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Section I 

INTRODUCTION 

Based on experiences in Utah, this paper describes the management of system
wide deinstitutionalization and the creation of relatively less restrictive 
placement and treatment options. The intended audience is the manager 
responsible for a multi-institution/multi-Ievel corrections program. The 
analysis suggests that a comprehensive management strategy entails the 
development of four inter-related components: 

• A set cf policy objectives to guide system performance; 

• A political and public relation? strategy to legitimize the need for 
changes within the system, assure access to adequate public and 
private funding, and to provide vehicles to acquire the support of 
relevant community leaders; 

• An evaluation and resource.planning process to assess the functioning 
and define the range and mix of services to be offered through the 
system and to create the organizational and structural tools needed 
to appropriately allocate resources; 

• Administrative systems and procedures 
management of referral networks, to 
systems, to administer procurement of 
promote quality throughout the system. 

to assure rational case-by-case 
define (and modify) personnel 
services, and to evaluate and 

Throughout this paper we have focused the "administrative" perspective (as 
opposed, for example, to dealing with deinstitutionalization as an ideological 
imperative, as a treatment approach, etc.). This emphasis is useful for two 
reasons: 

• Steering a complex, multi-level corrections program through a period 
of transition is a major management challenge involving a complicated 
reallocation of resources, personnel and priorities. In an 
increasingly politically conservative environment with intensifying 
conflicts for social service resources, a deliberate and efficiently 
managed method of transition is essential for success. 

• The effectiveness of deinstitutionalization efforts must be tested 
both by the reduction in institutional population and by how 
;ffectively the system operates after the trauma of reform. For the 
reform to maintain continuing effectiveness, the pattern of 
inscitutionalization must have been fundamentally altered and the 
system that emerges must be rationally processing cases, planning and 
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controlling its resources, managing its people, etc. 

Several of the management tools that proved useful in Utah may have 
ap:Jlication elsewhere. Approaches involving computer-based review of all 
children in custody, corrections resource modeling keyed to the interactions 
among various levels of restriction and offense severity, analysis of the 
differential costs and child-delinquency patterns among competing private 
vendors, etc. are not often synthesized in the literature. The Utah 
approaches may suggest methods that can be repeated in other corrections 
systems. 

Throughout this paper, extensive use has been made of experiences in Utah in 
the late 1970' s. This "case study" has been selected to show the immediate 
practical impacts of various management methods on the functi'ming of an 
actual corrections system. This approach is intended to provide; a basis for 
generalized application of the Utah experience and to make the methods of 
analysis as relevant as possible to practicing corrections manager. 

The process of refining and improving a social service system is never really 
"completed." The Utah system made significant progress in a relatively short 
time in some areas, continues to work on others, and has failed at some. The 
relatively small size of the system and the centralization of placement 
administration and record-keeping facilities make the experience useful as a 
case study. In what follows, each of the four major components of the 
management strategy described above is discussed in terms of: 

• Its general importance, role, and timing in the reform of a 
corrections system; 

• The specific tools and methods that proved useful; 

• An evaluation of the strategy's successes and failures in meeting 
objectives and our observations regarding application to other 
states. 

The study makes use of quantitative information and methods developed for 
Utah. In each case, these techniques are intended to illustrate practical 
approaches to analyzing and structuring the major management problems of a 
corrections system in transition. 
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Section II 

POLICY OBJECTIVES 

Attempting to reform a youth corrections system in a manner emphasizing 
reduction of institutional populations requires reshaping the interactions of 
a variety of interests. Motives ranging from community protection, to the 
need to actively attempt to modify behavior, to the desirability of cutting 
budgets, to the personal interests of corrections employees in preserving 
their jobs create conflicting pressures. Despite the difficulties, however, 
attempting to articulate policy objectives can be a useful early step in 
managing transition. Such a process can: 

o Help set an overall direction for the system. 

o Provide a framework for evaluating strategies, measuring progress, 
and allocating resources. 

o To the extent it involves the formal or informal participation of 
court and corrections personnel, the process can help define and 
clarify problems and improve communication. 

Listed in this section are the basic policy objectives that helped guide the 
Utah initatives. They are intended to describe basic principles for action, 
although their application must be tempered by the recognition that they were 
not necessarily always clearly understood by parties in the system, they 
conflict in ways that are not always possible to reconcile, and the priority 
for their application can change with the situation. 

A. PROTECT THE COMMtmITY 

The initial interest of the system must be to promote the protection and 
security of the citizens and children of the state. This goal has poth 
short and long term elements. In the short term, this necessarily involves 
securely isolating some individuals, although such security is appropriate 
only for a very small fraction of total referrals. The long~r term interest 
of protecting the community is served primarily by seeking ways to control 
recidivism. Though there may be many alternatives for how this is best 
accomplished, which treatment techniques are most effective for specific 
children, etc., the value of an approach should be weighed in terms of its 
impact on preventing future delinquency. 
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B. PROVIDE FOR THE NEEDS OF THE CHILD 

Assuming the community is adequately protected, a further priority is to 
serve the needs of the child. Service to the child rests on three basic 
principles: 

1. Use of the Least Restrictive Placement - The rule (although there may 
be exceptions) is that the child should be placed in the least 
restrictive setting possible, both in terms of program content and 
duration. A corollary to this is the presumption that a child's need 
for restriction must be demonstrated, at least in part, by failed 
prior placements as the child moves through the system (e. g., that 
both day treatment and foster care should have been tried and failed 
before a more institutional approach is used, etc). The child should 
prove his way up the restriction continuum. 

2. "Treatment" in Preference to Maintenance - The system should be geared 
to "treating" juvenile delinquency problems with the recognition that 
the impact of treatment is often difficult to measure. Programs that 
emphasize active intervention in the underlying problems of the child 
and family and the creation of plans to remedy them are preferred to 
approaches that emphasize only custodial services. 

3. Provide Services in the Context of the Child's Community - The system 
should minimize the disruption of out-of-home placement by providing 
services in the context of the community to which the child will 
return. (This is not to say that out-of-area referrals are never 
appropriate - rather that a local alternative is the placement of 
preference. ) 

C. PROVIDE FOR DIVERSITY 

The need for a variety of placement alternatives (and options to out-of-home 
placement) is a third basic value. This includes the provision of 
specialized forms of treatment, particularly for children whose delinquency 
problems are thought to be rooted in emotional and mental difficulties. 
This must, however, be considered in light of the practical realities of 
dealing with a fairly small population. For example, the desirability of 
having specialized programs that are frequently available to accept children 
(i.e., don't have waiting lists) must be balanced by the problems created by 
having programs that are not often full and may not be cost-effective and 
with the difficulty of unambiguously defining the "needs" of a specific 
child. 

D. PROMOTE ACCOUNTABILITY 

The system must be administered in such ,1 way that responsibility for 
placement, case management, and termination is clear. The decision to use 
out-of-home resources must be made in an orderly, well documented framework, 
wi th a clear and professional understandin9' of the child's needs and the 
treatment options available. The corrections system should provide the 
indi vidual worker with support and back-up necessary to execute his/her 
responsibilities. The case worker must be fully accountable for the child's 
treatment, both in the community and (when necessary) in out-of-home 
placement. 
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E. MINIMIZE COST 

The system must be operated in such a way as to minimize long term costs. 
Other things being equal, the lowest cost method should be chosen. To the 
extent a private vendor can provide a given service more efficiently than 
can a state agency (or vice versa), an economic trade-off decision ought to 
be made. To the extent one program offers more total services than another 
a~ a given price, it should be favored. 

From these basic principles (though not fully articulated at the outset), the 
deinstitutionalization initiatives were created. The creation of the 
appropriate political climate in which they could be implemented is the 
subject of the next chapter. 
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Section III 

ESTABLISHING SUPPORT FOR SYSTEM CHANGE 

A. THE NEED FOR STRONG SUPPORT 

Developing support for change is a prerequisite for successful 
implementation of any plan involving efforts to fundamentally redirect a 
bureaucratic system. Necessary support includes not only that from 
traditional sources of political power (e.g., executive and legislative 
branches of government), but also from others who are viewed by the system 
and the public as informed observers (e.g., citizen advisory groups 
associated with the system) or who have a significant capacity to influence 
public policy decisions (e. g., the media)·. 

Support primarily entails a recognition of the need for change and 
endorsement of the general direction for reform, rather than acceptance of a 
detailed plan of action. Consensus on a specific strategy is likely to be 
impossible, but generalized support for the effort can provide legitimacy 
for the radical steps which may be necessary to effect change and can help 
overcome the difficulties inherent in any bureaucratic reform effort. These 
may include: 

• Resistance From Within System - The capacity of individuals within 
the system to resist change i~ high. A general perception that 
change is inevitable and the proposed direction for reform has 
broad political and public support can help isolate and diffuse 
opposition from within the system. 

• Budgetary Limitations - Most social service programs (especially 
in the post Proposition 13 era) are funded at levels barely 
sufficient to maintain operation of the system. Obtaining 
additional funding to help finance the evaluation of the current 
system, the planning of new programs, and the implementation of 
proposed changes all require strong political and public support. 

• Attraction of Skilled Personnel - Leadership ~nd administrative 
expertise are essential for implementing system change. The 
perception of po Ii tical and public _support can help attract 
skilled personnel from inside and outside the system by reducing 
the apparent career risks associated with participation in the 
reform process. 

In addition to these difficulties common to any system change, reform of the 
juvenile justice system entails several unique problems: 
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f/l High Public Visibility - The problems of crime and the handling of 
criminal offenders are matters of substantial public and media 
interest. Accordingly, the inevitable periodic failures of the 
system (such as the commission of a serious crime by a youth while in 
a non-secure setting) are likely to receive considerable public 
attention and can provide an easy opportunity for opponents of change 
to generate resistance to deinstitutionalization. 

• Fragmentation - Juvenile justice seldom operates as a "system" 
authority and responsibilities for juvenile offenders are often 
divided among various agencies of state government and between state 
and local government. The acceptance of a single, general philosophy 
is difficult to achieve, providing an opportunity for individual 
segments of the "system" (with the support of their own political 
constituencies) to oppose or resist changes in other areas. 

• Political Power of Institutions Programs emphasizing "least 
restrictive" disposition for juvenile offenders necessarily involve 
the closure or reduction in size of training or industrial schools, 
and often, the shift of jobs from the public to private sectors. 
These institutions generally have substantial political support among 
local cor.ununity leaders, legislators, and from public employee 
organizations who can be expected to use this power aggressively as 
reform initiatives begin to threaten the survival of the 
institutions. 

• Additional Budgetary Limitations - New community based programs for 
delinquent youth generally must be developed concurrently with the 
continued operation of existing programs. "Fixed" costs in an 
institution prevent complete transfer of funds to new programs for 
diverted youth, and, even where closure of an institution is 
feasible, some period of overlap in operations is usually 
necessary. Accordingly, a de institutionalization effort ~s likely to 
require funding beyond existing levels, with only a promise of 
reductions at some point in the future. Without the availability of 
outsi.de resources (e. g., LEAA, OJJDP, private resources assembled 
from foundations, local business, etc.), political support for 
supplementary appropriations is a necessity. 

B. THE UTAH EXPERIENCE 

In Utah, several events occurred in the late 1970' s to help establish 
political support for deinstitutionalization. In 1975, the ACLU filed a 
class action lawt1ui t alleging substantial abuse and mistreat! _ ,lt of juvenile 
offenders at the state's only "secure" institution, the Youth Development 
Center (YDC). The lawsuit focused public attention on the poor conditions 
at the facility and on the practice of holding large numbers of status 
offenders in the inst:itution. At the same time, a progressive state 
legislator became interested in abuses at the YDC and began studying the 
results of the Massachusetts experience. For the next several years, the 
legislator became a strong advocate for community programs and played a 
central role in interesting other legislators in the issue a.nd in obtaining 
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editorial support for community programs in the local media. 

The next year, a new governor installed a progressive director of the 
Department of Social Services (the umbrella agency with authority over the 
YDC) and expressed a general commitment to finding some solut.1.on to the 
YDC's problems. The same year, the Legislature authorized and funded a 
comprehensive study of the state's adult and juvenile justice systems. The 
focus of the study was primarily on organizational issues, with many of its 
sponsors intending it to provide a basis for the establishment of a 
Department of Corrections, with authority over adult and juvenile correction 
programs (both within the Departm~nt of Social Services). While the study 
(directed by Ira Schwartz) recommended establishment of a unified Department 
of Corrections, it also criticized the use of the YDC for status and other 
less serious offenders, and presented an outline of a deinstitutionalization 
plan, emphasizing the potential cost savings of such an approach. 

These events served to legitimize (for the public and state policy leaders) 
the existence of a problem in the juvenile justice system, focusing 
primarily on cost al"d management issues. The issue of community programs as 
an alternative to institutionalization and as a desirable treatment goal had 
surfaced, but had not received significant attention. In 1977, Jerome 
Miller was invited to speak to state and local social service leaders on the 
Massachusetts experience. Miller's presentation, outlining the treatment 
advantages of corrununi ty based programs, helped galvanize groups interested 
in improving treatment programs for delinquent youth who had become alarmed 
about discussions of unifying adult and juvenile programs in a single 
department. 

Late in 1977, the Legislature created the Blue Ribbon Task ?orce on Criminal 
.Justice composed of representatives from the executive, legislative and 
judicial branches of state government. The Task Force was intended by its 
sponsors to settle the organizational issues concerning the adult and 
juvenile justiCE) system raised by the Schwartz study. Although it did 
con~ider these issues, the Task Force study evolved into a wide ranging 
revJ.ew of the state's entire criminal justice system. The Juvenile Court 
judges used the Task Force as a forum to discuss the inadequacies of the YDC 
as a secure institution (e.g., citing a high AWOL rate at the facility). 
others, presented information on the cost and treatment advantages of 
communJ.ty based programs for juveniles and provided detailed evidence on the 
pr~s~nce at the YDC of numerous status offenders and other youths with light 
crJ.mJ.nal records. The Task Force reaffirmed the recommendation for a 
unified Department of Corrections, but also made recommendations for 
reduction in the YDC population and the development of new community-based 
programs. . 

In 1978, the State received an $800,000 discretionary OJJDP grant to 
establish' new community programs. After several false starts, 
reorganization of youth programs into a youth Corrections Division wi thin 
the Department of Social Services (the Legislature rejected the Task Force 
recommendation for a unified Department of Corrections), and difficulties in 
establishing an adequate screening mechanism for placement of delinquent 
youth in the new programs (see Section V for further discussion), the 
deinstitutionalization programs began to move forward. By late 1979, the 
YDC commitment population had been reduced from 180 to about 80 youth, the 
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girls program at the YDC had been closed, and over 140 new community based 
alternative placement slots had been established., 

A study by an outside eva~uator largely confirmed the cost savings and 
treatment advantages (lower recidivism rates) of the new programs. This 
information was reported to the Legislature and the media periodically, 
along with presentations by other outside observers (Lloyd Ohlin, Milt 
Rector, and Jerome Miller). A group of key legislators, well informed about 
commtmity based approaches and now armed with supporting data, were able to 
obtain new state funding in 1980 to replace the OJJPD grant and 
authorization to replace the YDC with small, regional, secure residential 
facilities (using the sale of YOC farm land to finance its net" facilities). 

The exact number and configuration of secure beels remains to be 
de~ermined. Administrative judgements supplemented with preliminary 
quantitiative data (see IV.B) support a number of about 40-60 slots. High 
interest'" rates have prevented the sale of much of the YDC land. Resistance 
to further reductions in the YDC population has begun to surface among law 
enforcement and some juvenile court judges. However, the commitment to 
communi ty based programs has become Alell established with broad po Ii tical 
support, and the emphasis has shifted to consolidating and improving the new 
system after the years upheaval and change. 

C. A STRA~EGY FOR ESTABLISHING SUPPORT 

Utah's experience in attempting to move towards a community based juvenile 
justice system is, of course, unique .. times change, political environments 
differ, and the struc1:ure of systems vary. However, several aspects of 
Utah's experience seem to have general applicability to the development of a 
plan for system change: 

• Establishing Need for Change - The critical first step in any 
reform effort is rejection of the status quo and recognition of 
the need for system change, whatever its direction. For Utah, the 
ACLU lawsuit and abuses and mismanagement at the YDC uncovered by 
media and interested legislators had such an effect. From early 
on, the issue became how the system should be altered rather the!.D 
whether change was needed. The events or reasons may vary, but a 
fundamental shift in how the system is viewed is required to force 
consideration of new ideas and to prevent return to the status 
quo. 

• Obtaining Support for the Direction of Changes - In a fragmented 
system and pluralistic society, no single rationale is likely to 
generate support for a policy initiative. In ~he case of 
deinstitutionalization, different interes't groups supported the 
effort for widely differing reasons, including: 

The perceived treatment advantages of community programs; 
A need for greater emphasis on the family in programs for 
delinquent youtn; 
A need for greater security for some offenders which would 
be possible in smaller, new facilities; 
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The potential cost savings of, community programs; 
The establishment of new programs in underserved areas; or 
The ability of com~.Jlunity programs to be operated by the 
private sector rather than government. 

Recognition and reinforcement for 
support of community programs 
acceptance of the initiative. 

these differing 
is essential in 

reasons for 
broadening 

Core Political Support - Winning the hearts and minds of a large 
number of political players is a difficult task. In Utah, support 
from the Governor and a small, bipartisan core of knowledgeable 
and respected legislators was sufficient to provide a basis for 
system change. The involvement of these individuals (through 
participation in studies and task forces and through individual 
effort) generating a detailed understanding of the system and a 
complete command of the relevant data, enabled a small group of 
legislators (3-4) to be perceived by their peers as "experts", 
resulting in a general deference to their views in key policy and 
funding decisions in the early stages of the initiative. Broader 
support can be generated over time and becomes more vital as core 
supporters leave the political arena or go on to other issues. 

Media Relations The role of the news media in establishing 
support for the need and direction of change is cri tica.l. In 
Utah, the media required little encouragement in uncovering abuses 
in the old system, but editorial support for and favorable 
coverage of new community programs was achieved only after 
substantial effort. Mistrust of bureaucrats generally means that 
editorial support can best be achieved through the already 
established contacts of core po Ii tical supporters. Thereafter, 
openness to scrutiny and the provision of relevant data and 
studies by administrators can be helpful in maintaining good media 
relations. 

Use of "Outside Experts" An outside evaluation of the new 
communi ty programs and the periodic appearance of "experts" from 
other areas of the country was effective in establishing 
credibility of and broadening support for the 
deinstitutionalization initiative within the system and among 
legislators and the media. The perspective provided by th!.~se 
observers helped overcome concern that Utah was attf~pting 
something radical or untested, while reinforcing the view that the 
state was at the forefront of reform, soon to be followed by other 
states. 

Understanding the Limits of Support - Utah did not follow the 
Massachusetts model of overnight changes and wholesale closure of 
institutions. While the more deliberate approach to 
deinstitutionalization may create some risk of eventual return to 
the old system, in Utah it reflected a recognition of the limits 
of support for change in an extremely conservative e~vironment and 
involved a constant balancing of the requirement for some 
consensus with the continuing need for active change in the 
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system. The discrediting of the old system created an environment 
conducive to a reorientation and restructuring of the system. 
Complete consensus was never possible for most decisions, and 
actions often had to be taken in the face of considerable 
opposition. The limits of support must be clearly recognized by 
reform leaders and activities pursued in that context, despite the 
frustrations to advocates of more far ~eaching change. The extent 
and nature of support will vary from state to state and should be 
carefully evaluated and then stretched to its limits, but the pace 
and extent of reform will inevitably be shaped by the ability of 
its leaders to assess, structure, and manage the political 
realities of the system environment. 

In the material that follows, some detail of implementing the transition of 
a system are discussed. The need for support is irrelevant to many 
management decisions, but some are likely to involve a level of resistance 
or controversy which requires strong political and public support to carry 
out effectively. In any transition, planning consideration should be given 
to the potential use of such support as a component of the implementation 
strategy and the ext~nt to which the proposed action is consistent with the 
limits of such support. 
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Section IV 

EVALUATION AND RESOURCE PLANNING 

As efforts to solidify political and public support begin to create an 
environment where change is possible, the corrections manager's strategy must 
expand to encompass defining more precisely the modifications in the 
distribution of treatment resources that are needed and, concurrently, 
establish administrative processes that put the changes soundly in place. 
Both of these roles are strengthened to the extent that decision making can be 
hased on clear pictures both of how the system currently operates and of how 
it should be modified. 

Case and cost flows define many of the management problems in a corrections 
system. The second major component of a management strategy, therefore, 
invol ves understanding how children move through the system, how (and why) 
corrections resources are allocated, and determining what range and mix of 
resources will be required by a "deinstitutionalized" disposition philosophy. 

Our intention in this section is to sugge:st some approaches for 
comprehensively (and quantitatively) analyzing placement practices and their 
cost consequences. The initial segments of the section, drawing particularly 
from a study of corrections group homes, illustrate how placement records and 
costs can be structured, how problem areas can be identified, and how a basis 
for reallocating resources can be developed. The final portion sketches the 
development of a comprehensive method to model the need for placement slots 
based on the Utah data. While this approach has not been formally implemented 
in Utah, its general logic may prove applicable to other situations. 

A. EVALUATING CURRENT PRACTICES 

As was discussed in the previous chapter, the credibility of a corrections 
management initiative may rest on the quality of the "factual" information 
available on the current performance of the system. To define case flow 
through the Utah system and, hence, the placement demand generated by 
existing disposition practices, interviews, and discussions with corrections 
and court personnel were supplemented with two basic quantitative 
approaches: 

• "Snapshot" Modeling While disposition guidelines and stated 
practices provide an a.n~cdotal view of how the system should 
function, they QO not provide an adequate basis for planning 
placement demand. In order to provide an overview, a modeling 
process 1s required. "Snapshot" modeling involves looking at a 
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sample of children in all dispositions at a given point and 
determining, based on their case histories, the path that took 
them to their present placement. The snapshot shows directly how 
corrections placement resources are being consumed at a point in 
time, i.e., how many secure care slots are in use, how children 
are distributed to "community" programs, etc. In addition to 
showing how resources are allocated to types of care and types of 
cases, snapshot models can also identify allocations to regions. 
This permits, for example, comprehensive analysis of the placement 
(cost) consequences of various courts I disposition practices and 
provides feedback on the effectiveness of budgetary processes. 

"I,ongi tudinal" Modeling - To see flow of children through the 
corrections system, analyze lengths of stay, and determine 
recidivism successes of individual programs, a method that looks 
at complete delinquency careers is required. In essence, this 
involves reviewing the system over time and relating referral 
history to treatment history to determine pre-, during-, and post
placement criminality. 

Because of the availability of computerized records of placements and 
referrals, the Utah system is more easily and comprehensively modeled than 
are the juvenile justice systems present in many other states. The lack of 
computerized records should not, however, ciminish the value of both types 
of analytic modeling. Given that multiple levels of care can be defined and 
aggregated and that court and placement records are available, the same 
kinds of analysis can be applied to more limited, manually generated 
samples. 

The final element of an evaluation of current systems is review of cost 
data. The third portion of this section is devoted to examples of vendor 
cost analysis used for purchased corrections services in Utah and provides a 
format for contrasting the cost and service characteristics of types of 
care. The final section suggests some conclusions that may be drawn from 
the data. 

1. "Snapshot" Modeling - A "snapshot" of the children in the corrections 
system at a given point can tell: 

• How they typically first got into the system (their "entry 
points") i 

• The nature and extent of a child I S movement among programs 
prior to current placement, e. g., do some programs "feed" 
others, do children cycle from program to program at a given 
level of restriction, does the system act to screen out some 
children as the level of restriction increases, etc.? 

• How disposition practices and resource consumption varies 
among decision makers, regions, etc. (e.g., to what extent 
do the placement consequences for a given delinquent act 
depend on where the act occurred, how do "tougher" 
disposition practices tend to shift the distribution of 
placement funds, etc.) 
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a. Sample Selection - The size of a snapshot sample is, of course, 
dependent on the s'ize of corrections population. Given the 
availability of computerized data in Utah, a 100% sample of 
children in out-of-home corrections placement on an arbitrary date 
was selected. In the following table these programs are arrayed 
from the generally most to least restrictive levels of placement. 
The categorization, according to "restrictiveness", is necessarily 
s~me":,,h~t arbitrary and programs within each grouping vary 
s~gn~f~cantly. Generally, programs with higher levels of 
supervision, more intensive treatment and fewer direct contacts 
with the community were considered more restrictive. 

Children in Residence 1/20/80 
Youth Development Center (YDC) Commitment 72 
Traditional "training school" is located in Ogden. 
YDC provides an institutional environment, including 
secure facilities for serious offenders. 

YDC Observation 
Short term - usually 30 day, court ordered, secure 
commitment to the YDC campus for "evaluation". The 
diagnostic vs. punishment role of observation is 
a matter of continuing debate. 

Committee on Alternatives for Troubled Youth -
"CATY" Programs 
The "CATY" programs are newly established, private 
;endor programs created after 1978 and specifically 
~ntended as alternatives to institutional care. Program 
designs vary widely and include day treatment, alternative 
education, residential treatment, tracker advocate . , 
spec~alized foster care, proctor advocate, and other 
approaches. 

Group Homes 

The "group homes" include various private vendor 
residential programs established over a twenty year 
period prior to the deinstitutionalization effort. 
Two basic types of programs are present: 

"Residential Treatment" facilities generally 
operate with a professional or para-professional 
rotating staff, using a formal therapeutic model 
and usually having an in-house school. 
"Houseparent" facilities with a live-in, less 
formally trained staff, periodic therapy provided 
by social workers, and educational services 
provided by public schools. 

Corrections Foster Care 

TOTAL 392 

14 

32 

130 

61 

74 
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For these children, referral and prior placement information was 
assembled together with basic demographic data, e. g., age, sex, 
race, county of residence, religion, etc. 

In replicating this approach elsewhere, several caveats on sampling 
are appropriate: 

• Reasonably complete data must be available on either all 
children or on a sample with known biases. 

• The most meaningful snapshots are made of systems that 
exhibit some stability through time. (The shorter the 
average length of stay, the more volatile the snapshot. 
Short term observation and diagnostic programs have more 
turnover, and single snapshot may be an inadequate basis 
for evaluation.) 

• Referral records must show consistency across 
jurisdictions - if "overcharging" or routine inclusion of 
lesser offenses is more common in some areas than others, 
biasing in the snapshot can be expected. 

• Groupings of programs based on some judgement of 
restrictiveness should be attempted. Limitations of such 
groupings should be recognized (e.g., a given foster home 
could provide a very highly controlled experience) but 
some generalizations are possible (e.g., in general, 
foster homes are less restrictive than group homes, small 
institutions are less restrictive than large 
institutions, etc.) 

• The supply/demand paradox of local placement resources 
must be recognized; e. g., other things being equal, if 
more restrictive placements are used in one area versus 
another, it may be either the result of a more 
conservative disposition philosophy creating demand for 
more restrictive placements, or it may be caused by 
decision-makers simply making use of the placements that 
happen to be in the most convenient supply in the area. 

b, Analytic Approach - The snapshot presentation consists of cross 
tabulations arraying the coincidence of the key variables: 

• Age/sex/race 
• Geographic variables 
• Placement history 
• Admitted/Adjudicated Referral History (offenses for which 

the child has either admitted responsibility or been 
adjudicated guilty). 

Sample output from this process is included in Tables IV.1 through 
IV.3. Annotations are provided on each table to assist in 
interpretation. It shOUld be reiterated that our intention is to 
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Current 
Placement 

Parenting 
Group Home 

Residential 
Group Home 

Other 
Group Home 

YDC 
Commitment 

..... 
YDC (J'\ 

Observation 

CATY 
Alternative 

Foster Care 

Comments: • 

Table IV.1. 

SYSTEM SNAPSHOT LAST PLACEMENT BY CURRENT PLACEMENT 

Parenting Residential Other YDC YDC CATY Foster Home/No 
Grp. Home Grp. Home Grp. Home Comt. Obsv. Alternative Care Record/Other N 

17.6% 1.4% 2.7% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 32.4% 41.9% 74 

4.9 6.6 9.8 .0 6.6 3.3 13. 1 55.7 61 

.0 50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 50.0 .0 2 

4.2 2.8 .0 18. 1 23.6 31.9 5.6 13.9 72 

12.5 .0 3. 1 .0 6.3 .0 9.4 68.8 32 

8.5 .8 6.2 15.4 19.2 24.6 13 .8 11. 5 130 

19.0% .0% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 47.6% 14.3% 21 

Table Interpretation - This chart shows last recorded out-of-home placement without regard to 
breaks in placement (e. g. , 17.6% of parenting group home children's last placements were in 
parenting group homes, although they may have been "free" for some interviewing period). This 
chart indicates "entry points" and "feeders." 

• "Entry Points" - Group homes and YDC observation are the major entry points to the system. About 
half the group home children and almost 69% of the snapshot YDC observation children are having 
their first out-of-home experience. (Samples of YDC observa"tion on April and June 9, 1980, 
showed 58% and 36%, respectively.) 

• "Feeders" - To the extent they are not an entry point, group homes (especially parenting) are fed 
by foster care. To a limited extent, they "cycle" - 1. e., about 20% of the children now in group 
homes were previously in group homes. 

• YOC commitment is fed primarily by CATY and YDC observation. Given t.he age of its inmates, there 
is probably less chance to cycle. 

• Parenting group homes appear tO,act as a feeder to residential homes. 
• Foster care shows the greatest propensity to recycle. 
• If foster care - group homes - CATY - YDC is seen as a restriction continuum, then the system tends 

to feed upward. Movement from a more restrictive to less restrictive institution is uncomnlon. 

I 
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wars t AdnittErl/ 
Adjudicated Cr.ine N 1 

No Rerords 31 2.7% 

Peroons 1 & 2 22 19.6 

Ierrons 3 12 10.7 

PrqJerty Felcny 56 50.0 

Ierocns Msd. 3 2.7 

Other CriIres 10 8.9 

stabJs 4 3.6 

Dep1.,Meglect 2 1.8 

Total 112 100.0% 

Table TIl.2 

SYSl'EN SNAffilill G.X:::rnAFHrc OISI'RIEm'IOO; IDRS!' CRlME 

(BY aJURl' OISrRICl', tIRBl\N VERruS RlRAL) 

(Includes Parolees) 

Ccurt District of Resid?nce 

N 2 N 3 N 4 N 5 

.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 6.5% 

69 24.9 4 7.1 0 0 2 6.5 

26 9.4 6 10.6 1 10.0 4 12.9 

126 45.5 30 53.6 4 40.0 11 35.5 

7 2.5 3 5.4 0 0 1 3.2 

37 13.4 9 16.1 2 20.0 8 25.8 

6 2.2 2 3.6 10.0 3 9.7 

5 1.8 2 3.6 2 20.0 0 0 

277 100.0% 56 100.0% 10 100.0% 31 100.0% 

Url:an 
(Wisatd1. Front) Rural 

3 .7% 10 13.2% 

90 21.4 8 10.5 

42 10.0 7 9.2 

204 48.0 24 31.6 

9 2.1 6 7.9 

54 12.9 12 15.8 

10 2.4 6 7.9 

8 1.9 3 3.9 

420 100.0% 76 100.0% 

Caments: • Table Inteq:ret:ation - In District 1, 22 of the 112 placare.nts w.:rre j~iles wIuse worst c:rirre was a first or secx:nd 
d:!g:ree felmy against p:!rrons. 'Ih~ sun of url:an am rural pla~ts does not e:rull the SlJT\ of a::urt district records 
doo to missing cata and Olt-of-state children ill placerrent. 

• Atcut 80% of pla~ts ill Districts 1 am 2 have a felony worst referral. '!he p:!rcentage drcps significantly for 
Districts 3, 4 and 5. 

• Perronal felonies are hEXiVily ccncentrated ill District 1 am 2 placarents. 



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

r-
r } .. 

Table IV.3 
SYSI'EM SNAPSfD'r ~IC DISl'RIIDrICN; WJRSl' CruME 

(BY COURt' DISl'RICI', URBAN VERSlE RURAL) 

Court District of Resid:mce 
Worst Adnitted/ Orl:an 
Adjudicated Cr.ine N 1 N 2 N 3 N 4 N 5 (W:isatdl Front) Rural Total 

Parenting Grp. Hares 14 12.5% 33 11.9% 18 32.1% 3 30.0% 5 16.1% 60 14.3% 14 18.4% 74 

Residential Grp. 1i:Ires 8 7.1 49 17.7 0 0.0 2 20.0 1 3.2 54 12.9 7 9.2 61 

other Grp. Hares 0 0.0 2 .7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 .5 0 0.0 2 

YLC Ccrmti. brent 21 18.8 37 13.4 9 16.1 0 0.0 4 ~2.9 63 15.0 9 11.8 72 

YLC Ol::servaticn 17 15.2 9 3.2 3 5.4 2 20.0 0 0.0 27 6.4 5 6.6 32 
t-' 
OJ 

c:::KJ:{ Alternative 22 19.6 88 31.8 11 19.6 3 30.0 6 19.4 116 27.6 14 18.4 130 

Fester care 2 'L~8 17 6.1 2 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 4.8 1 1.3 21 

Parolled 28 25.0 42 15.2 13 23.2 0 0.0 15 48.4 78 18.6 26 34.2 104 

Total 112 100.0% 277 100.0% 56 100.0% 10 100.0% 31 100.0% 420 100.0% 76 100.0% . 496 

Ever on Prol:Bticn? 94 83.9% 213 76.9% 35 62.5% 6 60.0% 17 54.8% 323 76.9% '44 57.9% 

Ctmrents: • Table Interpretaticn - 14 children or 12.5% of District: 1 's 112 placanents were in parenting groop h:mes. SUn of url:an arrl 
rural placarents Cbes not equal sum of court district records Ch:e to missing dlta arrl cut-of-state children in placaren:t. 

• IEsidential Grcup H:::m:!s, c:::KJ:{, arrl Footer care are pd.rnarily District 2 reoouroes. 
• YLC Comd.trrent and Ol::servatioo are used m::st frequ:mtly by District 1. 
• Orran District placed fOf'lliaticn have rrore freqtEnt prior prolatioo cootact than rural. 
~ Fester care is alm:st non-existent in rural areas • 

...... ,' ... ' --------------------------~---'--------------------------~~------------------"~----------- -----_. --_.-
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show examples of analytic methods applied to "real-world" 
si tuations rather than to present a complete description of the 
Utah system. We have, therefore, included in this document only 
highlights selected from a more detailed analysis and several of 
the conclusions mentioned below may be based on data not included 
in this paper. A comprehensive and detailed presentation of the 
Utah Modeling effort is contained in Youth Corrections Group Homes 
in Utah - Final Report (John Short & Associates, Inc. I Salt Lake 
City, Utah, 1980). 

c., Snapshot Results - The Utah snapshots of the reforms in process in 
January, 1980 produced the following major conclusions on the 
functioning of the system: 

• In spite of the creation of some community programs, 
children were still not entering the out-of-home 
placement system consistetlt with the "proved need for 
restriction, failed prior placement" objective. 

• 

'rhe first out-of-home placement tended to be in group 
homes and YDC secure observation, not foster care 0"' 

day treatment, as would have been preferred. 

Probation had been tried prior to out-of-home 
placement on only half of the children placed in group 
homes. 

Foster care was a severely limited resource, available 
only to the Salt Lake County distri~t. 

CATY-type programs appeared to be functioning 
intended) as a YDC alternative in the seuse that 
drew similar populations. 

(as 
they 

• The YDC observation population appeared essentially 
similar to CATY children in all respects except immediate 
pre-admission crime frequency. Observation children show 
much higher crime rates (though not sev~rity) in the year 
prior to entry, although their total records were 
similar. 

• Community placements were often not attempted prior to 
YDC commitment placements. 

• Court Districts 3, 4 and 5 (rural areas) appeared to 
place out of home based on less severe criminal histories 
than Districts 1 (Ogden) and 2 (Salt Lake) - possibly 
because of limited community based 0 :ions in rural areas 
and less tolerance for perceived auti-social conduct in 
small towns. 

• Court Districts 1 and 2 (urban) placements had about the 
same criminal backgrounds but were distributed to homes 
and inst.itutions much differently: 
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District 1: Showed preference for YDC observation and 
commitment (YDC is located in District 1). 

District 2: Showed preference for community programs 
(most corr~unity programs are located in District 2). 

• Due to higher rates of out-Cif-home placement and longer 
stays in programs, the community-based preference in Salt 
Lake County appeared to consume more funds per referral 
and per capita than the more restrictive philosophy 
apparently used in District 1. 

The snapshot methodology thus provides the beginning of a 
quantitative portrayal of how the levels of the system operate and 
interact. Since it does not track individual children through 
time, its usefulness as a tool for analyzing length of stay, 
recidivism, and other characteristics of specific programs is 
limi ted. A complete portrayal requires that the snapshot be 
supplemented with the longitudinal methods discussed below. 

2. Longitudinal Modeling A longer term perspective on placement 
practices, len.gth of stay in programs, and apparent crimina Ii ty pre-, 
during- and post-placement requires review of the crime and placement 
careers of individuals who have passed through the corrections 
system. As with the snapshot approach, it should be noted that some 
inherent measurement difficulties must be overcome and subjective 
judgements made. For example: 

• Intangibles are not reflected in formal records. To the 
extent undocumented attitudes, behavior and responsiveness 
in the presence of court and corrections personnel, personal 
biases, etc. effect placemer;t and release, the reasons 
underlying disposition may not :be available in the record. 

• The severity of individual delinquency problems and the 
measurement of any improvement must be calculated with 
subjective yardsticks - e.g., Should the characteristics of 
chronic property offenders in some way be treated the same 
or differently than children who are periodically violent? 
What ground rules should be used to define one outcome as 
"better" than others? 

• Cause and effect in a treatment program are difficult to 
separate many children who "act up" will eventually 
"settle down" on their own, regardless of the intervention 
of the corrections systems. 

• Corrections programs operate with a variety of objectives 
that make a' uniform standard of comparison difficult. For 
example, a program that experiences a relatively high run 
rate could ,be: 
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Consciously attempting to deal 
exhibiting this type of behavior; 

Creating intolerable conditions 
fraction of children in residence; 

with children 

for some large 

Providing a more rigid treatment environment; or 

Using running as a screening device. 

Depending on the program objectives, different evaluations 
of effectiveness are possible. 

Longitudinal analysis of delinquency/placement records was the subject 
of several studies in Utah. For purposes of illustration, the 
discussion below is limited to the "group home" level of the system. 
Samples are shown to differentiate among individual programs and 
between the "houseparent" versus the "residential treatment" generic 
types of care. To the extent such analysis clarifies interactions 
among delinquents and programs, it has application to other systems. 

a. Sample Selection - For the group home segment, the placement and 
referral data on a 100% sample of almost 1000 admissions to group 
home care over a numbe~ of years was compiled. The data collected 
consisted of admitted-adjudicated referrals, grouped into 
categories of personal and property felonies and misdemeanors, 
status offenses, etc. and referral dates (assumed to closely relate 
to the date of commission, placement dates and location). Once 
again, the Utah computer capability facilitated the sampling 
although a manually drawn sample would have been possible. 

b. Analytic Approach - A variety of methods for computing crime rates 
are possible, ranging from rates that include an entire referral 
history to those that relate only to the immediate pre-entry 
referrals that presumably generated the placement. The approach 
shown on the tables used the following a.ssumptions. 

Delinouency Rate 
"Pre" 

Descriotion . 
Admitted/adjudicated referrals dated in the 365 

"During" 

days prior to program placement date. 

Admitted/adjudicated referrals dated from program 
entry date to program exit date as established by 
corrections payment records. Breaks in placement 
of less than 30 days (with no change in program) 
were considered a single admission. Whenever a 
child changed programs, a new admission was 
computed. 
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Delinquency Rate Description 
(Continued) 

"Gross Post Placement Rate" Admitted/adjudicated referrals from program exit 
date to the earliest date of the following: 

File cut off date (= Jan. 21, 1980) 
18th birthday (end of juvenile court record) 
One year from exit date 

"Post Rate at Risk" Admitted/adjudicated referrals from program exit 
date to the earliest date of the following: 

File cut off date (= Jan. 21; 1980) 
18th birthday (end of juvenile court record) 
(This adjustment to the "gross" rate is taken 
to exclude from the calculation those periods 
during which the child was placed in other 
programs. ) 
Re-entry date to another corrections program 
One year from exit date 

To account for children who may move directly from one program to 
another, only those with a post period of 30 days or more were used 
in "post at risk" calculations. Admitted/adjudicated rates were 
normalized to a crimes per 1,000 day basis. Groupings of rates 
were based on weighted averages. 

To supplement overall criminali ty data, several cohorts of the 
placed popUlation were examined: 

• Length of stay (LOS) was broken down into less than 30, 
30 to 180, and 180+ day intervals to allow examination of 
the segments of the child population who were presumably 
"runners", "normal stayers", and "long termers". 

• "Lightweights" This cohort represents males with an 
offense history showing nothing more serious than status 
or "other" crimes (offenses other than felonies or 
personal misdemeanors). 

• "Personal Felons" - This cohort includes males with at 
least one referral for a personal felony prior to 
admission to the group home. 

• "Frequent" - The frequent cohort consists of all males 
with a referral rate higher than 10 per 1,000 days prior 
to admission. 

• "Multi-Placement" - This 
more than 2 out-of-home 
group home care. 
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cohort consists of males with 
placements prior to entering 
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Sample results of the longitudinal studies comparing pre-during
post crime rates by type of home, 'length of stay, and child cohort 
are shown with annotations on Tables IV.4 through IV.7. Again, it 
should -be noted that these data are part of broader studies and are 
presented for illustrative purposes only. They represent 
observations of a population rather than fully controlled 
experimental results. 

c. Referral History Results - While the longitudinal modeling effort 
is not intended to provide specific case-by-case guidance on who 
should go wher~, it does furnish useful information on the 
similarities and differences in program performance. Such 
differentiations can have significance for resource planning. If, 
for example, one type of program shows consistently better outcomes 
than another, then a shift of emphasis to this type may be 
considered. If (as is the case with the group home data presented 
below) the outcome differences are unclear, then the least 
expensive type of program may be preferred. However, other values 
(e.g., the desireability of providing active treatment inspite of 
clearly positive results, the preservation of geographic diversity, 
etc.) may also influence procurement. The general conclusion 
developed for the group homes included: 

• The homes that started with the "lightest" children (in 
terms of prior criminality, number of prior placements, 
etc.) produce the most favorable recidivism outcomes 
although they may have had a concommitant effect of 
pushing the "problem" children off to somewhere else. 

• The parentin9: group homes show differences in terms of: 

Starting with, in tntal, a more criminally active 
popUlation that is also younger and may be in a 
more delinquency prone stage of life. 

Showing greater reduction in felony rate during 
stay. 

Appearing more willing to accept children with 
multiple prior placements. 

e The residential group homes show differences in terms of: 

Being somewhat bet'ter at keeping individuals crime 
free during and after placement. (Although this 
finding should be treated cautiously given that a 
higher fraction of residential home children were 
terminated at age 18 and their adult terminality, 
if any, was not examined. Also, given that each 
residential program had an in-house school, these 
programs probably had more total supervision over 
their children than the parent homes.) 
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Table IV.4 

HISTORICAL PRE/DURING/POST CRIME RATES - RESIDENTIAL AND PARENTING MODELS 

(RATE PER 1000 DAYS) 

1 Year Prior During 
Rate % Felonies Rate % Felonies 

Gro-'is Post 
Placement 

Rate % Felonies 

Residential Homes 

FY 76 9.3 20% 4.0 19% 5.7 32% 

FY 77 9.7 29 7.9 49 4.5 25 

FY 78 7.1 23 4.0 32 3.8 26 

FY 79 (3 quarters) 8.1 25 2.3 26 4.3 27 

Overall 8.2 24% 4.1 35% 4.4 27% 

Parentin9: Homes 

FY 76 7.6 23% 3.2 16% 3.6 24% 

FY 77 9.5 24 4.7 18 5.2 26 

FY 78 9.3 26 5.7 20 6.0 27 

FY 79 (3 quarters) 9.4 23 7.3 15 7.8 28 

Overall 9.1 25% 5.4 18% 5.9 27% 

Comments: • Pre Rates Felony percentage is constant and undifferentiated between 
residential and parenting group homes. 

• Durin9: Rates Residential placements generally commit felonies at both a 
relatively and absolutely higher rate during placement. Rate 
appears to be heavily influenced by Pine Canyon (see III.11 
and II I. 14) • 

• Post Rates Overall recidivism is trending upward in parenting homes. 
• General Both models show same basic trends although parenting homes 

have consistently higher absolute crime rates. 
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Residential Homes 

Lightweight 

Personal Felons 

Frequent 

Multi-Placement 

Parenting Homes 

Lightweight 

Personal Felons 

Frequent 

Multi-Placement 

All Homes 

Lightweight 

Personal Felons 

Frequent 

Multi-Placement 

N 

88 

24 

104 

134 

234 

32 

220 

355 

322 

56 

324 

489 

Table IV.5 

PRE/DURING/POST CRIME RATES 

RESIDENTIAL AND PARENT MODELS 

(Males Only) 

% of Total 
Male Entrants 

33% 

9 

39 

50% 

40% 

5 

37 

60% 

38% 

7 

38 

57% 

Pre 

7.41 

14.95 

17.33 

9.77 

7.24 

12.67 

18.17 

9.27 

7.28 

13.65 

17 .90 

9.40 

During 

3.89 

4.05 

5.66 

8.19 

5.69 

4.20 

6.53 

7.28 

5.10 

4.15 

6.24 

7.55 

Gross Post 
Placement 

5.20 

7.14 

7.50 

6.94 

5.92 

7.46 

7.84 

7.54 

5.75 

7.33 

7.74 

7.39 

% at 
Risk 

81% 

67 

71 

72% 

79% 

81 

74 

71% 

80% 

75 

73 

71% 

Post Rate 
at Risk 

5.2 

4.7 

7.1 

6.2 

5.1 

6.4 

7.3 

7.0 

5.1 

5.8 

7.2 

6.8 

Comments: _ Parenting homes take a larger ratio of "lightweight" record and "multi
placement" admissions in proporation to total males admitted. 
"Frequent" males show approximately the same proportions in both 
models. Residential homes take higher percentage of personal felons. 
Cohort pre-rates are similar for both models. 

_ "During" rates are higher in most cases in the parent models. 
- Between the two models, lower variances exist in gross cohort post rates 

than in the during period, although the parenting homes, as a group, 
show slightly worse gross post rates for each cohort. 

_ Percentages of admissions who entered the "at risk" period (i.e., were 
out at least 30 days) are similar with the exception of personal felons 
who may have done worse when released from the residential homes than 
their parenting counterparts. 

_ Post rates at risk follow a similar pattern to gross rates although 
residential homes apparently are related to greater rate reduction in 

f( personal felons in the "at risk" period. 
\).. 
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Total %of 

H::ne Ehtrants N Total 
lesid:mt.ial 
Artee 131 23 18% 
M:uilattan 53 5 9 
OdysBe,j 52 17 33 
Pine Ccin}al 141 21 15 

'lbt::al. 377 66 18% 

~ 
:Kearn; (UBR) 157 29 18% 
Mapletcn (UBR) 50 8 16% 
Oran(UBR) 52 12 23% 
Sarrly(UBR) 42 8 19% 
Heritage 211 36 17% 
RlshVallE¥ 79 12 15% 

Total 591 105 18% 

length of stay < 30 

Table lV.6 

REl:ATICNSHJ:P.3 BE:'I\£EN ~ CF fJrAY AND IE:J:~ RATES 

(Gress Pest Placarent ~tes) 

length of stay 31-180 
Rate Per 1000 Days Aw. %oE Pate Per 1000 Days Aw. 

Pre. Dur. Pest I.a3 N Total Pre. Dur. Pest I.a3 

6.6 -{j- 3.3 15 63 48% 6.7 1.9 3.3 90 4.4 -0- .6 15 41 77 7.5 1.2 1.4 83 8.2 -0- 4.1 6 22 42 7.0 2.0 3.6 91 6.9 55.6 6.1 15 61 43 9.9 12.0 7.0 104 6.9 20.2 4.2 13 187 50% 8.0 5.4 4.2 93 

8.2 41.3 7.1 16 76 48% 9.7 8.3 6.7 103 8.9 -0- 13.4 15 31 62 10.8 11. 1 6.4 99 13.7 21.3 5.7 16 30 58 10.0 6.1 7.7 71 14.7 15.6 8.4 16 17 40 10.3 6.8 7.1 87 10.9 31.0 8.2 20 108 51 8.2 10.9 6.0 103 4.6 -0- 3.5 16 32 41 8.1 2.4 3.7 77 --9.9 26.2 7.5 17 294 50% 9.2 8.9 6.2 95 

length of stay > 180 
%oE Rate Per 1000 rays Ave 

N Total Pre. Dur. Pest I.a3 

45 34% 7.9 2.0 3.7 274 
7 13 5.5 -0- 2.0 302 

13 25 11.0 .3 .6 281 
59 42 10.5 4.9 7.0 296 

124 32% 9.3 3.1 4.9 287 

52 33% 10.2 4.4 5.0 351 
11 22 6.5 4.3 1.8 27'L 
10 19 7.4 3.3 10.0 271 
17 40 7.6 1.7 4.8 27: 
67 32 7.7 4.0 3.7 317 
35 44 9.2 .5 2.9 35C 

192 32% 8.6 3.2 4.2 32:: 

Caments: - r.m < 30. It is not clear whether a higher percentage of entrants who stay less than 30 chys represents a high incidenoe of runners, PJOr 

s:::reening tedmiques, or a program that is COnsciOlSly taking risks. '!he lCM extrares are MapletrJn and Sandy (utah ~ ~ch) and Martiattan. 
O:1dyssey has highest fraction of slnrt stays. Hi<j1 "duri.ng" crirre rates are cornistent with runners getti.ng into trwble. 

- Pine canyon: Has rru.ch hi<j1er during and p::st rates in ccnp:rriron to other resid:mt.ial treatrcent p:-ograms. 

* 

- Average ''pre'' crirre rates 00 not apfear to systamtically predict hJw lon:J a child will stay. 

- Increased L.O.S. apr.ears famrably correlated with redl.r:ed gress p::st crirre rates in prrenting hares, aprears mcorrelated in residmtial rrod:!: 
Afparently children who stay a relatively loog time in parent:irg hcrres are nore "settled Cb,.m" W1en they leave relative to their camte1:parts : 
residential oare. 

Several programs cperate at nultiple lcx::atiorn. 

--
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Table IV.7 

HISTORICAL CRIME INCIDENCE FOR RESIDENTIAL VERSUS 

HOUSE PARENT MODELS OF GROUP HOMES 

Entrant's Number of 
Admitted/Adjudicated 
Non-Status Crimes 

None 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

Six 

Seven + 

Total 

None 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

Six 

113 

73 

69 

41 

25 

21 

9 

26 

377 

172 

97 

85 

73 

53 

25 

29 

Seven + 57 

Total 591 

Parenting homes take a 
criminality (4 or more 
Residential homes show 
crime free both during 
favorable trend may be 
children, and a larger 

27 

365 Days 
Pre-Entry 
(Percent) 

30% 295 

19 41 

18 18 

11 8 

7 6 

6 4 

2 2 

7 3 

100% 377 

29% 393 

16 107 

14 49 

12 20 

9 8 

4 3 

5 2 

10 9 

100% 591 

During 
Stay 

78% 244 

11 53 

5 34 

2 20 

2 7 

1 8 

1 4 

1 7 

100% 377 

66% 284 

18 110 

8 75 

3 34 

2 38 

14 

12 

2 24 

100% 591 

Gross 
Post 
Placement 

65% 

14 

9 

5 

2 

2 

2 

100% 

48% 

19 

13 

6 

6 

2 

2 

4 

100% 

slightly higher incidence of acute 
crimes in the year prior to admission). 
a high percentage of admissions who are 
and after treatment. Some of this 
the result of in-house schools, older 
fraction of low-referral females. 

Maintaining shorter lengths of stay (especially in 
urban programs). 

Being more willing to accept personal felons. 

Showing more pronounced drops in crime rates in the 
pre/during/post pattern. 

Maintaining a higher fraction of releases who are 
not replaced within 30 days (although a higher 
fraction of terminations are probably adults whose 
criminal records were not examined as part of the 
sample) • 

3. Program Cost Analysis A third major element in analyzing the 
performance of the system is determining the way its costs behave. 
Understanding the patterns of funds flow within the system is vital to 
rational resource allocation among programs and levels of care within 
the system. The analysis must include: 

• How services are "priced", i. e., what basis is used for 
transfering funds to vendors? If some fixed price per 
child-day or other unit of service is utilized (i.e., 
programs earn revenue in direct relationship to number of 
children served), then programs have economic incentives to 
maximize the number and length of stay of children in 
residence, limit cost (and maximize profits by cutting back 
on range and expense of services provided, etc). If payment 
j,s provided for program costs up to a contract limit (cost 
reimbursement), then the vendor may be motivated to maximize 
services (and costs), may be indifferent to how many 
children are kept in residence, may develop more selective 
admissions policies, etc. Since vendors often tend to act 
in their economic interest and since both fixed price and 
cost reimbursement systems have their strong and weak 
points, it is impossible to specify in advance a "best" 
method for pricing. It is important, however, to assure 
that the economic incentives built into the pricing 
mechanism are consistent with the corrections system's goals 
and expectations for how the vendor ought to act and are 
supported by checks and balances to prevent abuses. 

• How programs are financed. Some programs may have the 
corrections system as a sole source of revenue, others may 
assemble multiple funding sources (private fund-raising, 
grants, support from non-corrections agencies, revenue from 
miscellaneous program activities [e.g., farms], school 
support, etc.), or may sell program services to non
corrections clients. To the extent such financing allows 
services be provided beyond the amount supported by the 
direct corrections contribution, the correction system may 
be benefited and the program may be a preferred vendor. To 
the extent a vendor can draw no funds beyond those coming 
from corrections, the program may be weakly managed or 
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poorly "plugged into" its community. 

• How costs compare across programs. Given a knowledge of hnw 
dollars flow into programs, it is then useful to determine 
how they are spent. Are major amounts devoted to 
administration? Is fund raising (at least) a break even 
proposition? Do food and clothing expenses show wide swings 
among vendors? and, if so, why? Do profits or surpluses 
exist, etc.? For state run programs (which pres~bly 

attempt to operate "at cost"), what expenses are "fix.:':!d" 
(e.g., administration, facilities related cost, interest 
payments, etc.) versus what things vary with the client load 
(such as food and clothing expenses, staff salaries)? How 
do state program expense patterns compare with private 
vendors, etc.? Answering these questions is a prerequisite 
for understanding how resources are ultimately consumed in 
serving clients and for assessing the cost consequences of 
change. 

This section briefly describes results of a cost and revenue analysis 
of a segment of the Utah youth corrections system. It required 
relatively little time (when performed by. reasonably skilled financial 
analysts) and produced data used both in defining resource allocation 
and in setting pricing policy. (For each program, essentially all 
clients are corrections referrals. For definitions see IlIA.) 

Table IV.8 shows the sources for revenue per service day generated for 
seven major program operators. Table IV. 9 provides cost per day 
summaries in natural accounting classifications. Table IV.10 comments 
on the magnitude and disposition of operating costs and surpluses. 

The cost analysis produced results indicating major differences among 
the types of group homes. 

• The costs between the houseparent models and the residential 
treatment models were dramatically different. Not 
surprisingly, when all costs are normalized to calendar year 
1979, the weighted average total cost of the houseparent 
models was $32.90 per adolescent day, while for the 
residential treatment models the cost was 86% higher or 
$61.06. The major reason for the higher cost was apparently 
the presence of a larger, more specialized staff in the 
residential treatment homes. These estimated cost figures 
do include non-program expenses such as management fees and 
other non-operating costs. 

• While the payments for houseparent models from Youth 
Corrections appear to cover all program costs, Youth 
Corrections pays for a relatively small part of operating 
residential treatment homes. For the latest fiscal year, 
the daily rate of $28 covered only 46% of the average total 
cost for these programs. Therefore, funds from other 
sources are necessary to continue the operation of these 
programs. 
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Utah Boys Ranch 

Actual Client Days 16,938 

Revenue Sources 
Youth Corrections $22.61 
DIPS 
ADA 
Granite Mental Health Ctr. 
Salt Lake County 
Food Subsidy .63 
Federal Grants 
School District 

w CETA 
0 

School Lunch 
Operating Revenue 23.24 

Donations 9.49 
Total Program Revenue 32.73 

Other Income .81 
Total Revenue $33.54 

Year of Data 1/78-
12/78 

" , 

Table IV.8 

REVENUE (PER SERVICE DAY) 

HouseEarent Models Residential Treatment Models 

Rush Valley Heritage Manhattan Odyssey ARTEC 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 

'-=r 
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Caments en Reverue 

Cate<pry Utah Boys Fanch RushVal1E;t Herita<£ Manhattan O:lYSSE;t ARl'El:! Pine Canyon 
Yruth Cbrrections 1978 Rate 1979 Rate 1980 Rate 1979 Rate 1979 lFS 1979 Rate 1980 Rate 

Camty Match 
DIPS 

Contract 
for stab..ts 
Offenoors 

DrufRe- NIJ:A Alco-
ferral Center 001 & Drugs 
AlcoOOl & 

Drugs 

Mental Health 

Pays for w 
I-' 

irrlirect & 

suPfOrt ccsts 
Salt Lake Colnty 

Pays for 
irrlirect & 

suPfOrt ccsts 
FOod Sul:sic1y FOod Statps 

Food St-..arps 
Federal Grants 

SchJo1 District 
StaffinJ Grant 

CEI7\. 
'Iboele 

Far Adnin. Far 1\dnin. 
(Trainees) 

SchJo1 Looch Fran ftmd-raising Individuals thited \vay Individuals 'Iboele; ~ 
Donations efforts 

into other 
catetory 

other Interest Rents Ibrse Account 
Fees far 

Mcstly larrl sales 
service- h:ma s::roo oonations, 
activities hare activity 

" t 
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OPERATING AND MANAGEMENT COSTS SERVICE 

(Per Service Day) 

HouseEarent Models Residential Treatment Models 
Utah Boys Ranch Rush Valley Heritase Manhattan Odyssey ARTEC Pine Canyon 

Capacity Days 17 ,885 4,380 8,760 3,285 4,380 9,855 6,935 
Actual Client Days 16,938 4,380 8,322 3,102 3,622 9,207 6,091 

EXEenses 
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 .02 .80 .96 1.21 .59 1.60 
Utilities & Maintenance 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 

w Miscellaneous .51 1.91 • 14 .54 1.35 .54 1.06 
N 

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 
Equipment .44 .71 1.02 

Total Program Costs 22.74 21.54 27.53 33.19 52.11 56.58 55.12 
Management Fees 3.38 7.12 7.94 
Other Non-Operating 10.65 4.30 2.75 10.95 

Total Costs $33.27 $25.84 $30.28 $36.57 $59.23 $64.52 $66.08 

Time Period of Data 1/78- 1/79- 7/79- 1/79- 7/78- 7/78- 7/79-
12/78 12/79 6/80 12/79 6/79 6/79 6/80 

Source of Financial Data Audited Deposits Budget Unaudited Budget Unaudited 7 Month 
Financial & Dis- Form Statements Form Statements Actuals 
Statement bursement Extra-

Records polated. 
Full fin. 
statement 
refused. 

Education Costs Included NO NO NO NO NO NO YES, but 
unable to 
break out 
separately. 

,I t 
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Category 

Staff 

Professional Fees 

Food 

utilities & 

Maintenance 

Travel 

Boys Assistanoo 

Mis:el1aneo.Js 

Fixed a:sts 

Manag:rrent Fee 

other 

(1 ) 

utah Boys Ranch 

Hoose Parents 
Counselors 
Social Workers 

Training p:-ogram l103tly 

No Ccmrent 

Office 

utilities & Maint., 
suwlies 

Auto E:xp:!nses 

AllCWcmCe, Clot:.hin:J 
Sclolarship 

TelepJnne, Mail, Advertisirx] 
Animal M:lintenance 

Rent, Depreciatioo, Interest, 
Insurance, Taxes 

N/A 

N/A 

Managa;rent & Flmd Raisirx] 
Division 

camrents on Elq:.enses 

(2) 
Rush VallE;{ 

HaIse Parents 
Director 
OxInselors 

AccQ.ll1ting & Auditing 

Raise awn livestock 
(ccst belCM) 

Linen, office 

utilities & Mllnt., 
repairs 

Auto E:xp:!nses 

Ji.llo...ence, Clothin:J 

Teleph:me, SUl::scriptions, 
Conference, Equiprent, 

Rent, Insurance 

lo/A 

N/A 

Livestock, rorse re1atoo
Cedrr VallE;{ 

(3 ) 

Herita:ie 

Director 
HCllSep:trents 
Social Workers 

N/A 

Linen 

utilities, Maint., replirs, 
rental e::.ruiprent 

Auto E>q::enses 

Teleprone 

Rent, Insurance, Taxes 

Rental above 

N/A 

lo/A 

(4) 

Manhattan Project 

Co.mselors 
Director 
Manager (Prograns) 
f.Sol GrUlp Leacer 

lo/A 

Food & Sufplies together 

Food & Sufplies together 

utilities & Mllnt., 
rental e::.ruiprent 

Auto E>q::enses 

Assistance is major part 
p:rrt of program 

Cci1ferenoes, Teleprone 
Printing, other 

Rent 

Replacenent, Rental 
above 

Salvation ~ Dl.Es 

Jldninistration/Manage
nent 

__________________________ ..o-a......-. ______ "---_____ ~_ ~----~ 

' .... h 

., 
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Catep:ry 
staff 

Professional Fees 

Slpplies 

utilities 
& Maintenance 

Travel 

Boys Assistance 

Miocellane<l.lS 

Fixed Co:;ts 

Equiprent 

Managarent Fee 

Other 

I' , 

(5 ) 

CXlyssey 
Director 
Treatrrent Coordinator 
camselors 
Nurse 

Adnissiors 
Adninistrati ve 

Consultants 

No ConTent 

Medicine, Office, Hygmics, 
Clot:hin;J 

Utilities, r-Bint., Equiprent 
Rental 

Corp3.ny Vehicles, Gas, Rep:rirs 

Clothin:J, AJ..lov.ence, 
Recreation, Me::li.cal 

Teleplxme, Mail, Printing 

Ient, Instn:ance 

Rental (above) 

CXlyssey looti tute 

N/A 

CClt1lTE11ts on Expenses (Crntirued) 

(6) 

1\Rl'El:: 
Psychiatrist 
Psych:>logist 
Social Workers 
Nurse 

Trainees, Hoorekeepin:; 
Admi.n:i.s trati ve 

N/A 

No Cament 

Office, Medicine, Linen, 
Iatmdry, Dini.rg 

Utilities, Maint., Repairs 

Car Allo.ance, Motor Ebol 
Charges 

Clothin:J, Allo.ance 
Recreation 

Teleplxme, Mail, Suta::rip-
tions 

Ialt 

EUrniture and :Rental 

County OVerhead O1ar~ 

N/A 

(7) 
Pine canyon 
Director 
Counselors 
Teachin:; Parents 
Psych:>logist 
Rehab. S,t:eciallst 
Admi..nistrati ve 

Crnsultants 

GrOll food in the fann 
progran (ccst heleM') 

Office Equiprent & 

Sufplies, Progran SUfplies 

utilities, r-Bint., Rep:rirs 

Transp:>rtatiDn, Gas, 

REpairs 

Boys Activities 

Teleplxme 

Rmt, InsULance, Interest 

Replacarent of Program 
ffi:Iuipnent 

N/A 

Develcprent & Fann Coots 

OVerall 
Cols. 1-3 have "less 
s.r;ecialized" staff. 
Cols. 4-5 have a slight
ly "nore specialized" 
Cols. 6-7 have a "very 
specialized" staff. 

Cols. 5 & 7 for related 
p:-ofessional consultants 

No real di£ferences. 

Cols. 3-5 .i.rclude 8lUip
rrent rental. 

Tyfes of charges 
o::ntptrable • 

Col. 4 - Assistance is 
the key in the treat
nent p:ocess. 

Col. 2 includes sore 
8lUiprent - stoves, etc. 

All ~able. 

l>b:; tl y al:xJve in sup
plies or naintenance. 

Cols. 4-5 are doos pay
rrents. 0:>1. 6 - CUD1q 
overhead. 

Non-program related 
ccsts. 
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Home Total Expenses 

Utah Boys Ranch $563,500 

Rush Valley 113,180 

Heritage 251,996 

Manhattan 96,728 

Odyssey 214,536 

ARTEC 594,090 

Pine Canyon $402,464 

" , 

Table IV.10 

SURPLUS AND LOSS IN GROUP HOMES 

Total Revenue Surplus (Loss) 

$568,071 $4,571 

132,266 19,086 

236,516 (15,480) 

96,728 ° 

198,892 (15,644) 

594,090 ° 

$435,467 $33,003 

Comments 

The surplus was from program opera
tions, while the management and fund 
raising division lost money (Calendar, 
1978) • 

The surplus is used to payoff bank 
loans and is not generated from DFS 
funds, but from other activities 
(Calendar, 1979). 

Expenses are based on 100% occupancy 
while revenue is on 95% for the cur
rene ~lscal year. Slight deficit 
would occur which could be funneled 
from other sources. 

The operation is at a breakeven point 
reportedly due to cost control and 
conscious attempt to spend to budget 
limit (Calendar, 1979). 

During fiscal year 1979, Odyssey ran a 
deficit, but has recouped the losses 
through current fund raising activi
ties. 

County and Granite Mental Health 
Center make up any deficit in the 
program. 

These figures are for fiscal year 
1980, determined by extrapolation of 
first 7 month actuals. Surplus is due 
to property transactions and goes to 
payoff previous substantial debts and 
capital improvements. 
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Level 

• 

• 

The ability to expand the residential treatment oper~tio~s 
is not clear. No economies of scale in Qult~-un~t 

operations are demonstrated in the gro~p homes., Each 
program must have a relatively small pat~ent capac~ ty for 
each separate facility. Given current pricing structure, an 
expansion may require funding sources other than Youth 
Corrections. 

The financial benefits of private fund raising for these 
homes was minimal. Only one program, Utah Boys Ranch, 
collected significant amoun·ts of money, however, this, ~as 

sufficient only to payoff the expenses of the Fund Ra~s~ng 
and Management Divisions. Therefore, these programs are 
generally dependent upon state and federal monies. priva~e 

donations may serve to improve community contacts, but ~n 

Utah did not provide a funding source. 

Similar (though less detailed) data was gathered on other out-of-home 
placement options available and is summarized below: 

Summary of Corrections Services 
Cost/~rice to the State 

Approx. 1980 Cost Per Service Day 

Youth Development Center 
(Observation and Commitment) 

$70 

CATY Programs $33-$53 
(Residential Components Only) 

Group Homes $28 
(Houseparent and Residential Treatment) 

Foster Care $11-$13 

In general, as the degree of restrictiveness decreases, 
cost per day of service. 

so does the 

4. Conclusions The analysis of case and cost flows outlined above 
illustrates how a quantitative, "management emphasis" review of a 
state youth corrections system can be conducted. While the data are, 
of course, directly relevant only to Utah, this general method of 
system review can be used to develop bases for reallocation of 
resources in any system. The :cesource planning conclusions developed 
through this study included: 

• The existing demand for secure facilities seemed to have a 
marked geographic bias. The Ogden region (which contained 
the secure facility) used secure care disproportiona~ely 

more than did other areas. Children having apparently 
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similar delinquency backgrounds were being dealt with in the 
Salt Lake area in communi ty programs vii thout any 
demonstrated ill effect. For both YDC commitment and, 
especially for observation cases, this provided an argument 
for further net reductions in the size of the YDC. 

• The "least restrictive placement based on prior record" 
approach to dispositions had not been fully implemented. In 
addition to the potential overuse of YDC, there were 
apparently a m:Jderate fraction of CA.TY children and a large 
number of group home cases who had not been tried in less 
restrictive settings prior to placement. This argued for an 
absolute reduction in group home slots and perhaps some 
reduction in CATY programs (although this cOllld be offset if 
.:1 YDC reduction created new CATY type demand). 

• Differences in the "difficulty" of the enter children and 
differences in success in controlling recidivism could not 
be demonstrated between the residental versus the 
houseparent types of group homes. There was thus no 
apparent reason (other than a "treatment preference") to 
succumb to operator pressure and to change correction policy 
to begin paying m:Jre for the (admittedly) higher cost 
residential treatment type of service. The state should 
concinue to pay a flat rate and purchase from whoever could 
provide the most services. 

These general principles goverI)ed resource planning and acquisition 
through 1980. Their implementation is discussed further in Section 
X. More explicit pcrtrayal of their implications follows below. 

B. DEFINING THE NEED FOR PLACEMENT SLOTS 

Youth corrections reforms aimed at reducing institutional popUlations take a 
variety of forms: 

• The "Massachusetts" approach ",-here the main focus of acti.vi ty 
invol ves breaking down the institutions and much less initial 
emphasis is put on the creation of programs to replace then. 

• The "Evolutionary" approach where alternative programs are created 
prior to the reduction in institutional capacity with the 
assumption that (over time) disposition practices will evolve to 
move children from the institution to the comraunity program. 
(This method had mixed success when tried in Utah in the late 
1970's in the initial CATY programs). 

• "Management Planning" approaches which attempt to do both of the 
above more or less simultaneously. 

Regardless of the timing strategy used, some basis for determining the 
number and distribution of each type of placement slot is needed. The 
manager's choices range from simply reacting to whatever placement 
preferences reveal themselves as the system operates, to formally modeli.ng 
the need for slots. 

37 
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This section illustrates a ffit:thod to define aggregate placement needs based 
on the Utah data. It combines the objectives for the system (discussed in 
Chapter II), the disposition decision rules and delinquency patterns as 
defined by the snapshot and longitudinal modeling (supplemented with other 
analyses on recidivism), and an overall goal of operating wi thin existing 
budget levels. The results of this modeling process are preliminary and it 
is presented as an example of how to apply quantitative methods to the 
resource allocation problem. It has not been fully implemented to the 
ext.ent that placement resources have been completely realigntl,d in 
conformance with the model, however, shifts in resources have occurred in 
conformance to its general principles. 

A system-wide approach to placement resource planning must have three 
attributes: 

e It must look at all levels. Various components of the youth 

• 

corrections system interact with each other. Particularly if the 
youth corrections process is aimed at providing a mix or a range 
of programs suited to different delinquency patterns, steps in a 
deJ inquency career, etc., then a change in anyone part of the 
system may have implications for all of the others. For example, 
development of new community based alternative program may result 
in additional referrals to the system of youths who might 
otherwise remain on probation rather than providing a resource for 
diversion of youths from institutional settings ("widening the 
net"). 

It must he based on "live" data. Unless one can make 
generalizations about who goes where and under what conditions, 
then trying to plan is meaningless. The second criterion for 
placement planning is therefore to have information on the kinds 
of children that make up the caseload and that move through the 
system over time. The snapshot and longi tudi.nal data can help 
provide this. 

• It must be based on placement principles. This is not necessarily 
to say that the corrections system should provide a "recipe" in 
advance for how to deal with each individual child. If planning 
of any sort is to occur, however, it must be based on some general 
assumptions of how dispositions will be made. For example, it 
might be argued that probati(m or day treatment options should be 
the disposition of preference for all non-personal felony 
referrals under the age of 15; or, that a secure facility should 
not be the first out-of-home placement for a child except in the 
most extraordinary circumstances. These kind of general 
principles, coupled with the knowledge of how referrals are 
actually flowing through the system, can be translated into an 
assessment of demand for placement resources. 

In the following three tables, these types of decision rules are applied to 
the available corrections resources to suggest a revised allocation of types 
of slots and finally a revised budget. Since the approach is presented for 
illustration purposes, several simplifying assumptions are made: 
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.' Operational capacity for each level of care is assumed 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

to current d . to relate 
nee s - ~.e., that the entire 1980 budget would be 

dis~ent ~n~ that existing slot capaciti.es are 'required under current 
spos~t~on practices. 

The model ignores "se d" ' , , con ary recyclJ_ng that may occur \OTi thin the 
system. It ~s poss~ble fl' 

d " ' or examp e, tnat some percentage of the 
re uct~on ~n YDC populat' th' , . ~on at ~s reass~gned to comm 't 
programs will commit additional and/or more severe crimes an:l~y 
~ventually (appropriately) be recommitted to the YDC ft Y 
~n communit a er a stay 
, ,y pr~grams. The possibili'ty of this occuring is 
~gnored ~n the ~llustration, perhaps slightly 
need for secure slots. under~tating the 

I~ is f~tper ,assumed that changing the level of restriction for a 
g~ven ch~ld w~ll not necessarily change his/her length of sta at 
~~e Pla;em;n:. , In effect, this says that whatever observationYcan 

con uc e ,~n a sec~e facility in 30 days could also be 
accomplished ~n 30 days ~n a community setting. 

An expansion capaci ty in the CATY t ' 
'1' ype program ~s assumed to be 

ava~ able. S~nce the original CATY 
relati vely brief l",ad ' programs were started with a 
$35/day 't ' t~me and at a cost of approximately $30-
further' C~TY~: :ssumed that if the state wishes to purchase 
available. yp serv'ices, a supply would rapidly become 

About 40% of the YDC I S total budget is assumed to 
b 60 be fixed with 

a out % varying based on the number of ch;ldren ;n ... ... confinement. 

It is assumed that additional non-residential and foster care 
an average price of $15 pe' day. This 
than current rates to offset shortages 

slots can be purchased at 
price was somewhat higher 
in foster care supply. 

Addi tional staff requirements t o award, monitor and evaluate new 
contracts are not included. 

Table IV.11 shows the 1980 
distribution of the youth corrections budget. It 

capacity of about 390 children in placement at a cost of some 
provides for a 
$5.4 million. 

Table IV.12 proceeds a step at a time ' , 
regarding the disposition practices that e~~stre:tte:inP:~!~nen~ ObS( ervations 
by be the snapshot and longitudinal mod 1 sys em developed 
based on the "1 " e s), suggests planning guidelines 
discussed's te,ast restr~ct~ve proved need for placement" philsophy 

~n ec ~on II, and then suggests the im act 
system if these planning guidel' ,P on the placement 

1 ' ~nes were appl~ed. Thus for exam I 'f th 
p ann~ng premise were adopted that half of the ch' ld' , P e, ~, e 
out-of-home placement record should be t ' d ' ~ r~n w~th no prev~ous 
incarceration, then the need for r~e ~n a commun~ty setting prior to 

secure co~tment slots wo Id d f 
about 72 to around 60 S' 'I 1 ' u re uce rom 
the system is assigne~ a ~~~n:~ y, ~n, da l~tep by step fashion, each level of 

ng gu~ e ~ne and the direct and inter-level 
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Table IV .11 

EXISTING DISTRIBUTION OF CORRECTIONS BUDGET 

Level 
Existing Approximate 

Slot Capacity 

YDC (Regular Commitment and Observation) 102 

CATY (Resident and Day Programs) 

Group Homes (All Types) 

* Foster Care 

TOTAL CAPACITY 

* 

150 

143 

395 

Included elsewhere in social service budget. 
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1980 Budget 
Corrections ($000) 

$2,350 

$1,503 

$1,550 

N/A 

$5,403 

-
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Level 

YDC Regular 

YDC Observation 

'..-

Table IV.12 

PROFORMA SLOT MODEL 

Comments/Observations 

• About 1/3 of YDC children 

have never ben tried other 

than at YDC. (Some had 

been there several times). 

• Observation children are 

very similar to those in 

CATY programs. 

• Observation appears to have 

the least impact of any 

program on recidivism. 

• YDC observation appears to 

be used proportionately 

much more as a 1st District 

placement and thus the 

absolute need for secure 

observation is conjectural. 

Potential Planning Guideline 

Half of the children with no prior 

out-of-home placement should be 

tried first in community program. 

Try all of these children in the 

community first. 

Impact 

Would reduce secure 

commitment slots 

from 72 to about 60 

Shifts observation 

clientele to 

community programs 

(eliminate about 30 

secure observation 

slots). 
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Level 

CATY 

Group Homes 

Foster Carel 

Day Programs 

Table IV.12 (continued) 

Comments/Observations 

17% of CATY children show a 

worst crime less serious than 

a property felony or personal 

misdemeanor. 

Only half of group home 

children have been tried 

on probation prior to out-

New demand for these resources 

is derived from children 

moved out of more restrictive 

settings. 

Potential Planning Guideline 

Those with a worst referral 

less than felony or personal 

misdemeanor should be referred to 

non-residential placements (some 

overlap probably exists with 

current CATY non-residential 

placement). 

Assume that at least half of those 

with no probation history should 

be in foster care or in community. 

Impact 

Eliminates 11 CATY 

residential slots 

Add (former YDC 

secure slots)~ 

Add (former YDC 

observe slots)-~ 

Add curr _'nt CATY 

capacity-150 

Total CATY: 181 

Eliminates 34 group 

home slots 

Total Group Home: 109 

New demand: 

Add (former CATY 

slots-11 

Add (former group 

home slots): 34 

Total Foster/Day: 45 

-
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impacts charted. 

The budget implications of this reallocation of placement resources are 
showil on Table IV. 13. The capacity remains the Game, while the needed 
budget amount is reduced by approximately $100,000 from the prior level. 
Given the deinstitutional emphasis of the planning principles, some 45 new 
day treatment and foster care slots would be needed to service children who 
would have otherwise been treated in a more restricted setting. 

To the extent the corrections administrator can develop a quantitative 
method for defining what the system needs, implementing change may become 
easier: 

• Deinstitutionalization debat1es can be forced into a more analytic 
(and less emotional and political) framework. Instead of having 
to rely on simple declarations of personal opinion (e.g., we need 
more jails, we need less jails, etc.) discussion can be refocussed 
onto "cooler" topics (e. g., for planning purposes, should' we 
assume that children ought to be tried on probation before they 
are removed from their homes, etc.). 

• The administrator, to the extent he can control his budget, is put 
into the position of using supply· to influence demand. By 
changing the availability of placement resources in a planned, 
public manner, he can influence disposition practices for the 
system as a whole. 

This section has dealt with methodological issues of systematically 
evaluating how cases and costs flow thorugh the juvenile justice 
bureaucracy. In the following chapter, we present insights developed in the 
Utah reform process on how to structure ongoing administration. 
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Level 

Secure Beds 

Secure Observation 

CATY (residential 
& non-residential) 

Group Homes 

SUBTOTAL 

New day treatment 
& foster care 

TOTAr" CAPACITY 

Table IV.13 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS OF SLOT MODEL 

Needed Capacity 

60 slots 

o 

181 slots 

109 slots 

350 slots 

45 slots 

395 
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Cost Basis 
Predicted Annual 
Budget ($000) 

$90/day 
(Assumes increased 
per di em due to 
fixed costs at YDC) 

$30/day average 
(Current rate) 

$28/day average 
(Current rate) 

$15/day average 
(Increase from 
current rate) 

$1,971 

o 

$1,981 

$1,114 

$5,066 

$256 

$5,312 

-
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Section V 

ADMINISTRATIVE SYSTEMS AND PROCEDURES 

Transition management in Utah occurred in a social and political atmosphere 
that necessitated deliberate movement to a community corrections philosophy. 
Institutional services could not be significantly reduced prior to the 
development of community alternatives, nor were dispositional practices within 
the juvenile justice system likely to be altered significantly until a range 
of community services were available and operating effectively. The community 
program network would have to be established and prove itself quickly, and be 
operated in a manner that would: 

• Demonstrate a reduction in institutional populations without creating 
politically unacceptable levels of risk to the community; 

• 
• 

Prove to be as cost-efficient as institutional approaches; and 

Gain acceptance among Social 
demonstrating effectiveness in 
protection to the community. 

_ Services 
providing 

and Court 
services to 

staff 
youth 

by 
and 

This section discusses methods for channeling political support and direction 
for change into a coherent administrative framework. As the 
deinstitutionalization process proceeded in Utah, the need became apparent to 
strengthen operational management in four basic areas: 

• Management of Procurement Given the need to rapidly create and 
coordinate a variety of new, community-based programs, a basis for 
deciding public versus private sponsorship of programs was required 
and a means was needed to structure procurement of community 
programs. 

• Control of Referral Processes - As new program alternatives came on 
line, it became increasingly apparent that corrections management had 
to acquire increased, systematic influence over dispositions. This 
entailed both organizational changes to improve diagnostic and 
screening processes for out-of-home placements and strengthened 
information systems to aid in tracking referrals. 

• Personnel Impacts Existing institutional biases in the corrections 
work force needed to be overcome and attitudes supportive of the new 
community program emphasis had to be encouraged. This necessitated 
further review of organizational structures, as well as attention to 
career planning and training needs. A particularly divisive issue in 
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this area was the dismantling of unneeded institutional work forces. 

• Review and Evaluation Finally, given the shift of emphasis to 
private sector providers, means needed to be developed to provide for 
on-going assessment to assure the quality of services provided to 
youth in out-of-home placement, provide information to program 
operators on the performance of their organization, and to promote 
program understanding and effective utilization by placing workers. 

In the balance of this section, the resolution of these issues in the course 
of administering the system through the period of transition is discussed, the 
techniques that were developed that may have broader application are 
surrmarized; and successes and failures are reviewed. 

A. THE MANAGEMENT OF PROCURID1ENT 

1. The Decision to Purchase To create an atmosphere in which 
dispositional practices could be altered and to make it logistically 
possible to reallocate resources, a decision on program sponsorship 
was needed. Utah opted to utilize purchasing from the private sector 
as the primary vehicle for the community corrections inir.iative. 
Purchased services appeared to offer the following advantages: 

• Responsiveness - Because it was unrestricted by many of the 
bureaucratic limitations imposed on state operated programs 
(e. g., budgetary uniformity, purchasing procedures, merit 
system, etc.), the privat~ sector could more quickly respond 
to the Agency's evolving definitions of community program 
needs. 

• Lobbying Power - Since it was a large employer, the Youth 
Development Center had created constituencies in its 
community and the legislature. No such interest group 
supporting community programs was likely to come rapidly 
into existence if the State were to attempt to sponsor and 
staff its own programs. By making the intention to purchase 
corrections services known, an aggressive force of potential 
entrepreneurs, eager to sell the state community corrections 
programs, was quickly created. This counter balanced, to an 
extent, the YDC interests and gave further momentum to 
reforms in legislative forums. 

• Service Variety and Innovation Given the need for 
diversity and the desire to encourage new approaches, 
~ompetition among vendors for corrections funds seemed to be 
the most effective means of stimulating creative approaches 
for dealing with delinquency. The public sector experience 
was basically in operating larger institutions and appeared 
more dependent on stable, sizeable client groups to justify 
treatment and supervision services. Private providers 
seemed better suited to operating a diversity of programs, 
each dealing with a very small number of children. 
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• 

• 

Flexibility- The private vendors offered the State :i 

capabili ty to shift resources to adapt to changing 
situations. If,' for example, it became evident that an 
additional group home was needed in a given area, one could 
be created rapidly through a bidding process. Trying to 
reallocate state-run activities in an analogous 
would be, in practice, extremely cumbersome. 

situation 

Political Consideration Purchase of services from the 
private secLor has the appearnace of less government and 
fewer bureaucrats. The ability to place programs out to bid 
also suggests a capacity to obtain services at the lowest 
possible cost, making it somewhat easier to justify budget 
levels to the Legislature. 

While private sector emphasis offered several advantages, the approach 
also involved problems that required management attention in 
implementation: 

• 

• 

Staff Resistance State staff often perceived private 
sector programs as diverting potential job opportunities 
away from the state merit system'. While resistance was 
diminished by a requirement that the programs give a hiring 
preference to qualified state staff, the loss of possible 
job opportunities may have contributed to general resistance 
to the new programs. 

Management Control - The_development of 140 new· placement 
slots (almost doubling community program capacity) created 
significant management demands for monitoring contract 
compliance and evaluating program performance. Additional 
staff and improved procedures would be required to help 
assure program quality and credibility within the system and 
in the community at large. 

• Availability of Providers - Development of new programs by 
the private sector assumes the existence and availability of 
organizations capable of offering services. Although this 
problem tended to become less acute as the community program 
direction became better established and state workers began 
to leave the security of merit positions within the system, 
the lack of qualified providers can create a critical risk 
of inappropriate concentrations of programs offered by small 
groups· of private organizations. 

• Legal Considerations - Although community programs are by 
definition not secure, physical control over participating 
youths (in preventing AWOLS or controlling violen·t behavior) 
may raise due process questions. While the issue becomes 
more paramount in considerations to offer opt:!ration of 
secure programs to the private sector, it was never clearly 
resolved even for community programs. 
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2. Purchasinq Criteria - To select providers, proposal solicitations were 
developed which attempted to build on the strengths of the private 
sector while recognizing some of the inherent management control 
problems (see sample RFP, Appendix A). The solicitations tried to 
encourage: 

a. Linkages to Community Resources Programs that 
demonstrate links to communi ty recrea tional, 
educational resources were given preference. 

were able to 
cultural and 

b. Non-Corrections Funding Sources - The procurement specifications 
motivated vendors to demonstrate sources of revenue to supplement 
corrections funding. This vias encouraged both to give corrections 
a "better buy" and to assure that other agencies would also be 
concerned with program performance and thus enhance surveillance 
and quality control. 

c. Experienced Employees - Credit was given to bidders who could offer 
staffs with previous experience and/or education in dealing with 
youthful offenders. This promoted the flow of staff from the state 
system to the private sector, thereby improving program credibility 
and acceptance with court and corrections line staff and 
(incidently) helping ease the personnel trans~tions caused by the 
eventually reduced need for institutional staff. 

d. Cost/Qua Ii ty Tradeoffs - .While price was considered important, it 
was never a dominant purchasing criterion. Service price usually 
represented 20% of the rating, qualifications of the bidder and 
his/her staff 30%, and quality of the proposed approach 50%. This 
ranking scheme was intended to emphasize competition among 
providers based on the quality of s~rvice to youth and to 
discourage "price wars" that could damage program content while 
favoring larger providers or unscrupulous program operators. 

e. State Influence Over Admissions Policies The solicitation 
required that the offeror be willing to accept a specifiea 
percentage of all referrals to the program. This process afforded 
the program the opportunity for some selectivity to assure its 
desired child mix, but also insured that the state retained 
authority to ensure slots for the hard-to-place child. 

f. Payment Incentives Traditionally I many private social service 
programs had been reimbursed on a fixed price per unit basis, e.g., 
$30/day per youth served. This form of reimbursement had the 
potential to encourage programs to retain children longer to 
maximize revenue. Other programs were paid on a cost-of-service 
basis; i.e., they were reimbursed for the cost of providing the 
program up to the contract limit. As noted in Section IV, this 
approach creates an incentive to refuse admission to "difficult" 
youth and to be less concerned about operating at program 
capacity. To resolve this apparent conflict between the state's 
need for responsive programs and the providers desire for secure 
and stable funding levels, the solicitation provided a further 
incentive for accepting and retaining youth in programs by 
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gua;anteeing 50% of the contract on a "cost of program operations" 
basis and providing the remaining 50% of the contract amount on a 
per diem basis. This approach was intended to blend the strengths 
and weaknesses of both the fixed price and the cost reimbursement 
methods. 

g. Flexible Program Content While detailed specifications were 
provided for most programs, in some cases program descriptions were 
less explicitly defined to encourage innovations in program design. 

3. Proposal Evaluation - Placing purchasing and administrative aU'chori ty 
in the same group of decision makers creates natural conflicts. It is 
inherently difficult for a state agency to be respondible both for 
working cooperatively with contractors to assure effective performance 
in existing programs, and to periodically make purchasing decisions 
that may eliminate vendors. Such situations tend to compromise both 
procurement and contract management. The process established for 
reviewing proposals was therefore designed to preserve the agency 
working relationship with the providers by insulating Youth 
Corrections administration from the process of proposal evaluation 
while preserving its statutory responsibility to ratify final 
decisions on contract awards. The evaluation process was also 
designed with the recognition that little or riO management information 
existed on indi vidual providers and that the state lacked 
comprehensive standards for many community programs. 

Proposal evaluation proceeded aa follows: 

a. Proposals were categorized into groups according to t.he general 
type of program for which- bids were solicited, i.e., group homes, 
day trea~ent, etc. 

b. A five-member independent evaluation team was established for each 
category •.. , Individuals participating on each team were selected so 
that the region of the state to be served by the program wC"'lld ·be 
represented. In addition to geographical representation, 
representatives of non-corrections agencies wi thin the juvenile 
justice system (probation, court intake, etc.), as well as 
individuals from outside the system (university faculty, concerned 
citizens, etc.) were asked to participate. A technical advisor 
from the Youth Corrections office was assigned to assist each 
review team. This approach was intended to foster participation 
and understanding between the group with formal placement authority 
(the juvenile court) and the agency charged with allocating and 
managing resources (youth Corrections). The outsiders offered an 
opportunity for a fresh perspective, community involvement, and a 
hedge against internal biases. All evaluation team members were 
unpaid. 

In addition to providing the administrative advantage of separating 
procurement from contract administration, this method of evaluation 
also provides a degree of political legitimacy to corrections 
resource allocations. Since the evaluators were generally informed 
and had no connection with managing the corrections system, both 
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the appearance and the reality of open competi tion \'lere 
maintained. These procedures, while leaving the procurement ground 
rules under the control of youth corrections administration, makes 
it more difficult for losing vendors to challenge the fairness of 
the process. 

c. A session was conducted for all review team participants to explain 
the process. Afterwards, they were given the proposals to be 
reviewed and were oriented to a rating form which provides for the 
various factors of quality, qualification, and cost. The detailed 
rating criteria are presented in Appendix B. 

d. Evaluation team members were then allowed time to individually 
review and rate each of the proposals. Each rater submitted 
his/her rating of the written proposal to the team I s technical 
advisor prior to any discussion with other team members. 

e. Oral interviews were scheduled for each offeror with the rating 
team. Each offeror was given the opportunity to present a review 
of the proposal and to respond to questions from the rating team. 

f. Following the oral interview, the evaluation team members were 
given an opportunity to discuss the proposal prior to again 
indi vidually rating the proposal based on the oral interviews. 
These rating sheets were submitted to the technical advisor. At 
the conclusion of the interviews, the evaluation team was 
dismissed. They were not _ requested nor permitted to make a 
concensus recommendation as to the rankings of the proposals. 

g. The rating scores were then '::ompiled, giving a 60% weight to the 
written proposal and a 40% weight to the oral interview. After 
establishing the rankings, the contract was awarded to the offeror 
with the highest score unless the Youth Corrections could justify 
not awarding the contract to that particular offeror because of 
some overriding policy concern. 

4. Contract Award - The state administrative office typically 
various policy considerations before making the final 
award. Two primary considerations have been efforts to: 

reviews 
contract 

• Encourage Provider riversity To the extent a given 
provider were to grow and become dominant in providing a 
given type of care or "vertically integrate" and attempt to 
provide a multi-level continuum of services (e. g., ranging 
from day treatment to secure care), the risk is created that 
a privately-run institutional bureaucracy would tend to be 
substituted for the State-sponsored one. The larger a given 
operator becomes, the greater is the possibility for the 
development and undue exercise of independent political 
influence over the corrections system. Competition within 
the private sector can only be preserved to the extent a 
number of potential providers is available. As with other 
management criteria, no single "right" answer exists for the 
question of provider diversity. Larger providers may be 
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able to deliver more sophisticated and diverse services to a 
given individual. Their size may make possible some 
economies of scale and allow them to better manage their 
programs. Smaller vendors may be more innovative, 
responsive to the state, and more conducive to the 
maintenance of true "buyer-seller" relationships. Both have 
their strong and weak points. 

In practice, the natural tendency in several states has been 
for the formation of a limited number of large vendors. In 
Utah, it has, therefore, been occasionally necessary to 
include maintaining provider diversity as a criterion in 
award decisions. 

• Promote System Stability - The number and size of contracts 
awarded to new program operators in the youth care field is 
limited until a proven track record is established. The 
interests of the system are not served by excessive turnover 
among providers. 

The procurement process discussed above has been successful in providing a 
reasonably diverse and flexible program network for youth corrections 
services. While its advantages for any given program may quickly erode if 
the program is not closely monitored by the State, the ability t~ annually 
re-bid provides an effective means of responding to program burn-out., 

The present process is not withou~ its critics. Perhaps the most 
significant type of objection to this method of purchasing services in Utah 
has been the necessarily subjective manner in which the selection process 
defines need, and weighs quality and experience. While occasional appeals 
of contract awards and bickering among providers has resulted in delays in 
the start-up of some programs, the efficacy of the present process has not 
been successfully challenged in a formal hearing. It is expected that these 
problems can be reduced as better and more consistent management information 
is made available upon which to evaluate programs, e.g., comparative run 
rates, recidivism, educational performance, etc. 

B. CONTROL OF REFERRAL PROCESSES 

The referral process is the key control point for assuring that community 
programs actually serve as alternatives to secure confinement rather than 
simply expand the client population. In Utah, where the intake, probation, 
and disposition functions are placed within the juvenile court, while 
corrections program responsibility exists wi thin the State Department of 
Social Services, maintaining clear case accountablity and effectively 
"managing" referrals are continuing challenges. As a result of this 
organizational structure, disposition planning and resource 
allocation/management are not necessarily rooted in the same philosophical 
bases nor established with consensus priorities. 

Accountability was strengthened in 1979, when, at the urging of the Board of 
Juvenile Court Judges, the Governor directed the Social Services Department 
to administratively consolidate youth corrections programs into a new 
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division with line authority to manage institutional and community-based 
correctional programs for delinquents. This arrangement facilitated 
planning and coordination efforts between Youth Corrections programs and the 
Juvenile Court by creating a single point of contact. Of equal significance 
was that the order tacitly acknowledged that seriously delinquent youth 
should be provided different treatment than status offenders. Finally, the 
order strengthened the philosophical basis for creating community options to 
secure care. Within this changing pattern of organization and influence, 
the referral process has gone through three distinct phases: 

1. Informal Screening Initially, no attempt was made to screen 
referrals for community programs. Admission was based on ad hoc, 
informal criteria. Perhaps not surprisingly, as Utah added about 140 
"CATY" program slots targeted to serve as an alternative to the 
State's secure facility, the initial impact on the secure confinement 
population was negligible. The growth of the alternative program 
enrollment was not matched by a reduction in the Youth Development 
center population. An analysis of referrals revealed the involvement 
of a variety of agencies in the placement process with no set policy 
or agency accountable for establishing priorities, procedures, etc. 
The message is clear - simply creating a community program does 
nothing to guarantee it will be used as an alternative to secure 
confinement. It may, in fact, act only to "widen the net" by bringing 
children into corrections placements for which there would not 
previously have been room. To assure that community programs really 
serve as "alternatives", more active intervention in the referral 
process is needed. 

2. Creation of Screening/Diagnostic Functions - In the second phase of 
rationalizing referrals, Youth Corrections formally established a 
placement team with the specific responsibility to work with the court 
probation and intake staff to evaluate community placement 
possibili ties on a case by case basis. The screening and placement 
process involved two critical steps: 

• If, after reviewing a case, an individual probation officer 
felt that his/her recommendation might be commitment to the 
YDC or a CATY program, the officer was then responsible to 
present the case to a screening team comprised of management 
staff from the probation unit and representatives from the 
youth corrections placement team. Based on the offense 
record, the screening team determined whether or not the 
youth was a serious delinquent and therefore appropriate for 
possible YDC or CATY placement. 

• If the joint screening team determined that the youth was 
seriously delinquent and possibly appropriate for commitment 
to YDC, the youth corrections ~acement team was then 
responsible for evaluating community placement 
alternatives. As can be seen from a profile of those youth 
in community alternative programs versus those in the YDC, 
the formal diagnostic and screening approach appears to have 
helped insure that alternative programs actually served 
youth who otherwise would have been commited to the YDC. 
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YDC 

Alter-
natives 

,1 t 

Avg. Length % Personal Avg. Number Pre/Post Crime 
Avg. Age of stay Felonies of Felonies Rate/1000 Days 

16.6 8 months 53% 5 10.02/6.18 

16.4 12 months 34% 4.6 8.42/3.73 

Interposing Youth Corrections personnel in disposition decision making 
finally resulted in the CATY programs functioning as true 
alternatives. The plac~ment process resulted in a rapid reduction of 
the YDC commitment population from an average daily population of 180 
to a census of about 80-90. However, this process was still largely 
dependent upon the energy and impact of a limited number of 
individuals. The various components of the juvenile justice system 
were still not committed by common purpose or philosophy. 

3. Formal Referral Procedures - The third phase in the development of the 
placement process has been an effort to develop guidelines to 
formalize the criteria established by the placement team. These 
guidelines (see Appendix C), which have been ratified by the Juvenile 
Court System and the Department of Social Services, reiterate the 
State's commitment to the least restrictive placement whenever 
possible. If strictly followed, they would result in about 1% of all 
re=errals to juvenile court being committed to secure confinement, and 
another 4% being referred to Youth Corrections for out-of-home 
placement in a community alternative program. The procedure requires 
individual recommendations and rationales from the probation officer 
and the Youth Corrections agent, as well as a consensus placement 
recommendation from the two agencies. This process, scheduled to be 
implemented Statewide in April of 1981, has received the full support 
of the Board of Juvenile Court Judges and will be mandatory for 
placement recommendat~ons presented to them. 

In an effort to further establish a system-wide referral philosophy 
and commitment to community alternatives, additional steps have been 
taken in areas of: 

• Program Allocation - As resources have been relocated based 
on the origin of the youth being served (e.g., see IV.A.1), 
the Juvenile Court has been brought into the process of 
planning slot allocation. An effort to distribute resources 
to court districts in proportion to their case loads has 
necessitated that court staff become oriented to the 
importance of understanding the cost consequences of various 
dispositions and the limitations on Youth Corrections's 
total resources. 

• Criteria for Youth Corrections Clients - Maintaining the 
distinction between delinquent children and other troubled 
youth was necessary to insure that the CATY alternatives 
primarily serve seriously delinquent youth. Without such 
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limitations, it has been found that the status offenders 
will tend to fill all available program slots., 

Single Point Coordination of Referrals was established for 
each Juvenile Court district in an effort to be consistent 
wi th the regional screening processes established by the 
guidelines. This assured that accurate prc';,.,,="C'JTl enrollment 
information was readily available to alIt 'JI a rational 
matching of children needing placement to available slots. 

The guidelines have provided a means for the court and Youth 
Corrections to jointly establish policy on disposit:ions. It is too 
early to tell whether such an approach can fully solve the 
coordination problems created by the organizational separation of the 
court and corrections. 

4. Continuing Issues - Although the CATY programs are now functioning as 
an "alternative" to secure commitment and the YDC has become 
dramatically smaller, major issues and debates remain unresolved, 
including: 

• Does a sound basis exist for secure observation? While the 
program is inconsistent with a "least restrictive" 
philosophy, is expensive (at least on a per diem basis) and 
of questionable value in effecting outcomes, several j~dges 
continue to give it considerable use. Some type of youth 
Corrections control over these short-term commitments or 
elimination of the program entirely may be warranted. 

• What should be the role for (non-CATY) residential and 
parenting group homes? While emphasis to date has been 
primarily on the interaction between YDC and community 
alternatives, much evidence exists (e.g., the high fraction 
of group home residents with only minor offense records and 
no evidence of probation prior to out-of-home placement; See 
Section rv) to call into question the placement practices 
for this level of the system. 

• Given the improving cooperation that has developed between 
the court and youth Corrections, should the State make a 
further organizational consolidation and place probation and 
corrections in a single administrative unit or, go even 
further, and create a Youth Authority? 

While substantial progress has been made in rationalizing the referral 
process, m~ch remains to be done. The challenge of administering 
referrals 1n the early 1980's will be to match the progress made in 
reforming the system in the late 1970's. 

C. PERSONNEL IMPACTS 

1. The Shock 
initiative 

of Reform - In the early stages of reform, much of the 
for change came from the highest administrative levels, 
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with little input from line staff. Consensus was sought only from the 
key decision makers, i.e., judges, legislators, executive 
administrators. Because of the scope of the changes and the fact they 
tended to occur in adversarial settings, it was not often possible to 
involve line staff in the development of common philosophies and the 
planning of system directions. It was, therefore, not long before 
many line individuals began to feel victimized and to resist change. 
This resistance was particularly strong among the YDC staff and 
occurred to a lesser degree among those responsible for monitoring and 
directing the flow of youth through the system (those charged with 
serving as technical resources to community programs, as well as among 
corrections social workers). Some level of disaffection among line 
staff is unavoidable in a period of rapid reform since: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

As a practical matter, they cannot 
consulted in the development and 
deinstitutionlization plans. 

all be involved or 
intiation of early 

The creation of community programs was intended to result in 
a concomrnitant reduction in the YDC staffing needs. Many 
individuals opposed the wind-down of a program in which they 
had made a career investment. 

The case management/social worker staff tended to resist the 
private sector entrepreneurs who had developed the new 
programs with claims of greater flexibility and cost 
savings, using the "entrenched and expensive state 
employees" as the comparison. 

Over the years, the role of line social workers had become 
burdened with much concern over fiscal accountability for 
the clients referred to various service programs. The 
aeinstitutionalization effort had the effect of adding to 
what was already an intolerable paperwork load. 

• Within youth corrections, community programs were originally 
developed and funded by one branch of the organization while 
another branch supervised the staff who were responsible for 
contract management, bill payment, and initial placement of 
children. As the system grew more complex, program 
operators became critical of line case workers, while, in 
turn, case workers grew critical of the frictions generated 
by the community programs. 

Inadvertently, the reforms had placed some of the corrections staff in 
untenable positions. The purchased services concept meant that their 
time was being increasingly consumed by processes such as invoice 
approval and payment eligibility determinations for placed children. 
They were being required to support a philosophy of 
deinstitutionalization that th~y had not helped plan, and to support, 
manage, and to be accountable for community-based programs that they 
often resented, did not understand, and over which they had little 
real control. Similarly, the staff of the YDC were being asked to 
provide high quality, humane ° services to highly distressed children, 
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while the institution was routinely being publicly described as 
ineffective, uncaring and inhuman. 

While more effort at reaching consensus and communicating expectations 
may have been (in retrospect) desireable, the Utah experience shows 
that organizational damage unavoidably accompanies reform. From the 
experience, two clear lessons emerge. First, that while extensive 
planning of all of the implications of reform may be impossible, at 
minimum, care should be taken to forecast and mitigate where possible 
the impact on the job content of the individual line worker. 
Secondly, the least painful changes are probably those that occur most 
rapidly - reforms should be put in place as fast as is politically 
possible. I 

2. Recovery and Maintenance - By late 1980, the administrative emphasis 
had shifted from the process of implementing change to the process of 
maintaining and upgrading the new mix of programs. Extensive efforts 
were required to help the staff catch up with the system and to 
replace those who were not capable of coping with change. If reform 
is to have permanent beneficial impact on the system, support must be 
generated within the line staff responsible for the day to day 
management of resources. The following steps have been or are in the 
process of being implemented to assure line involvement and support of 
the Youth Corrections programs; 

• The agency was reorganized from a functional to a 
geographical basis. Single regional administrators were 
appointed in various areas of the State and given total 
responsibili ty for all corrections programs in their 
geographical areas, including case management staff, 
administration, relations with service programs, operation 
of diagnostic programs, etc. This provided each regoional 
grouping with a common mission and increased involvement in 
planning for all parties. It also signif icantly reduced 
disputes over "controlling turf". 

• Roles of case work staff were altered. Bill payment 
processes are now being centralized, a statewide 
certification fOl:" community programs is being established, 
and supervisors are being assigned responsibility for 
monitoring individual programs within their region. 

• With the realignment of responsibilities discussed above, 
line staff have been freed to become more involved in the 
provision and management of treatment services. The concept 
of a "case manager" is evolving. New standards have been 
established for the services provided and for support to the 
case managers. These emphasize treatment and termination 
planning for the corrections children. Previously, most 
attention had been focussed on assuring that appropriate 
youth were placed in available programs. Little useful 
planning was done regarding the treatment needed or for 
follow-up subsequent to completion of a program. As a 
result, "problem" children were often prematurely removed 
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from programs, while relatively docile ones stayed 
unnecessarily for extended periods of time. The re
defini tion of the case manager's role has been designed to 
insure that the youth are moved through the system to the 
appropriate levels with the case manager providing treatment 
continui ty. In addi tion, the case manager's direct 
involvement in programs provides an informal quality control 
mechanism. Previously, most programs operated with no 
regular contact or involvement with Youth Corrections. 
Children frequently did not know they had a case worker, and 
the quality of service in programs at times deteriorated to 
unacceptable or abusive levels before being brought to the 
State's attention. 

• Formalized training programs have been established to not 
only better orient staff with new policies and procedures, 
but also to bring them up to date with the current 
corrections literature. Training is being conducted on a 
system wide basis, involving youth corrections workers, 
juvenile court staff, county detention staff, and the staffs 
of the private vendors, in an effort to further develop 
recognition of shared problems and commitment to mutual 
goals. 

• Planning task forces have been established to articulate 
future plans of youth corrections with representative input 
from all portions of th~ system. 

The organizational changes have begun to create an atmosphere that 
encourages communication and more effectively distributes 
responsibility. The planning and training efforts are intended to 
provide a forum for improving philosophical and policy approaches to 
youth corrections. As is the case with the referral system changes, a 
full assessment of the effectiveness of these personnel system 
modifications is not yet possible. An adequate perspective will not 
be available for several more years. In general, however, just as 
disruption is an unavoidable consequence of reform, a conscious 
attempt to heal the personnel system problems caused by change is a 
valuable way to rebuild and strengthen the system that emerges. 

D. REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

Replacing major segments of a state-operated, institutionally-based 
corrections system with a network of private vendors creates challenges in 
affixing and assuring accountability for children while in placement, 
developing and maintaining quality standards for program performance, and 
promoting the most appropriate assignment of children to treatment 
programs. Evaluation needs in three basic areas are created: 

• Periodic evaluations of procedural compliance with various 
contract obligations for program operations, reporting, record 
keeping, fiduciary performance, and health and safety (licensure) 
standards. 
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• 

• 

• 

Management information system reporting oriented to 
demographics, delinquency history, and prior placement 
data (as described in the snapshot and longitudinal 
discussions in Section IV). 

socio
records 

modeling 

Episodic program and 
impressions of vendor 
corrections system, 
individual programs. 

"problem" oriented reviews of workers' 
effectiVeness, "self-criticism" of the youth 
and evaluation of the functioning of 

While the de-institutionalization initiatives stimulated improvements in 
each of these areas, the methods of most general interest were those 
developed for internal review of the corrections system and for program 
analyses. 

1. Corrections System "Self Assessment" The individual corrections 
worker is a major information resource on both the observed 
performance of individual vendor programs and on the overall 
functioning and effectiveness of the youth corrections system. 
Because of their influence over dispositions, they help create the 
"demand" for placement resources and are central to the management of 
children in out-of-home placement. 

In addition to periodically sampling corrections staff opinions on 
individual programs, it was therefore appropriate during the reform 
process to ask line staff to evaluate the structure and eff~ctiveness 
of youth corrections management. With this objective, an open-ended 
questionnaire was distributed to all workers with corrections 
responsibilities. The survey asked the staff to "unload" on such 
topics as: 

• The purpose and duties of their job; 
• The information and communication needs their position 

entails; 
• An assessment of their personal effectiveness and 

discussions on any barriers that prevented them from being 
more effective; 

• The competence of the youth corrections administration in 
planning, problem solving and managing its resources; and 

• Suggestions for structural and organization change. 

A copy of this questionnaire is included as Appendix D. 

The response to the survey (which was totally voluntary with the 
confidentiali ty of individual answers guaranteed) was excellent with 
about two-thirds of the total workers in the system responding, some 
in great detail. Given that the corrections system was in the midst 
of transition, the preponderance of the comments and recommendations 
understandably related to concerns over the direction of the system, 
the need for improved communication and understanding of corrections 
priorities, the ability of the newly reorganized system to provide 
reasonable career paths and continuity (particularly to senior 
workers), and the need for youth corrections to develop a more 

58 



" t 

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

directive, less defensive relationship with the court and social 

services bureaucracies. 

While these results were not really a surprise to youth corrections 
management, they were useful to provide a framework for the process of 
integrating the staff into planning processes and for setting training 
and development agendas. Since the comments were collected by 
unbiased outsiders and fully reported in planning and training 
sessions, they provided an opportunity for honest and sometimes harsh 
cri ticisms to be made of corrections management processes without 
personal risk to the commenting individual. This provided an 
opportunity. to "clear the air" of many of the lingering concerns and 
resentments., that accompanied the early deinstitutionalization 
initiatives; It facilitated the gradual improvement of the personnel 
system. 

This general process of candid appraisal of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the system, communicated openly, has application to 
other situations. It represents a very low cost, structured way to 
assure that concerns of the workers are communicated to management and 
to each other in a controlled form. It is the type of activity that 
is appropriate to be repeated, perhaps annually. 

2. Program Function Reviews - The evaluation of individual, privately 
sponsored youth corrections programs is a complex process in terms of 
developing reasonable standards of performance in executing the 
evaluations on a fair and consistent manner, and in assuring that the 
results of the reviews are communicated and put to use to improve 
placement decision making and program management. As noted in Section 
IV, no single (or small set of) statistics can be fully reliable in 
differentiating "good" from "bad" vendors. Each program must, to an 
extent, be reviewed on its own terms. Also, practicality dictates 
that evaluation processes should min1~ze the creation of added 
paperwork burdens on vendors and be accomplished with minimum 
disruption to their operation. 

A method used 
programs by 
approximately 
the answers to 

with some success in Utah involved visits to corrections 
a team of three interviewers for the duration of 
one-half day. The goal of the visit was to determine 
three basic questions: 

• What was the programs treatment objective and approach? 
• Was the program encouraging community linkages? 
• Was a conscious and consistent attempt to manage the 

program's "so,cial clima,te" in place? 

Discussions of each of theses major issues follows below. The survey 
instruments used fo:.: developing the information are contain.ed in 
Appendix E. The authors are indebted to Dr. Robert C. coates of the 
University of Chicago for his assistance in developing these concepts 
during their initia~ application to the Utah programs in 1980. 

a. Program Approach - Given the large number of youth corrections 
program vendors operating in the system, the diversity in their 
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program emphasis, and the unavoidable difficulties in developing a 
working knowledge of the range of placement alternatives for the 
individual worker, the initial step in program reviews was to 
develop consistent descriptions of how each program operated and to 
distribute this data throughout the system. This was accomplished 
through a staff questionnaire (Appendix E) administered to each 
program treatment houseparent or staff person during the site 
visit. Information was systematically collected regarding: 

• Facilities; 
• Staff organization, background, and relationship to 

program administration; 
• Program structure, including: 

Staff relationship to children 
Restrictive policies (unsupervised time, contact with 
friends, etc.) 
Staff contact with parents, school officials, etc. 

• Types of children considered most and least appropriate 
for the program; and 

• Insights into treatment priori ties ,and therapeutic 
models. 

These data were svnthesized to form brief, 3-5 page overviews of 
programs for distribution to placement workers. While primarily 
descriptive in nature and keyed to treatment personnel's perception 
of the programs (as oppose~ to the views of their administrators or 
the children in custody), the process increased understanding 
within the corrections system of the range of resources available. 

b. Community Linkages A major priority in the development of 
"communi ty based alternatives" was assuring that the new programs 
were encouraging and maintaining ties to their local community. 
The purpose of the reform would be defeated if it only served to 
trade large jails for smaller ones. Community linkage was defined 
as the extent to which youths had access to normal community 
activities and contacts, measured both in terms of independent and 
staff supervised opportunities. This information was developed via 
the Youth Questionnaire (Appendix E) based on interviews conducted 
with each child present during the site visit. ~able V-1 
summarizes the linkage results for the group homes. 

While the summaries of total and supervised/unsupervised community 
activities are admittedly a somewhat arbitrary means of comparing 
linkages, some overall patterns emerge. All of the programs 
provided a core set of supervised community activities. The 
availability of unsupervised activities, however, showed much more 
variation. For example, the parenting model homes, in general, 
provided substantially more "free" time to children in custody than 
the treatment homes. The questionnaires thus provide both 
information on the kinds of activity options typically open to 
children in placement and also roughly measure the degree of 
attainment of the community linkage objective. 
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c. Social Climate Management - The third major area of evaluation was 
the management of the social climate within the facility. This was 
reviewed both in normative terms and in light of the degree of 
apparent control (as measured by the degree of consistency in 
responses to a common set of questions) exhibited by each program. 

The normative measurement assumed that a healthy social climate was 
one that encouraged: 

• Communication, as measured by the degree to which 
communication with individuals outside of the placement 
setting is allowed or encouraged; 

• Shared Decision Making in terms of the amount of control 
which residents could exercise over their environment, 
both within" and outside of the home. 

• Positive Control Methods determined by the extent to 
which residents' behavior was controlled through reward 
and approval versus 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. 

This information was elicited via the youth and staff social 
climate questionnaires (Appendix E). Table V-2 summarizes the 
children's perception of social climate for each horne. A plus sign 
(+) indicates horns where aggregate responses appeared to be 
significantly more favorable and a negative sign (-) indicates the 
homes responding significantly less favorably than the ~ean or norm 
of the other homes. This is not intended to be a vigorous 
statistical depiction of response. 

In summary, the children's responses in three of the homes (Odyssey 
Adolescent Center, the Belmont AR'rEC for older boys and the Orem 
Boys Ranch) ylere consistently more favorable regarding the social 
climate and linkages than in the other homes. These homes were 
perceived by the residents as less restrictive, using fewer 
negative controls and being more fair than the other homes. The 
less" favorable responses were in the Pine Canyon Boys Ranch, Rush 
Valley Boys Homes, Utah Boys Ranch (Sandy), Utah Boys Ranch (Kearns 
West), and the Heritage Boys Ranch (Fairfield). The evaluation 
approach was thus able to make no~ative distinctions among the 
social climates in the various facilities from the child's point of 
view. 

A second type or distinction involved reviewing how closely the 
children's perception of what was happening in the program matched 
the view of the staff. Regardless of the '1ormative "health" of a 
program's social climate, the extent to which it provided an 
environment that was understandable in common terms to both 
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children and staff was viewed as one measure of how well it was 
being operated. To accomplish this, the children's aggregate 
responses to the social climate questions were correlated to the 
staff responses. Thus, for example, situations where social 
climate variables, as reported by the children, were substantially 
different from similar variables, as seen by the staff, would seve 
as indications of possible inadequacies in program control. 

d. Program Review Conclusion - As has been suggested several times 
previously, no single piece of data provides an adequate basis for 
establishing how well a program is performing. However, when 
performance data is maintained along multiple dimensions, patterns 
may emerge. In the utah experience, for example, while no such 
program uniformly scored best or worst in all categories, some 
fairly clear patterns were observed. The programs that had the 
poorest and most controversial social climate results also tended 
to be in financial difficulties, show relatively unfavorable 
recidivism outcomes, exhibit poor staff morale, have more 
complaints of abusive treatment, etc. 

The lesson to be drawn from this Utah experience for application to 
other systems appears to be that: 

• While no one method of formal program review is entirely 
adequate, a mix of approaches may provide the data to 
allow a "weeding out" and strengthening of the vendor 
system. 

• Reviews may be effectively conducted using data developed 
directly from interviews with the children in custody. 
Properly conducted, they are potentially among the most 
valuable sources of information on program functions. 

• The review criteria should relate specifically to the 
correction system's overall objectives. For example, if 
community linkage is of value, specific methods and 
cI:'iteria for measuring program performance should be 
developed. 

This material on program evaluation is intended primarily to illustrate 
examples of possible approaches and to demonstrate its potential 
usefulness. A detailed description and analysis of program evaluation 
and discussion of the application of results to procurement and contract 
administration is beyond the scope of this paper. 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
FOR 

COMMUNITY BASED ALTERNATIVES 
FOR 

DELINQUENT YOUTH 

Utah Department of Social Services 
Youth Corrections 

August 1980 

1.0 PROBLEM 'STATEMENT 

Youth Corrections is responsible for superv~s~on and treat
ment of seriously delinquent youth ,committed to its custody 
by the Juvenile Court. The cost of supervision and treat
ment in an institutional setting is often high in both 
economic and human terms. 

Accordingly, Youth Corrections has attempted to limit the 
use of the Youth Development Center (YDC) for youth who: 

Pose a danger of serious bodily harm to themselves 
or others which cannct be averted in a less secure 
setting; or 

Have engaged in a pattern of conduct characterized 
by persistent and serious criminal offenses which, 
as demonstrated through use of alternatives, cannot 
be controlled in a less secure setting. 

In lieu of institutionalization or following release from 
the YDC, Youth Corrections requires community based alterna
tive programs which maximize utilization of family and com
munitv resources and which emphasize the development of 
vocational, educational and social skills necessary to furic
tion adequately in society. 

In addition, community alternatives are utilized by Youth 
Corrections for youth who are in need of a more structured 
setting than home or foster care can provide. This has 
traditionally been in the form of group homes for "front-end 
kids," i.e., those who have not yet required placement at YDC. 

2.0 PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

2.1 It is the objective of community based alternative 
programs to provide treatment and supervision for youth 
who would otherwise be committed to or continued to be 
held at the YDC, and to thereby reduce and/or maintain 
the reduction in porulation at the YDC. 

It is also the objective of Youth Corrections to pro
vide alternatives for youth who need structured care', 
and in a preventative sense, attempt to maintain be
havior so that future commitment to an institution 
does not become necessary. 

2.2 It is the objective of community based alternative 
programs to provide treatment and supervision of 
seriously delinquent youth in the least restrictive, 
most normalized setting possible consistent with public 
safety. 
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2.3 It is the objective of community based alternative 
programs to provide treatment and supervision in the 
most cost-effective manner possible. 

2.4 It is the objective of community based alternatives 
to provide treatment in the community of origin of 
the youth to the extent possible. 

3.0 GENERAL OVERVIEW 

3.1 This request for proposals involves residential, day 
treatment and family treatment slots assigned to four 
separate geographical regions for which bids are being 
sought. Each program is described in detail in Sec
tions 8 - 12. 

3.2 Each proposal is subject to specific requirements for 
the individual program as detailed in Sections 8 - 12, 
and to the general requirements contained in Section 7. 

3.3 An offeror may bid on more than one program or selected 
number of slots in different geographical areas, but a 
separate proposal must be submitted for each program. 

Where multiple proposals are submitted, the offeror 
must indicate how the budget for each program will be 
affected if an award 1S made for more than one program. 

3.4 Contracts awarded for these programs will be for a period 
of six months, beginning January 1, 1981 and ending 
June 30, 1981 with two exceptions. 

THE DAY TREATMENT PROGRAM Al\rn THE CAROUSEL PROGRAM MUST 
BEGIN OCTOBER 1, 1980 Al\rn WILL CONTINUE UNTIL JUNE 30, 
1981. 

However, all contracts will be eligible for a renewal 
for three additional periods of twelve months without 
further public bidding at the discretion of Youth Cor-
rections. . 

3.5 Reimbursement under the contracts will be made on a 
"cost-of-service" basis, with payments made by Youth 
Corrections in ~onthly installments based on actual 
co~ts.up to 50~ of the contract limit. The remaining 
50~ w111 be re1mbursed on a unit cost basis to be 
paid monthly after proper notification and ~erifica
tion of costs and youth served. 
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4.0 PROJECT OFFICER 

R~ss Van Vleet, Assistant Director of Youth Corrections 
~111 act.as Project.Officer for the program. Further ' 
1nfo:mat10n co~c7rn1ng this request for proposals may be 
obta1ned by wr1t1ng or calling: 

Russ Van Vleet, Assistant'Director 
Youth Corrections 
150 West North Temple, Suite 370 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103 
Telephone:' 533-5290 

5.0 SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS 

5.1 Eight copies of the proposal must be received by the 
State Purchasing Department, State Capitol, Room 137 
Sal t Lake City, Utah 84114. ' 

5.2 To facilitate the development of proposals a bidders' 
~onference will be held on August 28, 1980'at 1:00 p.m. 
1n Room 370 Department of Social Services Building 
located at I5? West North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Youth.Correct10ns.staff will be available to answer 
quest10ns concern1ng the program or requirements of 
the proposal. All p~ospective offerors are strongly, 
encouraged to attend. 

Mr. Wayne Holland of the Youth Corrections staff will 
~onduct a'short seminar on proposal writing for those 
1nterested. 

6.0 REVIEW OF PROPOSALS AND AWARD O;F CONTRACT 

6.1 Pr,?posa~s will be evaluated by advisory committees 
wh1ch w711 make recommendations to Youth Correctio:l.1s 
conc 7rn1ng th7 award of the contract, but Youth Cor
r 7ct10ns ~e~a1ns the sole responsibility to make all 
f1nal decJ.sJ.ons. 

6.2 

6.3 

,~ 

Offerors ~il1 be r 7quired to participate in an oral 
presentatJ.on and dJ.scussion as part of the final 
selection process. 

All proposals will be evaluated in accordance with 
the following general criteria: 

(a) Understanding of problem and method 50% 

(b) Qualifications of offeror and proposed 30% 
staff 
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6.5 
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. 
(A provider currently holdi~g a Youth 
Corrections contract or a bidder demon
strating prior experience in dealing 
with seriously delinquent youth will 
receive priority rating. 

The offers will be graded down from 
30% to 0% depending on prior experience. 

Those people doing the reviewing will 
be instructed to give priority ranking 
to the existing contract holder, secondarily 
to someone with other prior experience, 
and thirdly to others.) 

(c) Cost (Demonstration of outside 
sources of income or resources to 
be matched to State funding will be 
given the full 20%. All other will 
we weighted at less than 20%) 

20% 

Youth Corrections reserves the right to reject any and 
all bids or withdraw this offer at any time. Award 
of contracts will not necessarily be made to the lowest 
offerors, but will be made in accordance with general 
criteria defined in sub-section 6.3. Youth Corrections 
reserves the right to-negotiate changes in a proposal 
by any offeror, to divide a program amdng several 
offerors, or to request the consolidation of proposals 
by multiple offerors. Such action by Youth Corrections 
may result in an increase or decrease in the total 
funding level or number of slots for programs described 
in this request for proposals. 

Youth Corrections further reserves the right to withhold 
a portion of the Flots or decrease the funding level 
within any region in order to develop new programs to 
meet emerging needs not covered by this request. 

Ex parte contacts of Youth Corrections workers by or 
on behalf of an offeror concerning a proposal after 
its submission, except for routine inquiries to the 
project officer as to the status of the review and 
award process, are prohibited. Ex parte contacts of 
selection advisory committee members are strictl'y 
prohibited. Violation of this sub-section constitutes 
grounds for ~isqualification of any proposal. 

There exists a disproportionate number of minority 
youth in Youth Corrections institutions (mainly YDC 
'and detention), while this same disproportion does 
not appear in alternative programs. Youth Corrections, 
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accordingly, will evaluate a bidders proposal also 
on ability to accept and successfully deal with 
minorities. A statement detailing past experience 
in this area, as well as an explanation of available 
minority staff is requested. 

7.0 GENERAL PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS 

All proposals must be on consecutively numbered pages (not 
to exceed 15 pages in length, excluding budget and appendices) 
and contain at least the following information and materials: 

7.1 A one-page abstract, which includes: 

7.2 

7.3 

7.4 

7.5 

. 7.6 

(a) the title of the program, including program 
number (e.g. 8.1); 

(b) a brief description of the offeror a~d a 
synopsis of the program design and method; 

(c) the program capacity; 

(d) cost per day per youth; 

(e) total cost for the contract period; 
-

(f) staff/youth ratio; and 

(g) location of the program. 

A detailed identification and description of the 
offeror. 

A detailed description of the methodology to be 
utilized to supervise and treat youth referred to the 
program. (Increased weighting will be given programs 
which can demonstrate a capability for programmatic 
variations to respond to specific needs of individual 
youth,.especially in terms of community linkages and 
movement through the program). 

A description of proposed programmatic efforts to pro
vide linkage with the youth's family and/or other' 
support systems for reintegration into the community. 

A description of the activities of the youth in the 
program on a typical day. 

A statement of program goals and standards proposed by 
the offeror to evaluate the program (such as AWOL rates, 
subsequent referrals to juvenile court, release setting, 
educational/vocational programs, employment status, etc.). 
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7.7 A timetable for all major events in the operation of 
the program, including: 

(a) initial acquisition of equipment and supplies; 

(b) hiring of staff; 

(c) training of staff; and 

(d) acceptance of first youth. 

7.8 Procedures and criteria for screening youth for admis
sion to the program, if any. 

7.9 A statement specifying the offeror's experience in 
providing services for seriously delinquent youth. 

7.10 A statement describing linkages to community resources 
which will be used by the program to supplement ser
vices and individualize treatment, as well as the 
availability of other funds to supplement the operation 
of the program. 

7.11 A description and rationale for proposed staff organiza
tion and composition, including a statement of qualifi
cations required for each staff position; where identity 
of staff members is known, a resume detailing the qualifi
cations of each member should be included. 

7.12 A description of procedures for staff selection, training, 
evaluation and monitoring. 

7.13 A description of the record-keeping system and a state
ment of willingness to provide access to all program 
records by the program evaluator contracted by Youth 
Corrections. 

7.14 Details concerning the use of volunteers in the program. 

7.15 A statement of willingnesi to accept 80-100% (depending 
on program requirements) of the youth referred to the 
program by Youth Corrections. (All referrals must be 
screened through the Youth Corrections Diagnostic and 
Placement Team.) A statement should be included out
lining criteria for admission so that inappropriate 
referrals by the Diagnostic Team can be minimized. 
A statement of willingness to document reasons for rejec
tion of any referrals should also be included. This 
documentation will be utilized to determine acceptanc~ 
rate so that programs will not be penalized for refusing 
inappropriate referrals. 
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7.16 A statement of willingness to accept the specific 
contractual specifications contained in Appendix A. 

7.17 A statement of willingness to allow a full and com
plete audit of all records of the organization sub
mitting the proposal, includipg records of such 
associ~ted organizations and sub-contractors as may 
be des~gnated by Youth Corrections in the contract. 

7.18 A detailed budget for the program. In addition to 
any budget information submitted by the offeror, 
Form 515 shall be used (See Appendix B); personnel 
costs should clearly identify costs by position and 
p~rcentage o~ time devoted to the program. Organiza
t~ons operat~ng other Youth Corrections contracted 
programs must include a budget showing how the adminis
trative costs of such other programs will be affected. 

7.19 A statement of ability to maintain financial records 
in accordance with the categories and line items 
contained in.the Form 515, and a statement of willing
~ess to subm~t ~ quarterly record of actual expenditures 
~n accordance w~th the categories and line items con
tained in the Form 515. 

7.20 A description 9f th~policy and procedures for internal 
handlin~ of ~eha~ioral problems (including re-admission 
or ~on~~nu~t~on ~n ~h~ program) and recording significant 
var~at~on ~n a part~c~pating juvenile's behavior, such as: 

(a) runaway 

(b) subsequent arrest, and 

(c) critical incidents. 

7.21 A ~escr~p~ion of the policies and procedures governing 
ma~l, V~SltS to participating juveniles visits by 
participating juveniles and telephone u~age (for 
residential programs only). 

7.22 A description of the type of youth, if any, which the 
offeror believes are not suitable for the program. 

7.23 A description of the manner in which educ~tion will be 
provided. For information concerning the availability 
of State Ed~cation funds, contact Doug Bates (533-5891). 
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7.24 For residential programs involving more than four (4) 
youth in a single residence, a statement of willing
ness to form a citizen advisory group to meet on a 
quarterly basis to provide community input into 
program activities. (See Appendix C) Prior notice 
to and approval by Youth Corrections is required for 
the location of such programs. 

7.25 Support letters from private and public agencies or 
individuals shall not be letters of recommendation; 
instead, they shall describe realistic plans for 
coordination and linkages with the offeror in the 
provision of services to the youth. Youth Corrections 
staff should not be asked to submit letters. 
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8.0 SPECIFIC PROGRAMS FOR WHICH PROPOSALS ARE REQUESTED - WEBER/DAVIS 

8.1 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(a) Program Description: Residential treatment programs 
utilizing group home or m~ni-group home models with 
the following specifications: 

If group home proposal: 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Home Standards; 

Willingness to accept 90% of Youth 
Corrections referrals; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with youth's 
family, as well as with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement and 
other rehabilitative services; 

Compliance with Social Services 
policy regarding placement of facility 
in the comm}lnity (~ee Append~x C). 

Not to exceed twelve in capacity; 

-Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents. 

If mini-group home proposal: 

Compliance with Division of Family 
Services Foster Care Standards; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with youth's 
family, as well as with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement and 
other rehabilitative services; 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents; 

Provision of maintenance and personal 
allowance for participating juveniles; 
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. 
Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Offeror must be licensed as a child
placing agency. 

(b) Proposal should demonstrate ability to deal with 
youth from area. Priority given to proposals 
that demonstrate most ability to link youth back 
to his own community. 

(c) Proposal should include what plans, if any, are to 
be utilized for reintegrating the youth with his 
family. 

(d) Total Funding: 

(e) Total Slots: 

$86,880 

16 

(f) Other Specific Requirements: Programs must 
be flexible enough to accoffimodate four females. 

(g) Proposal may be for all or any portion of the 
s:i:xteen slots. 

. 
9.0 SPECIFIC PROGRAMS FOR WHICH PROPOSALS ARE REQUESTED - SALT LAKE/ 

TOOELE COUNTIES 

9.1 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(a) Program Description: A h~ghly-structured 
residential treatment program for older, 
seriously delinquent juveniles, utilizing 
a corrections orientation and employing 
the following specifications: 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Home Standards; 

Willingness to accept 100% of 
referrals from Youth Corrections; 

Twenty-four hour awake supervision; 

Vocational training and employment 
placement capacity emphasizing exist
ing co~unity resources. 

(b) Total Funding: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$89,052 

12 

Cd) ProposaJ must be for all t~elve slots. 
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Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(ar Program Description: Residential treatment 
programs utilizing group home or mini-group 
home models with the following specifications: 

If group home proposal: 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Home Standards; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with youth's 
family as well as with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement and 
other rehabilitative services; 

Compliance with Social Services 
policy regarding placement of 
facility in the community. (See 
Appendix C) 

Not to exceed tw~lve in capacity; 

-Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents. 

If mini--group home proposal: 

Compliance with Division of Family 
Services Foster Care Standards; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with youth's 
family as well as with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement and 
other rehabilitative services; 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents; 

Provision of maintenance and personal 
allowance for participating juveniles; 

~venty-four hour supervision; and 

Offeror must be licensed as a child
placing agency. 

(b) 

(c ). 

(d) 

Total 

Total 

Other 

1. 

2. 

~ --~- ---- -~--------~ ~-~-~- -- --~~---
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. 
Funding: $228,060 

Slots: 42 

Specific Requirements: 

Proposal may be for any portion 
of the 42 slots. Existing program 
may wish to bid on only their cur
rent number of slots, or to increase 
or decrease their program slots. 
r7w p~oposals may be for any com
D1nat1on of the slots consistent 
with program requirements, Youth 
Corrections needs, and provider 
ability. 

Youth Corrections reserves the right 
to negotiate slot allocations with' 
providers. There is no way to 
determine the number of slots various 
providers will bid. Accordingly, 
Youth Corrections will allocate 
slots consistent with State needs 
and progr~~ description. 

Proposal should clearly demonstrate 
community linkages (abi Ii ty t~) 
reintegrate youth back into own 

-community), as well as plans, if 
any, for family involvement in 
program. 

-------_ ......... ->---------- --------------~-~--------
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9.3 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(a ). Program Description: A hig~ly-struct~red 
residential treatment program for ser~ously 
delinquent youth and/or substance abusers, 
incorporating the therapeutic community 
treatment model, and including the follow
ing specifications: 

Incorporation of medical, psycho
logical, psychiatric, educational, 
recreational and vocational ser
vices; 

Utilization of a rotating staff 
design to provide twenty-four hour 
supervision; 

Acceptance rate of 90%; and 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Home Standards. 

(b) Total Funding: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$52,128 

9 

(d) Other Specific Requirements: Prog'ram must 
be flexible enough to accept females. 

(e) Youth Corrections funding may not be suf
ficient and outside supplementary funding 
may be required. 

(f) Proposal must be for all nine slots. 

;1 

r ,I 
II 
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9.4 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(a)· Program Description; A highly-structured 
residential program incorporating a strong 
mental health treatment model and support 
services for seriously delinquent and/or 
emotionally disturbed youth, including 
psychiatric coverage and high professional/ 
staff/resident ratio. An ability to provide 
intensive psychiatric programs for youth is 
required. 

Program must demonstrate direct linkages 
to the local mental health authority, in
cluding financial support, and will utilize 
the local mental health center for staff 
supervision, case consultation, and facility 
back-up for residents. The program will in
corporate the following: 

Twenty-four hour supervision pro
vided by a rotating staff design; 

On-site education program; 

Acceptance rate of 90%; and 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Home Standards. 

(b) Total Funds: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$125,976 

12 

(d) Other Specific Requirements: Program must 
be flexible enough to accept females. 

(e) Youth Corrections funding may not be suf
ficient and outside supplementary funding 
may be required. 

(f) Proposal must be for all twelve slots. 

-
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9.5 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(a)' Program Description: A residential program 
for older youth with emphasis on incorporation 
of skills required for successful emancipation 
and independent living. The program should 
incorporate a component providing for intensive 
supervision by community sponsors involving 
substantial contact with a juvenile placed in 
the program and monitoring of the juvenile's 
employment, education and/or treatment activities. 

Sponsors shall provide support to youth in in
dependent or semi-independent living situations 
and use individualized group therapy to assist 
youth with problems of daily living. 

The program will also provide the following: 

Utilization of existing community 
resources to provide youth with 
financial, recreational and voca
tional/educational experiences, 
as preparation for independent 
living; 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Horne Standards; 

~venty-four hour supervision; and 

Capability of handling seriously 
delinquent and/or substance abusers. 

(b) Total Funds: 

(c) Total Slots 

. 

$49,685 

6 residential/ 
3 sponsor-tracker 

(d) Proposal must be for all six slots - three 
tracker. 
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9.6 Girls' 'Residential Supervision and Treatment 

Ca)" 'Program Description: A residential program 
for seriously delinquent females, utilizing 
an advocate living situation and incorporating 
the following specificatLons: 

Demonstration of capability for 
programmatic flexibility and 
variations in response to the 
differing needs of individual 
girls; 

Demonstration of twenty-four hour 
eyes-on supervision and control 
capability; 

Incorporation of educational, 
vocational and social/recreational 
components ,through support from 
and coordination with existing 
private and public resources; 

Focus on teaching woman-specific 
survival skills; and 

Acceptance rate of 100% 

Cb) Those staff utilized for the advocate living 
situation may not also be foster parents, 
either in this or other programs. 

(c) Total Funding: $69,414 

(d) Total Slots: 5 

(e) Proposals must be for all five slots . 
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9.7 Alternative' Education and Day Treatment Program 

(a)· Program Description: Program shall provide 
a comprehensive education and day treatment 
program: which includes the following pro
grammatic components: 

Provision of an alternative 
specialized educational program 
tailored to meet the needs of 
individual youth; 

Provision of recreational ex
periences; 

Linkages to provide educational 
diagnostic services and support 
counseling; 

After-hours supervision and 
tracker advocacy; and 

Linkages to skills training and 
emplo~ment assessment and placement. 

(b) Total Funtling: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$52,334 

. 15 

(d) Proposals must be for all fifteen slots. 
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10.0 SPECIFIC PROGRAMS FOR WHICH PROPOSALS ARE REQUESTED - UTAH COUNTY 

10.1 Residential 'Supervision and Treatment 

*(a) Prdgram Description: A residential treatment 
program utilizing a group home model, which 
includes the following specifications: 

Compliance with Youth Corrections 
Group Home Standards; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with youth's 
family, as well as with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement and 
other rehabilitative services; 

Capacity to provide family treat
ment, if any, should be included; 

Compliance with Social Services 
policy regarding placement of 
facility in the community. (See 
Appendix C) 

Not to exceed twelve in capacity; 

Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents. 

(b) Total Funding: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$65,160 

12 (male) 

(d) Proposal must be for all twelve slots. 

*Note: Please refer to note at end of Program 10.2. 
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10.2 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

*(a)" Program Description: A residential treatment 
program utilizing a mini-group home model, 
which includes the followi~g specifications: 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

Compliance with Division of Family 
Services Foster Care Standards; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with youth's 
family, as well as with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement and 
other rehabilitative services; 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents; 

Provision of maintenance and personal 
allowance for participating juveniles; 

Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Offeror must be licensed as a child
placing agency. 

Total Funding: 

Total Slots: 

$65,'160 

12 

Proposals must be for twelve slots. 

Other Specific Requirements: Programs must 
be flexible enough to accommodate four females. 

*Note: Proposals for proctor programs will be 
entertained with the understanding that in
dependent living money will not be available, 
and any anticipated costs in this area should 
be included in the proposed budget. 

Proctor program proposals should include the 
following specifications: 

Program shall provide a living 
ar~angement for each youth, with 
an adult or couple who shall be 
responsible for board and room and 
for supervision on week-nights and 
week-ends. 

10.3 Residential Supervision and Treatment (Carousel Program) 

(a): 'Program Description: A residential treatment 
program designed to provide intensive twenty-four 
hour supervision and treatment to seriously de
linquent youth who no longer require confinement 
at th7 YDC, who have a history of being unmanage
able 1n other treatment facilities, and who may 
exhibit one or a complex combination of characteris
tics, including severe emotional disturbance . ' ser10US learning disabilities, mild retardation 
and minimal neurological problems. ' 

Program components shall include the following 
specifications: 

On-site individualized counseling, 
recreational and educational services, 
and community linkages to provide 
ancillary support services; 

Provisions for placement of residents 
outside of facility in a 'proctor setting 
for week-end visits and to allow for 
transition to independent or other 
living arrangements; 

Provision of an advocate to prepare a 
vocational/educational employment and 

'recreation plan with each youth, and to 
supervise the youth in the completion of 
the plan; 

Provision of back-up and relief personnel 
for the live-in staff; and 

Statement of willingness and demonstration 
of ability to obtain a child-placing agency 
license within three months. 

Note: The facility will be provided by Youth 
Corrections. (It is located adjacent to the 
Timpanogos Mental Health Center.) A van is ' 
also included and some recreational equipment 
will be provided for use. 

Proposal budget shall include cost of utilities 
for facility, and gasoline for van. 

.... ,1 .... ' _________ """""' _______________________________ ~"__"_ __________ ~~~ _____________ _ 

--~ 
I 
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(b) Total Funding: 

(c)' Total Slots: 

$126,945 

6 

(d) Other Specific Requirements: Proposal shall 
include a breakdown of costs of the residential 
proctor-substitute living component so as to 
reflect costs of each program component in
dependently and in combination. 

(i 
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~1.0 SPECIFIC PROGRAMS FOR WHICH PROPOSALS ARE REQUESTED - RURAL 
SOUTHERN UTAH 

*11.1 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

(a) Program Description: A resid~ntial treatment 
program utilizing a mini-group borne model, which 
includes the following specifications: 

Compliance with Division of Family 
Services Foster Care Standards; 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
-to provide linkages with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement, 
family treatment and other rehabilita
tive services; 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group borne parents; 

Provision of maintenance and personal 
allowance for participating juveniles; 

Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Offeror must be lineensed as a ehild
placing agency. 

(b) Total Funding: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$21,720 

4 (male) 

*Note: Please refer to note at end of Program 11.2. 
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11.2 Residential Supervision and Treatment 

*(a)' Program Description: A residential treat
ment program utilizing a mini-group borne' 
model, which includes the following specifi
cations: 

Compliance with Division of Family 
Services Foster Care Standards: 

Prefer urban setting with capacity 
to provide linkages with community 
resources in education, vocational 
training, employment placement, family 
treatment, and other rehabilitative 
services; . 

Provision of back-up and training 
for group home parents; 

Provision of maintenance and personal 
allowance for participating juveniles; 

Twenty-four hour supervision; and 

Offeror must be licensed as a child
placing agency. 

(b) Total Funding: 

(c) Total Slots: 

$16,290 

3 (female) 

*Note: Proposals for proctor programs will be 
entertained with the understanding that independent 
living money will not be available, and any antici
pated costs in this area should be included in the 
proposed budget. 

Proctor program propo,sals should include the follow
ing specifications: 

Program shall provide a living arrange
ment for each youth, with an adult or 
couple who shall be responsible for 
board and room and for supervision on 
week-nights and week-ends. 

Provision of an advocate to-prepare a 
vocational/educational employment and 
recreation plan with each youth, and 
to supervise the youth in the completion 
of the plan; 

- 25-

Provision of back-up and relief 
personnel for the live-in staff; 

Statement of willingness and demon
stration of ability to obtain a 
child-placing agenc~ license within 
three months. 

-
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12.0 SPECIFIC PROGRAMS FOR WHICH PROPOSALS ARE REQUESTED - STATEWIDE 

12.1 Family Treatment/Vocational and Educational Program 

(a) Program Description: Intervention progr~l 
providing conjoint family counseling ser
vices to delinquent youth and their families 
who are being released from the YDC. In 
conjunction with this, each youth shall be 
maintained in an individualized counseling 
and vocational/educational program incorporat
ing existing c9mmunity resources in the areas 
of job placement, vocational training and 
career development. 

(b) Location: Wasatch Front' 

(c) Total Funding: $10,000 

(d) Total Slots: To be negotiated 

*Note: Offeror must be willing to accept 
referrals on a statewide basis; however, 
offeroT is not responsible for client 
travel expenses. 

APPENDIX B 

-
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--- _. .--- --------·------1----------------------------
2. I'rtlpOsal cleal'ly explains .the methods 

to he utilized In pl'ovltJinl) statcd service, 
Incillding Intake and relnle!Jratlon process, 
pru!jrdilloltic f1exlllll1ty, 
and aftercare, If Jny. 

family Involvement, 

-- .. _ .. _---- - -,-- --- ----1-1----1----------------,------------------
J. I'rllposal eX/llalns method to be utilized 

In IlI'uvldlnu dccounlahllity: contractually, 
flndllcla!1y and c\ inlcally. 

-------------~I-----I--------------------------------------·--------

4. PrllJlosal d~monstrales abl\ Ity to provld!! 
Iln~a!JI! to other cOlllOunl ty resourLes 
alld lhl! juvenile justice system. 

_._. 

5. Pruposal clearly explains use of volunteers 
and/or non·staff ((amlly, pl!ers, nl!l'Jhbor-
hood !Jroups, etc.) In providing serviLe. 

=: = ~=;= == ==. ============---:-=--_.===== .. _ .. __ ._- ... -- .. ----------
0, (IU~ I !f !c~ L.iu!,~. ~f phl.~r_ ~I!~_ ~!?J~02.ed. ~~.f.f 

Pr!'l''!~~ 1. "LU. Il! __ H!'.~~!!..!lff.Onj LI\!lJ!!..12!!Qwf 'l!l 
?_t.d!L,:!,_~~!ntla,l~olnls - 5 polnls each) 

---~-----

1. [ducatlon 
A. Level 
B. field of Sludy 

- - -- -- - ---- ------------- ---. _ ... --.. _--._----
2. [xperlence 

A. A.lllllnistrative 
U. Prugram 

J. Staff/Kid Rdtlo ft Explanation of: 
___ - ---- --- - -----1-------------- ----- .-----------------.. -

4. Staff Tralnlnq - Inservlce -
Prior. Staff Training 

---------------- .- - .. ------ ----- --- _.-
5. Mix (djljlrol'rldteness to jll'ograln and 

trea tu,ent fjUJ Is) 
A. Minorities 
U. [x -0 ff f!nd~rs. 
C. [ducdtlun levels 
D. EXjlcriclIC(l 

-----< __ - .-- --- -----1------------
r h, .... ' .... ,"II' 



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

r r 
: 

- ._- - = --f= -- -------_ .. -----_._ .. - --_ .. -- .-=.-:.:..:.:.:..:..:.-.~~ 

C. Cost (20 points - 5 points ca,h) 
-- -- -- --- --

I. Is proposal offered at Rrp cost or below1 

-- -- -- ----- --------------~--------.-.. ----
2. Is budgct adequate for service descrl~ed1 

--
J. Is admlhlslratlve/sUIIPort cost excesslve1 

(lOt or greater Is usually considered 
excessive) 

--I- - --- -- --
4. Is stated cost-per-ddy-per-youth adequate 

to provide statcd services? 
-1.. _________________________ _ 



r 

" , 

lJlVISIOII or YOIJ"I Conl!!Ql.!!!!i 

ORAL nATlII(j fOrtH 

I. IIlIn responsive 
2. Ul!lo~ aver.,!}c; I',lrt lally unrcsllolIslve 
3. Accel'lable; mcets mlnlllllllll l'cf\lIlre,"clIls of rtrp 
4. Alrov!! avera9!!: e~cccds ml 0 I nil III, In SOli'!! arl:d~ 

Dldcl~I': ______ . _______ _ Rater's Signature: ____________ _ 5. SII[lerlor; has I'otentlal to produce hluh-lluailly 
[lroduct 

I'rogl'am I: ________ . _____ _ 
Date: ___ ~~-------------.-----------

------_ .... _---- ... _ .. --'--
RdUny CrlterlJ 

2 ---- J 4 COllfllC!lts / I' ,IllY) 
,--~---~r----------~--

s lolal 

A. '1",111 tr of "rol'OSd I aod Its rotent Ia I for 
i'I'I:o,i,jl 1Slilii!J-I'i~ci:T"iJliJcc"l1vcs 
ISbl'n!;;i~ - li[jioliiLSe,lill--

J. Pro[losal demonstrates a clear under-
standln9 of the [lrobiems and needs of 
hlen U (led pOilU Ia t I on. 

-- -- - ------------------
2. Proposal clearly e~lllalns the methods 

to be utilized In providing stated service, 
Including Intake and reintegration process, 
progl'allldtic flexibility, hnilly Involvement, 
and a fterear!!, If any. 

'-' --I-
J. . I'roposal exillains nll:t"od to be utlllll:d 

In providing accountability: contractua Ily, 
,financially and clinically. 

-f- - 1--1-----1---------------------------
4. I'ro[lo~al den,onstr.tfls ability to provide 

linkage to uther cOllnllmlty resourceS 
and the juvenile Justice syst~m. 

-- -- -- ----------.....:~- .. ----
5. rropos~1 clearly e~"hlns use of volunteers 

dnd/or non-Slaff./loimlly, [lcers, nellhhor-
hood groups, etc.) In providing serv ceo 

----- - - _. -- - -' =:I==='==============--==-~.:::....--=--=-=== 
D. I/udllflcatlons of IIld,lcl'and Pr~osed surr 

i"·~I'~lir!L!njJcll;i.i£~~Ai.curJlii~ to '(ol'O",r'!!l 
:t .. rr Credentials UQJ,!!ints - 5 points each) 

-- - -
J. (ducat Ion 

A. Level 
D. rleld of Study 

-- -- -- -- - -,--1------------·-------------
2. (xperlence 

A. Ad,"ln I s tra t Ive 
U. "rO!lralil 

-- -- ---- -- ----- ---------_._---------_ .. ----------
3. Suff/Kld Rdtlo - (xplan~lloll 0(: 

-- -- - -- -- ----1------·_-
4. Std" Training - Inservlce -

Prior Staff Iralnlng 
._- -- _. -- - ---- ------------ ----_ ... -.-----_._---

~. HI. (~pproprlalcncss 
treat",,:nt quais) 

to pl'O!)rdll and 

A. Hinnrlll~s 

U. Lx -0 I (cllcil:rt 
C. [,IUCd tloll Levc I s 
O. [~I'CrlcIICQ • 

-- -- .- __________ ,I_-.t. ____ · ___ · _________ .. · ____ ·_· .. ---.-_ .. 
6. rcrsonllul • 

IlIrmJI pollclcs and prncc,lurlls (hlrlnlJ, 
~ " \ 



r 
r 

P' 

===o-=:=====:==:!:========r=- = = =' =-== == ::,:-=====-::::_=-=.::==~_.:..;~C!=.:.!.:==.;.=.;.:.!..:.", __ --= 
c. Cost (20 points - 5 points each) 

- - --- -- - -- -----------
I. Is prol~sal offered at Rrr cost or b~loH7 

-------,-------,--------------- -- --- ---- -- -----, ----,-----
2. Is ~udget adequate (or service descrlbed1 

~-------------------------I-- -- -- --- -:--1----1---------------- --, 
J. h adminlstrativc/support cost exccsslvcl 

(10: or grcdter is usually considered 
excess I ve) 

----------------------1- - - --- -- ----i--------------_·------------
4. Is staled coSl-ller-day-pcr-youth adclJuate 

to provide stJled serv\(J:sl 

'---_._---------

~I 
I 
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n IcJder: 

ill.Y I S I O!LSlUOUT!!.fll_n}lp:T lOllS 

QH_~I\T1Nr, roRM 

Rater's S�pnature: ________ _ 

(late: -------------

I. Nonresponsive 
2. lIelow aver,,!/c; partially unresponsive 
J. Acceptable; meets I1IlnllllulII reqllirelllents of Rrr 
4. Ahove averil!/e; exceeds mlnlnlulII ill sOllie areas 
5. SlIpcrloq hilS potential to produce hi!Jh-quality 

product 

. __ ._----_._-----------
S-co-,:e-rCheck Olle) 

RaLIIIg Criteria ( } _ ------------------.-----1-1- _2_..2._ 4 _.:5'-_r-_T!..:0:..:tc::a..!..I--r ___________ ~n.!!.!!!~.nts If cl!!1., ___________ _ 

O. ~stl0f!l.~Olllt5 edch 

1. IIh.lt IIOllld you say is 'your main sLren(lth 
III provldln!l this service? 

-- -- - - ---- ----1------------_· __ ·_------------------_.-

---------------------------1--- -- -- --------- ------------------ -------------.--
2. lJhy should you be given this contract In 

deference to other bidders? 

-----.------------------------ ---- -- -- ---1----------_·_-----------------------
J. I/(IW clo you cxpect to tical with the agaresslve 

acUII!I-out younuster ~Iho doesn't adapt to 
your progrilm? (Appropriate response should 
Illclude notion t11i1t youth be deal t with In
ternally, inclu(;'n!! prO!/r.lln modification, 
bcfore rellloval I. cOllsldered) 

_.-.--- - -- -- -- --- ----1------------------------------
iI. lJhat are the rlahts of children .In your care7 

(llidder shollld demonstrate sOllie knowledge of 
ch I I dren rl ah ts, such as wrl t ten uri evance 
procedurl! - III!Jht of lIon-Censorship-Privacy; 
rUUht of lion-Confinement; RI!Jht of Safe, 
COlllfort"ble [nvlronlnc!nt; RIl)ht to lIedlcal 
and Oental Care; Riuht of Confidentiality) 

---------------------- --- ---------1----1---------.:...---------------------
5. Hhat are your plans for the acceptance of 

an~ provision of services to.mlnority youth. 1 
'I 

HOT[: lise the ahove qlJes tI ons and Iterns as a work-shee t to obta I II grea ter tlnders land I n9 0 f the b I cider and 
lhe "rogl·dlll. n.) te the bidders forma lly all I terns found on the second slice t. 

-



APPENDIX C 

" f 

>lame of Youth / / Date -.,.-----:/ / Legal # __ _ 
-L-a-s-t ----- --F"""ir-s-:t-~ Middle Mo. Day Year 

3S iF _/_/ __ Birthday / / Residence: State. ___ County ___ _ 
-Mo-.-Day Year Zip COde 

:urrent Placement: _______ ~ ________ ~Entry Date / /_-
--MQ--. - Day Year 

a) 

Social if 

Most Severe 
iotal if of Referrals: Acronyms of Current Referred Offense(s): b) 

Next Severe 
c) 

Next Severe 

----

~cronym of Most Severe Admitted/Adjudicated Referral: _____ Age at First Arrest ____ _ 

Forlll Completed 
By Intake Dr 

Probation Officer 

Youth Correction 
Worker Completes 
Recc:mnenoa lion 
2-Week·Prior To 

Court Date 

II 

I, 

II 

FffiM FLOW OiART 

Staffing 
Reconrnenoa tion 

Court Order 
Data 

Completed 

Orjginal 
Basic Data 

• Form Returned 
I To State Office By 
: Youth Corrections Worker 

(Please Circle the ~nswer) SEX: M F GRADE COMPLETED: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
ETHNICITY: I'IHITE/A~LO B-ACK HI9ANIC NATIYE-AI-ERICAN ASIAN-AI-ERICAN OTHER 
R::LlGICN: CATHQIC LDS PROTESTANT NATIVE-AI-ERICAN OTHER to£ 
~RlTAL SrATUS CF PARENTS: DIVORCED ~RRIED SEPARATED WIDOi'r£D COWoON-LAW NEVER-I"ARRIED OTHER 
PRIOR A8SCCUNCED/RUN AWAY IE9:APED: YES NO 
ALCCHO..lDRLGS ASSOCIATED WITH CURRENT REFERRED CF"FENSE: YES POSSIB..Y NO UNKNOWN 
POSITIVE FAMILY SlP?ORT: DEFINITELY-YES M'\YE£-YES YES/NO M'\YEE-NO DEFINITELY-NO' 
IS THIS PERSON PR::SENTLY IN CUSTODY CF yruTH CORRECTIONS: YES NO 
PRIOR SC:CUft C[).f"IN=:/tNT (COMMlHENT): YES NO PRIOR SECURE (OBSERVATICl'l): YES 
PRIOR ALTERNATIVE RESIDENTIAL: YES NO PRIOR PARQE: YES NO PRIOR PROBATION 
ARE PARENTS' IGUAROIANS" OR YOJTH RECEIVI~ PUELIC ASS! STA"-CE (Examples, Food Stamps! 

NO 
YES NO 
Welfare) YES NO 

GUIDELINE CALCULATIO~S 

OFFDIDEl< SCORlC (circle) 
P~ior Type 3 ~judication. 

OFFENSE TYPE ~Circle most serious) 

More than 3 •••••••• 0 
2 - ~ •••••••••••••• l 
1 •••••••••••••••••• 2 
None ••••••••••••••• 3 

Prior Type 1 and 2 Adju~cations 
More than 2 •••••••• 0 
2 .••••• _ .•••••••••• 1 
1 •.•••••••••••••••• 2 
None ••• '.' •••••••••• 3 

Prior Adjudicated Referrals in 
l.ast Six 'Months 

More than 4.· ••••••• 0 
2 - 4 •••••••••••••• 1 
1 ••••••••• ; •••••• :.2 
None ••••••••••••••• 3 

Prior Probation Placements 
More than 3 •••••••• 0 
2 - 3 •••••••••••••• 1 
1 •••••••••••••••••• 2 
None ••••••••••••••• ) 

Age at Current Adjudication 
Over 14 •••••••••••• 0 
10 - 14 •••••••••••• 1 
9 or Under ••••••••• 2 

SUM SCORE _____ _ 

Offender 
Score 0-2 

3-5 

6-8 

Type 1 Life En~~~oerino Felonies (e.g., murder, 
manslaughter, aggravated assault, 
aggravated robbery) 

Type 2 Felonies Aoainst Persons (e.g., automobil! 
homicide, foreible sexual abuse, robbery, 

. pot possession to sell) 
T}~ 3 Property Offens~ Felon (e.g., burglary, 

shoplifting over $250.00, 4~stroying 
evidenee) 

Type 4 Misdemeanors AClainst PersoE(!. (e.g., 
negligent homicida, extor~ion, assault, 
nArcotic possession for us~) 

Type 5 Misdemeanors Against Property and all 
other Criminal Offenses 

Type 6 All Status Offenses 

DISPOSITION GIllOELDttS KA'l'"lUX 

Offense Type 
1 2 3 4 5 

;;; 

SECURE CONFIh"EMENT . 
....................... lU.TERNATIVE-RESIDENTIAL/OBSERVATION 9-U 
.;.;;;.;.;.:.:.:.;.;;:;;;.;. Pf<OBATION l----"ffiW.ffit:f:~~~~~7:;:~~~r.s;~::i:~ 
.- -: ~:;::. ALL OTHER . I 

12-14 

lrinal dispOSition vill be dete~ed at the discretion of L~ court • 
• 
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CIRCLE THE NUMBERS OF CIRCUMSTANCES THAT MAY JUSTIFY DEPARTURE FROM GUIDELINES. 

l. 
2. 

3~ 
4. 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES 

Weapon was used during commission of offense. 
Offense involved serious bodily harm to victim. 
hospitalization and/or incurred medical costs of 
Offense involved property loss or damage of over 
Prior adjudicated felonies involving: 
a. Weapons, and/or 
b. Serious bodily harm to victim, and/or 
c. Property loss greater than $1,000. 

(Required at least 
over $1,000.) 
$1,000. 

overnight 

5. History of absconsion from community supervision/placement 
secure confinement. 

and/or escape from 

MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES 

1. Offense was provoked by victim's actior.s. 
2. Offender knew the victim. 
3. Offender was a passive accomplice in offense. 
4. Record of success in prior community placements and/or under supervision. 
5. Offender had no personal contact with victim (nor reasonable expectation of 

same) during commission of offense. 

Guideline Recommendation (Circle) Secure Alternative-Res./Observation Probation All Other 

Community Demand 
--------------------------------~--------~------------------~~--Secure-Confinement Observation 

o ° (Circle) 
Probation or Intake Off1cer Recommendat10n Alternative-Res. Probation All Other 

Name (Print) Rationale: 

Youth Correction Worker Recommendation (Circle) Secure-Confinement 
Alternative-Res. 

Observation 
Probation All Other Date

o 

____________________________________ _ 

Name (Print) 

Staffing Recommendation 

Rationale: 

Court Order (Circle) 
Date 

Rationale: 

Secure-Confinement 
(Circle) 

Alternative-Res. Probation 
Observation 
All Other 

Secure-Confinement 
Alternative-Residential 

Observation 
Probation All Other 

Judge _______________________________ Other Information (e.g., restitution, duration, comments) 

Aci Jym of Adjudicated Most Sever Current Offense: 

If custody is given to Youth Corrections, what is entry date? 

Month / Day / Year 

-
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YOurH OJRREcrIONS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name: __________________________________ __ Date: 

Title: ------------------------------------ District: 

Name~'itle of Person to Wham you Report: ________________________________ ___ 

How Long You Have Held this Position: 

we have distributed this questionnaire to all Youth Corrections workers and to 

CYF and other workers with corrections responsibilities. 

Note: This questionnaire is for the use of John Short & Associates, Inc., 

only. Any information you give will be held in strictest confidence. Please 

return this canpleted form to JS&A directly in the attached envelope no later 

than March 7, 1980. Use extra pages as needed. Please answer all 

questions. If you have any questions please contact Stephen C. Pace at (801) 

532-5358. 

----------

'f 

I. Pur};:x)se/Duties 

A. In your CMI1 words, describe the pl.lrp)se of your present job. W1at do 
you do? 

B. W1at are the 3-5 rrost important thifX3s for which you are responsible? 

C. Are your objectives reduced to writing and reviewed with your 
supervisor? 

2 
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E. What incentives do you have to accanplish those objectives? Please 
describe. 

3 

II. Information/Communication 

A. Internal Contacts. Which persons in other positions within Youth 
Corrections do yoo v.ork with regularly? Please list title of person, 
purpose of contact, and frequency (per ~ek.) of contact. 

Title Purpose Frequency 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

B. External Contacts. Which persons ootside the Youth Corrections 
organization (e.g., CYF court intake v.orkers, court probation 
v.orkers, youth, families, private vendors) do you v.ork with 
regularly. Please list ti tie of person, purpose of contact, and 
frequency (per ~ek.) of contact. 

Title Purpose Frequency 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

4 
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III. Personal Effectiveness 

A. HCM do you knCM if you Ire doiI'l3 a good job? 

B. What would sorrebody else have to do to tell if yoo are doing a good 
job? IDCk at a formal refOrt or set of nwnbers (if so, please 
identify) or talk to sorreone in corrections or elsev.here (if so, 
please identify.) 

C. Wlat kinds of decisions do you make on your CMn, without consulting 
your superior? (Please give examples.) 

5 

D. Wlat decisions do you have to take to others for approval? Please 
give examples of decisions and source of final approval. 

E. Coold you be rrore effective if you had: 

1. Additional responsibilities? Please explain. 

2. Fewer resfOnsibilities? Please explain. 

6 

--



( 

" , 

F. D::> you need additional personal contacts or information to do your 
job effectively? If so, please list. 

G. What formal training or personal develcprrent prCXjrarns v.ould increase 
your effectiveness? 

H. Are there aI¥ najor barriers or constraints to your personal 
effectiveness that could be readily removed? 

7 

Ii" 
" 

IV. Youth Corrections Effectiveness 

A. Like pec:ple, organizations nay be seen as having strengths and 
1M2akness. In your c:pinion, what does Youth Corrections do best? 

B. What does Youth Corrections do };Oorly? 

C. What are the areas where Youth Corrections has the greatest 
Cl'};Ortlmi ty for improverrent? 

8 
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D. Hew ~ll does Youth Corrections plan? Can you relate the annual 
plans to your specific job accountabilities? What do the plans mean 
in the context of your position? Please explain. 

E. Problem solvirg may be done l:¥ individuals or groups. J):)es Yc..uth 
Corrections solve problems? Please give examples of significant 
problem:; that have been solved in the past year or so. 

F. Can you give examples of Youth Corrections problems that are 
generally thought to be significant, that probably have ans~rs, rut 
that seem to go unsolved? Please canrrent on why. 

9 

G. What are the lTOst important priority problems Youth Corrections 
should solve? 

H. Youth Corrections has a variety of relationships with private vendors 
to provide such services as group homes care, residential treatment, 
"alternative" care, etc. Are you satisfied with these 
relationships? What improvements do you suggest? 

10 
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- ~- ~---~-------- - - -

v. Suggestions 

A. W1at, if any reCClTUTEndations ~uld you rrake for reorganizing the 
functional areas and structure associated with your immediate 
sur:ervisor? 

B. 

C. 

W1at reorganizations do you suggest be considered for aI"¥ other part 
of Youth Corrections, IPS, the IPS/Juvenile Court relationship, etc.? 

W1at other suggestions, of any tyr:e, do you have for linproving Youth 
Corrections effectiveness? 

11 

-
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Date Interviev.er 

STAFF QUESTICNNAIRE 

1. Identification 

Name _________________________ __ Home __________ --:-________ _ 

Full-time Part-time ---- --------- Ti tie ________________ _ 

'Ibtal time wi th pro:rram -----Time in your present Job ____ _ 

Year ---------
Education: Degree ______ _ Field --------

License ----------------

2. What is the overall purpose of this program and hON is it irnplerrented? 

3. Wnat is your role in this process? 

4. Since you have been here, have you received any training from the pro:rram? 

D::scribe kioo, duration and place. 

5. Since you have been here, have you received any uWra:hng of pJsition and 

salary reflective of your experience and contribution to the program? 

6. What kind of supervision do you receive from the pro:rram? D::scribe the 

nature, who provides it, frequency, etc. Is it sufficient? Helpful? 

7. What is the nature of your decision-making .r;owers wi th resr:ect to your 

clients?· (Probe for degre1e of autonaty, etc.) 

--------~---------"'----------. 

8. In general, are lines of authority, resp:msibility, an:] decision-making 

clear am sensible? HON much input do ycu have into hcuse pJlicies? 

Enoogh? 

9. Ib you feel you get the backing am suppJrt of other staff in your dealing 

with kids? From administration? 

10. Are you kept informed of what is going on with kids, wi thin the house, by 

other staff? 

administration? 

HON effective is communication anong staff and with 

11. How would you describe your relationship with the kids? 

12. HON do the .kids get along with each other (afraid of each other, trust, 

suppJrt, etc.) 

13. &:e you assigned particular kids as clients? Yes No 

If yes, how many? 

14. Are any short-term objectives defined for each kid? Yes No 

If yes, are they written down? 

How are they derived? 

Please give some examples. 

15. Are long-term objective defined for each kid? Yes No 

If yes, how are they derived? 

Please give some examples. 

-------------------~~-'------~-.----------L'_,-



( 

( 

I' ! 

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

16. Duties: 

What % of your time is sF€nt in administrative & paperwork ______ _ 

What % of your tinE is sF€nt in contact with kids in groups ______ _ 

What % of your time is sF€nt in contact wi th incli vidual kids ______ _ 

'V>mat % of your tine is sF€nt in other activities D:scribe. -----

Hew many times in the past rronth have you had substantial F€rsonal contact 

wi th kids I families 

How many of these have been Phone Calls ___ _ Personal Visits ---
Visi ts to Groop Horre ___ _ 

'iihat is the Plll."Fose of these rreetings? 

l7. :co yoo ever rreet with representatives of any of the following and if so 

how often and for what purpose? 

Public School 

Vocational School 

Employer of Youth 

Potential Employers of Youth 

Mental Health 'Workers 

SF€cify 

Other groops or individuals 

HCM often 

in the last rronth 

. :co you' consider this a typical rronth? Yes 

Purpcse 

No 

18. Are there any restrictions (times, clearance, visit frequency, staff must 

be present), or rules on receiving visits fran families here at the 
residence? 

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) :COn I t Knew 

If yes, please sF€cify. 

19. Are there any restrictions or rules on kids visiting their family at horne? 

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) D:m I t Knew 

If yes, please sF€cify. 

20. Are there any rules or restrictions on receiving mail or on sending out 
mail? 

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) :COn It KnCM 

If yes, please sF€cify. 

21. Are there any rules or restrictions on using the residence phone? 

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Ibn I t KnCM 

If yes, please sped,fy. 

22. Are there any restrictions or rules on visiting with friends? 

( ) Yes 
( ) No ( ) Ibn I t KnCM 

If yes, sF€cify. 
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23. Are there any restrictions or rules on who can te seen in or cu t of the 

program? 

( ') Yes ( ) No ( ) Con It Know 

If yes, specify? 

24. Are there any rules or regulations on how often kids can leave the grcup 

hone? 

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) D:m It Know 

If yes, specify? 

25. Are there any rules or regulations on what kids can do cutside of the 

group horne (other than illegal activities? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

If yes, specify? 

26. To what extent do the kids participate in rrakirg the rules? 

( ) Very Much ( ) somewhat ( ) Very Little ( ) Never 

27. If the kids participate, how do they participate? __________ _ 

28. Lo ycu have any follow-up with the kids after they leave the program? 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

(Descrite anu follow-up activities yru have undertaken in If yes, heM? •• .l 

(I 

the past m::mth. ) 

29. What types of kids does this pr~am serve the best? 

30. What "t::yp2s of kids don I t fit into this type of program? 

31. What kinds of treatment or services are provided by t~is program? 

32. Asswre a natural hare or fester hone and day treatrrent resources are 

available - which three kids in the program will, in your judgement, be 

ready the scx::>nest to be discharged? (List in order in which thEy should 

be released.) 

33. Which of the kids nON in the program (if any) do you think should have 

never entered this program in the sense that other less institutional 

foons of care (e.g. foster care, day treat:ment, etc.) COlld have been 

tried first or tried further? 

Why? 

-
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34. Which of the kids now in the program (if an.y) do you think should have 

never entered this program in the sense that they need nore security or 

special forms of care that this program c~~ot provide. 

Nam: Care needed (your opinion) 

35. In general, how helpful is the program for the kids? 

(1) Very (2) Sanewhat (3) Helpful for some l:::u t not others 

(4) Not at all 

36. What changes could be made to improve the program? 

37. What problems, if aIr:! , exis t in the carunun i ty , that interfer wi th 

rehabilitating the kids? 

38. What coold youth corrections do, if anything, to aid you with the kids? 

39. What other supfOrt services, if any, could yoo use? 

If 

40. Is there an.ything a.l::x:ut the prCXjram which ~ have not discussed or any 

camrents you would like to make? 
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Interviewer -------GrCllp Harre ______ _ 
Date 
IFS# ------ [---- - - - --] 3 ' I J 

CDNFIIENrIAL YOurH QUE;STIONNAIRE 

1. Identification' 
Name Date of Birth ______ _ 

Parents or guardian names and addresses: 

Sex l=Male 2=Fenale Race 

DFS Ybrker __________ _ Probation Officer _____ _ 

(1) Yes (2) No ( 3) D::m' t Have (1) Have P.O.; Knov Name 

(2) No Probation 

(3) Have P. O. Ibn' t Know Name 

( 4) Ibn' t Know If On Probation 

2. Who do you usually live with? (circle one) 

(A) Adult head of the house 

(1) rother and father 

(2) rother and stepfather 

(3) father and stepmother 

(4) rother or stepmother only 

(5) father or stepfather only 

(6 ) other adult relatives 

(7) fester parents 

(8 ) other adults 

( 9) none 

(B) Kids (# 0-9) 

(1) nurrber of older brothers 

(2) number of younger brothers 

(3) nurrber of older sisters 

(4) number of younger sisters 

(5 ) nurrber of other rela too bqys 

( (6) number of other related girls 

(7 ) number of other bqys 

(8) number of other girls 

I. 

.::n 

[ 

[ 
[ 

3. How 1003 have you been in this grCllp hane? (weeks) ____ _ 

-4. Have ycu been in this grCllp horre before? 

(1) Yes (2) No ( 3) D::m' t Knov 

If yes, when? 

5. Had" 'Ou heard anything aba.lt this grCllp bane befc,,=,e you came here? 
I 

If yes, what did you hear? 

7. What was your first day here like? 

8. W1at is it like nay? 

9. Ib you have a religion? What is it? (Circle one) 

(1) LI:6 

(2) Protestant 

(3 ) Ca tho 1 i'c 

(4) Jewish 

(5 ) Other (specify) 

(6) None 

10. Have any of the kids in your family ever had trCllble with the law? 

(1) Yes (2) No (3) Ibn't Knov (4) N/A 

11. How abalt parents 

(1) Yes (2) No ( 3) Ibn' t Knov (4) N/A 

l.. 

--

[ --] 
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12. Co you have aI¥ rredical problems 

(1) Yes (2) INo ( 3) Con' t Kna.; 

If yes, please sp:cify: 

13. Are you takirJ9' behavior rredication? 

( 1 ) Yes ( 2 ) No (3) Con' t Kna.; 

W1at? 

14. What are you up here for na.;? (Interviewer code cate.gory aoo 

record sp:cific charge) For each 1 = Yes, 2 = No 

(1) drugs 

(2) cars (stolen car, use withrut autmrity, etc.) 

(3) prcperty (burglary, B&E, shop liftin:J, etc.) 

(4) prq:erty and p:rson (robbery, purse snatching, etc.) 

(5 ) person (assault, etc.) 

(6) juvenile offenses (stubborn child, sexual behavior, runaway) 

(7) public misbehavior (drinkin:J, disorderly cooouct, 10iterin:J) 

(8) parole violation 

(9 ) abandoned (no hem:) 

(10) arused 

( 11) can't get alon:J wi th parents 

(12) others (sp:cify) 

[NarE 'ID INTERVIEWER: Runs fran DFS do not crunt.] 

15. Have yoo been al1,Y\'ihere else in DFS before (.YOC, Fester care, etc.)? 

(for each: # of t:imes (0-9) 

Shelter Care 

Fester Horres 

Grrup Hones 

KAT'f Horre 

YIX: Ol:::serva tions ---
yrx:; Canrni t trren t ---

3. 

[ 

[ 

31. 
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~f 
] 
31 
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] 
45 

1. 
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16. Have you ever :un CMay fran your parents or guardian before? 

HON nany tines? (#0-9) 

17. Have you run CMay fran this program? 

How many times? (#0-9) 

18. Sarre for each prior placerren t. (total # 0-9) 

19. Co you think aboot running CMay fran this program at t:imes? 

HON often do yru think abrut it? 

Seldan or never (1) Sanet:imes (2) Often (3) Very Often (4) 

20. Have staff sp:nt any tine either v.orting with or talking to your family? 

(1) Yes (2) No (3) D:>n It Kno..v 

If yes, do yru kna.; v.bat's been going on and can you describe v.bat 

you know aboo tit. 

21. HON many t:imes in the past nonth have family rrernbers visited 

yc:u here? ___ (# 0-9) 

22. HON many times in the past nonth have you been hone? 

23. D:> any of your friends corre here and 
spend some t:ime? 

.24. Co you talk on the grc:up hone phone wi th 
I aI¥ of then? 

25. Co yru talk on any other phJnes with then? 

1./. 

. No. of Tines 
Per W2ek 

(#0-9) 

(#0-9) 

(#0-9) 

(#0-9) 

---------------------------.............. ------'---~'--------~--~~--~~' .... ' 
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26. Are there aI¥ restrictions or rules (times, clearance, fr6:juenqy, 

or supervision) on: 

Visi ting wi th frierrls 

Who can be seen in or rut of program 

Receiving visi.ts fran your fcrnily 

Receiving or sending rut rrail 

Using residents phone 

leaving the grrup hare 

What can you do outside the progran 

27. 'Ib mat extent do you participate in making rules? 

(1) Very much (2) Sanewhat (3) Very Little (4) Never 

(If kid participates) heM do yru participate? 

[INI'ERVIEWERS SUBJECl'IVE ASSESEMENT: how ~ll does kid understand rules?] 

(1) None (2) FOcr ( 3) Moderate (4) G:x:.xl 

5'. 

28. I'm going to ask you about some activities in the community. 

D:> you: 

Independently Supervised 

Yes ( 1 ) No ( 2 ) Yes ( 1) No ( 2) , 

Would You 

Like To D:> 

Or D:> MJre 

Yes(l) No(2) 

D:> paid crores or have paid 

jobs in the camnunity 

Use canmuni ty parks, play

grounds, recreational centers 

Use cammunity libraries (other 

than those of schools th~ 

attend) 

Attem church or Sunday school 

in camnuni ty 

Participate in sports 

-----

-----

Attend camnuni ty or school sfOrt _____ _ 

events, dances, etc. 

Go to novies or other enter

tainment in community 

Shop in neighborhood stores 

.. 
Visit friends rutside sch:>ol 

or groop hone 

29. HCM nany time,s in the-past nonth have you 

talked to a DFS ~rker on prone (#0-9) 

Visited with a IFS ~rker in perron Oltside of the horre 

Visited with a DFS ~rker here at the Grrup Hare __ _ 

,. 

--- ( #0-9) 

(#0-9) 

[ ---] 
, .. , "70 
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30" How many times in the past IIDnth have you 

talked to your probation officer on the phone? (#0-9) ---
( Visited with your probation officer in ferson (#0-9) 

Visited with your proba.tion officer here at the GrOlP Hane ___ " (#0-9) 

(If no proba.tion officer, enter 0 IS) 

31. Linkage 

Provided t:i or at 
the Groop Hare 
(1) Yes (2) No 

Educati.on: Set contains strategies 
which seek to enhance forrral academic 
or related training (enter hours fer week)" 

Provided t:i 
Community sources 

(1) Yes (2) No 

Tutorial Education 

J". 

J'I'i 

J 
IDO 

32. ,Yocational Training: Formal vocational instruction to provide a 

resident with ski.lls which will rrake h 1m IIDre employable in the 
commtmity. 

Provided by or at 

the groop horre 

(1) Yes (2) No 

Provided t:i 
Cammuni ty sources 

(1) Yes (2) No 

Vocational Training 

Formal vocational inst'uction 

to provide a resident I 

wi th skills which will 

help make him rrore em

ployable in the 

carnnmi ty. Specify Strategy revolves around a 
one to one relationship 
betv.een teacher and student. 

[ __ J skills being learned. 

7. 

101 

Groop Education 

Strategy emphasizes small 
groop study guided l:¥ [ __ ] 
teadler. May include sane ID~ 
tutorial follow up. 

Traditional Classroom Education. 

Strategy is similar to the 
lecture ITEth:x3 employed 
wi th large classes. Are 
you a full-t:irre student in 
regular school? 

Combination Groop/Tutorial. 

ReITEdial or MR School. 

Rerredial or MR classes 
(regular public school) 

[ __ J 
107 

10'1 

33. Counseling (Therapeutics): Counseling fOOlSed on self understanding 

and interpersonal relations as contrasted to school or employrrent 
counseling. 

Outside 
Counseling Only Individual Counseling {Formal 
(l)Yes (2)No 

g. 

Formal counseling which takes 
place in a one to one 
relationship. 

Group Counseling 

Counseling techniques which 
employ group resolution of 
interpersonal problems. 

1. Rap Sess ions 

2. Gu ided Group Interaction 
(Encounter GrOlpS) 

3. Other? Describe 

liS 
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34. Structured Self-Actualization/Physical Fitness Plcgram: Structured 

physical fitness program devised to enhance residen~'s self image. 

Here at Group Harne 

(1) Yes (2) N:> 

Somewhere Else Structured Recreation 

(l)Yes (2)N:> Formal recreation which is 

regarded l:!i staff and kids 

as a major activity rreetiTXj 

sp:cified goals. 

35. Drug or Alcohol 'Iherapy (Specialized): Specific strategies which are 

directed toward handling drug problems. 

Here at Grrup Horre 

(1) Yes (2) No 

Somewhere Else 

(1) Yes- (2) No 

Intensive Drug or Alcohol Therapy 

Long-tenn strategies which require 

considerable canmi tment of the part 

of the resident. 

Drug or Alcohol Related Counseling 

Short tenn strategies which attempt 

to create an understanding of drug 

related issues. 

36. If you want help finding a job, is there sorre perron you'd ask? 

Nobody ill Name Age (l)Adult (2) Kid Relationship 

36.(a) Has __ helped ycu before? In what w~? (l)Yes (2)N:> (4)N/A 

[ 
1~'3 

[ 
I~ 

, 

II 
Il 

37. If you were having trruble with another kid, is there some p:rson 

you'd ask? 

Nobody ill Name __ _ l¥;Je (1) Adult (2) Kid Rela tionship 

37. (a) Has ___ helped ycu before? In what w~? (1) Yes (2) No (4) N/A 

38. Help convincing teacher to do rome thing , is there sane p:rson you'd ask? 

N:>oody (3) Name --- Age (l)Adult (2)Kid Relationship 

38. (a) Has __ helped you before? In what way? (l)Yes (2)No 

39. Problem with sorreoody on the staff here, is there sorre perron 

you'd ask? 

---

Nobody (3) Name Age (l)Adult (2)Kid Rela tionship . --- ---

39(a) Has __ helped ycu before? In what w~? (l)Yes (2) No (4) N/A 

40. In general, how helpful would you s~ this prCx:Jram is for you? 

1) very helpful 

2) 

3) 

romewhat helpful 

not helpful at all 

41. Has the prcx:Jram provided you with any useful, legitimate skills 

which will help you in the carununi ty? 

1) 

2) 

3) 

a lot 

rome 

very little 

4) none 

ID. 
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42. What do you expect to get oot of this program? 

if 
~. 

43. Hdve there been any ways in mich yoo feel that the program has 

hurt you? 

44. W1at three things do you like best aboot the program? 
1) ________________________ ~ ______________________ ___ 

2) ________________________________________________ ___ 

3) ________________________________________________ ___ 

45. Mlat three things do yoo dislike the m:::st abcut the program? 

1) ________________________________________________ ___ 

2) ________________________________________________ ___ 

3) ________________________________________________ ___ 

46. Mlich groop homes in Utah are the best? W1y? 

47. Mlich are the worst? Why? 

48. If you coold put together your program for kids, mat v.DU1d it be like? 

II. 

YOUl'H SOCIAL a..IMATE 

(1) The staff rnerrbers try to keep yoo inforned abcut what I s happ:ning with the 
general program here at? 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unsure, 
Agree Disagree ron't KnOil 

1 2 3 4 5 

(2) The staff is more concerned with keeping kids under control than 
wi th helping than with their problems. 

1 2 3 1 4 5 

(3) If a kid rresses up, the staff will punish hirn/her. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(4) The staff makes changes wi thoot consUlting the kids? 

1 2 3 4 5 

(5) Other kids here will reward a kid for good behavior? 

1 2 3 4 5 

(6) If the kids really want to, they can share in decisions aboot 
how the general program is run. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(7) The staff will reward a kid for good behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(8) People in the program are pretty much split into two different 
groups, with staff in one, and kids in the other. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(9) The kids here have their own set of rules on how to behave that 
are different fran those of the staff. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(10) If a kid screws up, other kids here will punish him. 

1 2 3 4 5 

] 
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(11) Other kids usually try to help a new kid get used to the general 
program. 

StroI'Y:jly StroI'Y:jly Unsure, 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree D:>n't Knw 

1 2 3 4 5 

(12) If a kid does well here, the staff will tell him so personally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(13) Kids in the general program usually tell sorreone when they think 
he's done something wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(14) Kids in the ootside camnunity lock down on kids in this program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(15) There are too rrany kics here who push other kics around. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(16) Most kids here are just interested in doing their time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(17) If a kid does well here, the other kids will tell him so personally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(18) Most of the rules here are fair. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(19) The kids in this general program spend a lot of tirre ruts ide in the 
larger carnnuni ty • 

1 2 3 4 5 

(20) Staff here help the kids get jol::s ootside, get into yooth groops, 
into ne.w school program am thiI"X;!s like that. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(21) People in the rutside cammunity don't help kids in this general 
program get joJ:::s ootside, get into yooth groops, into new school 
programs, a.OO things like that. 

1 2 3 4 5 

[ 
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(22) If a kid really wants 
canrnuni ty he can. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

1 2 

to help plan his future out in the larger 

Disagree 

3 

Strongly Unsure, 
Disagree D:>n 't Knav 

4 5 

(23) If a kid in this general program screws up oot in the canrm..l11~ t.i, 
pec:ple out there will punish him/her. 

1 2 3 4 5 

( 24) If a kid in this general program does well rut in the carnnuni ty , 
J;€ople oot there will tell him so J;€rsonally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(25) Villen kids in this general program go oot into the larger carnnuni ty 
it is hard to tell them fran other kids. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(26) Kids in this general program have a different set of rules fran 
those of the J;€ople in the larger carnnunity who sUJ;€rvise the kids. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(27) People ~n the larger camnuni ty are rrore concerned with keeping kids 
fran thIS general program under control than with helping then with 
their problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(28) People in the outside carnnunity generally hassle kids in this program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(29) Real friends are hard to find in this general program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(30) 'Ihe staff deals fairly and squarely with everyone. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(31) Most kids here will beat yoo up to get what .. they want. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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(32) I feel very much that I fit in here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 

¥ee 

2 

Strorgly 
Disagree Disagree 

3 4 

(33) When I leave here I want to live with my parents. 

1 2 3 4 

Unsure, 
Ibn't KnON 

5 

5 

(34) I would like to live in a foster horne when I leave here. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(35) I would like to live wi th roanrna tes my age when I leave this hone. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(36) I hope to live by myself when I leave here. 

1 2 3 4 5 

J 
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STAFF SCCIAL CLIMATE QUESTICNS 

Narre 
Home ------------------------- [- - - - ______ - - - __ - - _ J~ 

I [_ -J~o Status (1) Full-tirre (2) Part-Tirre 
lIe (1) House Parent (2) Coulselor 

( unlicensed) ( 3) licensed social 
VtDrker (4) licensed psychol~ist 
(5) Mministration 

Months at hcmes ------

" [ ] 
.;/1 

[ J.;r_ 

[- - _. ] .. 5 
~3 [If £] 

.;,7 

(1) '!he staff menbers tJ::Y to keep you inforrrecl about what's happ:ning with the 
general pr~ram here at _________ ? 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unsure, 
Agree Disagree Con 't KnON 

1 2 3 4 5 [ J 
~i' 

(2) The staff is more concerned with keeping kids under control than 
with helping than with their problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 [ J ;:I, 
( 3 ) If a kid ITEsses up, the staff will punish h im,Iher • 

1 2 3 4 5 [ ] 
30 

(4) '!he staff makes changes withc:ut consulting the kids? 

1 2 3 4 5 
JI 

(5) Other kids here will reward a kid for good behavior? 

1 2 3 4 5 [ ] 
3;,. 

(6) If the kids really want to, they can share in decisions about 
how the general pr~ram is run. 

1 2 3 4 5 [ J 
33 
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(7) The staff will recward a kid for good behavior. 

Strongly 

Agree 

1 

k;ree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

StroI"X]ly Unsure, 

Disagree Ibn' t KnCM 

4 5 

(8) People in the program are pretty much split into two different 

grcups, with staff in one, and kids in the other. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(9) The kids here have their awn set of rules on hCM to behave that 

are different fran those of the staff.· 

1 2 3 4 5 

(10) If a kid screcws up, other kids here will punish hbn. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(11) Other kids usually tl:y to help a necw kid get used to the general 

program. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(12) If a kid does well here, the staff will tell hbn so personally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(13) Kids in the general program usually tell sorreone \'.hen they think 

he's done somethirg wrorg. 

1 2 3 4 5 

~. 
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(14) Kids in the outside carununity lcx::k dc:wn on kids in this program. 

StroI"X]ly StroI"X]ly Unsure, 
Agree Jl9ree Disagree Disagree Ibn't KnCM 

1 2 3 4 5 

( 15) There are too rrany kids here who push other kids arcund. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(16) Most kids here are just interested in doiI"X] their tbne. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(17) If a kid does well here, the other kids will tell hbn so personally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(18) Most of the rules here are fair. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(19) 'Ihe kids in this g=neral program spend a lot of tirre cuts ide in the 
larger canmunity. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(20) Staff here help the kids get jol:s rutside, get into ycuth grcups, 

into necw school program and thiI"X]s like that. 

1 2 4 5 

3. 
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(21) pec:ple in the ootsiOe canmunity don't help kids in this general 

program get jots ootside, get into yruth grrups, into new school 

programs, and things like that. 

Strongly Strongly Unsure, . 

~ee Mee Disagree Disagree Ibn't Knew 

1 2 3 4 5 

(22) If a kid really wants to help plan his future oot in the larger 

camnuni ty he can. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(23) If a kid in this general program screws up rut in the canmuni ty , 

people rut there will punish h:im,lher. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(24) If a kid in this general program does ~ll 00 t in the ccmnuni ty , 

people rut there will tell him so personally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(25) W1en kids in this general program go rut into· the larger cQruntmi ty 

it is hard to tell them fran other kids. 

1 2 3 4 5 

(26) Kids in this general program have a different set of rules fran 

these of the, people in the larger canmunity who supervise the kids. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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