution must be exercised when interpreting these 

tables in terms of satisfaction. First, the data was 

gathered only fran the youths present. If a large 

number ~re AOOL that day, the results there would be 

distorted. Second, only those youth who had run and 

~re back at the house ~re counted as nmners. Those 

who did not return were obviously excluded from t..~e 

analysis. Finally, external differences be~n hones 

can account for scne bias. For example, Pine Canyon, 

Rush Valley, and the Birdseye Hone of Heritage Youth 

Services are located <:May from fOPulation centers,' 

pcssibly decreasing the chances to tun. For 

infOl:rnation, Table II.S presents the October 1979 

through January 1980 group hone AWJL' s as re!r:orted by 

the program operators, which my also indicate 

satisfaction • 

2. Satisfaction of the Group Home Environment - While ~~yzing the 

run tendencies of the survey resr:ondents is one rreasure of 

satisfaction, another neasure was dealt with in the survey. ~ 

questions ~re asked conc.-erning the youth's perceptiCln of the 

program in which he/she was currently placed. These questions 

~re: 
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TABLE II.~i 

Groop Horne AIDL's, October - January 1980 

Provider Contract Capacity October November 

Utah Boys Ranch 33 8 

(Kearns, Sandy) 

Utah Boys Ranch 8 ** 
(Orem) 

Heritage Youth Services 24 ** 

Pine Canyon Boys Ranch 19 3 

Rush Valley Boys Home 12 0 

Q:Jyssey Adolescent Unit 12 1 

ARI'EC 27 4 

Manhattan Project 9 1 

Soorce: Youth Corrections Contract Indicator Report. 

** Data not available. 
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In general, how helpful ~uld you SC1j this program is 

for you? 

( 1) Very helpful 

helpful 

(2) Sanewhat helpful 

Has the program provided you wi th any 

legitirrate skills which will help you 

canmunity? 

(3) Not 

useful, 

in the 

(1) A lot (2) Sane ( 3) Very little (4) None 

As indicated in Table II.6, the respondents fran residential 

treat:nent hOIreS were far IIOre pleased with their programs as 

corrpared to the hooseparent IIOdels. '!his was especially true 

wi th the Cdyssey am the ARTEC programs, with Pine Canyon way 

below average on this response. In the hooseparent IIOdels, the 

Utah Boys Ranch was looked at in the IIOst favorable light, with 

Heri tage second. Rush Valley was looked upon qui te 

unfavorably. On this basis alone, Cdyssey, ARTEC and Utah Boys 

Panch were the programs providing the IiDSt satisfaction to the 

residents. 

Another rreasure of satisfaction in the survey concerns the 

learning of useful skills in preparation for leaving the group 

hC'lre. '!his data is presented in Table II. 7. Again, the same 

difference between the hooseparent and the residential treatrrent 

IOOdels exist as in the first table. '!he residential treat:nent 

IIOdels score mudl higher, with Cdyssey and ARI'EC leading the 

way. In the houseparent nodels, there was very little 

difference between any of the horres, with nearly 50% of 

resp:mdents indicating either "a lot" or "sorre" skills learning 

at eadl of the horres. 

3. Sumnary - When analyzing the run rates and the responses to the 

two questions discussed above, the following conclusions can be 

dra.wn: 
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TABLE II.6 

Hew Helpful is This Program for You? 

Horre Very Somewhat Not 

, 

Utah Boys Ranch 51.4% 32.4% 16.2% 

Rush Valley 37.5 0 62.5 

Heritage 47.1 17.6 35.3 

Hooseparent 48.4 24.2 27.4 

ARl'EC 75.0 15.0 10.0 

Odyessy 100.0 0 0 

Pine Canyon 23.1 53.8 23.1 

Manhattan ** ** ** 

Residential Treatrrent 65.9 22.7 11.4 

Average 55.7% 23.6% 20.7% 

Source: JS&A Survey 

** Sample too small for rreaningful interpretation. 
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TABLE II.7 

Program Provided Any Useful Skills? 

Home A I£lt Some Ve:ry Little 

Utah Boys Ranch 18.9% 27.0% 16.2% 

Rush Valley 12.5 37.5 12.5 

Heritage 29.4 17.6 29.4 

Hooseparents 21.0 25.8 19.4 

ARI'EC 60.0 20.0 5.0 
Odyessy 63.6 36.4 0 
Pine Canyon 15.4 30.8 23.1 

Manhattan ** ** ** 

Residential Treatment 47.7 27.3 9.1 

Average 32.1% 26.4% 1.5.1% 

Source: JS&A Survey 

** Sample too small for rreaningful intet:pretation. 
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None 

37.8% 

37.5 

23G5 

33.8 

15.0 

0 

30.8 

** . 

15.9 

26.4% 

Uo! ' ..... __________________________ ~ _______________ ~_~ .... _"'__ ___ -------------~ .. ~.-. -_. 

• 

• 

There appears to be rrore satisfaction from the youth"s 

perspective with residential treatment .rrodels than 

with hooseparent rrodels. 

Of the houseparent rrodels, the Utah Boys Ranch ranks 

the highest in terms of these measures of satisfaction 

with Heritage Youth Services second, followed by Rush 

Valley. 

• There are no appreciable differences between 

hooseparent nodels in tel1IS of skills learned. 

• Of the residential treatment rrodels, O:lyssey 

consistently ranks ve:ry high in all measures of 

satisfaction, especially in helpfulness of the 

program. ARTEC is ge~erally second, followed by Pine 

Canyon. Manhattan is not reported. 

However, when dealing wi th the youth's perception of 

satisfaction, one rust be concemed with the overall goal of the 

program. Is the goal to develop the program which is most 

satisfying to youth or is it to serve as a treatment center 

which may or may not be concerned with satisfaction? 

Satisfaction may imply rrore rrotivation to be treated, but if the 

program deals only with satisfaction then treatment may become a 

secondaty feature. It is the purpose of this section to deal 

only with satisfaction fran the youth' s perspective. While this 

may.aid in treai::Irent, it cannot be the total picture. 

F. Social Climate/Canrnuni ty Linkages 

Youth sampled responded to questions designed to rreasure the degree of 

"institutionalization" vs "normalization" of the group horre setting in 

which they hoo been placed. A nonnalized setting, as contrasted with an 

institutional one was defined in boo dirrensions: the social climate in 
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the group heme and the extent to which youths had access ("linkage") to 

normal community activities and contacts. Social climate was described in 

the following subdimensions. 

• 

• 

• 

Canrnunication: The degree to which camnun icat ion wi th 

individuals outs ide of the placeItEnt setting is allowed or 

encouraged; 

D:cisiomnaking: The anount of control which residents could 

exercise over their environrrent, both within and outside of the 

home. 

Nature of Control: The extent to which residents behavior was 
controlled through posi ti ve ItEans of reward and approval versus 

negative ItEans such as threats of force, force itself or 

reducing access to social contacts, e.g., being sent to 

detention or YDC. 

Child's Perception of Fairness: The degree which residents 

believed the staff to be fair and consistent in their dealings 

with the residents. 

Community linkage was ItEasured as b;o subdirrensions: 

• 

• 

Independent acti vi ties: The extent to which residents could 

participate in outside activities without being rronitored or 

supervised by staff. 

Supervised activities: The anount of COIllIIIl,U1i ty contacts or 

activities allowed within the context of staff supervision. 

Table II.B sl.lImE.rizes the extreme in the response patterns to the social 

climate and a plus sign (+) indicates hoItES where aggregate responses 

appeared to I::.e significantly llOre favorable and a negative sign (-) 

indicates the homes responding significantly less favorably then the ItEan 

or noIltl of the other homes. This is not intended to be a vigorous 

statistical depiction of. response. 
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U1'AH 001'5 RAN:H 
Kearns Keams Kearns 

ResJ:Dnses to &:>cial Clinate ~ions 

~ions Middle West Fast S:i@y Oran Birdse.Ye Fairfield 
Rlsh 

VallE?' 

Staff tratters keEp 
yal infomed 

Staff is nore CXXloemai 
with CXXlb:ol 

Staff will ptnish kid 

Staff makes changas with-
rut oonsulti.n;J kid 

Kids re-ard others far 
cp:Xl l:ehavior 

Kids share in {rogram 
decision 

Staff rev.ard kids far 
g:xXI behavior 

Ibre split into staff 
verses kid 

Kids have CX>IJl set of rules 

Kids ptnish eadl other 

Kids help orient new kids 

Staff tells kids he hed 
d::lne well 

+ 

+ 

+ + 

+ 

+ 

(tb SigUficant Difference) 

- . . ... 

NiblE?" HicjllaOO Belnont 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Q'lyssey 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Pine 
Canyon 
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~ions 

Kids tell, yw if yw 
ness up 

nn:side kids look Ib.n 
~ogrc.n kids 

'mB£.E II.S (Cant:in..ad) 

urAH OOi'S Rl\N:H HERITArn OOi'S· Rl\N:H ARIEC 

Kearns I<"ean1s !<earns rush Pine 
Mid11e W:!st: East _s:rnctc..;.;.;.:...W=--_cr_Bn ___ Bir.;,;.;....ds_e ..... ye __ Fai __ rf_l._· el_d __ VO_al_l .... f!:I>--__ N;...ih_l_E¥ __ Hi--....ghla_.;..;oo-'--_Be;;.;..::..lnD_n.;:;t:..-_--'OO..:;'YS=S:..cE¥,,--_..::Can~;}'O..:;n::.; 

+ ,.. 

+ + Kids p..lSh each other 
aramd 

~---------------------------------------

Kids just CbilVT their 
tine 

If kid Cbes 1I.cl.l iXher + + + 
~ kids sO¥ s:> 
VI 

Rules are fair 

Kids sJelld alot of tine 
on cutside 

staff help kids ~t 
jam, etc. 

Ieq:>1e on outside <bn't 
help kids 

Kids can plan their 
CMJl future 

Ieq:>le outside pmish 
kids 

* yruth's \.I11d:cided or U'lSure. 

+ + 

+ 

-t + 

+ 

+ + 

---------.----

+ + + + 

+ 
-_._._-_._----_._-
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TIIB[E II.a (Ccntirued) 

urJ\H OOYS RANJi HERlTJI(E rom RANJi ARIOC 

Kearns Kearns l<'eanIs R.lsh Pine 

QJ:st.ions Middle ~t Fast Sangy CCen Birdseye p-cdrliel.d VallE¥' NiolE¥' Highlani Belnont ruysSE¥' CanjOn 

tecple rutsid: SUPP:ll:t 
kids 

Kids blend into + 
cxmm.mity 

Kid:> have different 
rules for teachers, etc. 

Clltside p:!cple ooncezne:i + 
with oontrol 

-..:j Peal friend:> are hal:d 
0\ to fiM in lnres 

Staff deals fairly + + 

Other kids h::at yru up 

I fit in here + + + 

'Ibl::al p::sitive (+) 2 1 3 4 a 1 0 3 1 10 12 1 

Total neg:ltive (-) 3 9 0 10 1 4 11 a 2 0 1 10 

.j, 
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In reviewing the resp:mses to these questions the following geneZ'."al 

impressions ~re gained. In three of the horres the responses of the 

residents ~re consistently J1'Ore favorable regarding the social climate 

and linkages than in the other homes. 'Ihese ~re Cdyssey Adolescent 

Center, the BelJ1'Ont ARl'EC for older boys and the Orem Boys Ranch. 

Indications are that these horres were perceived by the residents as less 

restrictive, using fe~r negative controls and being J1'Ore fair than the 

other homes. 'Ihe less favorable responses ~re in the Pine Canyon Boys 

Ranch, Rush Valley Boys Borre, Utah Boys Ranch (Sandy), Utah Boys Ranch 

(Kearns West), and the Beri tage Boys Ranch (Fairfield). Manhattan and 

Mapleton are again excluded fran the analysis. 

As shown in Table II.9, in all homes in the houseparent rrcdel the youth 

attended public schools (yes denotes the existence of linkages as rreasured 

in staff and youth interviews), whereas the residential treatment J1'Odels 

tended to have in-hoose schools. All horres provided for supervised group 

activities, with the Utah Boys Ranches in Kearns involving the J1'Ost youths 

in these types of activities. 'Ihe Grem Boys Ranch residents, Beritage

Birdseye, and the ARI'EC' s appeared to be allowing or encouraging the J1'Ost 

independence regarding free tirre and independent activities. 

G. Surrmary 

A point-in-time evaluation of a given group home is an inherently 

inadequate basis to make long-tenn evaluation of its effectiveness -

clearly, a group of outsiders visiting for a day are subject to 

influences, events, and perceptions that may not be proven out in a J1'Ore 

exhaustive series of encamters. While evaluation in an effectiveness 

sense may be questionable based on these data, we are confident that we 

have developed generally useful descriptive differentiations among harnes. 

Among the major observations resulting fran the visits are: 

Regarding the degree of institutionalization VE. normalization in the 

groop homes, generalization is difficult. 'Ihere appeared to be 
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Tl\mE H.9 

Crnmtnity Linkage 

mAR BJ'lS R!\N:.lJ HERI'IY(;E OOYS R!\N:.lJ ARrEJ:: 
~ Kearns ¥earns Rlsh Pine 

Activities Middle ~t East Sarrly (ran Birdseye Fai.J;field Valley Nibley IJi9Uam Belnont O:'ldyssey ~ 

Visit O::Imu1ity Yes Yes 
larks Indej::encent 

Visit Crnmtnity Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Bllks Sl.JF.ervised 

visit Crnmtnity 
Libraries :rnreperrl:mt 

Visit Ccrm1l..ni.ty Yes 
Libraries Slfe,rvised 

Attend CllUrch 
II'lt:'i:penrent 

~ Attend Church Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes co 
Sl.JF.ervised 

Ierticip:lte in Sp:>rts Yes Yes Yes 
Inde{.endent 

Ierticip:lte in Sp:>rts Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
St:q:ervised 

M:N.ies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Ir1d=perrlmt 

M::>vies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Sufe:cvised 

Slqpin] Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Indeperrl:mt 

Shq>pin:J Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Sl.JF.ervised 
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TAB[E II.9 (Continled) 

urAiJ IDYS lWOI HERI'm::E I~ IWOI l\Rl'EC 

Kearns Kearns Kearns Rlsh Pine 
1Ict:ivities Middle ~t East sariiy (Can Birdseye Fcrlrfie1.d \hlley Nibley Hi<jllaIrl Belnont ~sey canyon 

Attem Schx>l Events Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Irrlependent 
Attend SdlJol Erents YeS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Suj:ervisErl 
Fuhlic Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes y""" 

Sdlool 
In-Halse Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

School 
Tutoring Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

(Fonnal) 
---'l \Ocat.ional EJj \Q 

(External to Program) 

'1herav.t Yes Yes 
EXternal 

Drugs or Aledol '1heram Yes 
(Internal to Prcqran) 

Drugs or Alcolvl 
'lheram EXternal 

Have !eid .J:lw in Yes 
O:mllI.nity 

~ 

.... 
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greater access to cammunity contacts and community based agencies and 

facilities in the residential treatment homes than in the houseparent 

models, al though this rray !:e !:ecause they tended to !:e' !!Ore urban 

than the houseparent homes. ThQ of the houseparent rrodels, however, 

the Heritage Birdseye am Utah Boys Randl...Qrem were as much or rrore 

community based than the residential treatment homes. In the a:iyssey 

Adolescent Center, the intense group identification encouraged by the 

program probably ~rked against canmunity linkage, although this is 

perhaps overrided by the I;X)sitive attitudes expressed, and Pine 

Canyon !:ecause of its rural location and the in-house school was 

probably the rrost restrictive of all. Although the Manhattan Project 

was not included in this initial analysis, it did appear to be 

adlieving its goal of encouraging canmunity linkage. All of the 

youths there 'M:)rked or were in public or vocational sdlools and were 

engaged in substantial independent activities; supervised activities 

were minimal. 

The atrrosphere in the residential treatment homes a.ppear.ed to be a 

function of the staff philoscphy or theoretical stance whereas in 

houseparent homes it was rrost probably related to the personalities 

of the parents. '!he three Kearns utah Boys Randles and the Sandy one 

all operated on the same basic I;X)licy structure, however, substantial 

differences were noted regarding youths perception of the program. 

Youths in the Kearns West and the Sandy program were quite negative 

towards the program and rrore limited in their access to the canmunity 

than in the other two Kearns homes. Youth~xpressed attitudes toward 

the home, resI;X)nses to the social clirrate ques,tions and/or AmL I s 

indicated that Heritage, Fairfield, Rush Valley, utah Boys Randles 

Kearns, West and Sandy were seen m:st negatively with the Utah Boys 

Ranch-Grem !:eing !!Ost fa'll'Orably described by the residents. Within 

the residential treatment houses, Pine Canyon received the nost 

unfavorable camnents frem the residents with ctlyssey and the Belnont 

ARTEC generating the most pcsitive perceptions in clirrate and 

atrrosphere. 
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Facili ties and location probably impact on the !!Orale of both staff 

am residents. ~ of the homes receiving negative ratings on the 

social climate resI;X)nses, Heritage-Fairfield and Pine 'Canyon wel."'e 

both isolated in their rural location and also not as comfortable as 

the other homes in living arrangements and quarters. Rush Valley is 

extremely isolated geographically, although the facility is 

adequate. The Utah Boys Ranch facilities and Manhattan were the 

largest am liD3t comfortable of all the facilities. 

mentioned are judged adequate. 

Those not 

Finally, the role of the corrections systen supI;X)rting the facilities 

deserves mention. In no case did we ol::serve a program where corrections 

personnel were uniformly playing a significant role in guiding program 

operations or interacting with staff and dlildren while in placement. 

This general lack of effective contact provides an opI;X)rtunity to improve 

the control and quali ty of the case rranagement system. 
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III. GROUP HCME HIS'IORY AND RECIDIVISM a:MPARISONS 
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~ _________ -..:.---------------.-......-.. • .k,.,\, _____ 1_ 

III. Group iJa!e Histo:cy am Recidivism Canparisons 

A. Metl'ndology 

1. Snapshot 

'lhe "snapshot" is based on a canputer listing of all C'hildren in 

Youth Correctior...s p1acerrent as of the arbitrary date of January 21, 

1980. 'nle snapshot database was established a.l canbining the Court 

records and Social Service paynent!p1acenent records for a sample of 

496 total youth. '!he da ta arrayed includes socioderoographic 

infocration, family am school inforrration (often of questionable 

quality), crimin'll histories beginning in 1970, and p1acanent 

histories begirming at first J:FS encounter. The information 

presented here is a digest of a 1argp. number of tables, primarily 

relatirg to children in group care. other sY.3tem-wide snapshot 

tables are presented in Appendix A. For referenCe pl..il..'fC.::es, Appondix 

C contains a grcup hO!tES detail s."'1apshot. Crin'e type and frequency 

definitions are discussed be1cw. 

2. ,!iistoty 

In ajdition to the group hernes snapshot, paynent and criminal 

histories on 968 ~ssions to group r.orres fran 1975-1979 ~re 

assembled fran Social ~rJice and Court records. A cut off date of 

March 31, 1979 on admissions was observed to fermit at least partial 

ob:iervation of p::>st-re13ase activity. These were correlated to 

juvenile court records to provide a cC'lIlprehensive 11istory of children 

JOOVing through group care in the period. 

'lb supp1errent overall criJrinality data, several placem:!nt cohorts 

were examined: 

• Length of stay (LOS) was broken down into less than 30, 30 

to 180, and 180+ day intervals to facilitate analysis of 
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the segrrents of the child t:Opulation '.vho ~~re presumably 

"runners", "normal :.::tayers", and "long "!:er:rrer5". 

Lightwelghts" - 'Ibis cuhcrt repr~sents Pale:J ,-n. th an 

offense history showinq nothing rrore serious than status or 

cther crimes (i.e., all feli·:iles ar..d all males WirJ1 felonies 

and persollal misderreanors are excluded). 

Fersonal Felons - '!bis cohort includes males with at least 

one referral f.')r a personal felony prior to admission to 

the groop horne. 

"Frequent" - '!be frequent cd10rt consists of all nales with 

a criIre rate higher than 10 per I, 000 days prior to 

admission. 

"Multi Placement" - '!his cohort consists of males with rrore 

than 2 institutluual or footer care placem:nts prior to 

entering group home care. 

It should be noted th:at none of the above cohorts are mutually 

exclusive, e.g., the same individual may be ooth lightweight and 

frequent. Rathel", they represent alternative wC3¥s of stratifying the 

popula tion. 

3. Cd.lYE Types 

Crimes were aggregated into 6 general categories for analysis. 

decreasing order of severity these are: 

Type I Life endangering felonies: murder I manslaughter, 

In 

"Fers 1 & 2" rape, aggravated sexual assault, forcible sodany, 

aggravated robbery., aggravated assauJ.t, arson, 

p:lSsession of narcotics or drugs for sale, forced 

escape fram an institution. 

83 

,\, 

I 
;fJ! 

Type II 

"Fers 3" 

Type III 

"Prop Fel" 

Type IV 

"Pers Msd" 

'i'ype V 

"'Jther Cr." 

"Status" 

Felonies against persons: auto homicide,- unlawful 

sex, kidnapping, assault, selling marijuana, carrying 

a concealed firearm, destruction of property using 

fl~les or explosives. 

Felony property offense: burglary, theft, shop 

lifting, f0rgery. 

Misdemeanors against parsons: negligent homicide, 

extortion, assault, use of nal:"COtics or drugs, present 

where narcotics bein:J ~lSed, glue sniffing , 

fornication, sod any , prosti-:ution, indecent acts in 

public, carryin; a concealed \i'eaJ.X)n. 

ll..ll other criminal cc:x:e offenses (other t-.ha1"l 

sta t\lS ) : ":respass in:J , burglu1:y of a 'P-hicle, damage 

by arson, receivil'llJ stolen property, t.'1eft under $100 

value, joyriding, passing bad check, destruction of 

prq:erty, public intoxication, contempt of court, 

escafe frem alSt.ody. 

Status offenses (acts illegal for juveniles only): 

pcssession and use of alcohol or tol::acco, truancy, 

curfew violation, running CMay, ungovernable. 

All crine data shown are related to admitted or adjudicated 

referrals. NJn adjudicated incidents are ignored. rates are based 

on the date of the referral ~vhich, according to Youth Corrections 

sources, is alrrost always within a few days of the crime date. 

4. Crirre Rate Carputation 

Crimes rates were defined in the study as follf'JWs: 

"Pre" Adrni ttedjOOjudicated P.eierrals dated in the 365 days 

prior to program placement date 
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"Dur i.'1g II 

"Gross 

Post 

Placerent 

Rate II 

"Post Rate 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Mmitted/Adjudicated iieferrals dated fran prcgram 

entry date to prcgram exit date as establisned by a:'S 

pa'jIrent rc::cords. Breaks in placement of less than 30 

U2.y.:3 (wii:h no change in provi_der) were considered a 

single admi£3sion. Whenevel- the vendor number for a 

case changed, a net... admissicn was carputed. 

Admitted/AdjuJicated Referrals fran program exit 

date to the earliest eate of the following: 

1. File cut off date (= Jan 21, 1980) 

2. 18th birthday 

3. one year fran exit date 

Admitted/Adjudicated fran prog1:-am exit date t.o the 

earliest date of the following: 

1. Cut off date (= .:ran. 21, 1980) 

2. 18th birthday 

3. 

4. 

Reentry date to one of the following: 

YOC oJ:::servation 

YOC regular callIni trrEnt 

Alternative program 

Cor-.cectiOnE group hone program 

(he !7ear fran exit date 

Only children \I,'i th a :r;:ost period of 30 days or ltDre 

~re used in "'fOSt at risk II calculations. 

Admitted/~~judicated r~tes were normalized to a crimes 

per 1,000 day basis. Groopings of rates are based on 

~ighted averages. 
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B. Snapshot and History eanparisons 

'!he tables included. in this section profile the children in group home 

placem:nt fran the snapsh:>t and the history cata sources disOlSsed 

above. Where appropriate, t.~ey are sorted into: 

Parenting Homes: 

Utah Eo:1S Randl (all locations) 

Heritage (Fairfield and Birdseye) 

Rush Valley 

Residential Treatment H.orres: 

lwf.anhattan 

OJyssey 

ARI.'EC (all locations) 

Pine Canyon 

In rome cases, placement data was available bt.! location; in othe!'S. it. was 

availabl'e only by contract, causing e.g., Heritage data tot" both homes to 

be aggregated. Included wi tn each table a=e CG;mrents and interpretative 

notes ~lere appropriate. 
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III.1: GROUP HCME SNAPSHOT PIACH~'T BY l ... GE PRCFlLE 

Placerrent Mean Ase_ N 

Manhattan 16.8 8 

Rush Valley 15.6 10 

Pine canyon 15.5 17 

Cdyssey 1585 6 

Artec 15.4 30 

Utah Boys Ranch 15,0 45 

Her~tage Youth Servic~s 14.8 19 

Total Parenting Hanes 15.0 74 

'lbtal Residential :i5.6 61 

Cat'IItiaI1t: • Age of enr:lllee p1acerrent ' .. ao often l:'el;X)rted as a screening 
cri terion by tha grcup homes. Snapshot sample llEans show 
preference for older children by reEident:'al hones (Artec, 
Cdyssey, Manhattan, Pine Cc.."1Yon) and for younger children by 
parenting hoI\'Es. . 

8T 

.... 

III.2: GROUP HQvtE SNAPSHar PIACB"1ENT BY SEX .ZUID RACE 

SEX 
Provider Mal·~ Ferrale N 

Utah Boys Ranch 45 0 45 

)!...rtec 19 :!.l 30 

O:Jyssey 5 1 6 

It'.anhattan 6 2 8 

Pine canyon 17 0 17 

Rush Valley 10 0 10 

Beri tage Youth Services 19 0 19 

IDrAL 121 14 135 

% 89.6% 10.4% 100.0% 

R,.;.CE 
.t:(:,~ 

Pro\-rider NJ Data Whi~ Bla.::k J'ndian SpaI'i~h N 

Utah Boys Ranch 1 41 1 0 2 45 

Artec 2 24 1 0 3 30 

CX:Jyssey 0 6 0 0 0 6 

Manhattan 0 8 0 0 0 8 

Pine canyon 0 15 0 1 1 17 

Rush Valley 2 7 0 0 1 10 

Heritage Youth Services 2 15 0 1 1 19 -
'IOT.l\L 7 116 2 2 8 135 

% 5.2% 85.9% 1.5% 1.5% 5.9% 100!!i 

Camment: • The female population percentage on J~n. 21, 1980 (10.4%) is 
approxirrate1y the sam: as in the histor.l admission!:> sa'llple (111 
of 968 adrdssions or 11.5%) and is located only in residential 
nodel hones. 

• The group hanes appear to have substantially lower conc::ntration 
of minod ty groups than nore secure levels of the system (see 
Appendix A). 
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II!.3: IDRST ADMITTED/ADJUDICATED PEPERRAL (GROUP HalES SNAPSHDr) 

Referral Type 
Current None/ 
Placement No Reoord Pers 1&2 Pers 3 Prep Fel Pers Mad Other Cr Status Dpn & N~..L._N __ 

Utah Boys Ranch .0% 4.4% 4.4% 46.7% 2.2% 28.9% 11.1% ~.2% 45 

Artec 3.3 3.3 3.3 33.3 3.3 40.0 10.0 3.3 30 

Odyssey .0 .0 .0 83.3 .0 16.7 .0 .0 6 

Hanhattan .0 25.0 .0 25.0 .0 37.5 12.5 .0 8 

Pine Canyon .0 11.8 .0 64.7 .0 .17.6 .0 5.9 17 

Rush Valley .0 .0 .0 40.0 20.0 10.0 .0 30.0 10 
CP 
,.{) Heritage .0 .0 5.3 31.6 26.3 26.3 5.3. 5.3 19 

Carurents; • Pine Canycn and Odyss~y shows the greatest fraction of felons. 
• Rush Valley anJ Artee p1acenents appear to haVE: the lightest criminal records as ir.easured by 

worst referral. II 
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III.4: DISTRIBUTION OF ALL PRIOR ADMITrED/ACJUDICATED REFERRALS (GROUP liGtES SNluJSHCYr) 

CUrrent 
Ever Been Referred For 

Ever on Placement Pers 1&2 Pel'S 3 Prep Fel Pel7S Msd Other Cr Status DEn & Negl Probation N 
Utah Boys Rancn 2 2 25 6 38 30 20 25 45 4.4% 4.4% 55.6% 13.3% 84.4% 66.7% 44.4%' 55.6% 
Artec 1 1 12 2 23 16 10 12 30 3.3% 3.3% 40.0% 6.7fi 76.7% 53.3% 33.3% 40.0% 
(Xjyssey 0 0 5 0 5 6 3 2 6 .0% .0% 83.3% .Ob 83.3% 100.0% 50.0% 33.3% 
Manhattan 2 1 3 0 7 .., 

4 3 8 I 
\Q 

25.0% 12.5% 37.5% .0% 87.5% 87.5% 50.0\\ 37.5% 
0 

Pine Canyon 2 0 12 1 16 10 7 13 17 11.~% .0% 70.6% 5.9% 94.1% 58.8% 41.2%, 76.5% 
Rush Valley 0 0 4 2 6 3 5 3 10 .0% .0% 40.0% 20.0% 60.0~ 30.0% 50.U% 30.0% 
Heritage 0 1 6 6 15 9 10 11 19 .0% 5.3% 31.6% 31.6% 78.5'% 47.4% 52.6~ 57.9% 
Cannents: • Distribution of all ~rior referrals shCM3 simi.lar p'attern to the wo-n3t referral distribution 

(see Ill. 3 ). Note tl)at Pine Canyon {X)pulation snCMS greatest fraction of children with a 
frobation history. Artec and Rush Valley show lCMest fraction with a probation record. 

--------------------~ ..... 1 .. '1.'_ 
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111.5: lAST lNST1'lUTlONAL PlACEMENT (GROUP HeME SNAPSHGr) 

Current Utah Rush Other YOC YOC CATY Fasler Hore/Uo 
Placement Bo:t:s R. Artec Manhatten Valley Heritage G.H. Caut. Ohsv. Alt. Care Record N 

utah Boys 11.1% 2.2% .0% 8.9% .Ot; 2.2~ 2.2% 2.2% .0% 26.7% 44.5% 45 
Ranch 

Artec .0 6.7 .0 .0 .0 10.0 .0 .0 .0 16.7 6G.6 30 

Odyssey .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 16.7 83.3 6 

Manhattan .0 .0 12.5 .0 .0 12.5 .0 .0 12.5 12.5 50.0 8 

Pine 11.8 5.9 .0 5.9 .0 1L8 .0 23.5 5.9 5.9 29.3 17 
Canyon 

\0 Rush .0 .0 .0 10.0 10.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 40.0 -10.0 10 
f-' Valley 

Heritage .0 .U .0 5.3 5.3 5.3 .0 .0 5.3 42.1 36.7 ]9 

Conurents: • Table 'Columns show the last institutional placement for eaCh child. Children with prior placement in 
IIhome/no record" are pcesumably n'~1'1 to the institutional corrections sytem and in their first 
placement. 

• Pine Canyon has the largest fraction of snapst.ot ~Hdren wi th prior institutional exp'='!rience in 
comparison to other group homes. Pi.-le Canyon also ta.'ces the largest nuaber of c.hildcer. with YOC and 
CATY backgrounds. 

• Artec, Odyssey, and Manhattan p:>pulations have the "lightestll preplacement history. 

", \..~-------- -
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111.6; AL~ "lRIOR PLACEMENTS DISTRIBUTION (GROUP HOOES SNAPSHOl') 

Current Placement Home/No Record YOC Obsv. YOC Reg. CATY Foster Care GrouE Home N 

Utah Boys Ranch 44% 4% 2% 0 31% 27% 45 

Artec 67% 0 0 0 23% 23~ 30 

Odyssey 83% 0 0 0 17% 0 6 

Manhattan 50% 13% 0 25% 25% 38% 8 

Pine Canyon 29% 24% 0 6% 35% 41% 17 

r..ush Valley 40% 0 0 0 50% 20~ 10 

Heritagp. 37% 0 0 11% .n~ 16% 19 
\0 
I\) Comrrentfi : • -Categorier: are not mutually exclusive., e.g., of 45 placements at Utah Boys Ilanch, 44% have no 

prior recore, 4% have experience at YDC nbs., 2% at YDC Rc.!g., 31% in foster care, 27% in 
another group home, etc. 

~"~I----------------.------=-----------------------------~------------------------------~~--'.~ __________________ ~ 
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III.7: 'IOI'AL PRIOR PIACENENT FHEi}UEOCY. (GROUP HCMES SNAPSHOl') 

Number of Placements Prior to Current Placsnent (All TS) 
Current Placement 0 1 2 3 4 5 16 N A~ 

Utah Boya Ranch 20 16 6 2 0 1 0 0 45 0.9 

Artec 20 4 4 1 0 0 1 0 30 0.7 

CXlyssey 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0.2 

Nanhattan 4 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 * 8 3.3 

Pin~ Canyon 5 7 2 1 0 1 1 0 17 1.5 

Hush Valley 4 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 10 1.2 

\0 
Heritage 7 7 4 1 0 0 0 0 19 0.9 

w 

* Ccmnents: 'lhe Manhattan average is h€:avily aff,;cted by an individual with 16 prior placellents. 

• Pine Canyon shows the greatast average nurrber of prior placements per a1ild; neglecting the 
Manhattan "outlitlr." 
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III.S: HIS'roRICAL PRE/DURIN:;jr03T CRL.'1E RATES - RESIDENTIAL M'D PARENTIKG MODELS 

(~~ PER luna DAYS) 

Gross Pest 
1 Year Frior Dllr;.ng Placement 

Rate % Felonies Rute % Feloni~s Rate % Felonies 

Residential 

'FY 76" 

FY 77 

FY 78 

FY 79 (3 quarters) 

Overall 

Parentincr .. 
FY 76 

IT 77 

IT 78 

FY 79 (3 quarters) 

Overall 

Cormrents: • Pre Rates 

• ruring Rates 

• Pest Rates 
• General 

9.3 20% 4.0 19% 5.7 32% 

9.7 29 7.9 49 4.5 25 

7.1 23 4.0 32 3.8 26 

8.1 25 2.3 25 4.3 27 

8.2 24% 4.1 35% 4.4 27% 

7.6 23% 3.2 16% 3.6 24% 

9.5 24 4.7 18 5.2 26 

9.3 26 5.7 20 6.0 27 

9.4 23. 7.3 15 7.8 28 

9.1 25% 5.4 18% 5.9 27% 

Felony percentage is. constant and undifferentiated between 
residential and parenting group homes. 
Residential placerrents generally canmi t felonies at both ~ 
relatively and absolutely higher rate during placement. Ra~~ 
awears to be hea'dly influenced by Pine Canyon (see Ill._..:. 
and III. 14 ). 
Overall reddi vism is trending uI;Mar.d in parenting h~. 
Both ITCdels show same basic trends although parentJ.IIg' homes 
have consistently higher absolute crime rates. 
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III.9: HISTORICAL CRIME IOCIDEN:::E FOR RESIDENTIAL VERSUS 

HOUSE PARENT MJDEIS OF GROUP H<l-1ES 

Entrant's Number cf 365 Days Grcx3s 
AdmittedjAdjudicatGd Pre-Entz:y D:Jring Post 

Non-Status Crimes (Fercent) Stay Placement 

Residential None 113 30% 295 78!1> 244 65% 

Parenti!!9 

Ccmnents: 

One 73 19 41 11 53 14 
'l\io 69 18 18 5 34 9 
Three 41 11 8 2 20 5 
Four 2S 7 6 2 7 2 
Five 21 6 4 1 8 2 
Six 9 2 2 1 4 1 
Seven + 26 7 3 1 7 2 
Total 377 lOCi; 377 100% 377 100% 

None 172 29% 393 66% 284 48% 
One 97 16 107 18 110 19 
Two 85 14 49 8 75 13 
~e 73 12 20 3 34 6 
Foor 53 9 8 ~ 38 6 
Five 25 4 3 1 14 2 
Six. 29 S 2 1 12 2 
Seven + 57 10 9 2 24 4 
Total 591 100% 5!?l 100%" 591 100% 

• Parenting homes take a slightly higher i~cidence of acute 
criminality (4 or Irote crirres ill the year prior to admission). 

• Residential homes show a hiah percentage of admissions who are 
crime free both during and after treatrrent. Some of this 
favorable trend r.ay be the result of in-house shoals, older 
children, and a 29% female cohort (see III.14). 
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IlLI0: HISTORICAL r.ENGl'H OF STAY liliSlDENTIAL AND PARENT ~DELS 

IDS < 30 Days LOS 31-180 Days LOS> 180 Days 'KYI'AL 
Percent Average Percent Average Percent Average Percent Average 

of ~llgth of of ~ngth of of ~ngth of cf Length of 
Entrants Stay (Days) Entrants Stay (Days) Entrants Stay (Days) Entrallts Stay (Days) 

Res idential 

FY 76 10% 16 58% 84 32% .332 100% 156 

FY77 20 17 41 99 39 300 100 161 

FY 78 16 12 44 92 39 281 100 153 

FY 79 (3 Qtrs) 21 11 54 97 26 261 100 121 -
Overall 18% 1.'3 50% 93 32'S 287 10J% 143 

P&renting 

FY 76 18% 17 45% 98 36% 358 100% 181 

FY77 18 18 48 G9 35 365 100 173 

FY 78 17 17 49 97 34 305 100 155 

FY 79 (3 Qtrs) 20 16 55 97 25 288 100 130 ---
Overall 18% 17 50% 95 32!6 32] 100% 156 

COlTIIOOnts: • Both ROdels split identically into 18~/50%/32% cchorts although the average length of stoy fo.l..- parenting 
ROdels i3 some 9% higher lhan f0r residential. 

• Parenting LOS is more markedly declining than is residential (note FY79 data may under-represent the long 
stayers since, presumably, some had not yet been released at time of sample). 

L·....-· ------------~.\,-~-------
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Total 
lbre Ehtrants N 
le3id=ntial 
Artec 131 23 
M:mhattan 53 5 
00ysS€!;i 52 17 
Pine CanlUl 141 21 

'lbtal 377 66 

B:lrenting 

Kearns (UBR) 157 29 
Mapleton (lER) 50 8 
Oren(UBR) 52 12 
Sarrly(lIBR) 42 8 
Heritage 211 36 
Rlsh Vall e.t 7~ 12 

'lbtal. 591 105 

In. 11: IEN3!'U O!' SMY l'RF/lXIU~ U:.""D\.IUi 'lur.AL lJJS'I(R{ SllMRE 

(~oos R.::st. PJ.acarent) 

lengt:h of Stay < 30 length of Stay 31-180 
'of Rlta Eer 1000 Days Ave. tee. Rate ler 1000 Dlys Ave. 

'1bt:Al e:e. Dlr. Itst Ia.l N '.Ibt::al. !?re. Dur. kat ra; 

18% 6.6 -()- 3.3 15 63 4m. 6.7 1.9 3.3 90 
9 4.4 -0- .6 15 41 77 7.S 1.2 1.4 83 

33 8.2 -()- 4.1 6 22 42 7.0 2.0 l.6 91 
15 6.9 55.6 6.1 15 61 43 9.9 12.0 7.0 104 
18% 6.9 20.2 4.2 13 187 50% 8.0 5.4 4.2 93 

18% 8.2 41.3 7.1 16 . 76 4m. 9.7 8.3 6.7 103 
16% 8.9 -0- 13.4 15 31 62 10.8 11.1 6.4 99 
23% 13.7 21.3 5.7 16 30 58 10.0 6.1 7.7 71 
19% 14.7 15.6 8.4 16 17 40 10.3 6.8 7.1 87 
17% 10.9 31.0 B.2 20 108 51 8.:! 10.9 6.0 103 
15% 4.6 -0- 3.5 16 32 41 8.1 2.4 3.7 77 
18% 9.9 26.2 7.5 1'7 294 50% 9.2 8.9 6.2 ~5 

Length of &tay > 180 
'of Nate 1er .1000 Days Avtli. 

N 'lbt:al ko. Dlr. kat IDS 

45 34% 7.9 2.0 3.7 274 
7 13 5.5 -0- 2.0 302 

13 25 11.0 .3 .6 281 
5!) 42 10.5 4.9 7.0 296 

124 32% 9.3 3.1 4.9 '}J37 

52 33% 10.2 4.4 5.0 351 
11 22 6.5 4.3 1.8 272 
10 19 7.4 3.3 10.0 271 
11 40 7.6 1.7 4.8 275 
67 32 7.7 4.0 3.7 317 
::S5 44 9.2 .5 2.9 350 

1$2 32% 8.6 3.2 4.2 323 

Ctnm=mts: _ u:s < 30. It is not clear \o,ilether a higher j;eroentage of entrants W10 stay less than 30 diys represents a Wgh incidence of runners, p::xlr 

&:reening techn.iques, or a p:ograrn t:hat is oollscicnsl.y tnking risks. 'lhe ICM extrares are MapletLm arrl Sardy (Utim E::)ys Ranch) and Martiattan. 
0ldy.3S€!;i has highest fraction of stort stays. Hicjl "during" crime rates at:e ooosistent wi.th runners gettirg jnto tr:m]e. 

• Pine Can~: las rnu::h 111\11er during and pest rat.::.s in carg;arioon to other resid:nUal treabrent ~ans. 
• Average "p:-e" crime rates dJ not arrear to systanatlcal.ly fCalict lDw len] a child wi.ll stay. 
• Increased L.O.S. apfEMS fawrablyoorrelated wi.th redu::ed groos pest crime rates in pmmting b:Jres, apfeiU"S tnCX>rrelated in residmtialllPdels. 

Afp:lrently children W10 stay a relatively lag t.in¥:l in prrentirg h:rnes are nore "settled Cb,n" men they leave real.tive to their cnmteJ:parts in 
resi.c:'altial care. 
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III.13~ MALE maORT ffiEjDURING/POST CP.IME RA.,.111E,S 

tf III.12: LENGl'Ii OF STAY PREjDURINGjPCST TOl'AL GROUP aCMES P.ES!]E'fl'IAL AND pp.R&,'f.[' :vKJDELS 

(-

Fiscal Youth Pre- During Gcoss Post % of Total Gruss Post % at Post Rate 
Year Entering ProgrOIn Placement Placement Placement ALCS N Males Entrants P!:"e Dur:.i'19 Plficerrel1t Risk . at Risk 

Res:iCental Hares 
1976 145 8.31 3.51 4.38 171.10 

]577 179 9.~4 5.68 5.03 169.25 
Li<jltweight 83 33% '7.41 3.89 5.20 81% 5.2 

1978 345 8.53 5.11 5.29 154.16 
24 9% 14.95 4.J5 7.14 67% 4.7 Personal Felons 

1979 299 8.77 5.01 6.14 125.59 
104 39% 17.33 71% 7.1 Frequent 5.66 7.50 

Otlerall 968 8.76 4.93 5.32 150.66 
:.fulti -PJ.acc-trent 134 50% 9.77 8.19 6.94 72% 6.2 

~-

< 30 TC1l'AL 
PaI:e!l'tinJ Homes 

Licjltweight 234 40% 7.24 5.69 5.92 79% 5.1 
( 1976 21 8.61 19.89 5.58 16.76 

Violent 12.67 4.20 7.46 81% 32 5% 6.4 
1977 33 5.65 17.09 4.35 17.73 

220 37% 18.17 74% Frequent 6.53 7.84 7.3 
1978 57 10.53 30.93 6.88 15.32 

Multi-Placerrent 355 60% 9.27 7.28 7.54 71% 7.0 
1979 60 8.81 24.27 6.96 13.73 

( C'Jerall HI 8.75 24.30 6.~5 15.40 
Ail Hanes 

t j 
11 

" 
1\ Liqbtweight 322 38% 7.28 5.10 5.75 60% 5.1 !I 

31 - 180 TC11'AL 
1 Violent 56 7% 13.65 4.15 7.33 75% 5.8 
,I 

{ :/ Frequent 324 38% 17.90 6.24 7.74 73% 7.2 
73 8.33 4.20 4.13 91.41 I 

1976 J Multi-Placerrent 489 57% 9.4 7.55 7.39 71% 6.8 
?n 92.04 1 

1S77 81 9.:"7 8.85 ;'J 

1978 164 8.34 8.39 5.10 95.23 (1 Cc::lm!Gents: • Parent:'ng hones ta~ C' .targer ratio of "lightweight" record and "nulti-

1979 163 9.03 7.54 6.40 96.82 ~ placerent" admissions in prcportion to total males admitted. "Frequent" 
( i 

nales ShOo1 approxirrately the sane proportions in both ncdels. Residential 
Overall 481 8.71 7.56 5.45 94.65 homes take higher percentage of personal felons. Cohort pre-rates are 

1 similar for both rrodels. 
1 • nturirXJ" rates are higher in nost cases in the parent Ircdels. 

• Be~n the bo.o rrode1s, 10Y.er variances exis-.: in grQ5S cohort post rates 

> 180 'ro'l'AL 
than in the during p=ri.:X! although the parenting hOIreS, as a group, shCM 
slicjltly MJrse grass !;'CSt ratas for each cohort. 

( • Pera.' .tages of admissions WHO entered the "at ri~\." period (Le., were out 

1976 51 8.17 2.92 4.16 348.71 at least 30 days) are similar with the E'xception of personal felons who In3i¥ 
have done worse when released from the residential horres than their 

1977 65 11.97 4.31 4.54 342.38 parenting counterparts. 

7.87 3.11 4.68 295.91 • POst rates at risk fellow a similar pattern to gross rates although 
1978 124 residential homes apparently are related to greater rate reduction in 

( 1979 76 8.18 2.34 3.58 275.61 personal felons in the "at risk" period. 

3.18 4.40 309.11 ( 

( Overall 316 8 •. 83 

.- 99 ;.\ 
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III.14: Program I:'etail, PrejDur:ingjFbst by Fiscal-Year and Selected Cohorts 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

'lbtal 

Program: All GraJp Hones 3urmary 

Tbtal ~am Statistics 

Total Youth 
Entering Program 

968 

CcrnparatrJe CrLie Rates/IOOO Days 
Pre- eurL."'lCJ "Gross" RJst 

Placement Placement Placement 

8.76 4.93 5.32 

No. (%). 
___________________________ ...;;:.:;~~. 30 Days 

'lbtal Program iS6 (is%) 

Cohort Statistics 

00. (%) 
Colxlrt 'lbtal Entering Out 30 Days 

All ~..nal.es ill 101 (91%) 

All Males 857 655 (76%) 

Male 'lbtal Entering Pre- Illring "Gross" E{)st No. (%) 
_Cohorts..;...;..;;.;;...;;~_--!.(..;;.%_of;;.;;:...;;.;;All=.·..;;.Ma1==es~) --=P.::l=ac=..:e:::ITE:::::.::n~t__=P:...::l::a:::ce=ITE=n:;t=___.........:P:...::la~c.:::~ITE~nt Out 30 Days 

Lightweight 322 38% 259 (SO%) 

Personal Felons 56 7% 42 (75%) 

Frequent 324 38% 237 (73%) 

Multi -PlaceJE11t 489 57% 346 (71%) 

100 

ALeS 

151.00 

Ebst Rat:: 
At Risk 

4.4 

Pest Rai:c 
At R:isi.~ 

2.1 

4.8 

RJst Rat",;: 

At Ris}.: 

5.1 

5.8 

7.2 

6.S 

..... -. 
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III.14: Program I:'etail, Pre/DUring/RJst ty Fiscal Year and Selected Cohorts 

Frogran: All Parenting 

'rotal Prcgra~ St3tiDtic~ 

Comparative" crime Rates/lOOO Days 

Fiscal Year 
'lbtal Youth 

Entering Program 
Pre- Ulri:lg "Gross" RJst 

Placement Placement Plac::ITEnt 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Total 

Cohort 

All Fenales 

All Males 

Male 
Cohorts 

Ligh~ight 

591 

'lbtal Entering 

0 

591 

'lbtal Entering 
(% of All M.ales) 

234 (40%) 

Personal Felons 32 ( 5%) 

Frequent 220 (37%) 

Multi-Placement 355 (60%) 

9.10 5.40 

Cohort Statistics 

Pre- r:ur~ng "Gross" RJst 
PlaceITEnt Placement Placement 

7.2 5.7 5.9 

12.7 4.2 7.5 

18.2 6.5 7.S 

9.3 7.3 7.5 

lO 1 

5.85 

:'b. (%) 
Out 30 Days 

4_' ;:)-

No. 

(76%) 

( %) 
Out. 30 Days 

NjA NjA 

451 (76%) 

No. (%) 
Out 30 Days 

186 (79%) 

26 (81%) 

163 (74%) 

250 (71%) 

156.00 

fOst lGt:': 
At Risk. 

4.9 

RJst Rat.= 
At Risk 

NjA 

4.9 

fOst Rat:?! 
At Risk 

5.1. 

6.4 

7 .. 3. 

7 .. fl 
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:i:II.14: Pr9gra'11 retaiL PrE:/DUringjPost By Fiscal Year -3I1d Selected Cohorts' 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

'lbtal 

All Fenales 

All Males 

Male 
Cdlcrt 

Liahtwe . ght 
J ~ 

Violent 

Frequent 

Multi-Placement 

Program: F.eri tage (8 :'rdseye and Fairf iela ) 

Coreparative Crime Rates/lOOO Days 
::?re- J:).L:ing "Gross" Post Youth 

Entering Program Placement PlacGment Placement ALOE 

35 7.67 2..35 3.96 200.5-

44 9.53 6.70 6.14 156.':~ 

80 9.32 7.56 5.43 155.45 

52 7.80 10.01 7.68 128.'7"-

211 8.50 E;.87 5.78 156.49 

No. ( %) Post Rate 
Cut 30 Days At Risk 

Total Program 157 (74%) 4.4 

Cohort Statistics 

rh. (%) Post Rat:: 
Total Entering Cut 30 Days At Risk 

-0- N/A N;A 
211 157 (74%) 4.4 

Total Entering Pre- During "Gross" EOst No. (%) Ebst R:.:~ 
% of All Males) Placement Placerrent Placement Out 30 Days At Ris' . --

79 (37%) 7.39 7.89 6.39 64 (8I%) 4 a. . -
7 (3%) 13.70 4.48 3.26 7 (100%) 3.'; 

66 (31%) 19.39 10.12 8.26 50 (76%) 7 .... . ..::. 
120 (57%) 8.49 9.75 7.74 82 (68%) 7.0 
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UI.14 : P;'o9:!:am re~ail, PrejI),IringjEOst by Fiscal Year and S-"!lected Cohorts 

Prcgram: Kearns (853) (UBR) 

Total ~cam Statistics 

Corq::larative Ci:ir:te Rates/IOOO rays 
Total Youth Pre- D.lring "Gross" Fbst 

Fiscal Year Enterins Program Placement Placement Placenent 

1976 26 

19n 50 

1978 37 

1979 (Partial) 44 

Total 157 

Cohort 'lbtal Entering 

All Female:s 

All Males 

o 
157 

Male 'lbtal Entering 
Cohorts (% of All Males) 

Lightweight 66 (42%) 

Personal Felons 7 (4%) 

Fr(:quent 67 (43%) 

Multi-Placement 97 (62%) 

8.54 6.27 5.27 

9.92 5.06 5.30 

9.85 6.10 6.91 

9.71 8.08 7.82 

9.62 6.22 6.24 

No. (%) 
Out 30 Days 

'lbtal Program 124 (79%) 

Cohort St~tistics 

No. (%) 
Cut 30 Days 

124 (79%) 

Pre- ll.lr~ng "Gross" Ebst No. (%) 
Placerrent Placement Placeme!1t Cut 30 D2ys 

7.43 7.65 6.92 55 (83%) 

15.26 .80 3.03 6 (86%) 

17.50 6.46 9.23 46 (69%) 

9.91 8.39 7·97 70 (72%) 

103 

AU '2 

165.65 

185.76 

186.05 

137.84 

169.07 

Post Rai:= 
At Risk 

5.6 

Post Rat:: 
At Risi: 

5.6 

Fbst Ra-:r:.:? 
At Risk 

6.7 

3.7 

7.9 

7.S 
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III.14: Program Cetail, Pre/Dl.:ri~jFost by Fiscal Year anCt Selected Cohorts 

PrIJgr~: Mc:.pletcn (854) (USR) 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 (Partial) 

Total 

Tbtal Proaram Statistics 

Tbtal Youth 
Entering Program 

30 

20 

50 

l?rf:- During "Gross" fOst 
Placerren"i: '?la·;::eI1'Ent Placercent 

8.40 7.39 5.21 

11.23 8.05 9.37 

9.33 7.59 6.70 

No. (%) 
01.; t 30 Days 

'Ibtal Frograrn 39 (78%) 

Cohort Statistics 

ALC3 

144.30 

93.15 

123.54 

fOst Rae:: 
At Risk 

5.5 

1\0-.- (%) East Rat:::: 
_C~dOO~rt~ _______ ~~~_En~t~e~r~in~g~ _____________________________ Cu~t~3~_~~s~. _____ A_t~Ri~·~s_k_ 

All Females 

All Males 

-0-

50 

l'1.ale ibtal Entering 
Cohorts (% of All Males) 

Lightweight 21 (42%) 

Personal Felons 3 (5%) 

Frequ:nt 26 (43%) 

Multi-Placanent 30 (49%) 

Pre- LUring 
Placerrent Placerrent 

8.48 6.77 

10.05 2.72 

16.12 2.21 

9.32 1.59 

1.04 

NjA (N/A) 

39 (78%) 

"Gross" fOst !'b. (%) 
PlaceItEnt Out 30 Days 

5.29 17 (94%) 

11.87 -0- -o-
7.50 21 (81%) 

5.84 26 (87%) 

NjA 

5.5 

1:bst ~ 
At Riak 

5.2 

N/A 

7.4 

4.4 

.... 

Ill.14: Program I:etail, Pre/DuringjPost by Fiscal Year and S.:~ectoo Cohorts 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

J!JTI 

1978 

1979 

'Ibtal. 

Cohort 

All Females 

All Males 

Male 
Cohort 

Lightweight 

Violent 

Freqt:ent 

Progri3IT1.: Or.e.1J\ CBR (855) 

Youth Pre- During "Gross II Pest 
Entering Program Placement Placement Placement 

34 

18 

52 

9.67 

11.57 

10.33 

Total Program 

3.95 

7.51 

5.18 

7.72 

6.94 

7.47 

~b. (!iI:) 
Out 30 Days 

33 (63%) 

Cohort Statistics 

'lbtal Entering 

-0-

52 

'Ibtal Entering 
(% of All Males) 

19 (37%) 

5 (10%) 

22 (42%) 

Pre-· 
Placement 

6.49 

11.51 

9.43 

During 
Placercent 

1.64 

13.06 

7.83 

!'b. (%) 
Out 30 Days 

N/A 

33 (63%) 

"Gross" Post !'b. (%) 
Placercent Out 30 Days 

4.82 11 (58%) 

19.65 3 (60%) 

9.86 16 (73%) 

NuJ.ti-Plaoement 35 (67%) 10.80 6.75 8.56 21 (60%) 

i05 

96.71 

96.22 

96.54 

fOst Rate 
At Risk 

6.6 

Post Rate 
At Risk 

N/A 

6.6 

fOst Ratl:. 
At Risk 

4.6 
2~.(J) 

lLZ 
Sl .. 7 
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III. 14: Program D:tail, PrejDurirq/P::>st Ly FiSC'al Year and Se1eet:ed Cchor...s 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Total 

CoOOrt 

All Females 

All Males 

:1ale 
Cohorts 

Ligh~ight 

Violent 

Frequent 

Procram: Sandy UBI-<. (856) 

Ycut.' Pre-
Entering Program Placement 

28 

14 

42 

Total Enterir:g 

-0-

42 

10.96 

8.22 

10.05 

'Ibtal Program 

Cohort Statistics 

During "Gross":Ebst 
Pl3.cement'.?lacement 

3.83 

1.90 

3.18 

6.85 

5.70 

6.54 

No. (!$ ) 
Cut 30 Da'.TS ' 

35 (83%) 

No. ( %) 
Out 30 Days 

N/A 

35 (83%) 

Total Entering Pre- lJuri.'1g "Gl.'"Oss" P::>st No. (%) 
(% of All Males) PlacC:llEnt PlaCellE.11t Place!lEnt Out 30 Days 

14 (33%) 5.48 2.21 4.49 14 (100%) 

4 (10%) 10.96 15.08 15.95 2 (50%) 

16 (38%) 18.15 6.iO 8.32 13 (81%) 

Multi-Placement 22 (52%) 10.59 2.83 . 3.20 17 (77%) 

106 

ALOS 

149.29 

150.21 

149.60 

Post Rate 
At Risk 

6.0 

.l?cst Ra -: = 
At Risk 

N/A 

6.0 

Post Rate 
At Risk 

4.6 

15.3 

9.6 

8.2 

.... 
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Farenting Harne Cannents: 

L03 - UBR (Orau) sho'ws a narkedly shorter average length of stay than the 

other parenting hCJes. Rush Valle'j shows highest r.JJS. 

Pre-entry Crime Rates - is lowest for Rush Valley, highest for UBR Sandy 

anJ Orem. Heritage and Rush Valley take relatively fe~r of the 

-frequent- ccllort than all UBR locations and relatively fewer of the 

"multi-placenent ccmrt" than all but one of the four oaR lccations. 

Curing Placenent Cr:ine Rates - Rush Valley is by far the mst successful. 

R:>st PlaceIre!1t Males who stay cut at least 30 days - are the smallest 
fraction at UBR Oren. 

Fast Placement Cr.fue Rates - are higher on both a gross and time at risk 

basis for all £Bit locations in corrparison to Eeritage and Rush Valley. 
~ Valley shows l~st overall !X)st rates. 

107 



It 

( 

,) ! 

-
III.14: Program I:Etail, Pr::jOJringjR:>st by Fiscal Year a{ld Selected Cohorts 

Program: ;'.11 ResBentiill 

Total Prooram Sta~istics .. 

Comparative crime Rates/IOOO Days 

Fiscal Year 
Total Youth 

Entering Program 
Pre- IlJri:lg "Gross" R:lst 

P13cerrent Placerrent Placerrent 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

'lbtal 

Cchart 

Ali Fenales 

All Males 

Male 
Cohorts 

Lightweight 

377 

Total Entering 

ill 

266 

Total Entering 
(% of All z..!ales) 

88 (33%) 

PeISOnal Felons 24 (9%) 

Frequent 104 (39%) 

Multi-Placement 134 (50%) 

8.22 4.12 

'lbt.a.! Program 

Cchort Statistics 

4.36 

~. (%) 
CUt 30 Days 

(81%) 

N:J. (%) 
Qlt 30 Days 

101. 

204 

(91%) 

(77%) 

Pre- ruring "GrosS" R:lst ~. (%) 
P1acerrent Placerrent Placerrent OUt 30 Days 

7.4 3.9 5.2 72 (81%) 

15.0 4.1 7.1 16 (67%) 

17.3 5.7 7.5 74 (il%) 

9.8 8.2 6.9 96 (72%) 

108 

AI.CS 

143 .. 00 

Ebst Ba:\:.= 
At Risl-c 

3.6 

B::lst Ra:'C.'..':: 
At Risk 

2.1 

4.6 

EOst Rae::: 
At Ri&~ 

5.2 

4.7 

7.1 

6.2 

.\' 

III. 14 : Program retail, Pre/DLlr ingfibst by Fiscal Year and SeJ.ected Cchorts 

P;cgram: Artec (852) 

Total Program Stat~stics 

Conparctive Cr:im= Rates/ICOO Cays 
'ibtal. You th Pre- During "GrOQs" l:Ost 

F:'scal Year Enterins ~am P1aceITP.r:t P1acerrent PlaceItEnt 

1976 22 9.59 1.61 3.78 

1977 Data Missing 

1978 49 5.14 2.15 3.08 

1979 (Partial) 60 7.76 1.74 3.58 

'lbtal. 131 7.09 1.90 3.40 

i;o. (%) 
Out 30 Oays 

Total Program 121 (92%) 

Cohort Statistics 

All FeIrales 

All Males 

Male 
Cohorts 

Lightweight 

Total Entering 

68 

61 

Total Entering 
(% of All Males) 

18 (30%) 

Personal Felons 3 (5%) 

Frequent 26 (43%) 

Multi-Placanent 30 (49%) 

Pre-
Pla.cerrent 

7.00 

10.05 

16.12 

9.32 

~~ (%) 
Cut 30 Days 

66 (96%) 

55 (90%) 

I:ur:mg "Gross" I=bst t..o. (%) 
Placerrent Placerrent OJt 30 Days 

1.58 5.29 17 (94%) 

2.72 11.87 -0- -0-

2.21 7.50 21 (81%) 

1.59 5.84 26 (87%) 

109 

Af../...:: 

84.5,::' 

161.53 

143.33 

140.:-; 

RJst Ra"" 
At Ris •. 

2.9 

Post Rat", 
At Risk 

2.6 

3.4 

I=bst Rate 
At Risl<-:: 

5.2 

N/A 
7.4 

4.4 
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EI.14: 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

'Ibtal 

Cohort 

All Females 

All Males 

Male 
Cooorts 

Lightweight 

Violent 

Frequency 

.Pro£artl D:tail, PrejDuring/fust by Fiscal Yea!:' and Selected Cohorts 

Pl:ogram: Manhattan (On; 

Comparative Crime Rates/l0C Days 
Youth Pre- CUring "Gross" EOst 

Enterin~ Program Placenent Place.1TEnt Placenent 

9 7.91 -0- -0-

12 8.22 -0- 1.23 

14 5.48 2.G5 1.n 

18 6.70 .6:1 1.58 

53 6.93 .71 1.38 

No. ( %} 
Out 30 Days 

Total Program 42 (79%) 

Cohort Statistics 

'Ibtal Entering 

22 

31 

~b. (%) 
Ou-l: 30 Days 

17 (77%) 

25 (81%) 

'Ibtal Entering Pre- UlrJ.ng "Gross" EOst No. (%) 
(% of All Males) Placenoent Placenent Placenent Out 30 Days 

8 (26%) 6.16 -0- .53 7 (88%) 

6 (19%) 12.33 -0- 1. 73 5 (83%) 

11 (35%) 16.44 -0- 1.44 8 (73%) 

AJ.JJS 

125.::3 

147 ... 2 

81.ea 

87.6-

105.'::: 

fust RatE 
At Risk 

1.4 

EOst Rate 
At Risk 

0.8 

1.8 

EOst Rat:: 
At Riso: 

0.6 

2~1 

1.6 

Multi-Placement 12 (39%) 9.36 -0- .75 iO (83%) 1.0 
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III.14: Program Detail, Pre/LuringjPost by Fiscal Year and Selected Cchorts 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Total 

Program: 

YauCh 
Entering Program 

18 

34 

52 

<5lYssey (875) 

Comp~'ative Crime Rates/1000 D?ys 
Pre- Dudng "Gross" EOst 

Placenent Placenent Placement 

8.52 1.40 2.78 
8.30 • .';5 3.75 
8.38 .B7 3.41 

l'Io. (%) 
CUt 30 Days 

'lbtal Program 45 (87%) 

AIDS 

118.7':: 

106.42-

110.67 

fOst Rate 
At Risk 

3.6 

Cchort Statistics 

t-L. (%) fOst Ra-..:.::: 
Cohort 'lbtal Entering Out 30 Days At Ris:: 

All Females 20 18 (90llj) 1.2 
All Males 32 27 (84%) 6.2 

Male Total Entering Pre- During "Gress" Post No. ( %) fOst R::.coo:: 
Cchorts (% of All t-f..a1.es Placement Placement Placement Out 30 Days At Ris!-

Lightweight 13 (25%) 9.27 1.53 10.67 10 (77%) 12.9 
Violent 3 (6%) 30.14 -0- -0- a f-O-) N/A 
Frequent 11 (21%) 19.68 -0- 6.55 10 (91%) 9.S 
Ml.l1ti-Placenent 14 (27%) 8.41 -0- 5.42 12 (86%) 7.8 

III 
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III. 14: P!xqraJR retail, Pre/DuringjPost by Fiscal Year and Selected Cohorts 

t 
,L Program: Rush Valley (879) 
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III.14: Program Detail, Pr(~/DUrir.g/Post by Fiscal Year and Seleded Cohorts 

Fiscal Year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Total 

Cohort 

All Fenales 

All Males 

Male 
Cohorts 

Lightweight 

Violent 

Frequent 

Progr?!n: Pine .:a.."1Von(87~ 

Ycuth 
Entering Program 

Pre- Duri~ "Gress II Post 

29 

47 

36 

29 

141 

'lbtal Enterinq 

-0-

141 

Plac~nt Placement Placement 

9.54 

10.08 

9.51 

9.45 

9.70 

Total Program 

CohQl-t Statistics 

5.33 8.34 

9.72 5.40 

7.12 6.26 

6.38 7.69 

7.J8 6.76 

r-:o. (%) 
Out 30 Davs 

';)7 (69%) 

Cb. ( %) 
Out 30 Days 

N/A 

97 (69%) 

Total Entering Pre- During "Gross" Post No. (% ) 
(% of All Males) P1a::em:nt Place!rent P1acem:nt Out 30 Days 

49 (35%) 7.27 5.44 4.67 38 (78%) 
12 (9%) 13.70 6.94 9.40 6 (50%) 
56 (40%) 17.61 8.61 8.41 35 (63%) 

Multi -i?lacanent 78 (55%) 10.26 11.89 8.34 48 (62%) 

112 

219.86 

164.11 

187.22 

113.5= 

171.03 

Post!Jate 
At Risk 

5.8 

Post Rat::: 
At Risk 

N/A 

5.8 

Post Rate 
At Risk 

4.5 

17.8 

a.3 
7.g. 
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Fiscal year 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

'lbtal 

Cohort 

All Females 

All Males 

l-f.a1e 

Youth 
Entering Program 

24 

26 

19 

10 

79 

C~~rntive Crime ~tes/lOOO Days 
P!:e- During "Gross" Post 

PlaceJre!1t P]_acer;ent Placerreni: 

6.51 .73 1.21 

10.12 .86 3.71 

6.34 .97 3.20 

9.86 .50 9.76 

8.08 .80 3.32 

No. (%) 
\ Out 30 Days 

Total Program 124 (79%) 

Cohort Statistics 

'lbtal Entering 

o 
79 

'lbtal Entering Pre- D.Jrii1g 

l'o. (%) 
cut 30 Day-s 

NjA 

63 (80%) 

'IGross" Ebst N::> • (%) 

ALOS 

171.62 

179.04 

217.89 

200.60 

188.86 

Post Rate 
At Risk 

5.6 

Post RatE: 
At Risk 

N/A 

2 c .v 

Post Ra-.::= 
Cooort (% of All Males Placement Placemmt Placement Cut 30 Days At RL::. 

Lightweight 35 (44%) 6.89 .6~ 3.33 27 (77%) 3.4 
Violent 5 (6%) 6.58 1.01 -0- -0- (-0-) N/A 
Frequent 28 (35%) 16.14 .59 4.15 23 (82%) 3.4 

Multi-Placement 43 (54%) 7.90 1.38 4.81 32 (74%) 4 <1 . -
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Residential !b1e Ccrrarents: 

• 

• 

• 

o 

• 

L.O.S.. Pine canyon and ARTEC show substantially higher LeO.S. than 

Marbattan and Odyssey. 

Pre-Entry Crime Rate is highest for Pine canyon o".rerall. Pine 

Canyon, in general, accepts higher fractiuns of t.l1e "problem" male 

~rts. 

!Urina Placement cr:irre rates show Pine Canyon substantially higher in 

total and for all rrale cohorts. l-Janhdttan shows an extrenely low 

during placement rate. 

Best Placement' males who stay cut at least thirty days are a smaller 

fraction for Pine Canyon than the other residential nOIreS. 

Ibst placement crime rates for the total program show Pine canyon 

relatively highest on a "gross basis" although <Xtjssey is highest for 

the nales "at risk" cohort. 

nales at risk. 

Manh.3.ttan shows the lQ\<,-est rate for 
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C. Conclusions 

'!he snapshot and recidivism data developed al:::ove does n9t lead to 

unarnbiguoos ccnclusions that a particular rodeJ. of gr0U9 hQrre or a 

partiOllar vemor has a cl~ar solution to the problem of out-of-horne 

trea'b1Ent. ~r, sone generaEzaticns are possible: 

• 

• 

• 

'lhe b:JnEs that start with the "lightest" :±.ildren in tetrns of 

prior records (in terms of p:-ior criminali 1:<1, nLunber of prior 

placeuents, etc.) produce t..i.e lTCst favorable recidivism outcares 

alt.flough they may have a concamnitant effect of pushing the 

1Iprobl.em- children off to someone else. 

'lbe ~..ntinJ hClIIeS show differences in terms of: o·~ 

Starting with, in. total, a rrcre criminall~? active 

pcpulation that is also younger .:m:l may be in a ncre 

dalirquency prone st:c:ge of life. 

Showing greater ~eduction in felony rate during stay. 

Appearing ncre willing to accept children with 

multiple prior placements. 

'Ihe residential homes show advantages in tetrns of: 

Being somewhat better at keeping individuals crime 

free during and after placenent. 

M:iintaining shorter lengths of stay (especially in 

urban programs). 

Being ncre willing to accept personal felons. 

SOOwing rrore pronamced drops in ('Tlrne r.ates in the 

pre/during/fast pattern. 

Maintaining a higher fraction of releasas who are not 

replaced within 30 days (although higher fraction of 

ter.minations are probably adults). 
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Mucil further analysis of this database 

performance of the various providers 

is j;Ossible. '!he 

with ot.her cri.J-ninal 

cohor""...s, females, notmalizeci age groups, morG speciCi.lized prior 

pld.cem:nt cohorts, etc., J:-.a~ no!: been analyzed. Such analysis 

may produce more clear distinc!:ions among the various ~roviders 

aI~ hare rrpdels. 
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IV. Financial/Contract Perfor.mance 

This chapter deals with the financial perfonnance of the group horne system and 

the role of the state in cost supervision of the program. Included will be 

discussions of: 

• Program cos t an:] revenue summaries and canparisons; 

• Audit issues/results; 

• P!:icing - Group Horres an:] other providers; 

• Other state corrections costs. 

• Distribution of Youth Corrections Resources; 

A. Program Cost and Revenue Sl1I1'lIIaries and Canparisons 

Du: to the varying sizes and capacities of the group 'homes, a canparison 

of total cost and revenue would be neaningless. 'Ib provide canparisons, 

the costs and revenue of each program ~re reduced to a canrron 

denominator: costs and revenue per paid DFS client day (IFS reimburses 

the h:Jmes on a per diem basis with essentially all funding caning through 

Youth Corrections). For each of the hones evaluated, the costs and 

revenues were broken down into natural line item categories. The cost an:] 

revenue inforrration are pt'esented in Tables IV.l and IV.4, respectively. 

Several explanatory notes are appropriate. 

• The figures presented for the Utah Boys Ranch, Heritage Youth 
, 

Services, and ARTEC are for the SLUn of the programs ~perated by 

each. The Utah Boys Ranch figures are the aggregate for the six 

homes evaluated, while the Heritage figures represent two homes 

and the ARTEC figures are for three hones. 

• ' It was not always p::lssible to segregate the costs of management 

services fran other line costs. This is the case for Pine 

Canyon, whereas for Utah Boys Ranch, management is in a separate 

line item, the other cost item. 
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• Direct line i ten canparisons are are not always p::lssible. This 

is because each hones' accounting system is somewhat different, 

e. g ., rental equipment is included in utili ties and naintenance 

for Manhattan Project, but in the equipnent category for 

ARTEC. For this reason, Table IV.2 presents a list of ccrnrrents 

concerning each hone listed and Table IV.5 does the sane for 

revenues. Caution should thus be used in making line item 
contrasts. 

• 

• 

Program accounting periods vary (as noted at the bottom of Table 

IV.l) • In order to bring all the hones into the sane frane of 

reference for canparison, the figures in Table IV.l were either 

inflated or deflated (at 10% annual rate) to a calendar year 

1979 level. These figures are displayed on Table IV.3. Also, 

the sources of data for the hones varied fran formally audited 

financial statements to the fotIn 515 (budget justification) 

whidl hares are supposed to submit to the state each year. The 

source of data for each home is identified on Table IV. 1. 

Finally, when 'canparing hones, one should cons ider the type of 

care and the range of services offered. Costs, and revenue vary 

narkedly according to the type of service IIDdel for each home. 

As noted above, ~ have identified two service IIDdels: 

Houseparent Model, including: 

Utah Boys Ranch; 

~sh Valley Boys Ranch; and 

Heritage Youth Services. 

Residential Treatment Model, including: 

Manhattan Project; 

Odyssey Adolescent Unit; 

ARl'EC; and 

Pine Canyon Ranch. 
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'!he costs of the houseparent nodels are much less than the treatment 

nodels. 'Ihis is generally related to staff costs. 'Ihe treatrrent nodels 

have a nore SI=€cialized staff am, therefore, higher costs. 

In addition to the canparison tables, Table IV.6 surnrrarizes the total 

expenses and revenues for each program with the associated surplus or loss 

of funds. Canrn:nts concerning the source and use of surplus funds are 

also presented. 

·For the houseparent nodels, the Rush Valley Boys Ranch has the lowest p:r 

patient day casts of the three programs. It is followed by Heritage Youth 

Services am then Utah Boys Ranch. Although total casts do not vary much 

anDl'X} the operations, line item comparisons indicate that the major 

difference is in staff costs between the three operations. .Fran the 

revenue p:rsp:ctivef these hones received approxiIrately the sane IFS 

reimbursement rate and the funds were sufficient to cover total program 

costs. While surpluses were generated in ~ of the programs, the source 

of the surplus was generally from private donations and home activities, 

a"ii! these funds were used to payoff previous indebtedness. In general, 

all three programs are Tltt)rking at the breakeven p:Jint. 

For the four treatnent nodels, the costs are much higher c>..nd show a wider 

range. 'Ihe Hanhattan Project is the low cast provider, due basically to a 

smaller staff cost than the ather three hones. 'Ihe Q:lyssey program, 

ARTEC, and Pine canyon have significantly higher per day casts, again due 

basically to staff costs. An interesting feature of the hones in this 

model is found in the rranagement fee line item. Manhattan, O::lyssey and 

ARrEC all have, to divert funds to pay dues or costs of belonging to a 

larger organization. 'Ihis increases total cast, but is not clearly a cost 

of operating the program. As is reflected by the higher cost figures of 

the treatment homes in comparison to the house parent nodel, substantial 

non-DFS revenue is necessary to sustain these programs. Addi tional 

revenue sources include federal programs, charitable organizations, school 

districts, aoo other state and local revenue. tbne of these programs 

appear to have generated surplus funds with the exception of Pine Canyon, 

although, Pine Canyon apparently created the surplus by selling some 
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TABLE N.l 
Operating and Mana9ement Costs Service (Per Service Da~) 

Houseparent Models Residential Treatment Models 
Utah Boys Ranch Rush Valley Heritage Manhattan Qiysse~ ARl'EC Pine Canyon Capaci ty Days 17,885 4,380 8,760 3,285 4,380 9,855" 6,935 Actual Patient Days 16,938 4,380 8,322 3,102 3,622 9,207 6,091 

Expenses 
Staff & Fringe $10.44 $8.44 $13.92 $18.08 $30.99 $44.94 $37.67 Professional Fees .74 .84 2.46 2.'23 Food 3.70 2.88 4.78 2.27 4.97 2.71 2.08 Supplies 002 .80 .96 1.21 .59 1.60 Utilities & Maint. 2.48 2.08 1.26 2.65 2.68 1.36 1.36 Travel 1.11 1.42 1. 76 .48 1.71 .54 2.61 Assistance 1.38 1.99 1. 79 7.13 3.07 1.28 1.43 Miscellaneous .51 1.91 .14 .54 1.35 .54 1.06 TOtal Operating Costs $20.36 $20.36 $24.61 $31.15 $48.38 $51.96 $50.04 Fixed Costs 2.38 1.18 2.92 1.60 3.73 3.91 4.06 Equiprrent .44. .71 1.02 TOtal Program Costs $22.74 $21.54 $27.53 $33.19 $52.11 $56.58 $55.12 I-' Management Fees 3.38 7.12 7.94 I\) 
other Non-Dperating 10.65 4.30 2.75 10.95 0 

TOtal Costs $33.27 $25.84 $30.28 $36.57 $59.23 $64.52 $66.08 
Time Period 1/78- 1/79- 7/79- 1/79- 7/78 .... 7/78- 7/79-of Data 12/78 12/79 6/80 12/79 6/79 6/79 6/80 
Source of Audited I:eIOsits Fbrm Actua1s Fbrm Actuals 7 nonth Financial Data Financial & Dis- 515 515 actuals 

Statement bursements Extra-
polated. 
Full fin. 
statement 
refused. 

Education Costs NO NO NO NO NO NO YES, but Included 
unable to 
breakout 
separately • 

I' ! • j, 
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categOry 
staff 

Professional 
Fees 

Food 

Supplies 

Utilities & 
Maintenance 

Travel 
Boys 

Assistance 

Miscellaneous 

Fixed Costs 

Equipment 

Managerrent 
Fee 

other 

(1 ) 
Utah Boys Ranch 
House Par,ents 
Counselors 
Social ~rkers 

Training program 
rostly 
No Ccrruoont 

Office 

Utilities & maint., 
supplies 

Auto expenses 
Allowance 
Clothing 
Scholarship 
Telephone 
Mail 
Advertising 
Animal Maint. 

Rent 
J:epreciation 
Interest 
Insurance 
Taxes 
N/A 

N/A 

Managerrent 
and fund raising 
division 

TABLE N.2 
Comments on Expenses 

(2) 
Rush Valley 

House Parents 
Director 
Counselors 

Accounting & 
Auditing 
Raise own livestock 
(cost below) 
Linen, office 

Utilities & maint., 
repairs 

Auto expenses 
Allowance 
Clothing 

Telephone 
Subscriptions 
Misc. 
Conference 
Equiprent 
Rent 
Insurance 

N/A 

N/A 

Livestock, hors:~ 
related - Cedar 
Valley 

.... 

(3) 
Heritage 

Director 
Houseparents 
Social ~rkers 

N/A 

lb CclnIrent 

Linen 

Utilities, maint. 
repairs, rental 
equiprent 
Auto expenses 
Allowance 
Clothio;:J 

Telephone 

Rent 
Insurance, Taxes 

Rental 
above 
N/A 

N/A 

(4) 
Manhattan Project 

Counselors 
Director 
Manager (Programs) 
MSW Group Leader 
N/A 

Food & Supplies 
together 
Food & Supplies 
together 
utilities & Maint. 
Rental Equip. 

Auto expenses 
Assitance is 
major part of 
program 
Conferences 
Telephone 
Printing 
Other 

Rent 

Replacement 
Rental Above 
Salvation Army 
Dues 
Administration/ 
Management 
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Category 

Staff 

Professional 
Fees 

Food 

Supplies 

utilites & 
Maintenance 

Travel 

Boys 
Assistance 

Miscellaneouus 

Fixed Costs 

B:]ui1?f!ent 

Managerrent 
Fee 

other 

(5) 
QJyssey 

Director 
Treatment Ooord. 
Counselors 
Nurse 
Mrni.ss ions 
Administrative 

Consultants 

No Carunent 

Medicine, office 
hygenics, clothing 

utilities, Maint., 
equi1?f!ent rental & 
Company vehicles, 
gas, repairs 
Clothing 
Allowance 
Recreation 
Medical 
Telepoone 
Mail 
printing 
Rent 
Insurance 

Rental 
above 

QJyssey Institute 

N/A 

TABLE IV. 2 ( continued ) 
Comments on Expenses 

(6) 
ARl'EC 

Psychiatrist 
Psychologist 
Social ~rkers 
Nurse 
Trainees 
Housekeeping 
Mrninistrative 
N/A 

No Canment 

Office, medicine 
linen, laundry 
dining 
utilities, Maint., 
repairs 
Car allowance, 
notor p:xJI charges 
Allowance 
Clothil'B 
Recreation 

Telephone 
Mail 
Subscriptions 
Rent 

Furniture 
arrl rental 

County overheed 
charge 

N/A 

(7) 
Pine Canyon 

Director 
Counselors 
Teaching Parents 
Psychologist 
Rehab. Specialist 
Administrative 

Consultants 

Grow food in the fam 
progran, (ca3t be~ow) 
Office e:;{ui(llient 
& supplies, program 
supplies 
Utilities, Maint., 
repairs 
Transportation, gas, 
repairs 
Boys Activities 

Telephone 
Misc. 

Rent 
Insurance 
Interest 
Replacerrent of 
program e:;{uip. 
Other above 
N/A 

n=velopn=nt and 
farm costs 

OIlerall 

(bls. 1-3 have "less 
specialized" staff. 
(bls. 4-5 have a 
slightly "nore 
specialized" staff. 
Cols. 6-7 have a livery 
specialized" staff. 
Cols. 5&7 for related 
prof. consultants. 
No real differences. 

001. 7-includes office 
equipnent. 

eols. 3-5 include 
e:Juip. rental. 
':rypes of charges 
canparable. 
Col. 4-Assistance is 
the key in the 
treatment process. 

001. 2-includes some 
equip. like stoves, 
etc. 
All canparable 

Mostly above in 
supplies or rnaint. 

001s.4-5 are dues 
payrrents 
(bl. 6-county over
head 
Non-program related 
costs 
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TABLE IV.3 
Approxinate 1979 Operating and Managerrent Costs (I€r Service Day) 

(All costs restated to a cammon basis & calendar year 1979) 

Houseparent Models Residential Treatment Models 
Utah Boys Ranch Frush Val1el Heritage Manhattan OOyssey ARl'EC Pine Canyon 

Capaci ty Days 17,885 4,380 8 3 760 3,285 4,380 9,855 6,935 
Actual Patient oals 16,938 4,380 8,322 3,102 3,622 9,207 6,091 

Expenses 
Staff & Frin:]e $11.48 $8.44 $13.22 $18.08 $32.47 $47.19 $35.79 
Professional Fees .81 .84 2.59 2.12 
Food 4.07 2.88 4.55 5.22 2.85 1.98 
Supplies .02 .80 .91 2.27 1.28 .62 1.52 
Utilities & Maint. 2.72 2.08 1.20 2.65 2.81 1.43 1.29 
Travel 1.22 1.42 1.67 .48 1.80 .56 2.48 
Assistance 1.51 1.99 1. 70 7.13 3.22 1.32 1.35 
Miscellaneous .59 1.91 .14 .54 1.42 .56 1.00 

Tbtal Operating Costs $22.42 $20.36 $23.38 $31.15 $50.81 $54.53 $47.53 
Fixed Costs 2.61 1.18 2.77 1.60 3.91 4.11 3.86 
E'quipnent .44 .75 .97 

Tbtal Program Costs $25.03 $21.54 $26.15 $33.19 $54.72 $59.39 $52.36 
Management Fees 3.38 7.48 8.34 
Other Non-operatin:] 11.72 4.30 2.61 10.41 

Tbtal Costs $36.75 $25.84 $28.77 $36.57 $62.20 $67.73 $62.7.7 

Inflation or 1978 Figures i'b 1980 FY No 1979 FY 1979 EY 1980 FY 
Deflation Factors X 1.10 Change X .95 Chan]e X 1.05 X 1.05 X .95 

- . .\. 
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Utah Bo~s Ranch 
Actual Patient n~~s 16,938 

Revenue Sources 
DFS $22.61 
DIPS 
AIli\ 
Granite Mental l~alth· Ctr. 
Salt Lake Oounty 
FOOd Subsidy .63 
Federal Grants 
School District 
CETA 
School Lunch 

Operating Revenue 23.24 
Ibnations 9.49 

f-J Tbtal Program Revenue 32.73 
I\) Other Incorre .81 -I="" 

Tbtal Revenue $33.54 

Year of Data 1/78-
12/78 

\' , 

TABLE N.4 
Revenue (Per Service Day) 

Houseparent Models Residential Treatment Models 
Rush Valle~ Heritage Manhattan Qj~sse~ kRI.'OC Pine canyon 

4,380 8,322 2,645 3,622 9',207 6,091 

$24.56 $28.00 $25.94 $25.39 $18.14 $28.00 
9.37 

10.35 9.38 
24.02 
7.53 

.96 
14.84 

9.70 
.42 5.80 

1.37 
24.56 28.42 36.29 50.91 64.53 39.07 
4.11 .28 .97 

28.67 28.67 36.57 51.88 64.53 39.07 
1.53 3.03 32.42 

$30.20 $28.67 $36.57 $54.91 $64.53 $71.49 

1/79- 1/79- 1/79- 7/78- 7/78- 7/79-
12/79 12/79 12/79 6/79 6/79 6/80 

.... 
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Category 

DFS 

DIPS 

Mental Health 

Salt Lake 
I-' County 
I\) 

V1 

Food Sua:; idy 

Federal Grants 

School District 
Cill'A 

School LlI1ch 
Donations 

other 

.~ l '" 

Utah Boys Ranch 

1978 Rate 

Food Stanps 

Fran fund 
raising efforts 

Interest Rents 

'7 'f 
,j. 

\~ 

TABLE N.S 
Comments on Revenue 

Rush Valley Heritage Manhattan 

1979 Rate 1980 Rate 1979 Rate 

Drug Re-
ferral Ctr. 
Alcohol & 
Drugs 

For 
J\drnin. 

Individuals United Way 

Horse Account 

.'-

~ '{> 

" 1: ~ 

OO:lssey ARTEC Pine Canyon 

1979 DFS 1979 Rate 1980 Rate 
County 
Match 

Contract 
For 
Status 
Offenders 
NIm 
Alcohol & 
Drugs 

Pays for 
indirect & 
supp:>rt 
costs 

Pays for 
indirect & 
supp:>rt 
costs 

Food 
Stamps 

Staffing 
Grant 

'lboele 
For Admin. 
People 
(Trainees) 

'lbOele 
Individuals LlUTI~d into 

other 
category 

Fees for Mostly land 
service - sales, some 
haoo donations, 
activities heme 

activity 
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Harne Tbtal Expenses 

utah Boys Ranch $563,500 

Rush Valley 113,180 

Heritage 251,996 

Manhatten 96,728 

CXlyssey 214,536 

ARl'EC 594,090 

Pine Canyon 402,464 

'I I 

----- ~---

.. 
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TABLE N.6 
Surplus and Loss in Group Homes 

Tbtal Revenue Surplus (IDss) 

$568,071 $4,571 

132,266 19,086 

236,516 (15,480) 

96,728 ° 
198,892 (15,644) 

594,090 o 

435,467 33,003 

• \0 

Conments 

'!he surplus was fran program 
operations, while the management 
and fund raising division lost 
money (Calendar 1978). 

'!he surplus is used to payoff 
bank loans and is not generated 
fran IFS funds, but fran other 
activities (Calendar 1979). 

Expenses are based on 100% oc
cupancy while revenue is on 95% 
for the current fiscal year. 
Slight deficit would occur which 
could be funneled fran other 
sources. 

'!he operation is at a breakeven 
point due to cost control 
(Calendar 1979). 

During fiscal year 1979, CXlyssey 
ran a deficit, but has recouped 
the losses through current fund 
raising activities. 

County and Granite Mental Health 
Center make up any deficit in 
the program. 

'!hese figures are for fiscal 
year 1980, determined by extra 
polation of first 7 month 
actuals. Surplus is due to 
property transactions and goes 
to payoff previous substantial 
debts and capital tmprovments • 
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assets which went towards capital improvements and paying off substantial 

debts. '!his rationale, however, is conjectural since Pine canyon declined 

to provide us with full financial statenents. 

In sllInlTE.rizing the cost and revenue comparisons, five items are apparent: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The costs between the houseparent rrodels and the residential 

treatment rrodels are dramatically different. When all costs are 

normalized to calendar year 1979, the weighted average total 

cost of the houseparent rrodels is $32.90 per adolescent day, 

Yihile for the residential treabrent rrodels the cost is 86% 

higher or $61.06. The major reason for the higher cost is the 

presence of a rrore specialized staff in the residential 

treatment homes. '!hese estimat~ cost figures do' include non

program expenses such as m:mageIlEnt fees and other non-operating 

costs. 

While the paynents for houseparent rrodels fran Youth Corrections 

appear to cover all program costs, Youth Corrections does pay a 

relatively small part. of cperating residential treatment 

homes. For the current fiscal year, the daily rate of $28 

covers only 46% of the average total cost for these programs. 

Therefore, funds fran other sources are necessaty to continue 

the operation of these programs. 

'!he ability to expand the residential treatment operations is 

not clear. No real economies of scale in multi-unit operations 

are derronstrated in groop hones since by law and custan, all 

programs must have a relatively small patient capacity for each 

separate facility. Given current pricing structure, an 

expansion \oA:Juld depend up:>n funding sources other than Youth 

Corrections. 

The financial benefits of private fund raising for these homes 

is minimal. Cnly one program, utah Boys Ranch, collects 

significant anounts of rroney, however, this is sufficient only 
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to payoff the expenses of the Fund Raising and Management. 

Divisions. '!herefore, these programs are generally dependent 

up:m state and federal rronies. Private donations may serve to 

improve canmuni ty contacts, but do not serve as a useful funding 
source. 

Currently, it appears that the proprietary homes in the systen 

(Rush Valley and Heritage) are the low cost producers. 

The major conclusion of comparing the casts and revenues for the homes is 

the difference be~n the ~ ITDdels. While the costs are substantially 

higher for residential treatment homes, the reirnbursenent rate fran Youth 
Corrections does not vaty between them. 

B. Audit Issues and Results 

Although each contract has provision for auditing, the Division of Family 

Services does not regularly conduct audits of group homes. '!his year two 
providers have been or are in the process of being audited: Utah Boys 

Ranch and Heritage Yooth Services. Rep:>rtedly, there are not enough 

auditors to comuct program surveillance on all the DFS contracts. At the 

current tine, all DFS requests for audits, group horne or otherwise, are 

prioritized. '!here are no plans for annual or rotating audits of the 
group hOIIES. 

The audits which have been perfOtllled have uncovered no major abuses wi thin 

the system. However, ~ items concerning the auditing process and the 

interaction of the State with the hanes shOuld be noted. 

• '!he audits perforned to date have concentrated exclusively on 

allowable and non-allowable costs. '!he eligibility of the homes 

for. the revenue received from the Division of Family Services 

has not been reviewed nor have reviews been conducted on whether 

the hares actually provided the contracted services. '!here fore , 

any p:>tential abuses in those areas have not been checked. 
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• Fran discussions wi th audi tors and home operators it has been 

implied that the determination of reimbursenent rates in the 

past was through negotiation. For example, in fisc~ year 1979, 

the range of rates was fran $21. 91 to $32.88. In addition, 

these rates bore no relationship to high and low cost 

providers. ARI'EC was given the low rate, while Manhattan had 

the higher figure. This problem has been lessened somewhat in 

this fiscal year where the range is be~en $25-$30 with roost 

operators receiving $28 per service day. ~ile the budget foon 

515 is appropriate for determining rates, it is not submitted by 

all operators and, generally, rllere is no indication for how 

often, if at all, these forms are followed. 

C •. Pricing Group Hanes and Other Providers 

The group horne program is only one of many programs available to youthful 

offenders. The following is a list of types of programs available and 

their costs as per the Division of Family Services/youth Corrections. 

1. Foster Care: 

a. Services: Placement of enild in a ccmmunit,y home to 

provide a relationship bet~~n a single child and a set of 

parents. 

b. Reimbursement Basis:' The foster parents are reimbursed on 

a flat rate per day. 

c. Reimbursement Level: For this fiscal year, the 

reimbursenent rates per day are (by type of care provided): 

2. 

Regular: 

Therapeutic: 

Behavioral: 

Specialized : 

IHP (Fost-YIX:): 

Independent Living: 

$5.94 

9.21 

10.55 

12.56 

13.24 

a. Serv~s - 'Ib provide the adolescent with an environment 

aw~ fran structured care and constant supervision. 

b. Peimbursement Basis - 'lhe adolescent is given a flat 

llDnthly allowance for rent, food, etc. 

c. Peimbursement Level - For the current fiscal year the 

llDnthly allowance is $184.44, plus an initial allowance of 
$184.44. 

3. CYF Group Care: 

a. Services - 'ib provide a parent rrodel setting for non

correction aQolescents, such as aJ:::used or abarxloned 
children. 

b. Reimbursement Basis - The heme is paid a flat rate service 
day for each adolescent. 

c. Reimbursement Level - For the current fiscal year, each 

hom: is paid $28/service day plus an initial clothing 
allowance of $150. 

4. ~lP Horres: 

a. ~€rvices - 'Ib provide a home setting, either through 

hcuseparent rrodels or residential treatrrent rrodels for 
( corrections youth. 

( 
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b. Reimbursement Basis - 'Ihe home is paid a flat rate per 

service day. 

c. Reimbursement Level - For the current fiscal year, the 

range of rates varies from $25 to $30 per service day plus 

an initial clothing allowance of $150. 

5. Alternatives (CATY Programs): 

6. 

a. Services 'Ib provide an alternative to the Youth 

CevelopITEnt Center for corrections youths where the program 

involves therapy. Program includes group homes, 

alternative education, and tracker programs. 

b. Reimbursement Basis - 'Ihese programs are reimbursed on a 

fee for service basis. 

c. Reimbursement Level - 'Ihe average contract price for this 

fiscal year for each program level is: 

Group Homes: 

Alternative Education: 

TrackerjProctor Programs: 

Yooth Cevelopment Center: 

$33.16 

$20.16 

$13.81 

a. Services..;. Provide the institutionalization for delinquent 

yooth. 

b. Reimbursement Basis - The YOC is fully paid fran out of the 

state budget. 

c. Reimbursement· Level - Based on the current costs of 

operation, if the occupancy rate was 100% (90 adolescents), 

per day cast per adolescent would be $70. 
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'!be group homes evaluated in this project are only one of six alternatives 

for troubled youth. In a pricing basis they rank in the middle of all the 

alternatives along with CYF homes and CATY programs. The YOC is the 

highest priced provider, a,nd is structured for the "hard core" youth. 

D. Other State Cost 

The following is a list of other state sUPPJrt for group horne: residents: 

1. State Board of Education 

State pays the school districts for the nuni::>er of group heme children 

educated in public or quasi-public programs in the district. 'Ihe 

payrcent is based on the concept of a weighted pupil unit (WPU). 

Youth in custody are v.orth 2.9 WPU (the same as enotionally disturbed 

children). Handicapped students are worth 2.4 WPU as a comparison. 

Funds expended in the current school year are: 

a. Tboele (Pine Canyon) $' 25,350 

b. Granite (UBR, ARI'EC) $163,837 

c. SI£ (Cdyssey) $ 35,888 

d. Jordan (UBR) $ 59,000 

e. Alpine (Heritage) $ 54,615 

Pine Canyon, O:1yssey and ARI'EC have the funds transferred to them to 

run the in-house education program. Except for Pine Canyon, thi~ 

revenue and cost is not included in the revenue-cost canparison. 

2. Medicaid (Title XIX) 

'Ihe state picks up the medical expenses for b'1ose under 18 in case of 

accident, illness, etc., through the Division of Family Services. In 

sane cases, the DFS worker attenpts to collect these expenses fran 

the child's parents if the injury was insured by the parent. 'Ihis 

collection effort can be viewE'.!O as an additional cost to the State. 
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3. Other Ti tie XX Monies 

Fran the Division I s budget for foster care, Ti tie XX IlDney is used 

to: 

a. Pay medical expenses for those over 18; 

b. Payrrent of school fees, books, transPJrtation, etc.; 

c. Pay transPJrtation (bus, plane, etc.) costs for horne visit; 

and 

d. Pay for music lessons or personal needs for kids and joyous 

season paynents of $50 in D:cember. 

The latter three are only paid on an as approved basis. 

4. Alcohol and Drugs 

Alcohol am Drugs also has contracts with some group homes for care. 

5. Recovery &:rvices 

The State also expends funds throogh Recovery Se!Vices to collect 

payrrents fran the parents of placed yooth if the court decided at 

time of placement that the parents coold afford to bear some of the 

cost. 

The previous section detailed the budget for all the Youth Corrections 

programs. Ibwever, as indicated in this section, those are not the only 

costs to the State for troubled youth. Funds for education, medical and 

dental services, and drug or alcohol related programs !lUSt also be 

included when determining the total cost of providing care for these 

individuals. 

E. Distribution of Youth Corrections Resources 
;J 

The following table presents the budget for Youth Cc,rrections by the 

alternatives discussed in the previous section. 
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'ljlPe of Program 

Vendor Programs 

Foster Care 

Independent Living 

CYF Ibmes 

YC Group HOITeS 

CATY Programs 

In-hoose Programs 

YOC 

Administration 

County D:tention 

(34% of total costs) 

TOTAL 

Revised 1980 Budget 

(In district funding) 

(In district funding) 

(In district funding) 

$1,609,098 

$1,502,809 

$2,350,276 

$ 193,650 

$ 450,000 

$6,145,833 

57,305 

51,465 

Staff 

95 

5 

Each district within· tb.~· State h"~ a budget which pays fu;: f,oster care, 

independent living, and CYF programs.. Therefore, these figures are not 

included in this budget. In addition, additional staffing for all the 

programs COITeS under the realm of the district booget. It does appear 

that Youth Corrections gives equal consideration for the financial 

situations of the three programs directly under their control. 
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v. Management Issues 

During the course of our discussions with individuals related to the 

Court/Corrections System, a variety of "managenent issues" were raised. A 

number of these were discussed in summary in Chapter I, especially in 

reference to the grcup hones. This chapter provides rrore detail on these 

matters. Separating group home vs. system-wide issues is, of course, somewhat 

artificial. In the discussion belew, we therefore, in most cases, review 

management in the context of the whole. 

Three sources of information were used in preparing this discussion: 

• Conversations with Youth Corrections and Crurt Administration 

personnel 

• Feedback fran personal interviews wi th vendors and caseworkers. 

• A confidential questionnaire distriruted to all corrections workers 

(non-YOC) in March 1980 asking for q:>inions and perceptions on a 

variety of issues (see Appendix E). 

We have organized these data in three major sections: 

• System .Objectives - a review based primarily on our variOJs 

conversations on what the "system's philosophy" appears to be. We 

expect this subject t.o be of sone controversy and present our 

formulation as a starting point for dialogue and as a basis for our 

recommendations. 

• 

• 

System Accountability A discussion of the nature of 

responsibilities for various parts of the system, highlighting the 

current lack of structure. 

Administrative Concerns Abstracted from the confidential 

questionnaire, this section presents an interpretation of the major 

management issues on the minds of the You th Corrections caseworker 

staff. 
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A. System Objectives 

The purposes and ultimate ends of a state's system for 

adjudicating, (potentially) incarcerating, and "correcting" its young are 

social value judgements of the most fundamental type. Evaluation must, 

therefore, begin with a perception of the objectives of the process, the 

priorities it creates for applying those objectives, and the degree of 

order it will allcw in its management activities. 

The degree of formal order desired becomes the key to planning and 

controlling a case processing system. In our interviews with court and 

corrections personnel, it became clear that, district by district and 

worker by worker, the system does not necessarily behave consistantly 

either among its components or over time. Uniformity in case processing 

is not a system objective. Things that are done formally in some areas 

are largely unstructured in others (e"g., case screening, use of 

guidelines, etc.). Reporting systems (especially within DFS) are not 

uniformly maintained with the goal of facilitating analysi~. 'l.'his il;) not 

to argue that uniformity is necessary or even desirable. However, to the 

extent decision processes are unstructured, management and operation of 

the system become more ad hQC and evaluation necessarily becomes more 

subjective. 

While consistency in case processing is hard to document, our interviews 

did prqduce some corran:m philosophical threads arrong IOCGt parties to the 

judicial/corrections process regarding what (as a whole) the system should 

be trying to do. In order, the commonly stated goals for the system are: 

1. Protection of the Conununity and Child - The primary initial 

interest the system was generally seen as prorroting was the 

protection and security of the citizens and children of Utah. 

This goal has both short- and long-term elements. In the short

term, (with what were generally seen as a relatively small 

subset of the judicial court referrals), this invel ves securely 

isolating some individuals. The specific organization that 

should be responsible for this function was the subject of some 
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dispute rut we heard minimal support for dramatic deinstitu

tionalization. The longer term interest of protecting the 

ccmrnuni ty is seen to be primarily in controlling ,recidivism. 

Though marw opinions existed on hew this is best accomplished, 

whi(n treatment techniques are most effective for specific 

childt'en, etc., there was consensus the test of programs must 

somehow involve their impact on recidivism. Prevention of 

delinquency was only occasionally mentioned and did not appear 

credible to most interview subjects as a long-term use of 
corrections resources. 

2. "Correct" the Child - Assuming the cannunity is adequately 

protected, the next priority of most individuals is to serve the 

needs of child. Three "corrections" philosophy statements on 
the services to the child were made often: 

a. Use the Least Restrictive Placement - This assumes that 

there are differences in the res~rictiveness of the various 

approaches to dealing with dlild delinquency; e.g., 

remaining at home, in general, is less restrictive than 

fester home placement; foster homes, in general, are less 

restrictive than group care institutions, etc. The rule 

(although there may be exceptions) is that the child should 

be placed in the least restrictive setting possible, ooth 

in terms of pr~am content and duration. An appropriate 

corollary to this (though not as frequently stated) is the 

presumption that the child's need for restriction should be 

demonstrated, at least in part, by failed prior placements 

as the child moves up the system; e,g., that ooth day 

treatment and foster care should be tried before ~oup home 

placement, etc. The dlild should prove his way up the 
restriction continuum. 

b. "Treat" the Child - The overall system in Utah seems 

strongly geared to "tt'eating" juvenile delinquency 

problems. Particularly arrong social workers the assurrption 
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is made, system wide, that dlildren have "needs" that can 

be treated in a medical sense. In the words of John Warner 

(West Virginia Wesleyan College) "it seems clear, however, 

that any program whim receives a person labeled as a 

"delinquent, II holds that person for a period of two m:mths 

to one year and then turns that person back into the street 

is operating under the rredical analogy; thinking of itself 

as sorre kind of hospital-dispensing some kind of medicine 

which will cure the disease which got the person into the 

institution. II Program:; that emphasize treatrrent, the 

creation of treatment plans, c:peration on rredical nodel 

bases, etc., appeared to be better regarded than programs 

that emphasize parenting and custodial services. Programs 

not emphasising treatrrent tend to criticized. 

c. Deal with the Child in the Context of His Cc:mmunity. Once 

again the general preference appears to be to minimize the 

disruption of out~f-hOlne placement by providing services 

in the context of the community to which the child will 

return. This is not to say that out~f-area referrals are 

never appropriate - rather that the presumption should be 

that in-county residence should be the placement of 

pri::?ference. 

3. Provide for Greater Diversity - the need for additional 

placerrent alternatives (and options to out of home placerrent) is 

a third frequently made comment. This generally book two forms: 

• The. need for additional forms of treatrrent, 

particularly for children whose delinquency problems 

are thought to be rooted in eIl'Otional and rrental 

difficulties (although it was rc:re that anyone we 

talked to had a clear idea of a specific new 

therapeutic concept they thought should be 

implerrented) • 
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• The need for additional foster care • In a great 

majority of our conversations with case workers, group 

home staff, Court personnel, etc.q those interviewed 

made (unpronpted) comrrents to the e't::f.:ct that ''Wbat we 

really need is nore foster care", IIThis kid is in the 

group horre because foster care isn I t available, and 

his horne is too fouled up to send him back II, etc. 

The consequences of both of these needs, however, were not often 

thought out. For exanple, the clear implication of having a 

system of increasingly specialized prograns that are frequently 

available to accept children (i.e., don't have waiting lists) is 

having programs that are not often full and thus probably not 

cost effective. The creation of additional foster care implies 

either the elimination of other programs or net increase in the 

cost of the system. It was rare that anyone had a system-wide 

vieol of problems. 

4. Minimize Cost - Rarely discussed at the placing worker level 

(and apparently never a direct consideration on specific case 

dispositions) is the need to minimize the cost and/or maximize 

the effecti veness of a gi ven level of budget in providing 

services to dlildren. We have included this as a philosophy 

staterrent since it clearly is of concern to the overall 

administration of the corrections system and because roth the 

corrections and protection values of the system can only be 

pursued in light of resource constraints. Other things being 

equal, it rust be asserted that the lowest cost rrethod to serve 

a given "need" is preferred. For exarrple, unless an advantage 

in terms of ootcorre effectiveness .can be clearly denonstrated 

for a higher priced program, it is difficult to justify its 

existence. 
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B. System Accountabilities 

Accountability for out-of-horne placement of children, particularly in 

group horres, ap:p:ars to be a rratter of chronic confusion in the system. 

While there is apparently regularity in procedures for changes in 

guardianship and aIstody, such formal structure does not extend to 

placement decisions or changes in placement decisions. 'Ib detemine the 

various routes into group homes, ~ surveyed each contract rronitor to 

attempt to detemine the placing worker for active out-of horne placement 

cases in late February (the total of 168 active cases is higher than the 

group homes sample due to runners and cases not being closed properly). 

&IOng the identified placing sources ~re direct court action, YrC, 

Children's Services Society, CYF, other DFS, private individuals, and a 

fairly large number of cases where the placing accountability was unclear 

frcm documentation available to contract IlDni tor. These results are 

displayed in Table V.l. A conclusion to be drawn fran this sample is that 

placements in a group care facility (and consequent payrrent of Youth 

Corrections funds for serv;ices) are not t::eing systematically revi~'l.s:G and 

approved by corrections workers. 

'!he accountability issue was raised in another context. Interviews with 

contract rronitors show that in a suJ:::stantial number of cases, the 

placement is negotiated t::etween a vendor and some third party, and the 

placerrent occurs t::efore Youth Corrections is notified. 'Ibis apparently 

has often placed the contract IlDnitor in a position of ratifying what has 

already occurred without a rigorous corrections screening of the case. We 

do not conclude frem this that the children so placed are not in need of 

services - ~ assurre that there are often good reasons for reIroving a 

child frem horne and providing a rrore institutional living setting. 

Without this pre-approval, however, it is difficult to show that Youth 

Corrections is managing its resources. 

The accountability issue extends to the case rranagerrent of children while 

in placement. As noted in Chapter II, both in vendor cc:mrrents and in our 

interviews with children in p1acerrent, contact t::etw:en children in group 

care and youth corrections representatives is rare. It is thus doubtful 
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Manhattan 

Kearns Boys 
Ranch 

Orem Boys 
Ranch 

Sandy Boys 
Ranch 

Pine Canyon 

Odyssey 

Heritage 
(Birdseye & 
Fairfield) 

ARl'EC 

Rush Valley 

Total 

YC 

7 

7 

3 

3 

6 

4 

7 

14 

6 

57 

TABLE V.l 

PLACING WJRRER SUMMARY 

CYF 

4 

3 

1 

2 

10 

8 

4 

19 

6 

57 

Unclear or Other 

24 

5 

1 

7 

16 

1 

54 
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Total Ch ildren 

11 

34 

9 

6 

23 

12 

27 

33 

13 

168 
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that in such circumstances effective case management responsibilities are 

being discharged. 

C. Administrative Concerns 

A confidential Management Issues Questionnaire was distributed in March 

1980 to 40 (non YOC) Youth Corrections case workers and administrative 

personnel. Twenty-six responses were received and a result summary 

provided to Corrections administration. 

In general tenns, the rural workers .aOO workers from Wasatch Front areas 

outside Salt Lake County tended to feel distant from Corrections 

administrative decision making processes, in need of enhanced 

communication with the administrative headquarters, and were less 

comfortable with their perception of the administrative direction and 

priorities of the system. Summarized below are four major common trends 

in the survey responses. These are abstracted from a number of 

unstructured responses and are structured based, to sorre extent, on the 

author's perceptions: 

1. Administrative Coherence - There was widespread concern among 

the workers on the effectiveness of the planning, control, c:md 

structure of the agency. Many respondents indicated an 

understanding of the newness of the Yooth Corrections 

organization and the time required to get the organization 

started. These workers' concerns would apparently involve: 

• 

• 

• 

Generating a ccherent plan for what Youth Corrections 

wants to be; 

Developing more specific criteria on how to deal with 

dangerous, erotionally disturbed, or severely 

deling:uent youth; 

U:!ssening or making nore relevant to program 

operations the paperwork burden imposed by Medicaid 

and DFS accounting system reporting requirements; 
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• 

• 

• 

Providing fos ter care resources and clarifying the 

structure of which alternatives are appropriate for 

which cases and how well the various placement 

alternatives work; 

Development of mor.e direction and consistency in case 

processing; 

Improving relations with the Court. 

2. Communications - Particularly in the areas outside of Salt Lake 

Coonty, rost workers indicated a desire for a more structured 

and formal rreans to communicate corrections priorities and 

invol ve the individual workers in planning and goal setting 

processes. The recently conducted staff retreats appear to be a 

start in this direction. 

3. Employee Relations - Senior workers, in particular, seemed 

concerned that employee relations needs to be a higher priority 

for the Youth Corrections organization. It was widely believed 

(although we did not independently verify) that Corrections 

employees tend to be graded lower in State salary scales than 

employees of the Adult Corrections system or other parts of DFS 

who are doing similar work. If this is the case, it should be 

factually est~lished and appropriate grading actions taken. 

Concern was also evidenced that creation of career paths for 

Corrections workers had not been undertaken. A formal training 

program for caseworkers had not been established and "prarotioI) 

ladders" are not generally evident. 

4. Public Relations - A final need commonly felt by survey 

respondents was that Youth Corrections should develop a coherent 

philosophy of the stance it wishes to maintain in respect to the 

canmunity and the Courts, and "get off the defensive" regarding 

its role and effectiveness. Many workers noted the tendency for 
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Youth Corrections to be noticed by the public primarily when 

things go wrong and that program successes, cast savings, etc., 

are unpublicized and hence unnoticed by the connnunity·. 
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APPENDIX A 

CORREcrIONS SYSTEM SNAPSHOT RESULTS AND COMPARISONS 

A. Methcdology 

The methodology for developing the snapshot is discussed in Chapter III. 

Pre-entry crine as shown in Table A.5 and A.6 were also developed 
consistent with the "Pre" definition in Chapter III. 

B. Snapshot Results Summary 

L Major entry r;:oints to system are group homes and YDC 

Ol:::servation. About 70% of snapshot ol:::servatioll children are in 
their first placement. Subsequent analyses on April 1, 1980 and 

June 9, 1980 show percentages of 36% and 58%. 

2. Probation lidS been tri'w on only half the grOl1fJ hOl"lic 

population. 

3. Foster Care resources are minimal and limited to second 

f district. 

l 

( 

( 

(. 

4. CAT'! appears to function as a Y.DC alternative in the sense that 

it draws a similar population. 

5. YDC Observation l~ulation appears essentially similar to CAT'! 

in all respects except pre-admission crime frequency. 
Ol:::servation children shew much higher crime rates (though not 

severity) in the year prior to entry. 

6. Sane evidence exists (WICAT) to show CAT'! is more effective in 
reducing recidivism than ol:::servation. However, this has not 

been fully established. 
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7. System tends to feed upward to "heavier" plaGements, e.g., YDC 

reg. placements have relatively.few prior placements to 
experiences observed in other states (R. Coates). 

8. Districts 3, 4, and 5 appear to place based on less seW;L"e 
criminal histories than 1 and 2. 

9. Districts 1 and 2 snapshot placements have about the same 

criminal backgrounds but are distributed to homes and 

institutions much differently. 

District 1: 

District 2: 
Shows preference for Y.DC in all forms 

Shows preference for COIrUllunity programs 

However, District 2 uses more placement resources per case and 
per capita than District 1. 
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OORRECTICN SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

Introduction/Comments 

Table A.l: 

Table A.2: 

Table A.3: 

Table A.4: 

System Snapshot Placement by Age and Crime by Age 

System Snapshot Placement qy Sex and Race 

System Snapshot Worst Referrals 

System Snapshot All Referrals 

Table A.S: Placement by 1 Year Pre-Admission Admitted/Adjuc1 j .cated CriIre 

Rates 

Table A.6: Placement by 1 Year Pre~ssion p~tted/Adjudicated 

Non-Statu5 Offense (Distribution) 

Table A. 7: System Snapsh. ,t Last Placement 

Table A.8: System Snapshot All Prior Placements Distribution 

Table A.9: System Snapshot All Pl<".cements Frequency 

Table A.IO: System Snapshot Length of Stay 

Table A.ll: System Snapshot Ct'im: by Length of Stay 

'l'able A.12: System Snapshot Geographic Distribution; Worst Crime 

(by crurt district, urban vs. rural) 

Table A,.l3: System Snapshvt Geographic Distribution; Placement 

(by ccurt district, urban VSe rural) 

Table A.14: Per Capita and Per Referral Corrparison of District 1 and 

Placements 

Table A.IS: System-wide Recidivism Comparisons 
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A.l: SYSTEM SNAPSHOT PLACEMENT BY AGE PROFILE AND CRIME BY AGE 
(IN:WDES PAROLE) 

Snapshot 
Placerrent Mean Age 

Entire Pcpulation 16.0 

Parenting Group RenE 15.0 

Residential Group Home 15.6 

Other Gt"OllP Horne 16.5 

YIX: - Commitment 16.2 

YDC - Observation 16;1 

CAT'! - Alternative 16.4 

Fester Care 15.3 

Paroled 16.4 

* Bob, are females placed in a secure facility in Denver. 

Worst Admitted/ 
:~judicated Referral 

Entire Population 

No crimejNo Record 

Persons 1 and 2 

Person 3 

Property Felonies 

Persons Misdemeanor 

other Crimes 

Status 

sysm. SNAPSHOT CRIME BY AGE PROFILE 

(INCLUDES PAROLE) 

Mean Age 

16.0 

16.0 

16.6 

16.2 

16.0 

15.7 

15.6 

15.3 

Dependency and Neglect 14.7 

N 
(Number in Sample) 

496 

74 

61 

2* 

72 

32 

130 

21 

104 

1.'1 
(Number in Samp1e~ 

496 

13 

98 

49 

228 

15 

66 

16 

11 

Cornnent: An age/severity continuum clearly exists: the younger the child 
the less severe the criminal background. 
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A.2: SYSTEM SNAPSHOT PIACEMENl' BY SEX AND RACE 

SEX 
Provider Male "Female N 

Parenting Group Homes 74 0 74 

Residential Group Hames 47 14 61 

other Group Homes 0 2 2 

YI:X.: Canmi trnent 72 0 72 

YI:X.: Ol:servation 32 0 32 

CAT'i 115 15 130 

Faster Care 16 5 21 

Parole 95 9 104 

'lOTAL 451 45 496 

% 90.9% 9.1% 100% 

RACE 
Provider No Data White Black. Indian Spanish Other N 

Parr:nting Group Berres 

Residental Group Hames 

other Group Hones 

YrC Canmitrnent 
yr.c Observation 
CAT'[ 

Foster Care 

Parole 
'lOTI\L 

% 

5 

2 

0 

1 

0 

4 

2 

7 

21 

4.2% 

63 1 1 

53 1 1 

2 0 0 

43 2 ? 
.> 

25 1 1 

101 5 2 

18 0 0 

59 5 10 

364 15 18 

73.4% 3.0% 3.6% 

Cbmment: Spanish surname children appear over-represented 
(CATY and ytC) ];Ortions of the systen. 

4 0 74 

4 0 61 

0 0 2 

22 1 72 

4 1 32 

17 1 130 

1 0 21 

23 . 0 104 -
75 3 496 

15.1% .6% 100% 

in the rrore severe 
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A. 3: IDRST AIMITTED/AIlJUDICATED ~'ERRAL (SYSTEM SNAPSHaI') 

Referral '1)~ 
Current l'bne/ 
Placement No &!oord ~rs 1&2 ~rs 3 Prq;> Fel ~rs Msd Other Cr Status rpn ~ Negl N 

Parenting .0% 2.7% 4.1% 41.9% 10.8% 25.7% 8.1% 6.8% 74 
Group Hone 

. Residential 1.6 ·8.2 1.6 45.9 1.6 31.1 6.6 3.3 61 
Group Hone 

Other .0 .0 50.0 .0 .0 .0 50.0 .0 2 
Group Hone 

YOC Comrni tnent 2.8 41. 7 11.1 43.1 .0 1.4 .0 .0 72 

YOC Oooervation .0 12.5 15.6 62.5 .0 9.4 .0 .0 32 
I-' 
VI CATY Alternative .0 20.0 13.8 45.4 3.8 10.8 3.8 2.3 130 0 

Foster Care 4.8 19.0 .0 47.6 4.8 19.0 .0 4.8 21 

Cornnents: • Approxirrately 50% of groop hone pcpulation has a felony oorst referral although the incidence 
of personal felonies is significantly lower (less than 10%) for group homes compared to all 
pther placements. I:ep.jNeglect oorst referrals comprise nore than 10% of the group home 
snapshot. 

• Essentially, all YOC commitments are felons with 53% showing personal felonies. 
• Worst referral patterns for YOC oooervation and CArrY are strikingly similar. 
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A.4: DISTRIBUTIOO CF ALL PRIOR AIl1ITTED/AnJUDICATED REFE~ (SYSTEM SNAPSHaI.') 

Ever Been Referred For 
Current Ever on 
Placement Pers 1&2 Pers 3 Prep Fel Pers Msd Other Cr Status rpn & Ne91 Probation N 

Parenting 2 3 35 14 59 42 35 39 74 
Group Horre 2.7% 4.1% 47.3% 18.9% 79.7% 56.8% 47.3% 52.7% 

Residential 5 2 32 3 51 39 24 30 61 
Group Horre 8.2% 3.3% 52.5% 4.9% 83.6% 63.9% 39.3% 49.2% 

Other 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 2 
Group Harre .0% 50.0% .0% .0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 50.0% 

YOC Canrni brent 30 19 63 23 69 54 45 65 72 
41. 7% 26.4% 87.5% 31.9% 95.8% 75.0% 62.5% 90.3% 

I--' YOC Cbservation 4 5 24 6 31 20 20 30 32 VI 
I--' 12.5% 15.6% 75.0% 18.8% 96.9% 62.5% 62.5% 93.8% 

CATY Alternative 26 23 95 31 118 106 64 107 130 
20.0% 17.7% 73.1% 23.8% 90.8% 81. 5% 49.2% 82.3% 

Foster Care 4 0 14 3 19 14 16 11 21 
19.0% .0% 66.7% 14.3% 90.5% 66.7% 76.2% 52.4% 

Cornrrents: • Career crirrdnality dist~ibUtions are essentially the sarre as the worst referral patterns -
group horres appear significantly "lighter", personal felonies are ooncentrated at YOC 
cornrnitrrent, Y[C oooervation and CAT'i appear similar although CATY shoos higher incidence of 
status crime. 

• It is particularly interesting that only about half of the group home residents have ever been 
tried on probation. A similar 100 percentage was rep:>rted in our personal interviews (see 
Chapter II). 

u...' ...... ____________________ ~ __ ~ _____________ ~._ ... _~_~~ ---- -
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A.5: PLACEMENT BY 1 YEAR PRE-ADMISSION ADMITTED/ADJUDICATED CRIMES 

Number of 'Ibtal Personal felonies (1,2,3) 
Records Nlmber of Admi tted as % of 'Ibtal Pre- Average # Adrrdtted/Adjudicated 
Examined or Adjudicated Crimes Admission Crimes of Crim=s per 1000 days 

Foster Care 21 51 (\ n u.u 2.4 6.65 

Group Hanes 135 379 1.3 2.8 7.69 

Houseparent 74 216 1.4 2.9 8.00 

Residential 61 163 1.2 2.7 7.32 

CATi Alt. 127 420 7.4 3.3 9.06 

YTC - Obs. 30 166 7.2 5.5 15.16 

YOC - Reg. 72 291 10.7 4.0 11.07 

Comments: _ Table Interpretation Example. 21 Snapshot Foster care placements showed 51 total crim=s in 
the year prior to admission; 0% of these were personal felonies. The average Foster care 
child had 2.4 crimes in the year prior to admission for a rate of 6.65 crimes per thousand 
days. 

_ The felony percentage is distributed along a GDntinuum. 
_ YDC observation children are different than the CATY population in terms of the one year prior 

rate per 1000 days. YDC Obs. rate is consistent with the child experiencing a dramatic period 
of "~cting up" just prior to placement • 

. .... -------------------------------------------~~ .... --------,--'-I 
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A. 6: PLACEMENT BY 1 YEAR PRE-Ar:MISSION Ar:MI'ITED/ADJUDICATED 
NON-STATUS OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION 

t-b. of t-bne or Numl::er of .Adrnitted/.Adjudicated t-bn=Status Crirces 
Records t-b Record 1 2 3 4 5 6 7+ 

(Total) 135 24% 24% 16% 15% 6% 7% 2% 5% 

(Subtotal) 74 ~6 22 15 15 8 7 1 7 

(Subtotal) 61 21 28 18 15 3 8 3 3 

72 15 8 13 17 8 15 7 17 

30 0 10 ,'. 13 17 20 7 17 .41 

127 21 18 14 17 10 6 6 8 

Foster Care 21 38 24 5 10 5 5 5 10 

Comments: _ Totals may not add due to independent rounding. 
_ The percentage of children with no crirres in the prior year rrore severe than 

status is distributed in a continuum. 
, . 

- Note that alrrost 25% of all group home placements show no offense v;orse than 
status. This may, in part, be due to CYF children who have not yet filtered 
out' of the corrections system. 
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A.7: T.AST PlACEMENT (SYSTEM SNAPSHar) 

Current Parenting Residential Other YOC YOC CATY Fester Hone/ l'b 
Placement Grp Horre Grp Hone Grp Horne Cant Cbsv Alternative Care Record/Other N 

Parenting 17.6% 1.4% 2.7% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 32.4% 41.9% 74 
Group Hone 

Residential 4.9 6.6 9.8 .0 6.6 3.3 13.1 55.7 61 
Group Hone 

Other .0 50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 50.0 .0 2 
Group Hone 

YOC 4.2 2.8 .0 18.1 23.6 31.9 5.6 13.9 72 
Cornrni brent 

YOC 12.5 .0 3.1 .0 6.3 .0 9.4 68.8 32 
Ob3ervation 

CATY 8.5 .8 6.2 15.4 19.2 24.6 13.8 11.5 130 
Alternative 

Fester Care 19.0 .0 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 47.6 14.3 21 

Corrurents: • Table Interpretation. 'lhis dlart shows last recorded institutional placenent without regard 
to breaks in placenent (e.g., 17.6% of pareflting group hone dlildren's last placenents were in 
parenting group hones, although they may ha Ie been at hone for sone interviewing period). 
'!his chart indicates ;:entry p:>ints" and "fe-=ders". 

• "Entry Points" - Group hones and YOC observation are the major entry p:>ints to the system. 
About half the qroup hone dlildren and alnost 69% of the snapshot YOC observation dlildren are 
having their fil':st out-cf-hone experience. (Samples of YOC Cbs. on April 1 and June 9, 1980 
sha1ed 58% and 35% respectively). 

• "Feeders II - To the extent they are not an entry p:>int, group hom:s (especially parenting) are 
fed i:¥ fester care. 'Ib a limited extent they "cycle", i.e., about 20% of the children nCM in 
group hones were previously in group hones. 

• YOC regular is fed i:¥ prirnarily CATY and YOC observation. Given the age of its placerrents, it 
probably has less dlance to cycle. 

• Parenting group homes appear to be rrore of a feeder to residential hores. Age may again be a 
factor, although apparently fewer residential graduates have another corrections institution 
as their next placement. 

• Fester care shows the greatest propensi~ to recycle. 
• If foster care - group homes - CATY - YDC is seen as a restriction continuum, then the system 

tends to feed upward. Movenent from a rrore restrictive to less restrictive institution is 
uncanrron. 

.j, 
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A.8: DISTRIBU'I'ION CF ALL PRIOR CDNTACI'S (SYSTEM SNAPSHar) 

Current Placement YOC Obsv. YO: Reg. CATY Alt. Faster Care Group Homes N Parenting 2 1 2 28 17 74 
Group Home 2.7% 1.4% 2.7% 37.8% 23.0% 
Residential 5 0 3 16 17 61 
Group Home 8.2% .0% 4.9% 26.2% 27.9% Other 0 0 0 1 2 2 
Group Home .0% .0% .0% 50.0% 100.0% YOC 

41 25 27 15 31 72 
Commitment 56.9% 34.7% 37.5% 20.8% 43.1% YOC 

3 0 0 4 7 32 
Observa tion 9.4% .0% .0% 12.5% 21.9% 

I-' 
V1 
V1 CAW 

67 32 49 47 67 130 
Alternative 51.5% 24.6% 37.7% 36.2% 51.5% Foster Care 3 3 1 14 10 21 14.3% 14.3% 4.8% 66.7% 47.6% Corru"rEnt: • '!his table presents a total placement history view of the "feeder" process, e.g., 56.9% of 

snapshot YOC placements have ever been in ol:servation vs. 23.6% of snapshot YO: placements who 
were in ol:servation as their last placement before canm.itment. 

" , ,\, 
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A.9: All PIACFMENT FREQUEN~Y (SYSTEr1 SNAPSHaI') 

'lbtal Nunber of Prior. Placements (All '!ypes) 
Current Placement 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 16 N Avg. 

Parenting 31 25 12 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 74 0.9 
Group Horre 

Residential 34 12 6 4 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 61 1.0 
Group Horre 

Other 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 NjA 
Group Horre 

YO: 10 13 18 9 8 5 5 3 0 0 1 0 72 2.7 
Cornmitrrent 

I-' YO: 22 3 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0.6 
Vl Observation 0\ 

CATY 15 31 21 16 15 17 10 1 3 1 0 0 130 2.8 
Alternative 

Foster Care 3 3 1 7 5 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 21 2.9 

Comments: • '!he nurrber of prior (presl.lJlably failed} placements in a population may be predictive of treatment 
difficulty. 

• For group home ccnurents see Chapter III. } 

• YO: Reg., CATY, and Foster Care shoo similar patterns. 

• Consistent with previous comments, YOC observation shows lowest average number of prior placements. 
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A.IO: SNAPSHOT PLACEMENT BY LENGI'H OF STAY 

(INCWCES PAROLE) 

Snapshot Mean L.O.S. 
Placement (Days) 

Entire Pbpulation 173 
Parenting Group Home 142 
Residential Group Home 130 

Other Group Hones 151 
YIX: - Commi trnent 199 
YDC - Observation 31 

CATY - Alternatives 185 
Fester Care 153 
Paroled 233 

N 

496 

74 

61 

2 

72 

32 

130 

21 

104 

Ccmrrents: • Snapshot LCS rray l::e different from LCS per average admission 
because of distortions caused by runners. '!he table clearly 
indicates the short stay nature of YDC observation. 

• '!he 199 day IDS in YOC cormni tnent regular is heavily influenced 
by a few long-terms with extensive failed parole, AWOL, and 
recommitrrent records. 
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A.ll: SYSTEM SNAPSHOT CRIME BY LENGI'H OF STAY PROFILE 
(INCLUDES PAROLE) 

Worst Admi tted/ Mean L.O.S. 
Adjudicated Referral (Days) 

Entire Population 173 
No Cr:i.mejNo Record 266 
Persons 1 and 2 195 
Person 3 155 
Property Felonies 165 
Persons Misdemeanor 146 
other Crirres 160 
Status 186 
Dependency and Neglect 193 

N 

496 

13 

98 

49 

228 

15 

66 

16 

11 

Cormrents: Those with lesser crirres tended to have l::een in placement longer. 
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A.12: SYSTEM SNAPSHar GE~lIC DISTRIBUTIOOi OORST CRIME 

(BY CDORT DISTRICT, URBAN VERSUS RURAL) 

. t) <l 

Court District of Residence Worst Admitted/ 
Urban Ad'udicated Crime N 1 N 2 N 3 N 4 N 5 (Wasatch Front) Rural 

No Records 31 (2.7) 1 (.4) 0 0 0 0 2 (6.5) 3 ( .7) 10 (13.2) Persons 1 & 2 22 (19.6) 69 (24.9) 4 (7.1) 0 0 2 (6.5) 90 (21. 4) 8 (10.5) Persons 3 12 (10.7) 26 (9.4) 6 (10.6) 1 (10.0) 4 (12.9) 42 (10.0) 7 (9.2) Property Felony 56 (50.0) 126 (45.5) 30 (53.6) 4 (40.0) 11 (35.5) 204 (48.0) 24 (31. 6) Persons Msd. 3 (2.7) 7 (2.5) 3 (5.4) 0 0 1 (3.2) 9 (2.1) 6 (7.9) Other Crirres 10 (8.9) 37 (13.4) 9 (16.1) 2 (20.0) 8 (25.8) 54 (12.9) 12 (15.8) Status 4 (3.6) 6 (2.2) 2 (3.6) 1 (10.0) 3' (9.7) 10 (2.4) 6 (7.9) I:epn. /Neglect 2 (1.8) 5 (1.8) 2 (3.6) 2 (20.0) 0 0 8 (1. 9) 3 (3.9) Total 112 (100%) 277 (100%) 56 (100%) 10 (100%) 31 (100%) 420 (100%) 76 . (100%) 

Comrrents: • Table Interpretation. In District 1, 22 of the 112 placements were juveniles whose worst crime was a 
first or second degree felor~ against persons. 'lbe sum of urban and rural placerrents does not equal the 
sum of court district records due to missing data and out of state children in placement. Rural data may be distorted by inclusion of out-of-state children. 

• About 80% of placements in Districts 1 and 2 have a felony worst referral. '!he percentage drops significantly for Districts 3,4, and 5. 
• Personal felonies are heavily concentrated in District 1 and 2 placements • 
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Current Placement N 

Parenting Grp Homes 14 

Residential Grp Homes 8 

Other Grp Homes 0 

YOC - Canm. 21 

YOC - Obser. 17 

CATY Alt. 22 

Foster Care 2 

Parolled 28 

'Ibtal 112 

A.13: SYSTEM SNAPSHaI' GEcx:;RAPHIC DISTRIBUTIOO; PIACEMENT 

(BY mOOT DISTRICT, llRBAN VERSUS RURAL) 

Court District of Residence 

1 N 2 N 3 N 4 N 5 

(12.5%) 33 (11.9%) 18 (32.1%) 3 (30.0%) 5 (16.1%) 

(7.1%) 49 (17.7%) 0 0 2 (20.0%) 1 (3.2%) 

0 2 (.7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(18.8%) 37 (13.4%) 9 (16.1%) 0 0 4 (12.9%) 

(15.2%) 9 (3.2%) 3 (5.4%) 2 (20.0%) 0 0 

(19.6%) 88 (31. 8%) 11 (19.6%) 3 (30.0%) 6 (19.4%) 

(1.8%) 17 (6.1%) 2 (3.6%) 0 0 0 0 

(25.0%) 42 (15.2%) 13 (23.2%) 0 0 15 (48.4%) 

( 100%) 277 (100%) 56 (100%) 10 (100%) 31 (100%) 

Urban 
(Wasatch Front) Rural 'lbtal 

60 (14.3) 14 (18.4) 74 

54 (12.9) 7 (9.2) 61 

2 ( .5) 0 0 2 

63 (15.0) 9 (11.8) 72 

27 (6.4) 5 (6.6) 32 

116 (27.6) 14 (18.4) 130 

20 (4.8) 1 (1.3) 21 

78. (18.6) 26 (34.2) 104 

420 (100%) 76 (100%) 496 

Ever on Probation? 94 (83.9%) 213 (76.9%) 35 (62.5%) 6 (60.0%) 17 (54.8%) 0 323 (76.9) 44 (57.9) 

COJl1JIents: • Table Interpretation. 14 children or 12.5% of District l's 112 placements were in parenting group homes. 
Sllin of Urban and Rural placements does not equal sum of court district records due to missing data and out 
of state children in placement. 

• Residential Group Homes, CATY, and Foster Care are primarily District 2 resources. 

• YOC Commitment and Observation are used most frequently by District 1. 
• Urban District placed population have more frequent prior probation contact than rural. 
• Foster Care is almost non-existent in rural areas. 

Uo.,I __ " _______________________ ~ ______________ ~~ .... '"_......_ _____ ~_---~~~~--~-~ 
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A:14: PER CAPITA AND PER REFERRAL c:c:.MPARISON OF 
DISTRICT 1 AND 2 PLACEMENTS 

DISTRICT 1: (Box Elder, Cache, Davis, Morgan, Rich, Weber) 
DISTRICT 2: (Salt Lake, Tboele) 

Snapshot Placements = District 1 - 112 (Includes 21 YDC Reg; 17 YDC Cbs.) 
District 2 - 277 (Includes 37 YDC Reg; 9 YDC Obs.) 

April 1, 1980 "ReSnap" - District 1: 
District 2: 

June 9, 1980 "ReSnap" - District 1: 
District 2: 

10 YDC Cbs.) 
14 YDC Obs.) . 
14 YDC Obs.) 
10 YDC Cbs.) 

Pcpulation 1980 (Source: Yun Kim, Population Projections by Age and Sex 
for Utah Counties, Utah State University, 1978 High Statistics). 

Male 10-19 'lbtal Juvenile Males/Tbtal 

District 1 
District 2 

39,174 
53,536 

382,071 
581,058 

10.3% 
9.2% 

Criminality (Per 1978 Utah Juvenile Court Annual Report) 

Criminal Referrals 

District 1 
District 2 

Key Ratios: 

4,203 
7,332 

All Slots/lO,OOO Juvenile Males 
All Slots/lO,OOO Referrals 

YO: Reg. Slots/1000 Referrals 
YDC Reg. Slots/1000 Felonies 

Felonies 

847 
1,559 

YDC Reg. Slots/lO,OOO Juvenile Males 

YDC Obs. Slots/l0,000 Juven:i.le Males 
YDC Cbs. Slots/l,OOO Referrals 
YDC Obs. Slots/l,OOO Felonies 

District 1 

28 
27 

5 
25 

5 

4 
4 
2 

District 

51 
38 

5 
24 

7 

2 
1 

0.6 

2 

Camments: District 2 generates significantly more total placements per capita 
and per referral than District 1. They show roughly the sane need 
for YDC regular slots. District 1 makes substantially more use of 
YDC Observation on all comparison bases. 
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YOOI'H OJRRECI'IONS RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION 

(Jan. 21, 1980 Snapshot Annualized) 

Residential Placement Only Average Rate 
Dist. 1 Dist. 2 Per Day/Xear 

Groop Homes 22 84 $28/10,220 

CAT':[ 22 88 $30/10,950 

YDC Reg. 21 37 $70/25,550 

YDC Obs. 17 9 $70/25,550 

Foster Care 2 17 $12L 4£380 

TOI'AL 84 235 

Total Placement Cost ($000) 

Placement Cost Per Juvenile Male (1980) 

Placement Cost Per Referral (1978) 

Annual Cost ($000) 
Dist. 1 Dist. 2 

$225 858 

241 964 

537 945 

434 230 

9 74 

$1,446 $3,071 

, 

$1,440 $3,071 

$36.91 . $57.36 

$344.03 $418.00 

Placement Cost Per Felony (1978) $1,707.20 $1,969.85 
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A.15~ sysTEM-WIDE RECIDMSM COMPARISONS 

YOC CDr-1.MIT"MENT 1978 

Number of Cases: 221 (114/52% in post period) * 

Time Interval Days 
Crimes/lOOO Days 
N (%) Crime Free 

YOC CBSERVATION 1978 

Pre-Entry 
1,208 
10.02 

7/3% 

Number of Cases: 300 (255/85% in post period)* 

Time Interval Days 
Crimes/lOOO Days 
N (%) Crim: Free 

CAT'! 

897 
9.35 
3/U 

During 
322 

2.25 
153/69% 

64 
1.93 

282/94% 

Post 
423 

6.18 
31/27% 

248 
7.76 

89/35% 

Number ~f Cases: Total 291 entrants (Est. 117/78% of eligible in post 
peI'i~J.; 

Time Interval Days 
Crimes/lOOO Days 
N (%) Crime Free Entrants 

WlCAT Definition: 

1,164 
8.42 

4/14% 

130 
3.73 

202/69% 

143 
3.73 

84/72% 

Pre - includes reported offenses from the first one on record until the 
first enrol~nt date in the program being considered. Hcwver, YOC time 
prior to alternative enrol~nt is not included. 

During - includes all reported offenses while a youth is enrolled in the 
specified program. 

Post - includes all reported offenses up to the end of the period after a 
youth has left the program and is not receiving any other alternative 
treatment nor in the YOC. This post period terminates whenever the youth 
enrolls in a different alternative or is placed in the YDC or is no longer 
considered a juvenile. 
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SYSTEM-WIDE RECIDIVISM COMPARISONS (continued) 

PARENTING GROUP HOMES * 

Nl~er of Cases: 591 (451 [76%] out 30 days) 

Time Interval Days 
Crimes/lOOO Days 
N (%) Crime Free (status not included) 

RESllENTIAL GROUP HCMES * 

Pre-Entry 
365 

9.10 
172/29% 

Number of Children: 377 (305 [81%] out 30 days) 

Time Interval Days 
Crimes/lOOO Days 
N (%) Crime Free (status not included) 

* 

365 
8.22 

113/30% 

Per JS&A Rate Definitior~ (see Chapter III). 
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Durin£. 
156 

5.40 
393/66% 

1.43 
4.12 

295/78% 

Post 
365 Max. 
4.9 

253/51% 

365 Max. 
3.6 

204/67% 
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APPENDIX B 

PROFORMA SIJ:Jr lIDIELING METHOCOLCX:rY 

This section suggests a rrethod to rodel aggregate placement needs for the 

State of Utah. It is based on the objectives for the system disOJssed in 

Chapter V and on the snapshot and history infonnation developed in the varicus 

cOl'l1;luter analyses conducted in this study. It is one of a number of possible 

methods and is prcposed for illustrative purposes only. '!he placement 

guidelines it proposes are certainly subject to debate and much of the system

wide data it is based on is fran the snapshot and thus has not been validated 

in a time series analysis of placerrent profiles. 

This proforma approach does, how,ever, have the following advantages: 

• It looks system-wide instead of rrcst prior attenpts which only looked 

at pieces of the whole and did not explore the implications of change 

on one level to other parts ot the system. 

• It is based on observations of "live" data. While the data are 

arguably imperfect, the approach does reason fran the structure of 

the OJrrent system to the types of placement resources that are 
needed under rodified assumptions. 

, 

• It is based on placement guidelines that are consistent with a 

"protective, least restrictive, ccmmunity based, cost minimizing" 

philcscphy as discussed in Chapter V. Cnce again, it is not ~~e only 

rrethod possible based on such objectives, it does, however, relate to 
them in an explicit rranner. 

Table B.l, Distribution of Corrections Resources, indicates the distribution 

of the January snapshot of children by type of custody, likely capacity of the 

associated levels of care, and a proforma allocation of the 1980 corrections 
budget of $5.4 million. 

165 



F ,-
I 
I 

l't 

I 

1: 

( 

- ~-------------

Table B.2, Placement Model. Based primarily on the quantitative analysis of 

the snapshot, b.,is table discusses potential aggregate placement guidelines. 

(ref: system objectives discussed in Chapter V) and shows the slot impact of 

such guidelines if implemented on the snapshot population. 

Table B.3, Eud.£et Implications, summarizes the cost impact of this proforma 

redistribution. For each level of the system, it indicates a revised resource 

need, assumes a cost basis consistent with current expenditures and shows a 

potential budget for each level. The revised total of $4.8 million represents 

a J;Otential reduction from current budget levels of alnost 12%. This aIIOunt 

includes a redistribution of $262,000 to new, non-residential and foster care 

slots. 

As is stated above, this example is for methodology purposes only. 

Implementation of sudl a resource distrH:ution should be based on further 

snapshot A.:r:alysis and extended discussions of the consequences and 

implications of the proposed (or other) disposi tion guidelines. It. is 

intended asa structured first step. 
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TABLE B.l 

DISTRIBUTION OF CORRECTIONS RESOURCES 

Level Slots 

1/80 "Snapshot" "Likely Capacity 

YOC Regular 

Observation 

CATY Residential (est) 

and Day 

::roup Home "Parent t· 

72 

32 

130 

75 

Group Home "Residential" 61 

TOTAL 370 

Approx. 100 

Approx. 150 

85 

(Mapleton Closed) 

58 

(Manhattan Closed) 

393 

1980 Budget 

Corrections Only 

($000) 

$2,350 

$1,503 

est. 875 

est. 675 

$5,403 
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'I'ABLE B.2 

PROFORMA PLACEMENT MJDEL 

(Illustrative Only) 

~ '. 1: " 

Camments/Obs~rvations Potential Placement Guidelines Impact 

About 1/3 of YOC snapshot children Half of children with Reduce secure 
have never been tried other than 

at YOC. (Some had been there 
several times). 

Observation children are very 
similar to CA'I'Y. 

Observation appears to have the 

least impact of any program on 

recidivism (inconclusive) per 
WICAT study. 

YOC observation appears to be used 

proportionately more as a 1st 

district resource. 

Absolute need for secure facility

based observation is thus conjecturaJ • 

.... 

no community placement 

could have been tried in 
carununity. 

Try all of these children 

in the community first. 

carunitted beds 

Need from 72 to 

about 60. 

Shift observation 

clientele to 

community programs 

(eliminate 30 secure 
beds) • 

• 
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PROFORMA PIACEMENT f.()DEL (Continued) , 

Canments 

17% of CATY show worst crime as 

less than a property felony or 

personal misdemeanor. 

Only half of group home children 

have been tried out on probation. 

Group homes are primarily a Second 

and Third district resource. 

. \. 

Potential Placement Guidelines Impact 

Assure that those with Eliminates up to 11 
worst referral less than 

felony or personal mis

demeanor are referred to 

non-residential placements 

(Note: Some over lap 

probably exists with 

current CATY non-residents). 

Assume that at least 50% 

CATY residential 

slots 

Add (Secure slots) 12 

Add (Obser. Slots) 30 

Add current CATY 130 

Total CA'I'Y: 161 

Eliminate 34 group 
of those with no probation home beds 

'.1istory should be in foster Total group home 

~are or in community. beds: 101 

Add resources in 

First District • 

• 
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APPENDIX C 

CCMfREHENS IVE (~.oUP HCME SNAPSHOT 

For information purposes, this section contains computer output summaries for 

the canprehensive grrup horre snapshot. Several cross-tabulations are 

presented in this section ~ich were not included in Chapter III" Group Harte 

History and Recidivism Comparisons. Tables included are: 

Cross tabulations of group r..omes by: 

Sex 

Race 

Natural parents marital status 

Residence at least referral 

School placement 

Child's religion 

Counbj of residence 

Age at entrance 

Las~ prior placement 

Ever had prior placement (detailed by institution) 

Worst admitted/adjudicated referral 

Ever referred (for various cd-mes and dep./neglect) 

Ever on probation 

171 

1 
I 

! 
,I 
1 
! 

~--------------------~------------------------------------------------------------------~~ ~-----~---------

Interpretation Notes 

Each cell in the matrix contains four nurrbers: 

The first entry is the ru.mtler of youth at the rome with the referenced 
attriJ:ute, e.g., 45 children at Utah Boys Ranch are males. 

The secord entry is the percentage of that row total wi th the attribute, 
e.g., 100% of Utah Boys Ranch children ar€'i males. 

The third entry sOOws the total column percentage wi th the attribute 
, , 

e.g., of 121 males in the sample, 37.2% were at Utah Boys Ranch. 

The final entry shows the percentage of the total sample wi th the given 

attriJ:ute at the given placerrent, e.g., o~ 135 total dlildren, 33.3% were 
males at Utah Boys Ranch. 

172 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTION 

f,LE ' NONAHE CCREATION DATE • 08 HAy 80t . . . , .............. . 
VOI~ CURRENT plACEHENT 

C R 0 5 S T A 8 U lA' ION 
BY VOO'f 

• .. 

08 HAY 80 fACiE 5 

Of ••••• ' ••••• ' •• 0 ••••• 

su 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , • • • • • ••••• ~ •••• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I Of 

Vol'! 

UTAH B R 

ARlEC 

OOySS[Y 

HANHATTN 

PINE ON 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG Y S 

voo~ 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT IHAlE fEHAlE RO, 
COL PeT I 'OUl 
TOT pcr i I.i 2.i 
--------1--------1--------1, 

3. 

7. 

I. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

COlUHN 
TOTAL 

I 'f5 I 0 I, ,'f5 
i 100.0 I .0 i I ll.3 
I )7.2 I .0 I 
I ll,l • _ ,0 I 

-1--------1--------1 
I 19 I II I 30 
I 63.3 I 36.7 I, 22.2 
I 15.7 I 78.6 I 
I I~.I I 8.1 I 

-1--------1--------1, 
I 5 I I I 6 
I 83.3 I 16.7 I , ... 
I '1.1 I 7.1 I 
I 3.7 I .7 I 

-1--------1--------1 I 6 I ~ 118 
i 75.0 i 25.0 i 5.9 
I 5.0 I 1'f.3 I, 
I 'f. ~ I 1.5 I 

-I--------i--------i 1 11 I 0 I 17 
I 100.0 I .0 I 12.6 
11'1.0 i l .0 il 
I 12.6 1 .0 I 

-1--------1--------1 
1 10 i 0 i 10 
I 100.0 I .0 1 7 ... 
I. 1.3 I .0 I 
I 7.''1 i .0 I ' 

-1--------1--------. I 19 I 0 I: It 
I 100.0 I .0 I, 1'f.1 
I 15.7 1 .0 1 
I 1'1.1 I .0 I 

-1--------1--------1 
121 l'f 135 

89.6 10.'1 100.0 

.\. 

• 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTIoN oa HAY 80 PAGE 6 

F aLE NONAHE (CREATION DATE· '08 HA, 101 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • a • • • • 
VOI~ CURRENT PLACEHENT 

C R 055 T A 8 U L A T ION 
if VOIlS 

OF. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
RACE 

• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••••••••••••••• • •••••••• " PAGE I OF 

V005 
COUNT I 

ROW PcT INO DATA WHITE BLACK INOIAN SPANISH 
COL PcT I 
TOT PCT I 0.1 1.1: Z.I 3.1 '1.1 

ROil 
TOTAL 

Vol~ --------I--··--·-I-----~--I--------I--~-----I-----·--I 
3. I I, ~t I ! I 0 I Z I 

UTAH B R I Z.Z I 91.1 I Z.Z I .0 I ~.~ I 
I 1~.3 I 35.1 I sO.o I .0 I Z5.0 I 

ARlEe 

OOYSSEJ 

HANHATTN 

PINE eYN 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG Y S 

1. 

I . .7 I 10. ~ I .7 I .0 I 1.5 I 
-I--------I--------j!.-·---el--------I--------I z ,.1 

ZI.6 
1.5 

2~ 
80.0 
ZO.7 
17. a 

I , i I 
I' l.3 
i 50.0 
I .7 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

I 
10.0 
37.5 

Z.Z 

30 
2Z.Z 

-.--·-----1--~-~---1-~-1----.--------1--------1 a~ I 0 I ,I ,0 I 0 I 0 I , 
I .0 I 100.0 I ,.0 I .0 I .0 I ~.~ 
I .0 I S.Z! !.O I .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I ~.~ I .0 I .0 I .0 I 

-I------:-I--------IT-------I--------I--------
9. 0, I B I J Q 0 0 a 

.0 i I 00 ~ 0 i .0 .0 .0 S.' 

.0 I '.9 1.0 .0 .0 
I ,0 I 5.9 I .0 I .0 I .0 

-i----·~-·i-·------I--------I--------I--------
10. I 0 I 15 I 0 I I I I '17 

, .O! la~~!i .0, :$" I 5.; ill.! 
I .0 I h • 9 I .0 i 50.0 lIZ. 5 
I .0 I '1.1 I, .0 I .7 I .7 

-1--------1-·------1--------1--------1-----·--1 
lI. i Z i , j i 0 i 0 iii 10 

l ZO.O I 70.0 I .0 I .0 I 10.0 I 7.~ 
I 28.6 I ·~,O I .0 I .0 I 12.$ I 
i 1.5 I 5.2 i .0 i .0 i .7 I 

-I---~·---I-·------I---·----I--------I----·---I 12. 2 15 I 0 • 
10.5 7a.9 i .0 5.3 S.3 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

28.6 12.' I .0 !o.o 12.5 
1.5 . 11.1,.0 .7 .7, 

-I--~-·---I-·------I·--·----J--------I--------I 7 
5.2 

'U 
IS.' 

2 
1.5 

2 I 
loS 5., 135 

100.0 

..... ', .... , --------------------------'-----------___ ~~lo..,, _________ ~_~~ ____ _ 
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SNApSHOT DESCRIP1!ON 08 "AY 80 PAGE 7 

'llE NONAHE (CREATION DATE a 01 "Ay 80. 

• ~ •••• • • • • • • • • • • •• C R ° SST A 8 U lA' I 0 I 0 F ••••••••••••• ',' ••• 
vOI~ CURRENT PlACEHENT 8Y VOO~ NATURAL pARENTS HARITAl STATUS 

• • • • • • • • • ••••••••••••••• • •••••••••••••••••••••• " PAGE I,OF 

, Couln 
RD. PCT 
COL Pcl 
TOT PeT 

V006 
I 
INO DATA HARRIED 
I 
i 0.1 1.1 

DivORCED FTHR-OEC "THR-DEC 80YH-OEC OTHER 

1.1 •• 1 5.1 7.1 
Vnl~ .-------1--------.--------1--------1--------,.-.-.---1·_------1--------1 

UTAH, R 

ARTEe 

ODYSSEY 

"ANHATTN 

PINE CYN 

J. 

8. 

10. 

l 10 as I 3 • " 2 
6.1 22.2 5S.6 I 6.1 2,2 I Z.Z 'I •• 

ZO.O 23.1 31.5 I 13.1 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 
2.2 1., 11.5, 2.2 .J I .1 1.5 

-1--------1-·------1--·_·---1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
3 .. I I. 2 0 I 0 0 

10.0 36.7 I, .+.7 6.7 .0 1.0 .0 
20.0 i6.2 I ZI.5 22.2 .0 1.0 .0 

I 2.2 I 8.1 I 10.. I I.S .0 1.0 .0' 
-1---~----!--------~-----7--1-----7--1-------"1~-~--~--I-------ml 

I {l I 2 I. 3 I , I I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I .0 I 33.1 I 50.0 I 16.7 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 
I .• 0 5 •• 1 I ".~ I 11.1 I .0, .0, .0, 
S .0 I 1.5 I 2.2 I .7 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 

-I--------I--------I--------I---~----I-------·I--------1--------1 
I 01 2' :+1 !l. g, 01 0, 
I ~O I i5.9 1 75.0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0. 
i ,0 I •• 8 I 9.Z I .0 1 .0 I .0 I .0 i 
I .0 I 1.5! 'I.. I .0 I .0 1 .0 1 .0' 

-I---·----I--------I~·---~--I--------I--------I--------1--------1 o 
.0 
~O 
.0 

7 I. , 
'11.2' I, S~., 
h.7 j' U.S 
5.2 1 6.7 

I ' 
5., I 

11.1 I 
.7 1 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

-I--·-----I-------el··--·---J---e----I--------I--_____ -1 .. -----_. 
il. S i z i 2 - I i 0 i 0 0 I 

RUSH VlY 50.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 10.0 I .0 1.0 .0 1 
Jl.l I •• 8 I 1.1 11.1 I .0 1.0 .0 1 
l.t I I.S I' I.s .j j .0 1.0 .0, 

-1--------1--------1··-··---1--------1----··--1--------1--------1 
IZ. I If • I 6 I 0 I 0 I O' 

HRiG Y S 1 21.1 "2.1 I li.6 5.1 I ~O I .0 I .0 j 
I 26.1 1'.0 I t.2 11.1 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 
I 1.0 5.' I •• ~ .7 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 

-1--------1--------1-·------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COlU"N 15 'U 65 'I I I a 

tOlAl 11.1 31.1 ••• 1 6.1 .1 .7 1.5 

.\' 

RD. 
TOTAL 

.5 
31.1 

10 
U'Z 

6 
'I •• 

17 
12.' 

10 
7 •• 

j19 
1'1. I 

Ilfo 
100.0 

, 

• 
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SNAPSHOT D~SCRIPTloN 011 HAY 80 8 

NONAHE ICREATION DATE • 0& HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R ass T A 8 U l A T ION 
n y007 

0, •••••••••••••••••• 
RESIDENCE AT lAST RE,ERAl vUI. CURRENT PlACEHENT 

• • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I Of 

V007 
COUNT I , , 

ROW PcT laTHER PARENTS HOTMER HTHR+ST, 'THR+ST' fATHER RElATIYE,fO$TER ADOPTED INSTITN 
Cal PcT I 
TOT PcT I 0.1 1.1 I 201 3.1 '1.1 5.1 6.' 7.1 11.1 9.1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

Vnl. --------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 -~------I--------I--------I--·-----I--------I 

uTAH 8 R 

7. 
ARTEC 

e. 
I!DyS5EY 

t. 
KANHATTN 

'II' 15 'I ) I 0 1 2 'I 
8.~ I ,20.0 3~.l 8., 6.7 2.2 .0 6.7 '1.'1 8.9 

26.7 I 29.0 I; 50.0 15.0 l7.S 20.0 .0 30.0 66.7 33.3 
l.O , 6 0, J. ".1 3.0 2.1 .7 ·.0 2.2 1.5 l.O 

-I-··-----~--··.---It--t----I.---·---I~------·I--------I--------I------a-I--------I-------- • 
I 3', 9 ',. , 1 1 7 I 2 1 I I I I I I 0' 1 I 
I 10.0 t Jo.o ,I 10.0, I 23,l I 4,7 , l.3 I 3.l I ,3.3 I .0 I 10.0 I 
I 20.0 I 29.0 I' 10.0 I .3.8 I 25.0 I 20.0 I 20.0 I 10.0 I .• 0 I 25.0 I 
I 2.2 I .6.7 I 2.2 I 5.2 I 1,5 I .7 I .7 I .7 I .0 I 2.2 I 

-I--------I~~~~-~--I-----~--I-----~--I--·--~--I--------I--------I--------I--------,--~-----I 
101012121 1101 11010101 
I .0' .0 I Jl.l I 3l.3 I 16.7 I .0 I 16.7 I 00 I .0 I '.0 I 
I .0 I ~o I 6.7 I az.s i U.S I .0, 20.0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 
i .0 i .0 I 1.5 I 1.5 I .7 I .0 I .7 I .0 I .0 I ·.0 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------I--------I-~------I------~-I--------I 
10121 1101 II II 112' 01 01 
i .0 i 2&.0 i ii.s i .0 I ;2.5' i- i2.5 I i2.s i 25.0 I .0 i .0·1 
I .0' 6.5 I j.3 I .0 1 12.5 I 20.0 I 20.0 , 20.0 I .0 I .0 I 
I 90 I 1.5 I (.7 I .0 I .7 I .7 I .7 I 1.5 I ·.0 I .0 I 

-,--------I-------~.T--T----,--------I--------I--------1---·----1--------1--------1--------1 
I 0 I 5 I .6 I 2 I I I 0 I I I 0 I 0 I 2 I 
I .0 I ~?,_! ~~.l , 11.8 ! 5.', .0, S.' I .0 I .• 0 I 11.8 I 
I .0 I 14.1 I 20.0 I 12.5 I 12.S ,I .0 1 20.0 I .0 I .0 I 14.7 I 
I .0 1 3.7 I '.'1 1 1.1i 1 .7 I .0 I .7 I .0 1 .0 I 1.5 I 

-I--·-----I-~------~-·------I----·---,------··I-·------I-----·--I~-------I--------I--·-----I 

'15 
33.3 

30 
22.2 

4 .... 

5 I 0 0 0 0 I I 2 1 0 I 10 
50.0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 10.0 10.0 20.0 I .0 '0.0 7." 
33.3 1.0 .0 .0 .0 20.0 20.0 20.0 I .0 lI.l 

l • .; i I • ii • a ,0 • a .7 I .7, I '5 'I • a I • "I I 
-1--------,··------1--------1--------1--------1',-------1--------1--------1--------1--·-----1 

1 .1 6 I 1 , a (' 0 I 2 I I I 2 I 19 
15.i i ~i." i is.e 5.l .0 s.l I .0 I 10.5 I S.l I 10.5 I 1 •• 1 

I 10.0 I '9.'1 I 10.0 I 4.l I .0 I 20.0 I .0 I 20.0 I ll.l 1 16.7 I 
I 2.2 I 'I." I 2.2 I .7 I .0 I .7 I .0 1 •• 5 I .7 I 1.5 I 

-i--------i--~--~--f~~-;-~--,--Q-----i---·----i~------wJ--·-----I--------i--------I--~-----1 15 II lO 14 8 5 5 10 3 12 135 
11.1 2l.0 22.2 11.9 5.' 3.7 3.7 7... 2.2 I.. IUO.O 

.... 

• -1 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTiON O. HAY 80 

NONAHE (CREATION DATE· 08 HAT 10. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
VOI~ CURRENT PlACEHENT 

C R,O S S , A 8 U l A TID N 
n YOO' 

Of· • • • • • • • • • • 
SCHOOL PLACEH[NT 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

C!lUNT 
RO. PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

YOO' 
I 
INO DATA 
I 
I 0.1 

HELOBACK SP[C-PGH NORHAl 

2.1 3.1 '1.1 1.1 

Vhl~ --------I-------·,--------I.--~----I------.-J--------I --------1 
UTAH B R 

ARTEC 

ODYSSEY 

PINE erN 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG Y 5 

3. 

8. 

10. 

II • 

12. 

COlUHN 
TOTAL 

J 2 I 5 3~ I 0 
6.7 ..... I 2.2 11.1 n.6 I .0 

20.0 10.0 I, 25.0 ' .. 5 '11.5 I .0 
2.2 1.5 I ! i .7 1 3.7 Z5.2 1 .0 1 

-1--------1-.-.- .. --,· .. --.---1--------1--------1--------I 
J 

10.0 
ZO.O 
2.2 

5 I. 0 
16.7 I" .0 
ZS.O I .0 
3.7 I, .0 

l.3 
7.7 
.7 

ZI 
70.0 
2S.6 
IS." 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

-1--------1--------1 .......... ----1--+-----1-------- J. -----"-1 
101 lit 0 015 0 
I .0 I 16.7 i.o .0; ej.! .0 
I .0 I 5.0,.0 .0 I 6.1 .0 
1 .0 1 .7 1.0 .0 I 3.1 .0 

-J--------I-~------I.--·----I--------I--------I--------I o I, . 0 If I • 0 I J 0 
,0 I 50.0 Ii ,.0 IZ.S 37.5 .0 
.0 1 ZO.O 1,.0 7.7 3.7 .0 

I .0 I 3.0 I .0 I .7 I 2.2' .0 I _I ________ I __ - _____ I ____ ~ ___ ._A ______ I ________ I·------_I 

I 11 .. 121111101 
1 5.9 I 23.5 I 11.1 1 17.6 I 'II.Z 1 .Q 1 
I 6.7 i 20.0 I &0.0 I Zl.1 I 1.5 I .0, 
I .7 I 3.0 I 1.5 I 2.2 1 5.1 i .0 I 

-I--------I-----·-·.--------I----e---I--------I--------I 
15; 2 0 I 2 01 
0, 50.0 I 20.0 .0 10.0 20.0 .0 ,I 
I 13.l I 10.0 .0 7.7 Z... .0 I 
I 3.7 , 1.5' .0 I .7 1 I.S' .0 I 

-1--------,--------1--------1--------1--------1--------I 
I l I 2 I I I 2 I 10 I I 1 
I 15.8 i lo.~ I, S.j I 10.5 I 52.6 I 5.3 I 
I 20.0 I 10.0 1 25.0 15.~ I 12.2 I 100.0 , 
I 2,2 I 1.5 1,.7 1.5 I 7.~, .7 I 

-I--------j------·-i.--~----I--------I--------I·~-------I as 
11.1 

20 
' ... 8 

II 
1.6 

u 
60.7 

~!i 
3J.J 

30 
2Z.Z 

6 ..... 

17 
12.6 

10 
7." 

19 
I ... I 

IlS 
100.0 

.-", _------------------------..l .... I0.-------~----.--

• ~ .. • 

PAGE 9 

. . ~ • • • • 
PAGE I Of 
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SNAPSHOT OESCRIPTiON 08 HAY 80 PAGE 10 

fiLE NONAHE fCREATION DATl • 08 "AY 801 . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . C R 0 SST A 8 U L A TIC N 
8Y vt II 

Of. • • • • • • • • • • • .9. . . . 
VUI~ CURRENT PLACEHENT CHILDS RELIGION 

••••••••••••••• ',' •••• ' •••••••••• G ••••••••••••••• " PAGE I of 

Vol'l 

UTAH 8 R 

ARlEC 

ODYSSEY 

HAtlHATTN 

PINE CVN 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG Y 5 

VOl I 
COUNT I 

RO. PCT INO DATA LOS PROTEST CATHOLIC JEWiSH ~ONE OTHER 
COL PCT' I 

'TOT PCT i 0,1 I~I Z.I 301, tt.1 5.1 '.1 
--------1--------1--------1----.---�--------�--------�--------1--------1 

3. I 3 I Z7 ill ,I I I 7 I 0 I 

8. 

10. 

I 6.7 i 'O~O I 2.2 1 13.1 1 Z.2 1 15.' I .0 1 
I 17.6 I 18.' I, .tt.l I 11.1 1 100.0 1 1,.8 I .0 I 
I 2.2 I ~O,Oi I .7 I ,.., .1, I 5.2 I ,0 I 

-I-.---~--I--.-----J.-------I--------I--------I--.--~--I--e-----. 
2 

6~7 
11.8 
I.S 

I' " 
.. 5~.1 
I 22.' 
I II., 

Z 
I, ~.1 
I ;U.' 
I l.f. 

.. 
11.1 
22.2 
1.0 

o I 
.0 I 
.0 1 
.0 I 

'I 
Ilil 
21.1 
1.0 

2 
'.1 ".7 
1.5 .,ft-___ -__ I __ • ___ -_I~-------I--------I_-------I-------_1 ________ 1 

,01,'1101 1101 1101 
I .0 I .'.7 I ,.0 I 16.7 I .0 I 1,.1 I .0 I 
• .0 I 5.7 I .0 I 5.. I .0 I 5.1 I .0, 
I .0 I 3.0 I .0 I .7 I .0 I .7 I .0 I 

-1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
I 0 I , ,,5 I 0 I a, 0 ~ z, 0 I 
I ,0 I ~Z.5 I .0 I 12.5 I .0 t Z5.0 I .0 I 
I .0 I 7.1 I .0 I 5., I .0 I 10.5 I ,0 I 
J .0 I 1.7 I, .0 I .7 I .0 I 1.5 I .~, 

-I----·---I--------I.--·~---I--------I--------I--------1--------1 
s.' 5.' 

.7 

8 I, 
'17.1 I. 
Ii. 'I I 
5;' I 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

1 ,,., 
16.7 

;102, 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

.. 
21.S 
21.1 
1.0 

ROlli 
TOTAL 

.5 
1301 

10 
22.2 

, 
'1.'1 

8 5.' 

17 12., 

-I·---··--I--·-.-~-I.--·----I--------I--------I--------1----·---1 II.' Ii I ill 0 0 0 10 
50.0 10.0 I 10.0 I 10.0 .0 .0 .0 7.1 
Z9.'1 I.. I '12.' I; 5.6 .0 .0 .0 

3.1 ~7 i i.z 1.7 .0 .0 .0 

-I----·---I--··-·--I.--·-.--I--------i~~------I--------1--------1 
12. 6 9 I I 2 Q I 0 19 lI.' '17.'1 i 5.3 10.5 .0 S.l .0 1'1.' 

COLlIHN 
TOTAL 

15.3 12.9 1''1.1 11.1 .0 5.1 ,0 
'1.'1 6.7 I .7 1.5 .0 .7 .0 

-I--------i--------i--------I--------I--------.--------1--------1 
70 

51.9 
7 

5.2 

.\. 

18 
11.3 .7 

.9 ,'I. I 1 
z.Z 

IlS 
100.0 

~'" • 
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SNAPSHOT OESCRIPTION 08 HAY 80 PAGE II 

FILE NONAHE ICREATION DATE s 08 HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • $ • • • C ~ 0 5 S T A 8 U L A T ION 
BY VOIZ 

Of' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
COUNTy OF RE5IU!NCE VUI1 CURRENT PLACEHENT 

•••••••• Q • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I OF 

Vol" 

UTAH B R 

ARlEe 

OOYSSEY 

HANHATTN 

PINE ON 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG y S 

IcONTINUEUI 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL pcT 

VOl2 
I 

: .Cde. ~a(bo" CXlUisCU~kl\Se IrDn m;'IIQrd 5,ltktk ,5QnJU(ln 5o~ft:1e.. 
TOT PCT I 0.1 I 3.1 '1.1 6.1 7.1 11.1 1".1 1801 19.1 20.1 
--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1--------

3. 1 a I 0 1 a I 6 1 I 1 0 I I I 21 I 0 I 0 
i .0 I .0 I. ,.0 I 13.3 I 2.2 I .0 I 2.2 I ~6.7 I .0 1 .0 
I .0 I .0 I, .0 I '0.0 I 100.0 I .0 I 100.0 I 26.9' .0 I .0 
I .0 I .0' 1.0 1 ..... I .7, .0 I .1 I 15.6 I .0 I ,.0 

·i------~-l-·------t·--·----I--·-----I---·---·I--------I--------i----~---I-~·-----I--~-----7. I 0 0 0 0 O. 1%7 a 0 
I 3.3 .3.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 90.0 .0 .0 
I 50.0 50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 3 ... 6 .0 .0 
I .7 1 .7 I .0 1 .0 I .0 1 .0 I .0 I 20.0 I .0 I .0 

-I--------I--------,-----~--I--------I--------I--------1--------1--------1--------1--------
8. 101 1101 1101010& 'II 010 

I .0 I 16.7 I !.O I 16.7 I .0 I .0 I .0 i '607 I .0 I .0 
I .0 I 50.0 I .0 I 10.0 I .0' .0 I .0 I 6.1 I .0 I .0 
I .0 I .7 I '.0 I .7 I .0 I .0 I .O! l.O ~, .0 I .0 

-I--------I--------I~--~----I--~-----I--------I--------~--------~~·------IT-------I---·----I 
9. 1010" 01010,010171.0101 

I .0 I .0 I .0 i .0 I ,.0 I .0 I .0 I 17.5 I I .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0, 9.0 II .0 I .0 I 
• .0, .0' ,!,O I .0 I .0' .0, .0, S.2 I .0 I .0 I 

-I--------I--------I--------I--------I-----~--I--------I--------I--------I-~------I-----·--I 
10. I 0 I 0 I 0 I l I 0 I I I 0 I 10 I a I 0 I 

! .0 I ,0 I .0 I ,7.6, .0,. ~.9 I .0 I 51.8 .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I lo.o I .0 I 100.0 I .0 I 12.a .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I 2.2 I .0 I .7 I .0, 7." .0 I .0 I 

-I--------J--~-----I--------I--------I-------.I-----.-_1 ________ • _____ ~·_I ___ a ____ I ________ 1 
I I • o 010 0 0 010 l 0 0 

.0 • II I j .0 .0 .0 .0 I .0 )0.0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 ,0 I, ,0 .l.8 .0 ,0 
I ,0 I .0 i I .0 I .0 I .0 I ,0, .0 I 2.2 I .0 I .0 I 

-I--------I--------I~--·----I--------I--------I--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
12. I 1101 110101010161 II II 

I 5.1 I .0 I $.i I .0 i .0 I .0 i .0 I ll.6 I 15.8 I 5.3 I 
I 50.0 I .0 I 100.0 I .0 I .Q I .0 I .0 I 7.7 I 100.0 I 100.0 I 
I .7 I .0 I .7 I .0 I .0 I .0 1 .U I ..... I 2,2 I .7 I 

-i--------i--·-----i~--.----i------·-I--------I--------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
COLUHN 2 2 I 10 1 I I 78 l I 

TOTAL loS 1.5 i.7 7." .7 .7 57.8 

.\' 

• 

2 

ROW 
TOTAL 

'15 
3J.J 

30 
2Z.2 

6 'I." 

• 5.9 

17 
12.6 

10 
7." 

19 
1'1. I 

135 
100.0 

: .' 
.. 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTION 08 HAY 80 

fILE NONA HE «CREATION DATE • 08 HAy 101 

• • • • • • 
VO!'I 

• • • • • • 

I 
Vol'l 

UTAH 8 R 

ARIEC 

ODYSSEY 

HANHATTN 

PINE CJN 

RUSH VlY 

HRTG Y 5 

• • • • • • • • • • •• C R 0 SST A 8 U L A TID N 0 f ••••••••••• 
I CURRENT PlACEHENr 8Y VOl2 COUNTy Of RESIDENCE 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Vou 
COUNT I 

~~~ :~: : 5e~I~r r{)()e/e Uil'i\t(lh U+Q~ lwsh;MtOf\ lLebel 
TOT PCT i ZI.I 2.1.1 a •• 1 2501 '17.1 2f.1 

--------I---~----J--·-----Ir--·----J-··-----I--------I --------1 
l. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II ~ 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o I 
.0 I' 
.0 I 
,0 • ~ 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

6 
lJ.l 
l7.5 
'1~'I 

a 
•• '1 

100.0 
1.5 

8 
17.1 
80.0 
5.9 el ___ •• ___ I_~·· ____ I~_· __ • __ I ________ I ________ I _______ -, 

10 01 010 0 
1.0 ,0' I J'.l .0 1.0 .0 
I .0 .0 I 100.0 .0 I .0 .0 
I .0 I .tl I .7 I .0 1 .0 I .0 1 

-I--------f--------I!-------I--------I-------~I~----~-I 
I 0 1 0'1 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I ,0 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 
I .0' .0 1 .0 1 .0 I .0 1 .0 I 

-I--------I-·--~---J~-------I--------I--------I--------. ~ 0 ~ .!.!I 0 I 0' .4 1 0 I 
1 .0 I la.s I .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I 25.0 1 .0 1 .0 1 .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I .7 I .0' 1 .0 I .0 1 .0 I 

-I--------j--------I--------I--------i--------I--------I 
• 110101010121 
I 5.9 I .0 I .0 I .0 1 .0 I 11.8 I 
i so.o i .0 i .0 I .0 I .0 I 20.0 I 
I .7 1 .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I 1.5 1 

-I--------I--------~:--·----I--~---~-,----··--,--------. 101 110 6' 01 01 
I .0 I 10.0 1 .0 60.0 I .0 I .0 1 
I .0 I 25.0 I' .0 l7.5 1 .0 I .0 1 
i .0 I .7 I' '.0 '1.'1 1 .CI 1 .0 1 

-1--------1--------1 4 -------1--------1--------1------.-I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

'IS 
ll.l 

lO 
22.2 

6 
'1,'1 

8 
s.t 

17 
1Z.6 

10 
7.'1 

12. 2 1 0 • 0 0 .9 

COlUMtI 
TOTAL 

S.l 10.5 i .0 21.1 .0 .0 1'1.1 
50.0 50.0 1 .0 25.0 ,0 .0 

. .7 ,. .1.5.~ .• 0 . 300 .0 .0 
-I--·-··-·J-···-·-·,---··---I--~-~·-_I _______ ·I·,··_·---I 

2 'I 
1.5 l.O .7 

.l-

16 
II. , 1.5 

10 
7.'1 

115 
100.0 

• 
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5NAPSHOT DESCRIPTioN 08 HAY 80 PAliiE II 

fiLE NONA HE (CREATION DATE • 01 HAy 80' 

• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
vOI~ CURRENT PLAeEHENT 

e R 0 5 S T A 8 U L A T ION 
BY VO 14 

Of' • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
AGE AT ENTRANCE 

~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PA(iE I Of 

VO,," 
COUNT • ROil Pc T • ROil 

! COL PeT I I TOTAL 
TOT pcT i 12 •• 13.' i ~ .1 'S.I 16.1 U.I 11.1 

Vol'l --------�--------.--------I-~------,--------I--------.--------.--------. 
J. • 0 • 'I • •• I , • 11 I 1 I I • 'Is 

UTAH 8 R I .0 I I.' i j I. I I 20.0 I JI.I I ,.7 • 2.2 • JJ.J 

• .0 I J6.'I I SJ.I I 2'.S I l6 •• I IS.I I 14.7 • I .0 • l.O I 10.'1 I 6.7 I 10., I 2.2 I .7 • 
7. -I-·--·-·-I--------J·-------I--------I-~------I------·-1----·---. 0 1 1 , '0 'I I JO 

ARTEe .0 10.0 10.0 lO.;) ll.l il.l l.l 22.2 
.0 27.l 11.5 26.S 26.l 21. I 14.7 
.0 2.2 2.2 • ,.7 7.'1 l.O .7 

~. 
-1--------1-------- •• -------1--------1--------1--------1--------1 

• O. i iJ i 0 I j; . z·. i i O. 6 
ODYSSEY , .0 ! .0 

" 
' .0 I So.O I ll.l I 16.7 I .0 I .... 

• .0 • .0 I , , .0 I •• a I S.l • S.l I .0 , 
i .0 i .Ii i, 100 i 202 i i.s i .7 i .0 1 

-I--------I--------I------·QI--------I--------I~~----·-J---~----I '. 0 0 0 I I 2 'I I I 8 
"ANHAlT'" .d : .Ii .11 .2.S i'·U.o &0.0 il.s i s.; 

.0 .0 .0 2.' I S.l 21.1 16.7 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I .7 I I.S i l.O I 07 I 

-I--------I--·-~-·-I·-------I-·------I-----·-.I-----·--1--------. 
Ill. '1 I I I I 1 I 2 I • I 'I I 2 I 17 

PINE erN I S.' I 5.9 I 11.' I 11.8 I 23.S I 2l.S I 11.1 • 12.6 
I 100.0 I t.i - I II.S 

* 
s., I iO.5 j 2 j • I • U.l • I .7 I .7 I 2.2 I I I.S l.O I l.O I 1.5 I 

-I--------I---·----I~··~---~I-·------I--------I-,·--~---1--------1 II. 0 I a. , i 5 2 0 10 
RUSH ~LY .. 0 10.0 I, 10.0 10.0 5D.O 20.D .0 ,7.'1 

.0 9.1 I ) .. 2.' 1l.2 10.S .0 

.0 .1 .) l.t A.5 .D I i I .7 
-I--------.·;·----.I-.-·----,------u-I--·_.---J-·------.------··-1 

12. I 0 2 " S 9 I I I 19 
HRTG Y 5 I .0 10.5 I 26.3 '17 •• S.l S.l S.l 1'1. I 

• .0 18.2 I 19.2 26.5 2.6 s.l 16.7 
I .0 I.S I 3.7 ,.7 .7 .7 .7 

-J--------{-·-----·I·--~----,--------I---·-~ __ I _____ -·-1--------. 
COlU"N I II 26 )If 31 19 , ,IlS 

tOTAL .7 8.1 , It.l 25.2 21.1 1'1. I .... 100.0 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTioN 08 HAY 80 PAGE 15 

fiLE NONAHE CCREAllON DATE· 08 "AY 10, 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R 0 5 5 1 A 8 U L A TID N 0 f •••••••••••• Q • • • • • 

VO.'I CURRENT pLACEHEN T n VO II 10.:'+ PR I OR PLACEHENT 
••••••••••••••••••••••• i •••••••••••••••••••••••••• PAGE • Of 2 

VOII 
COUNT I 

ROW PeT luTAH B R ARlEe MA~HATTN RUSH VLY HRT~ Y 5 01~R GH YOe-eO"T YDe-OBSV C~TY-ALT fsTR-eR 
COL PcT I 
TOT Pel I ld 7~i 9.1 11.1 u.1 1'1.1 IS.. 16.1 17.1 11.1 

ROW 
TOTAL 

Vnl~ --------I--------I--------I~-~·----I--------I~-------I--------I--------,--------I--·-----I---~----I 3. I 10 I I I 0 I 'I I 0 I I I I I I 1 1 0 I ,12 I 
utAH B R I 11.1 I ,2.2 I .0 I 8.9 i .0 I 2.2 I 2.2 I 2.2 I .0 I 2'.7 I 

I 71.'1 I 25.0 I .0 I 57.( I .0 I 12.5 I 190.0 I 20.0 I .0 I l7.s I 
I l.7 I .7 I, .0 I l.O I .0 1 .7 I .7 I .7 I .0 I e.9 I 

-l--------.------·~I·-------j-~-·~---i-------·i-~------I--------t-----~--I--------I---~----I 7. I 0 I 2 I 0 I 0 I 0 I l I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 
ARTEe 1.0 I 6.7 I; .0 I .0 I .0 1 10.0 I .0 1 .0 I .0 ~ U.7 I 

I .0 I 50.0 I, .• 0 I .0 I .0 I l1.5 I .0 I 00 I .0 I 15.6 I 
I .0 I 1.5 I .0 I ,.0 I .0 1 2.2 I .0 I ,.0 I .0 I l.7 I 

e. -:----·~--;-----~--;·--·-~--~-----u--;-----;--~-----u--:-----u--I-----~--:---·-~--:---·-i--I 
ODYSSEY 1.0 I .0 I .0 I 1.0 I .0 I .0 1 .0 I ,.0 I .0 I U.7 I '1.'1 

, 9. 
IlANHATTN 

10. 
PiNE (TN 

II • 
RUSIt vLT 

12. 
HRTG Y 5 

CDLUHN 
TOTAL 

IcONTItWED, 

I .0 I ,0 I .0 I .0 1.0 .0 I .0 I .0 I ,.0 I l.1 I 
I .0 I .0 I ,.0 I .0 I iO .0 i .0 I .0 i .0 i .7 I 

-I-----···I-------·I·--·-~--I--------I·---··--I--------I-----~--I--------I--------I--·-----I o I 0 I, I 0 0 a 0 0 I I 8 
.0 I .0 I' 12.6 .iI .0 ii.S ,.0 .0 U.S 12.10 5.9 
.0 I .0 1.100.0 .0 .0 12.5 .0 .0 llol l.1 

I .0 1 .0 I .7 I .0 I .0 I .7 I .0 I .0 I .7 I .7 I 
-1--------I--------IT---.---I--------I--------I---1-----1--------1--------1--------1--------1 
121 1101 11012101 'II II II 17 
I 11~8 I 5.' I .0 I 5.9 I .0 I ;1.1 I .0 I 23.5 I S.9 I 5.9 I 12.' 
I 28.' I 25.0 I' .0 J l~.l I .b. i~.O I .0 I .0.0 i l~.l I l.i I 
I 1.5 I .7', .0 I .7 I .0 I 1.5, I ,0 I l.O I .7 I .7 I 

-1--------1-··----·1.···----1--------1--------,--------1--------1--------1-----·--1--------. 
I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 1 0 I 0 'f 10 
I .0 I .0 I .0 10.0 I 10.0 .0 I .0 1 .0 I .0 '10.0 7.'1 
I .0 I ! 0 I .0 l'l.l 1 50.0 .0 I .0 I .0 I .0 I Z. S 
I .0 I .0 1.0 .7 I 07 .0..1I..0!.0 l.O 

-I--·-----I·-------I--------I--·-----J--------I---~-·--1--------1--------1--------1--------1 o DID t I 0 0 8 
.0 .0 1,.0 S.l S.l S.l .0 .0 5.l '12 •• 
.0 .0 I .0 1'I.l 50.0 12.5 .0 .0 33.l 25.0 
.0 .0 1.0 .7 .7 I .1 I .0 1.0 .7 I 5.9 I 

~I---~----I--------I·-----~-I--------I--------I-----.--1--------,--------1--------1--------1 
7 'I I 7 2 8 I 10 l 32 

5.2 l.O .7 5.2 1.5 s.t .1 l.7 2.2 2l.7 

I' 
I 'f. I 

IlS 
100.0 

u...,11 _____________________ -----...-L.3..-\, ----~.-~-----
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SNAPsHot DESCRIPTIoN 

fiLE NONA HE ICREATION DATE • 08 HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 5 S T A 8 U L A T ION 
VOI~ CURRENT pLACEHENT BY yOU 

•••••••••••••• • e .•••••••••••••••••• 

Yol~ 

UTAH 8 R 

ARTEe 

ODYSSEY 

HANHATTH 

PINE ON 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG Y S 

vOIl 
COuNT I 

ROw PCT IHOHE 
COL PeT 0 
TOT PeT 1 2ltl 

--------1--------3. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

I I • 

12. 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

I 20 
1 ..... '1 
1 30.8 
1 1 ... 8 

-1--------I 20 
I 66.7 
I 10,8 
1 1'1,8 

-1------- .. I 5 
I 81,1 
1 1.7 
1 1,7 

-1--------I .. 
1 50,0 
I 6,2 
I 1,0 

-1--------
I 5 
I 29," 
I 7,7 
I 1.1 

-1--------
I 'I 
I '10,0 
I '.ll 
I 1.0 

-1----·---I 7 
I 36.8 
I 10.8 
I 5.2 

-1--···---
65 

"8.1 

RD. 
TOTAL 

.5 
33.3 

30 
22.2 

, ..... 

.8 
5.9 

17 
12" 

10 
7 ... 

I ~ 
i ... I 

135 
100,0 

.... 

~ • • 0, . 
~. • 
"",'" 

08 HAY 80 PAG[ 16 

OF. • • • • • • • • • • 
!'D\5~ PRJ OR PLACIHENT 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • & • • • • • • • • PAGE 2 OF 2 
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SNAPSHoj DESCRIPTION 
08 HAY 10 PAGE '7 NONA HE ICREATION DATE • 01 HAy 801 

8 • • • • 0 • • • • s • • • • • •• C R 0 SST ABU LA' ION 0 f •••••••••••• c • • • • • 
VO.'I CURRENT PLACEHENT BY VO,' t;tk..- PH I OR PLACEHENT AT YOC-OBSV (' 

• • • • • • • • • • Q • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • •• " PAGE • Of 
VOl' 

COUNT I 
ROW PCT INO YES ROW 
COL PCT I TOTAl 
TOI per i 0.1 1.1 

Ydl.. --------�--.~-.--I-------_I, 
3. I ':3 I 2 I .. 5 

UrAH B H I '5.6 I ..... I ll.l 
I ll.6 I 28., I 
I ll.' I 1.5 I, 

-1--------1--------;; 
7. I 30 I 0 I , lO, 

ARlEe I 100.0 I .0, 22.2 
I 23.'1 I .0 I 
I 22.2 I .0 I, 

-1--------,--------, 
8., 6, 0 I 6 I, 

ODYSSty I 100.0, .0 I ~.'I' I ".7, .0' 
I ..... I .0 I 

-I--------I--~-----I 
'. I 7 I I I • 

HANHATTN I i7.s I 12.S is., 
I 5.5 I ''1,3 I 
I 5.2 I .7', 

-i----~---I-------.i; 
10. I 13,' "', 17 

PINE CYN I 76.5 I 2l.S I '2.' 
I 10.2 i t7;, I 

RUSII VLY 

HRiG Y S 

• '.6 I l.O I 

~I--------.--------I II. I '0 i 0 j, 10 

12. 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

I 100.0 I .0 I 7.~ 
I 7.8 I .0' 
I 7... I .0 I 

-·------__ ._·-____ .1 
19 0 I, 

I 100.0 .0' 
I 1'1.8 .0 I 
I 1'1.1 I .0 I 

-1--------1--------; 
128 7 

''1.11 S.2 

If 
I ~. I 

135 
100.0 

.\. 

• 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTIoN 08 HAY 10 PAGE 18 

f,lE NONAHE ICREAl,ON DATE • 01 HAy loi 

o • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~ R 0 5 S T A I U lA' ION 0 f •••••••••••••••••• 
VOI'l CURRENT plACEHENl BY V020 p.I~RIO~ PlAeEHENT AT YDC-COHHITHEN'"? 

• ••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I Of 
V020 

COUNI I 
ROW PeT 'NO YES 1 RO, 
COL PCT I . TOrAl 
TOT PCT I D.' 1.1 

Vol'l --------I~-------I·-------I 
3. I '1'1 I • I 'IS 

UTAH 8 R I 97.8 , 2.2 I 33.3 
I 32.8 ,,00.0 I 
I 32.6 1 .7 1 

-I--------I----~---i 
7. I 30 I 0 I 30 

ARTEe I 100.0 I .0 i 22.2 
I 22.'1 I ,.0 I 

ODYSSEY 

HANHATTN 

PINE CYN 

RUSH VlY 

HRIG Y S 

1 22.2 I .0 I 

-I--~-----,--------I 8. I 'I 0 , 
I 100.0' .0 '1.'1 
I '1.5 I .0 
I 'I. 'I 1 .0 

-1--------,-·------. 
9.' 8 1 0 I ....• 

1 100.0 1 .0 1 5., 
1 '.0 1 .0 I 
I 5.9 I .0' 

-I--~--·--I--------J 10. 17 o I 17 
I 100.0 
I 12.7 
1 12.' 

! .Il !. U., 
.0 I 
.0 1 

-,----·---1-·------1 
II. 10 1 0 i 10 

1 100.0 1 .0 I 7 ... 
I 7.5 1 ~o 1 
I 7.'1 1 .0 i 

-1--------1--------1 
12. 1 " I 0 I 19 

COlUHN 
'jOTAl 

i 100.0 I .0 i 1'1.1 
1 1'1.2 1 .0 1 
1 1'1.1 1 .0 1 

.i--------i-.------i 
13'1 

.7 
135 

100.0 

.\' 

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

~I' • 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIpTiON 08 HAY 80 PAGE 

fiLE NONA HE (CREAlION DATE • 08 HAy BOI 

• • 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ,R 0 SST ABU L A T ION Of.................. 
VOI~ CURRENT PLACEHENT BY VOZI E~RIOR PLACEHENT AT CATY ALTERNATIVE! 
•••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " PAGE I Of 

COUNT 
ROlli PCT 
COL PCT 
tOT PCT 

V021 
i 
INO 
I 
1 

YE5 

0.1 i • I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

Yol~ --------I--------I-----u--5 
l. I ~5 I a I .. 5 

UTAH 8 R 1 100.0 1 .0 i ll.l 
I l~.6 1 .0 I 
I ll.l. .0 II 

-1--------1-·------1, 
1. lO a lO 

ARTEe 100.0.0 22.2 
2l.1 .0 
22.2 .0 -1------.--1-·------1 

8. I 6 i '0 i 6 
ODYSSEY I 100.0 1 .0 I 1 •• 

I ~.6 I .0 I 
I ~.~ I .0 1 

-1--------1--------1 
9. 1 6 1 . ., 2 1 • 

"ANHATTN I 15.0, I 25.0 I 5.9 
I ".6 1 ~O.O I 
1 ..... , ,1.5 ~ 

-1--------1--------. 
10. 1 J6 I I 1 17 

PINE elN I , ... 1 I 5.9 1 12.6 ' 
I 12.l i 20.0 i 
I II.' I .7' 

-1--------1-·------. II. i 10 i 0 i 10 
RUSH yLY I 100.0 I .0 I 7 ... 

I 7.1 I .0 1 
I 7." i .0 i -1--------1--------. 

12. I 11 I 2 1 19 
HnTG Y S I 89.5 I 10.5 • I~.I 

I Il.1 I "0.0 I 
I 12.6 I 1.5 I 

-1--------1-·------1 COLUHN IlO 5 Il5 
TOTAL 96.l Il.7 100.0 

• 

w 
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08 HAY 10 PAGE 20 

fILE NOIUHf ,CREATION OATE • 08 HAy 801 

• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R ° SST A.8 U L A T I ° H 0 f •••••••••••••••••• 
VOl'! CURRENT PLACEHENT BY Vo;n e,)t. PRIOR PLACEHENT IN fOSTER CARE! 

•••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• e.~ ••• G •••• ~ ••••••••••••• PAGE 10f 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PcT 

V022 
I 
INa 
I 
I 

YES 

Dol I • I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

VOI~ --------1------·-1--------1 

UTAH 8 R 

ARTEe 

ooySSEY 

HANHAHN 

PINE ON 

RUSH \fLY 

HRlG y S 

l. II ,.... '15 
6B.? ll.1 I ll.l 
l'l.1 ll.8 I 
23.0 I 10... • 

-1--------1--------1 
7. i 23 I 7 1 30 

i 16.7 I ~3.3 I 22.2 
I 25.3 1 15.9 I 
I 11.0 I 5.2 I 

-1--------1--------. 
I. I 5 I I I, , 

I 83.l I 1'.7 I ..... 
I 5.5 I 2.3 ,. 
I 3.1 I .7 I 

-I-----~--I--·~-~--I 
9. , 6 2 I " 

75.0 25.0 i. 5.9 
'.6 •• 5 1 
'I. 'I 1.5 I 

-1--------1--------1 
10. I II I 6 1 17 

II. 

12. 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

I 6'1.1 I 35.3 .J 12.' 
1 12.1 I '3., I 
1 8. 1 I 'I. 'I 1 

-1--···---1---·---·, 
5 5 1 10 

50.0 50.0 1 7 ... 
5.6 'I ... I. 
l.7 3.7 I 

-1*-------1--------1 
I 10 I 9 I J9 
i 52.4 I '17.'1 I I",' 
1 11.0 I 20.5 I 
1 7." '.7 I 

-i--------I--------i 
91 'I" 135 

67.'1 32.6 100.0 

.\' 

• 

l 
'I 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTiON 

NONAH" ICREATION DATE • O. HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 SST ABU lA' 10. 
IIOI~ CURRENT plACEHENT BY V02l 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
VOZl 

COUNT I 
ROW peT INO YES ROw 
COL PCT I TOTAL 
TOT PCi' i D.! 1.1 

Vol~ --------1--------1--------1 
l. I 33 1 12 I ~5 

UTAH B R I 7l.3 I 26.7 i 33.3 
I 32.7 I 35.3 I 

ARTEe 

DDYSSEY 

HANHATTN 

PINE eYN 

RUSH lilY 

HRTG Y :; 

7. 

8. 

10. 

I I • 

12. 

!. 

COlU"" 
TOTAL 

I 2~.~ I 8.9 ! 
-1------·-1--------1 

23 7 
7&.7 2l.3 
22.8 20.& 
17.0 5.2 -,--.•. ---, .... _---. 

I 6 0 I 
I 100.0 .0 I 
I 5.' ,.0' 
I ~.~ I .0 I. 

-1--------1--------1 I 5 I 3 I 
I 62.5 i 37.5 i 
I 5.0 1 8.8 I 
I 3.7 I 2.2 1 

-i--------i--------i 
I I ° I 7 I 
1 58.8 1 ~1.2 I 
i 9.9 i io.' i 
1 7.'1 I, 5.2 I 

-1--------1--------1 I 8 j 2 l 
I 80.0 I 20.0 I 
1 7.' IS.? 1 
i 5.9 i 1.5 i 

-1--------1--------_ 
I U I 3 I 
j 8~.i i 15.8 j 
, 15.1 1 8.8 I 
1 11.9 I 2.2 I 

-j--~---.-j----.~-.I 
101 3'1 

7'1.' 25.2 

3D 
22.2 

, ..... 

8 
5.9 

17 
12.& 

10 
7o~ 

'19 
I ~.I 

135 
JOO.o 

-------~--------------------~~-LloWooo 

• o 

08 HAY 80 PAGE 21 

Of. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Ulle-'r'/H OR PlA(EHEN Tilt GROUp HOHE"'!' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I OF 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTIoN 

NONA HE ICREATION DATE • 08 HAy 80, 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • 
VOI~ CURRENT PLACEHENT 

C R 0 SST A 8 U L A T ION 
n VOH 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • a • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

V02'! 
COUNT I 

ROW P" INO YES ROW 
COL PeT ! TOTAL 
TOT PeT I o. i I. I VOH --------1--------1--------1 3. I ~3 I 2 I ..5 UTAH 8 R I 95.6 I ... ~ I 3l.l 

I 33.6 I 28.6 I 
I 31.9 I 1.5 I 

-I~-----·-I-----~--I 7. 29 30 
ARTEC 96.7 l.l 22.2 

22.7 1 ... 3 
21.5 .7 

-J~-------I--·~----J 8. I 6 0 6 ODYSSEY I 100.0 .0 ..... 
I '1.7 .0, 
I ~ ... .0 

-I-~------I--~-----I 9. 6 I Z 1 8 HANHATlN 75.0 25.0 I 5., 
~.7 28.6 I 
'1.~ I.S , 

-1--------1-·------1 10. I 15 I Z I 17 
PINE ON I 88.2 I 11.8 I 1l.6 

I 11.7 I 28.6 I 
I 11.1 I· 1.5 I 

-I----.---I--~-----, II. I 10 I 0 I 10 /lUSH VLY I 100.0 I .0 I 7." 
I 7.8 I .0 , 
I 7 ... I .0 I 

-1--------1-·------1 
Il. I 19 ! 0 I 19 HRTG Y S I 100.0 I .0 I .... 1 

I 1'1.8 '1 .0 I 
I I". I , .• 0 I -1--___ - __ 1 __ 

4 

_____ 1 

COlUHN 128 7 135 
TOTAL .9"1.8 5.l 100.0 

.\0 

• • • 

08 HAY 80 PAGE 22 

OF. • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
~\~rREfERRED fOR CRIHES AGAINST PERSONS I .2 

• • • • • G • • • • • • • •• PAGE I Of I 

• 
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5NAPSHOT OE5CRIPTIoN 08 HAY 80 PAliE 23 

'llE NONANE ICREATION DATE • 08 N~l 801 

•••••• • • • • • • • • • • •• e ~ 0 5 S T A 8 U l A T ION 0' •• ,' ••••••••••••• • • 
vo 1'1 (URRENT PlACE"ENT BY V02S ~I;)C(' REfERRU ,OR eR I "£5 AGA 1 NST PERSONS 3 

•••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ' ••••••••• PAGE I Of 

VII''I 

utAH 8 R 

ARTE( 

ODYSSEy 

"ANHATTN 

PINE CrN 

RUSH VlY 

tHUG Y S 

V025 
COUNT 1 

RO" PCT INO YES 
COL PCT I 
JOT PCT i 0.1 I • I 
--------1.-.-.---1-.------. 

3. 

7. 

8. 

10. 

I I • 

12. 

eOLU"N 
TOTAL 

, '13 2 
1 95.6 1 ... 
I 33.1 "0.0 
I 3 I. 9 !.5 

-i--------J-·------J 
il9 ! 

96.7 ! ,3.3 
22.3 1 ~o.o 
2 I. 5 1 .. 7, 

-I--------I-~'~--~-I 
I 6 1 0 I 
I 100.0 1 .0 I 
1 '1.6, .0. 
I '1.'1 I ,.0 I 

-1--------1---------
I 7 1 l , I 
i 87.5 I U.5 
I 5.. 20.0 
I S.2 I .7 

-i·-------I-~~----~I 
I 17 1 0 I 
1 100.0 1 .0 1 
! Il.l i .0 i 
I 12.' I .0 I 

-1--------1--------1 
I 10 I 0 i 
I 100.0 I, , .0 I 
I 7.7 I .0 I 
I 7.'1 i .0 i 

-I--~-----I--------I 
1 18 I I I 
I 9'1.7 j S.l I 
1 13.8 1 20.0 1 
I 1l.3 1 .7. 1 

-I--------i------~-I 130 5 
,3.7 

ROW 
TOTAL 

'IS 
l3.3 

30' 
22.2 

, .... 

17 
U.6 

10 
7 ... 

19 
1'1.1 

135 
100.0 

.j, 

~, 

"'--"./ 

11 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTioN 

filE NONAKE ICR[AIION DATE • 08 HA, 801 ! 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
VOI~ CURRENT PlACEHENT 

C R 0 SST ABU l A TID N 
BY \1026 

••••••••••••• • ' .••• e ••••••••••••••• 

\lol~ 

UTAH 8 R 

ARTEe 

ODYSSEY 

HANHATTN 

PINE CYN 

RUSH VLY 

HRTG Y S 

11026 
COUNT I 

ROI PCT INO YES ROI 
COL PCT I TOTAL. 
TOT PCT I 0.1 i.l 1 ! 

--------1--------1--------. 
l, I 20 I 25 I 'IS 

I ~~.'I I 55.6 • ll.l 
I ~9.~ I 31.l I 
, 1~.8 I 18.5 1 

-1--------1--------1 
7. 1 18 1 12 1 lO 

I. 

10. 

II • 

&2. 

COlUNN 
TOTAL 

I ,0.0 I ~O.Q I ,22.2 
I l6.S 1 17.9 1 
I Il.l 1 '.9 1 

-I------~-I--·-----, 
5 I 

16.7 IIl.3 1 
I.S 7.5 I 
.7 l.7 I 

-1--------1--------1 
151 1 1 
i 62.5 1 37.6 i 
1 1.~ I '1.5 I 
I l.7 1 2.2 1 

-1--------1-·------1 
1 S I 12 I 
I 29.'1 I 70.6 1 
I 7.~ I 17., I 
I l.7 I 11.9 1 

6 ~ 
60.0 '10.0 
8.8 6,0 
~.'I 3.0 

-1--------1--------1 
I Il I . I. I 
I 68.'1 I ll,n I 
I 19.1 I 9.k I 
I 9,6 I '1.'1 I 

-i--------I--~-----i 
68 67 

50.'1 '1'.6 

, 
'1.'1 

17 
12.6 

10 
7,.'1 

at 
1'1.1 

135 
100.0 

.l. 

• 

08 HAY 8U PAGE 

Of. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
ElleCREfERREO fOft Cft I HES AGA I NST PROpER lY fEl ~ 

• • • • • • • • • ~ • • • •• PAGE I Of I 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTION 08 HAY 80 PAGE 25 

filE NONAHE ICREATION DATE • 08 HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• C R 0 SST ABU l A T ION 0 f ••.•••••••••••••••• 
VDI'I CURRENT f'lACEHEHT BY yOn ,-;J{,iREfURI!O fOR CRIHt:5 AGAINST PERSONS H5DH'~ 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••• PAGE I or I 

Y027 
COUNT I 

ROW PeT INO YES ROW 
COL PcT I TOT~l 
TOT PCT i 0.1 I. i 

Vol .. ~-------I--------I-~------I' 
3. I 19 I 6 I '15 

UTAH B R i 86.1 I 1l.1 i . 11.1 
I ll.1 I 15.l I 
I 28.9 , '1.'1 I 

-1--------1--------
7. I 28 I 2 lO 

ARTEC I 9l.l I 6.7 22.2 
I 2l.1 I II .8 
I 20.7 I 1.5 

-I--------I--~-----
8. J 6 J 0 , 

ODYSSEY I 100.0 I .0 'I.'! 
I 5.1 I .0 
I '1.'1 I .0 

-1--·-·---1-··----· 
9. I 8 0 8 

HANHArTH I 100.0 .0 I.t 
I '.8 , I .0 
I S.9 I .0 

-i-~------ --':'-':'·--1 
10. I 16 I I i 7 

PINE CYN I 9'1.1 S.9 I 11.6 
I 13.6 !..9 i 
I 11.9 .7 I 

-1- .. ------ -··-----1 . 
11. I 8 2 i .10 

RUSH" VI. y I BO.O 20.0 I 7,'1 
I 6.B 11.8 I 

• 5.9 . i.5 i 
-1--·---·-1-·------. 

12. Il I 6 " HRTG Y S 6B.'I i ll.6 1'1. I 
11.0 I lS.l 

I 9.6 I '1.'1 I 
-I--------I--------i 

COlUHN 118 Ii' IlS 
TOTAL 87.'1 12.6 100.0 

.\0 
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'SNAPSHOT OESCRIPTION 

NONAHE ICREATION DAlE ~ 08.HAY .01 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
VDI~ CURRENT PLACEHENT 

C R 0 5 S , A D U lA' ION 
n VOZI • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

COUNT 
ROI'I per 
COL PcT 
TOT pcj 

VOZ8 
I 
INO 
I 
I 

YES 

0.1 

RO. 
'OTAl 

I • i 
VHI~ --------1--------1--------1 

3. I 7. I 38, I -) 
UTAH B R I 15.6 I .~.~ I 33.3 

I 28.0 I 3~.s I 
I 5.2 I la,l I 

-1--------,--------1 
7. I 7. I 23 I 30 

ARTEc I 2~.3 I ?6.7 , 22.2 
I 28.0 I 20.9 I 

8. 
ODYSSEY 

9. 
HANHATlN 

10. 
PINE CYN 

I I. 
RUSH VLY 

U. 
HiiTG Y 5 

COLUIIIl 
TOUl 

I 5.2 I 17.0 I 
-1--------1--------1 

I I I 5 ! 
I .16.7. I 83.3 I 
I ~.o 1 ~.5i I 
I .7 I 3.7 I 

-1--------1--------1 I I I 7. 1 •. 1 
I. 12.5 I 17.5 I 
I ~.O I 6.~i I 
I .7 i S.2 I 

-I--·-----I------T-i 
I I I .. I 
I 5.9 I 9~ •• , 
i ~.o i h.s I I .7 I 11.9 I 

·,--------,-----~--I 1 ~ I , I 
I ~o.o I 60.0 I 
I 16 .0 I 5.5 I 
I 3.0 I ~.'I I -1--------1-·-·---.1; 

'I IS , 
ZI.I 78.9 I: 
1'.0 13.6 I 
l.O q .1 I 

-I--------I--------i 
zs 110 

18.5 11.5 

, 
•• '1 

I. 
1i.9 

17 
U.6 

10 
7.'1 

.19 : 
1'1. I 

US 
100.0 

....... _ .. 

• • • 

08 HAY .0 PAG~ 

Of •••••••• ~ •• t- •• 
\!ll(oIREfERRED fOR OTHER (RIHES r • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE I Of 
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SNAPSHot DESCRIpTION 
011 HH 80 

NONAHE ICREATION DATE • 08 HAr 101 

• • • • • • • 
VUI'i . . . . . ., . • • • • • • • • • •• C R 0 SST ABU l A TID H 0 f ...........,.. 

CURRENT PLACEHf:':'T BY V02' r~ll~.-REfERRED S U TuS OffENSES! 

• • • • y • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• PAGE V029 
COUNT I 

ROW PeT INO YES ROW COL PeT I : TOUL 
TOT PcT I 0.1 1 • 1 , VIlI .. --------1--------1-.------1 

3. 1 IS 1 3D 1 , 'IS UUH 6 R I ll.l 1 4'.7 1 ll.l 
I 27.8 I 37.0 I 
I I I • I I U.2 I! 

-J·--·~--·,------ __ I 7. 1'1 I U I 30 ARTEC 'i'.7 ~l.3 1 22.2, 
25.9 19.8 I. 

, , 10.'i 11.9 1 
-I----·---I--~-----I. 

I. I 0 1 4 Ii , 
ODYSSEY I .0 1 100.0 I ..... 

! .0 I 7." I. , 
I .0 1 ..... I 

-1-------·1--------1 
9. I I I 7 ! I HANIIATTN I I2.S i h~s I 5.9 

I I • 'I 1 8.4 I 
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• • 0 • 

I Of 

! j 

1'/ I, 
I .7 I S.2 I 

-I--------I-------_i 
10. I 7 I 10 I 17 PINE erN I '11.2 ! 58.1 I ! 12., 

1 13.0 I 12;3 I 
1 5.2 I 7 ... I 

i.; 
I,,! 
, 

I , ' 
I 
j': 

1,1 
I! 
, , 
I" 

H I, 
i'l 

• w! I 

-1--------1-·------1 
I I • I 7 1 3 i 10 flUSH VLV 1 70.0 1 ~O.O 1 7." I Il.O 1 3.7 1 

I 5.2 1 2.2 1 
-1--------1--------1 

12. I 10 I 9 • 19 HIUG Y S 1 52. " I 'h ... i I". I 
I 1S.5 1 II • I 1 
1 7.'1 I '.7 1 

-I--------I-------_i 
eOLUHH S'I 81 I3S TOTAL '10.0 40.0 .100.0 
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SNAPSHOT DESCRIPTION 
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fiLE NONAHE ICREATION DATE. 01 HAy 80. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
VOI~ CURRENT pLACEHENT 

C R 0 5 S T A 8 U LA' ION 0 f ••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • 
BY V030 ~~iREfERRED AS A DEPENDENCY OR NEGLECT CASEl • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • o. PAGE I Of I 

COUNT 
ROW PeT 
COL PeT 
TOT PCT 

VOlO 
I 
INO 
I 
I 

YES 

0.1 I. I 
Vol~ --------1--------1-------.1 

3. 
UTAH 8 R 

ARTEC 

I. 
O!lYSSEY 

'. "ANHATTN 

10. 
PINE ON 

II. 
RUSH VLY 

12. 
IIRTG Y S 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

25 ~O 
55.6 ....... 
32.9 3l.9 
11.5 ''!.I! 

·J--·~"--·-I-----_~-I 
20 

66.7 
26.3 
1'1.8' 

I 10 
I lltl 
I . ".9 
I '7 ... 

I , 
I I 

I , 
-1--------1--------1 

I 1 I 3 , ; 
I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I 3.9 I 5.1 I 
I 2.2 I 2.2 I 

-1--------1--------1 
I If I '! ~ 
I 50.0 I 50.0 I 
I !i.l I 6.8 I 
I 3.0 I l.O , 

-1--------1--------1 
I 10 I 7 I 

58.8 I ., I. Z I i 
13.2 I 11.9 I , 1.'1 I ,S.2 I 

-1--------,--------, , 5 I 5 I 
I 50.0 I SO.O , i 

I 6.6 I ,1.5 !.. 
I l.7 I 3.7 I 

-1--------1--------1 
I 9 I 10 • I '17.'1 I 52.6 I , &I .8 I ".9 I 
I 6.7 I 7. 'I .. , 

-1--------1-----·-.1 
76 59 

56.3 '3.7 

ROW 
TOTAL 

.. ,. 
l3.3 

30 
U.Z 

, ..... 

• 5.' 

17 
12.6 

, 
10 

7." 

, 19 
1'1. I 

135 
100.0 

.j, 

• 
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fILE NONAHE CCREAllON DATE • 08 HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • C R 0 5 S T A 8 U L A TIP H 
IT VOll 

OF' •••• '. , ••••••• It • 

VOI~ CURRENT PLACEHENT IORSl ADJUOICAT£D REfERRAL 
••••••••••• • • •• ~AGE • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Vol'l 

UTAII B R 

ARIEC 

ODySSEY 

HANIIAHN 

PINE ON 

RUStl VLY 

HRTG Y S 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PeT 
fOT PeT 

VOll 
I 
I 
I 
i 

PERS IU PERS 1 

0.1 I.' 2d 

PROP F'EL pERS HSD OTHR CR STATUS 

3.' •• 1 '.1 '.1 7.1 
--------1--------1-.------1--------1--------1--------1---~----I--------I--------I 

3. I 0 I 2 I 2 I 21 1 I I 11 I 5 I I I 

7. 

I. 

10. 

I I • 

12. 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

; .0 I '1.'1 I, 'I •• i ~6.7 i 2.2 i lJ.' I II.e I 2.2 I 
I .0 I za., 1 60.0 1 15.~ a 11.1 I 1'1.2 I 60.0 I 1'1'1 I 
I .0 I 1.5 I i.5 I 15.' I ,7 I 'I.' I 1.7 I .7 I 

-j~a------i--~-----i-·-·----I---·----I---·----I------_-1-·.·.---.--------1 
I I 10 I 12 3 
I 1.1 l.3 l.l ll.l l.l '10.0 10,0 l.l 
i 100.0 1'I.j 25.0 ... 9 11.1 ll.' 10.0 1'1'3 
1.7 .7 1:.7 7.'1 .7 8.' .l.2 .7 

-.·-·-~---J--··--·-,~-·--~--I--~-----.--------I-.~-----!--~-----I------·-I I 0 i 0, I' 0 I 5 I 0 1 lie 1 0 I 
1 .0 I ~o 1 .0 1 Il.3 I .0 I 16.7 1 .0 I .0 I 
I .0 I .0 I .0 I •• 5 I .0 1 2.~ I .0 1 00 I 
I ~O i ~O i\ .0 I l.7 I .0 I .7 I .0 I .0 I 

-I-~--·---I-----g-*I.-------J--------I--------I--------1--------1--------. o 2 I, 0 2 0 III 0 
.0 ~s.O i i ;0 25.0 .0 I 11.5 12.5 .0 
.0 2a., 1;.0 l.'I .0 I 7.' 10.0 .0 
.0 1.5 L.O I.S .0, 2.2 .7 .0 

-1------··-1--------1·-·-----1--------1--------1-------·1--------1--------a 
.0 
.0 
.0 

2 
II. a 
ie.6 

1.5 

o 
.0 
~o 
• 0 

I i 
''1.7 
il.' 
a .. 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

1 o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

5.9 
1'I.l 

.7 

-,--------1-·------1--------1--------1----·---,--------1--------1--------oi oi O' 'Ii 2' I 0 3 
.0 I .0 I. .0 '10.0 I 20.0 10.0 .0 10.0 
.0 I .0 I .9 6.a I 22.2 2.6 .0 '12.9 
.0 i ~iJ I .0 1.0 I I.S .7 .0 2.2 

-I--------J--------I--------I--------.--------I--------I-------~I-------· o 0 I , 5 5 Ii, 
.0 .0 S.3 ll.6 26.3 2'.l 5.3 I S.l 
.0 .0 25.0 10.2 55.' 1l.2 10.0 I 1'I'l 
.0 .0 .7 'I,. 3.7 3.7 .7!.7 

-I--------I--------I~-·-----I----~---I--------l--------I--------I-·~-----J I '1 .. S9 9 l' 10 7 
.7 ~.z 1.0 .3.7 '.7 28.1 7." S.l 

.... 

RD. 
'OTAL 

'15 
ll.3 

lO 
22.2 

8 
5.9 

17 
12.' 

10 
7.'1 

19 
1 •• 1 

US 
'100.0 

• • • • 
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• 
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NONAHE 'CREATION DATE • 08 HAy 801 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• e R 055 TAB U L A TID N OF ............... ' •••• 
YOI'l CURRENT P~ACE"ENT BJ VOU EVER ON ,.ROBAnON q 

• • •••• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• PAGE' I OF 

COUNT 
ROW PcT 
COL PCT 
TOT Pel 

Vall 
I 
'NO 
J 
• 0.1 

YES RD. 
TOTAL 

I. I 
VoJ~ ·-------I--·-··-·,-~------JI 

UTAH 8 R 

ARTEe 

ODYSSEY 
I 

HANtiATTN 

PINE CYN 

RUSH YLY 

HRTG Y 5 

3. I 20 ,J IS I: '15 
1 '1'1~.. 1 55.6, I 33.3 
1 lO.3 I )6.2 I 

e. 

10. 

I I. 

I I.... 1 ja.s I 
-i--------.-_·_.---I 

II ,IZ I' 30 
60,0 10.0 I, 21.2 
27.3 17 ... I, 
13.l .8.9 I; 

-.--·-----I--+~-~--I. I .. l.it I , 
I ,,'.7 llo1 I, ..... 
1 '.1 2.9 1 
1 3.0 I 1.5 I, 

-1--------1--------1 
I 5', 3 'I _.8 
1 ,'.5 I 17.5 I 5.9 
i 7.' I '1.1 • 
I 3,7 I 2.2 I 

-.--------1--------1 
I .. I 11 I 017 
I 13.5 I 7'.5 I II,' 
i ' •• i 18.8 i, 
I 3,0 I 9.' 1 -I-----;--r----r-t I" io 
I 70.0 1 10.0 I, I 7, .. 
I 10.6 I 'I.l 'i 
I 5.2 I I.Z I 

-I---·.··-I-~------II 
IZ. 8 .. I ,.9 

'12.1 57.9 i 1'1.1 

COLUHN 
TOTAL 

12.1 15.9 I 
,5.9 ,8,1' 

-I··-----~I---·.---I. 
" " 51.1 

IlS 
100.0 

~ • 
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