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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The New York State Division for Youth
(DFY) is responsibile for administering a
complex multi-dimensional program of re-
habilitative services to youths living in res-
idential facilities throughout the State.
These residences range from secure facil-
ities with highly controlled environments to
residential homes that allow more access to
the community and its services.

LCER's evaluation of DFY's residential
rehabilitation programs included:

—-Review of facility expenditures and util-
ization;

--Documentation of the scope of services
provided to youths and measures of the
extent to which youths are making pro-
gress as a result of program exposure; and

--An evaluation of the administrative and
organization framework designed and im-
plemented by DFY to manage its facility
operations.-

LCER also sought to determine if exposure
to different types of DFY programs (broadly
defined as non—commumty and commumty
based) is a faetor in the incidence of crim-
inal recidivism and affects youths' post-DFY
employment and school experiences. The
results of this follow-up study are refer-
enced in this report and presented in detail
in a companion study titled, Impact of
Youth Rehabilitation Programs.

Expenditures and Utilization

Total DFY expenditures for Rehabilita-
tion Services increased 44.5 percent from
1978 to 1980. Major factors accounting for
this increase include:

--Significantly increased utilization of se-~
cure and non-community based facilities
and

--Underutilization of ecommunity based fa-
cilities.

Facility Utilization

From 1978 to 1980, on-grounds expendi~
tures at secure f amhtles increased 31.7 per-
cent--from $6.9 million in 1979 to $9.1 mil-
lion in 1980. This corresponds to a 49.3 per-
cent increase in the secure facility popula-
tion during the period January 1, 1978 to
January 1, 1981. In terms of faecility expen-
ditures, DFY's secure centers are the most
expensive to operate, and such centers have
become increasingly more expensive. For
example, the average per diem rate (the
cost of maintaining a child for one day) at
secure facilities was $161 in 1980 compared
to $128 in 1979--an increase of 25.8 per-
cent. On s yearly basis, it cost approxim-
ately $59,000 in 1980 to maintain a youth at
a secure faecility compared to approximately
$47,000 in 1979.

When compared to the other facilities in
different security levels, secure facilities
had the highest per diem rates, except for
Youth Development Centers (YDCs) in 1980.
These higher YDC rates resulted from a
utilization of only 57.0 percent. In 1979,



average utilization of YDCs and secure fa-
cilities was more comparable--83.6 and
85.9 percent, respectively. In 1979 per
diems were 12.3 percent higher at secure
facilities than at YDCs.

Lower utilization at community based fa-
cilities corresponds to the decrease in DFY's
community based population--reflecting the
shift from community based to secure pro-
gramming within DFY. The community
based facility population decreased 31.6 per-
cent over the period 1978 to 1981 (actual
count as of January 1, 1981).

Combined facility utilization at YDCs,
urban Short Term Adolescent Residential
Treatment Centers (STARTSs), and urban
homes in 1979 averaged 71.6 percent, com-
pared to 65.1 percent in 1981,

Secure Facility Capacity

Because of changes in the juvenile justice
system and laws mandating placement of
Juvenile Offenders (JOs) in secure facilities,
DFY's capacity at secure facilities has been
strained--even though total capacity at
these facilities has inereased dramatieally
over the past few years. In February 1980
DFY was operating five secure facilities.
As of January 1, 1982 there were nine. The
"secure” population increased from 138 in
1978 to 347 as of January 1, 1982--an in-
crease of 152 percent. DFY's JO population
as of January 1, 1982 stood at 293.

Utlhzatlon and Program Impact

With DFY's shift to non-community based ,

facilities, it is important to consider whe-
ther this more expensive rehabilitation pro-
gramming has improved youths' prospects
for "success" after leaving DFY. In its
follow-up  study, LCER compared youths'
successes in terms of criminal history,
school status, and employment experience.

This study, involving: 771 youths,compared
youths with similar background character-
isties and different lengths of stay in DFY's
secure and non-community and community

based facilities. Background characteristics
significantly account for the degree of risk
a youth poses to the community. The re-
sults of the study show that, with the ex-
ception of certain secure (Levell) facility
placements, confinement of youths with
similar background characteristics in non-
community based and community based fa-
cilities yields similar results. This evidence
warrants the following conclusions:

--Where no significant differences are
found relative to youths' eriminal histor-
ies after leaving DFY, there also appear
to be no significant differences in the de-
grees of risk posed by youths placed in se-
cure and non~-community based facilities,
compared to those of youths placed in
community based faecilities.

--Given the higher costs associated with the
more secure non-community based facil-
ities, DFY's allocation of a higher propor-
tion of its resources to non-community
based facilities does not appear to have
had a corresponding impact on success in
reducing the risk of future criminal activ-
ity or improving the prospects of success
in school and employment.

--DFY's system of classifying its facilities
by "level" serves no useful purpose (ex-
cept for secure facilities for youths with
prior felonies) either in terms of the de-
gree of risk youths pose to the community
during their period of residence or in
affecting the behavior of youths after
their release.

As noted in the companion report, Impact
of Youth Rehabilitation Programs, resolu-
tion of these issues is dependent on an
evaluation of DFY's programs and policies
with respect to its use of different levels of
residential care. Some of the important
factors that should be taken into account

‘are appropriateness of placements, the rele-

vance of program services for the "types" of
youths assigned to the respective levels of
residential’ facilities, and the effectiveness
of DFY's shift from a community based to a

~ more secure institutional program environ-

ment for a significant segment of its resi-
dential youth population.

s S T

Rehabilitation Programming

DFY's system of classifying its residential
facilities by levels (I-VI) is intended to
denote degrees of security and types of
rehabilitation programs available at those
facilities. These levels are alse grouped
into two broader categories: secure and
non-community based (I-IV) and community
based (V-VII).

Types of Programs

In secure and non-community based facil~

ities youths obtain rehabilitative services
on-site; community resources ‘are used by
youths residing in Level V-VII facilities.
While the facility levels do describe the
degrees of security at the respective facil-
ities, it is difficult to determine differences
in the types of program services available to
youths with the exception of the broadest
distinetion:  secure/non-community based
and ecommunity based. This lack of program
distinetion is important. According to DFY,
each level is intended to serve the program
needs of a particular "type" of youth. An
elaborate system has been implemented by
DFY to classify youths by their program
needs and to place them within the pro-
grams that the facility levels are presumed
to denote. However, in the absence of
clearly defined treatment methods  within
each level, DFY's classification and place-
ment procedures, except for security pur-
poses, are somewhat meaningless.

While DFY's Office of Program Services
has been designated as responsible for de-
veloping programs and setting standards,
programming decisions are taklng place at
other levels, including the regions and facil-

ities, as well. Program development respon-

sibility in DFY is fragmented and dispersed,

‘and, as a result, programs at faecilities de-

velop at random--not by a formula.

Pro&am Evaluation

The problems associated with estabhshmg

different types of treatment methods by
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level may result from DFY's failure to un-
dertake a systematic evaluation of its pro-
grams. With few exceptions evaluations
have occurred at the discretion of individual
program managers, and have focused on
individual program segments (job readiness,
employment, ete.). The agency has not
defined the "treatments" that should oceur
at each facility level, and youths' place-
ments have been dictated by available bed
space and security needs, rather than by the

appropriateness of program services avail-

able.

Program Services

DFY's rehabilitation efforts have been di-
rected at improving the education, voeca-
tional and employment skills of youths as
well as providing those youths with coun-
seling and medical services. LCER's evalua-
tion focused on those program segments for
which data could be obtained and that would
provide some measures of youths' progress
after program participation, including edu-
cation, vocational training and employment
programs.

Educational Remediation

In addition to its regular academic pro-
gram, DFY has implemented remedial edu-
cation services funded by the federal TitleI
program in reading and mathematics. Re-
cent cutbacks in federal funding for these
programs have virtually eliminated such
programs within the community based facil~
1t1es, but DFY continues to provide these
services within facilities at Levels I through
IV.

The need for remedial education is readily
apparent. On average, DFY youths are
considerably behind grade levels in both
reading and math. The problems appear to
be most acute for youths in the non-com-
mumty based facilities.

Opportunities for Particigation. Oppor-
tumtles to partlclpate in remedial programs

~depend on- the facility in which a youth is

placed. For example, while 53 youths at



Masten Park with a mathematics deficiency
of 5.1 (mean) years behind grade level were
not in a remedial program, 25 youths at
Auburn, 2.8 (mean) years behind grade level
in math, were enrolled in the program dur-
ing the 1980-81 school year. This pattern is
reflected throughout the system. Each fa-
cility provides academic remediation to
those with the greatest need. Consequently,
many youths with severe academic deficien-
cies do not receive remedial assistance be-
cause the facility in which they are placed
has youths with even greater deficiencies.

Remedial Assistance and Progress. Re-
medial programs do appear to assist youths
in achieving improved academic compe-
tence:

--Using pre/posttest data for grade equiva-
lents, LCER found that 82.9 percent of
135 youths enrolled in Title I programs
showed posttest improvements in read-
ing; 74.8 percent of 131 youths made pro-
gress in mathematies;

--Using a ten percentile system for deter-
mining anticipated increases in grade
equivalency after participation in Title I
remedial programs for the sample of
youths referenced. above, LCER found
that 51 percent of the partieipants in both
reading and math showed improvement at
or above the expected level of ten per-
cent for every month’of program particip-
ation.

Community Based Education. A high per-
centage of youths within DFY's community
- based facilities are attending sehool. Out of
441 youths at urban homes and YDCs for
whom data were available, 85.9 percent at-
tended school either full-time (76.6 percent)
or part-time (9.3 percent) during the 1980-
81 school year,

Youths placed in community based facil-
ities also have significant deficiencies in
math and reading. Remedial programs ad-
ministered by DFY in the community based
facilities are limited and only available at
the YDCs. It is not known how many ‘youths

in community based schools are enrolled in

Title I remedial programs.

However, LCER did find important indi-
cations that youths in DFY’'s community fa-
eilities are making academie progress:

--A total of 150 out of 265 youths within
community based facilities, who attended
school during the 1980-81 school year,
completed the grade attended. ‘

--Approximately 11 percent. of youths older
than 16 years, living in community based
facilities, earned their general equival-
ency degree (GED) or high school diploma.

Vocational Training/Employment

DFY emphasizes skill development and
job readiness in its vocational training and
employment programs.

Program Effects. Based on tests adminis-
tered by DFY, the programs at the non-
community based facilities have been useful
in improving both the job-seeking .skills and
attitudes of youths in those facilities.

Program Participation. As of March 31,

1981 total enrollment in non-community
based vocational skills and training pro-
grams was 1,067, including dual enrollments
by an undetermined number of youths.

LCER also found a high incidence of par-
ticipation in vocational training and employ-
ment programs among youths in community
based facilities. Sixty percent of youths in
YDCs and 52 percent of those in urban
homes participated in these kinds of pro-
grams during the 1980-~81 school year. In
addition 47.9 percent of community based
youths were employed at the t1me of
LCER'S survey--July 1981

e

Organization and Management

From 1976 to 1981, DFY initiated reor-

ganizations that included establishing a re-

gional administrative management structure .

in 1976 and subsequently -changing central
office functions and patterns of organiza-

- tion. -While these changes were intended to

enhance DFY's ability to manage and super-
vise its residential facilities there have been
a number of negative "side~effects":

--Duplication in the functions of and con-
* fliets in responsibilities among central of-
fice, regional and facility staffs; -

--Lack of direction and management con-
trol relative to facility me}nagem ent;

: —-Development of central office monitoring

and review functions in place of increased
staffing within the regions to improve
management and supervision of faeility
operations. ‘

Duplicetion and Confliet

Problems related to duplication and econ-
flict among central office staff and regional
personnel have developed as a result of
DFY's failure to clearly define responsibil-
ities and to develop procedures and direc-
tives to control central office staff in their
relations with DFY residential facilities.
These problems are largely the result of
DFY's dual management structure--central
and regional systems for managing and su-
pervising facility operations ‘Central office
units are involved, in varymg degrees, in
program monitoring, supervision and imple-
mentation of programs at the facilities.
The end result is that these central office

- operations duplicate functions assigned to

regional and district DFY staffs.

Management Direction and Control

“In part, functional duplication and con-
flict .in responsibilities can be aseribed to
the absence of management direction and
procedures preseribing-the functions of cen-
tral staff and the manner in which these
functions should be .carried out in relation to
the reglons and the facilities' roles.

Central office staff umts operate with
considerable dlscretlonary authority and au-
tonomy--particularly in their functional re-
lationship with regional and distriet per-
sonnel and facility staff. There are no

established standards to guide the respec-
tive central office units in their responsi-
bilities or procedures to control how these
staff units interact with one another and
with regional, distriet and faecility person-
nel. The following are the kinds of problems
that have resulted:

--Central office program staff giving super-
visory direction to f acility personnel;

Ny
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--Problems identified at facilities not rou-
tinely brought to the attention of the
responsible regional or distriet staff;

--Facility visits and regional meetings for
facility staff that bypass the appropriate
regional or district staff; and

--Conecentration of faecility visits by central
office staff in facilities in Region II--ap~
proximately 57 percent of such visits in
1981. Only 24.5 percent of 1980 youth
admissions were within that region.

Central Control

In many respects DFY's management
problems appear to result from an ambiva-
lence toward the regional concept of facil-
ity supervision and management. That DFY
has never made a commitment to a reglonal
system is evidenced not only by the moni-
toring- and review funetions performed by

_central office staff (and corresponding staff-

ing patterns) but also by an apparent lack
of confidence in the regions' abilities to
manage critical problem areas within these
regions. The most strlklng evidence of
DFY's reluctance to complete regionaliza-
tion was its decision to centralize the man-
agement of the secure (Levell) facilities.
This decision resulted in the establishment
of staff within the central office that at
least parallel, 'if not. duplicate, functions

‘within. the regions. Secure facilities are

rapidly becoming the largest single program
segment in DFY. DFY's rationale for cen-
tralizing secure facility functions does not
withstand serutiny (see pages 59-61).
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Conclusions

DFY ‘has developed and implemented an
array of rehabilitative services at its resi-
dential youth facilities. However, program
development has taken place within a man-
agement structure where considerable au-
tonomy exists among program units. The
result is confusion over program roles and
responsibilities, duplication of effort and
conflict in facility management and pro-
grams. These problems, in turn, have had a

negative affect on DFY's ability to clearly
define the kinds of rehabilitative services
provided at facilities of different levels.
The shift from community based to more
secure facilities refleets this: inereased cost
of services without equivalent inerements in
benefits. DFY will continue to respond to
pressures for different types of treatment
programs until it has clearly defined its
program objectives and has developed the
means of evaluating the effectiveness of its
various approaches to youth rehabilitation.

Fiﬁdings for Comment by the New York State
Division For Youth

Chapter 58 of the Laws of 1980 requires heads of audited agencies to report within
180 days of receipt of the final program audit to the Chairman of the Legislative
Commission on Expenditure Review and the Chairmen and the Ranking Minority Members
of the Senate Finance Committee and the Assembly Ways and Means Committee on what
steps have been taken in response to findings and where no steps were taken, the reason

why.

1. There has been a proportionate increase
in the use of secure and non-community
based facilities over the period 1978
through 1981, even though the referral
offenses (felonies and misdemeanors) of
youths in DFY's care remained relatively
constant over this period. (pp. 6, 7, 8)

2.Based upon LCER's study of a group of
771 youths with different DFY residential
experiences, it does not appear that
DFY's residential level system makes any
significant difference as measured by

post-DFY experiences of youths' eriminal’

behavior and employment and educational
achievements. (pp. 18, 19 and LCER pro-

gram evaluation, Impact of Youth Re- -

habilitation Programs)

3. DFY has not developed program models at
individual facilities related to the types

. of youths intended to be served at those
facilities. The problems associated with
establishing different types of treatment
methods by level may result from DFY's
failure to undertake a systematic evalu-
ation of its programs. (pp. 20, 21)

S-6

4. Opportunities to participate in TitleI re-
medial math and/or reading programs by
DFY youths vary among the facilities. As
a consequence many youths are not en-
rolled in a remedial program even though
their test results reflect greater deficien-
cies in these subjects compared to youths
in other facilities who are enrolled in the
program. (pp. 23, 24)

5. DFY has not mandated that facilities use
posttesting using norm referenced tests
to measure the progress of youths in re-
medial math and reading. Consequently
little use has been made of test data for
evaluation purposes. (pp. 25, 26)

6. DFY has failed to define the function of
Program Services staff units-- particular-

ly with respect to their programmatic

relationship to the facilities. As a result,
Program Services staff operate as inde-
pendent and autonomous units, and rela-
- tions -and responsibilities between the
central staff -units and facilities vary.
This tends to undermine the integrity of
~ the regional structure with respeet to

AT VIS . St 3
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program implementation and supervision
of facilities and to diffuse responsibility
and, thereby, make it difficult to define
accountability. While DFY has developed
material to clarify the roles and responsi-
bilities of Program Services staff units,
these materials fall short of clarifying
responsibilities in relation to procedural
issues. There are no specifie procedures
regarding contacts with facilities and the
manner in which ecommuncation and co-
ordination are to be effected. (pp. 49, 50,
51, 52, 54)

The Pregram Assistance and Review unit
has not fulfilied its role to undertake
agency wide program reviews. Rather,
this unit performs functions that dupli-
cate those performed by other DFY staff,
including in-depth facility reviews of is-
sues routinely addressed by DFY region-
al/distriet staff and Program Services
personnel. (pp. 54, 55, 56, 57)

DFY has not established formal proce-
dures to ensure effective communications
of central staff involvement with faeil-
ities. The absence of procedures to en-
sure effective communication leads to
contradictory directions and problems in

1y

10.

11.

the development and implementation of
programs. (pp. 53, 54)

. There is little evidence of overall plan-

ning within the agency in monitoring the
frequency of central staff visits to facil-
ities. Of the visits to facilities by Pro-
gram Services staff during 1981, 57.7 per-
cent were within Region IlI-- whereas
slightly more than 37 percent of the facil-
ity population was in that region as of
June 1, 1981. (p. 53)

DFY stressed the need for a regional
structure to manage its residential facil-
ities and as a long range strategy to
integrate rehabilitation services and local
assistance programs. However, there is
evidence that DFY is not fulfilling its
commitment to a regional management
system and has moved to recentralize
functions and bypass the regional organ-
ization. (pp. 57, 58, 59, 60, 61)

DFY's rationale for centralizing the man-
agement of secure facilities is based more
on accommodating the division's move-
ments to recentralize facility manage-
ment than because of any problem result-
ing from the expansion of the secure
facilties program. (pp. 57, 58, 59, 60, 61)
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FOREWORD

The Legislative Commission on Expenditure Review was established by Chapter 178
of the Laws of 1969 as a permanent legislative agenecy for among other duties, "the
purpose of determining whether any such department or agency has efficiently and
effectively expended the funds appropriated by the Legislature for specific programs and
whether such departments or agencies have failed to fulfill the legislative intent, purpose
and authorization.," This program audit, Management of Youth Rehabilitation Programs is
the one-hundreth staff report.

The New York State Division for Youth (DFY) is responsible for administering
youth rehabilitation services programs through State residential facilities as mandated by
Section 501 of the Executive Law. DFY provides a variety of rehabilitative services for
youths at these facilities ineluding education, health, counseling and vocational training.

A number of issues are addressed in the audit concerning the management of DFY's
residential facilities. Of particular concern is the duplication of functions, conflicting
sources of authority, and lack of control and standards for central office operations that
impaect on DFY's regional management system to administer facility operations. Other

issues addressed include the increase in per diem costs at community based facilities due.

to underutilization, the absence of clear distinctions in rehabilitation programs by type of
facility and the lack of meaningful evaluation activities.

We note our appreciation for the cooperation extended to us by DFY staff.

For each of the audits, a uniform procedure is followed. After the preliminary
draft is completed, copies are delivered to the State agencies involved in carrying out the
legislative policies under review. DFY's reply is contained in Appendix F and LCER's
rebuttal is in Appendix G.

In aczordance with Commission policy, this report focuses on factual analysis and
evauation. Recommendations and program proposals are not presented since they are in
the realm of policymaking and therefore the prerogative of the Legislature.

This audit was conducted by Gerald Keyes, Chairman, John Coleman, Frank
Jackman, David Rowell, Ted Sobel and Stacy VanDevere. Bernard Geizer served as
general editor while James Haag handled layout and production. Word processing and
graphie services were provided by Ann Careccia. Overall supervision was the responsi-
bility of the Director.

The Commission is interested in hearing from the readers of its audits. Any
comments or suggestions should be sent to the Director at the address listed on the inside
front cover of the audit.

The law mandates that the Chairmanship of the Legislative Commission on
Expenditure Review alternate in successive years between the Chairman, Senate Finance
Committee and the Chairman, Assembly Ways and Means Committee. Assemblyman
Arthur J. Kremer is Chairman for 1982 and Senator John J. Marchi is Viece Chairman.

Sanford E. Russell
Director

October 29, 1982
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I BACKGROUND

The New York State Division for Youth (DFY) has res ibili ini
. Yo ponsibility for the admin -
tion of State tralpmg schools and related facilities for youths comrgitted to its ::alrsc;cr:s
mandated by Section 501 of the Executive Law wherein it is stipulated that DFY is:

--To operate and. maintain the state training schools and related f acilities
for the reception and care of juvenile delinquents. The division shall

see that the purposes of such institutions are carried into eff
that end shall have all necessary powers. ect, and to

--To establ@s}.l, operate and maintain programs and services alternative to
sta?:e training schools for persons in need of supervision and juvenile
d.el§n.quents placed with the division, and for persons referred to the
division pursuant to section five hundred two of this article. Such
services shall include but not be limited to urban homes, group homes
famlly foster care placements, youth development centers, day services’
and rural based facilities, within amounts appropriated therefore. The
division may contract with politieal subdivisions of the state agencies
;geerr'lici)i Sox;3 ‘s)lrjlppontedd tl}fﬁ'eb ,tr;lot;f or-profit associations, insti’tutions or

cerned wi ou ior i
Sueh Dro e e serviceg. » Tor the operation and maintenance of

DFY programs authorized by Seection 501 are referred to as rehabilitative services.

Audit Objectives
This audit was undertaken by LCER to determine the f ollowing:
--Level of ekpenditures for facility operations and facility utilization;
-~The scope of program services provided to youths at facilities and the

extent to which such programs are serving the need it-
60 10 DIY warer il g s of youths commit

-~The organizational and administrative framework designed by DFY to
develop programs and manage its facility operations and the extent to

which this framework achieved effective progr
implementation. Program management and

Categories of Youths
DFY has responsibility for youths who are referred pri i ‘ami
" he , primarily from the Family C
apd the criminal (qounty) court. Such youths are committed to the care of DF};' 311111:‘15
different status designations. These designations include the f ollowing: |
-—dJuvenile Delinquent (JD), |
--Restrieted JD,

-=-Person In Need of Supervision (PINS),

R



--Juvenile Off ender (JO),
--Youthful Offender (YO).

JDs, PINs and Restricted JDs are referred from the Family Courts. JOs and ¥0$
are referred from the criminal (county) courts--the latter recei-.ng the status design-
ation in criminal court and referred to Family Court prior to beir.g remanded to the care
of DFY.

The age level, degree of culpability, appropriate statutory reference and court of
referral by the respective status designations are summarized in Exhibit I.

Placement and Transfer Procedures

As noted above, the division admits youths to its residential programs primarily
from the Family Court or the eriminal court. If placement is primarily from the Family
Court, the Family Court must immediately notify the division of its intention.! Upon such
notification the division determines the State institution in which the child should be
placed based upon an evaluation of that child (placement papers are delivered to the
division which help in such evaluaticn--Section 519, Executive Law). During the intake
period the Youth Service Team (YST) worker is required to complete a Problem Oriented
Service Plan (POSP)--a treatment development form initiated in 19'9. The YST worker
also must interview each youth prior to a DFY facility or program placement. A summary
of stipulations governing DFY placements and transfers for the respective youth status
designations appears in Exhibit II. »

Program Level System

DFY has classified its residential facilities by level of security and type of
program. The location of DFY facilities and their designation as secure,
non-community based and community based are reflected on Map 1. The list of facilities,
as well as their capacity and location, are indexed to the map. The classifications consist
of two broad categories: (1) secure and non-community based facilities and (2)
community based facilities. Within these categories each facility is designated by level: 1
through VII,

The extent to whieh the respective levels of facility (I-VII) can be characterized by
the status designation of the youth population at each level is shown in Table 1. While the
population as of 1980 within secure facilities (Level I) was almost exclusively JOs and
Restricted JDs, and primarily JDs within Level I (limited secure), the population among
the other five levels is mixed.

The distinguishing characteristics of each of the levels (I-VII), according to DFY's
definitions, are summarized below. Basically DFY differentiates among the levels more
in terms of the degree of security rather than the types of programs (rehabilitative
services) provided at the respective levels.

Secure and Non-community Based Facilities (i-IV)

Secure (Level ) and non-community based (Levels II-IV) are characterized by
emphasis on security, ineluding control over the behavior and physical movement of
youths, and the fact that rehabilitation services are provided on-site.

TR
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Exhibit I

Status Designations of Youth by Age, Culpability, Statutory Reference and Referral Source

Status
Designation Age
Juvenile Delinquent Over 7

Person In Need of Su-

Under 16

Male: under 16

pervision Female: under 18
Restricted Juvenile De- Over 7
linquent *Tnder 16
Juvenile Off ender 13

14 and 15
Youthful Offender 16-19

Degree of Culpability

Not eriminally responsible by
reason of infancy.

Incorrigible, ungovernable or hab-
itually disobedient and beyond
the lawful control of parents or
other lawlul authority.

Not criminally responsible by rea-
son of infaney.

Criminally responsible for acts
constituting murder in the sec-
ond degree.

Criminally responsible for spe-
cified erimes.

Relieve youths of the onus of a
eriminal record.

Statutory Reference

Family Court Aet, Sec-
tion 712(a).

Family Court Aect, Sec-
tion 712(b).

Family Court Aet, Sec-
tion 753-a.

Penal Law, Article 10.

Penal Law, Article 10.

Criminal Procedure Law,

Seetion 720.20.

Source: -LCER staff from McKinney's Consolidated Laws of New York Annotated.

Status
Designation

Placement Stipulations

Juvenile. Delinquent Secure facility or in a non-secure

Person In Need of
Supervision

Restricted Juvenile
Delinquent

facility during first 60 days in DFY
or

School or center
or

Youth Center.

Youth Center.

Five years in DFY for Class A fel-
ony conviction (12-18 months in a
secure facility)

or

" Three years in DFY for all other

Youthful Offender

Juvenile Off ender

crimes. (six-12 months in a secure
faeility),

Conditional on sentencing.

All time in DFY must be in a secure
facility--length of sentence is inde~
terminate as being dependent on the
specific offense.

Exhibit II

Statutory References

Family Court Act,
Section 756(1).

Family Court Act,
Section 756(2).
Family Court Act,
Section 756(3).

Family Court Act
Section 756(3).

Family Court Act,
Section 753-a.

Penal Law, Section
60.02.

Penal Law, Section
70.05.

Transfer Stipulations

Transfer within 60 days to a secure fa-
cility requires a hearing.

Transfer to a secure facility requires a
hearing to determine if the youth com-
mitted an exceptionally dangerous act.

No transfer to a secure facility per-
mitted.

No transfer to a secure facility per-
mitted,

Pursuant to regulations established by
restrictive placement committee.

Transfer to Department of Correctional
Services if between the ages of 16-18
years: with permission of sentencing
court.

At DFY's discretion if between ages of
18-21 ‘years if "no substantial likelihood
that the youth will benefit from program
offered by the division's facilities."

Source: LCER staff from McKinney's Consolidated Laws of New York Annotated.

la
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Court of Referral

Family Court .

Family Court.

Family Court.

Criminal (County) Court.

Criminal (County) Court to
Family Court.

Status Designation of Youth by Placement and Transfer Stipulations

Statutory References

Executive Law, Sec-
tion 515-a(3).

Executive Law, Sec-
tion 515-a(3).
Family Court Aect,

Section 756-3.

Family Court Act,
Section 756-3.

Executive Law, Sec-
tion 516.

Executive Law, See-
tion 515-b(4),

Executive Law, Sec-

tion 515-b(5). P
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B Table 1

: Distribution of Youth in DFY Residential Facilities
by Level and Status Designations
1980 Admissions
Residential Level
Cooperative/
Voluntary/
i Alternative
; Secure Non-Community Based Community Based Placement
Level I Level I Levellll LevellV Level V Level VI Level VI Level VII
Status Designation No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % Ro. % No, % No. % Total
Juvenile Offender 84 94.4 3 3.4 — -- 1 1,1 -- == 1 1.1 == == - - 89 %
,  Restrictive Juvenile : | )
g & Delinquent 20 60.6 6 18.2 - ~-- -- - 2 6.1 2 6.1 2 6.1 1° 3.0 33 :
Juvenile Delinquent 15 1.1 358 26.5 8 0.6 212 15.7 67 5.0 239 17.7 144 10.7 309 22.9 1,352 ;
Youthful Offender -—- - - -— = - 31 39.2 2 2.5 31 39.2 13 16.5 2 2.5 79 :
; Criminal Finding — e -- — = - 1 33.3 ~-- -- 2 66.7 -- - - - 3
! é
| Adjourned Contem- i i “
: plating Dismissal ~-- - 1 4.0 2 8.0 4 16.0 - -- 7 28.0 10 40.0 1 4.0 25 , </
PINS . -~ == 1 0.2 9 2.0 40 9.1 34 7.7 140 31.8/)162 36.8 54 12.3 440 |
. : el A 4
Other - - - —_— = == 1 11,1 - - 5 ;l 22.2 1 11.1 9 i
None 2 11 _3 1.6 --— -- 3 1.6 _16 8.7 104 27.0 _ 7 3.8 185 .
g Total 121 372 19 293 121 531 375 2,215
Source: LCER analysis of DFY data T
- e e S AR @
5 . NN > ) i
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Secure Centers-(Level I). This level of facility is described as having the most
intensive level of security.

Limited Secure~(Level II). Security is an important consideration and is intended to
restrict access to the community. However, physical security arrangements are less
intensive than at Level 1.

Special Residential Centers-(Level ). Physical security is intended to limit
access to the community. These centers are designed to provide specialized educational
and elinical programming for troubled youths.

Residential Centers-(Level IV). This DFY residential facility level is the least
restrictive of the secure and non-community based programs.

Community Based Faeilities (V-VII)

The distinguishing characteristic of the community based facilities is that youths,
with some exceptions, generally obtain services that are available in the community.

Youth Development Centers (YDCs) (Level V). Close supervision is exercised over
youths in residence at the YDCs. Rehabilitation services are obtained through a
combination of YDC facility staff and community resources.

Group Homes (Level VI). Supervision over youths is exercised through house
parents. Program services are obtained through community resources. :

Short Term Adolescent Residential Treatment (START) Centers (Level VI). The
START Centers are similar to group homes but the facilities are relatively large buildings
located in communities with a high population density.

Alternative Home Resources (Level VII). This is essentially a foster care program
and was not included in the scope of LCER's audit.

Utilization

Both the number and proportion of youths placed within these subprograms (I-VII)

has changed significantly over the period 1978-1981. (For a more detailed discussion of -

utilization see Chapter II.) Table 2 illustrates the changes in the population distribution
among these subprograms from January 1, 1978 to January 1, 1981. In 1978, 40.7 percent
of the youths were assigned to secure or non-community based facilities. As of 1981, 997,
or 49.5 percent, of the youths in DFY residential facilities were in secure and non-
community based facilities. Within the community based programs there has been a
population decrease of 31.6 percent during the referenced period.

Clientele Characteristies

The profile of DFY clients is based on admissions data for the years 1978-1980.
While this illustrates a fairly clear profile of the DFY clientele, it includes readmissions
from aftercare and prior service/new placements. The actual characteristics of the
population at any point in time may vary depending on the number of readmissions and/or

vt e,

Table 2

DFY Population by Program
January 1, 1978 to January 1, 1981

Increase
_ (Decrease)
Population* 1/1/78 to 1/1/81

Program Level 1978 1879 1980 1981 Number Percent
Secure Programs 138 156 145 206 68 49.3
Non-Community Based Programs 661 717 739 791 130 19.7
Community Based Programs 999 856 714 683 (316) (31.6)
Cooperative-Voluntary Placement 164 162 177 335 171 104.3

Total 1,962 1,891 1,775 2,015 53 2.7

*As of qanuary 1 for 1978, 1979, 1981, and as of December 31 for 1980. Data for 1981
transmitted by telephone.

Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.

prior service/new p}acements during the year. The admissions data are presented in
Table 3. The following provides a summary of these data:

Admissions

While there has been a slight (4.2 percent) decrease in the number of
total admissions, this is not an accurate indication of the population trend.
The populati.on figures from January 1, 1978 to January 1, 1981 indicate a
2.7 percent increase. The higher population is most likely due to longer
sentencing--particularly for JOs.

Sex

Consistent with historical trends the male-female ratio is about three
to one. There has been a decrease in the female admission levels from 1978
to 1980. Over this time period total female admissions decreased by’ 101
(17.0 percent).

Age

. Admissions data show a younger DFY population in 1980 than in 1978.
For thgse under the age of 14 there has been a 96 percent increase. For the
same time period there was an 8.4 percent increase for the 14-16 year old age
group. This trend is reversed, however, for those over the age of 16. The

corresponding figure for this group shows a 68.1 percent reduetion in total
admissions from 1978-1980. *'

°

Adjudication Status

The .adj_udicgation status is important for two reasons. First, if it is
assumed adjudication status is positively correlated to the seriousness of the
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crime committed, this variable offers an indirect reflection of the serious-
Table 3 ness of the crimes. The second reason for its importance is that adjudica-
tion status may have a direct relationship to facility placement. For
DFY Clientele Characteristies By Admissions- example, youths adjudicated as JOs must be placed in secure facilities.
1978-1980 Table 3 shows the distribution of youths by adjudication status from
1978-1980. For the year 1978 the table aggregates JOs and Restricted JDs.
Change These classifications are separated for 1979 and 1980. Between 1979-80
-1978-1980 there was a 9.9 percent increase in the number of JO admissions. The
1978 1979 1980 (Decrease) number of Restricted .JDs remained constant, while there has been a
No. % No. % No. % No. % decrease in both the number of PINS (14.9 percent), and YOs/Criminal
- " - - Charges (29.3 percent).
Sex : ;
Ma 1,718 74.3 1,482 73.4 1,721 T7.7 3 0.2 Referral Offenses
e e "eos  25.7 537 26.6 494 22.3 (101) (17.0)
Total 2,313 100.0 2,019 100.0 2,215 100.0 For JOs, Restricted JDs and JDs there has been no significant change
' in the distribution of referral offenses. Felonies comprised approximately
Age 3.7 47 percent of such offenses in 1980 and in 1978. There was a slight increase
12 and under 21 1.2 50 ?SZ 122 32 gg 183'0 in the percentage of offenses classified as misdemeanors from 38.5 percent
13 8 31 391 8.9 456 20.6 186 68.9 to 44.9 percent, but some of this may be attributed to a decrease in the
14 270 11.7 381  18. : 4 . number of unknown referral offenses.
15 597 25.8 1778 38.5 868 39.2 271 (33'1) N
16 809 35.0 495 Zg g ‘igg 233 gig; ( 66:2) It appears that the DFY clientele is getting younger on average and the adjudica-
17 and over 524 _22.7 189 - 3 9915 100'1 - tion status of this younger population has changed in accordance with legal mandates.
Total 2,313 100.1 2,019 100. ’ . However, the character of the population--as reflected by referral offense--has remained
Adiudicati on b constant. These changes have 51gmflcant implications for DFY programs--—partlcularly
Ao 81 4.0 89 4.0 8 9.9 related to facility utilization as discussed in Chapter II.
Juvenile Off enders/ 73 3.9 33 L6 33 1.5  (40) 54.8
Restricted JD's . : '
i i 61.0 157 13.1
Juvenile Delinquents 1,195  51.7 1,098 54.4 1,352 )
. 77)  (14.9) Audit Scope and Methodology
PINs 517 22.4 501 24.8 440 19.9
Y.0./Criminal Charge 116 5.0 83 4.1 82 3.7 (34) (29.3) . o _ _
Oth‘ér 412 17.8 223 11.0 219 9.9 (193) (46.8) LCER's evaluation of DFY's rehabilitative services programs and operations was
Total 5.313 100.1 2,019 99.9 2,215 100.0 undertaken in two phases. These include an evaluation of the effectiveness and efficiency
’ o of current program management and operations and an evaluation of the impact of DFY
Referral Off enses (JO's, rehabilitation on a sample of youths exposed to the program during the period July 1978 to
JdD's, RJD's only June 1979, as reported in LCER's research report titled, Impact of Youth Rehabilitation
Felonies 9 15 8 1.3 10 1.4 1 11.1 Programs. i
3 130 21.5 101 16.6 104 14.9  (26) (ig.g) :
b 86 14.2 125 20.6 126 i8.1 40 . .
5 - 277 45.8 281 46.3 322 46.1 45 16.3 Current Operations
E 103 _17.0 92 _15.2 136 _19.5 _ 33 32.0 Current operations were reviewed by LCER in the context of the following:
Total 605 100.0 607 100.0 698 100.0 93 15.4
All Misdemeanor 02 " -80.6 441' 73.1 563 72.6 161 4.1 -~Facility expenditures and utilization, |
i 4 - . * * . 2,
g %il:gsx:::g: 86 13.0 67 1(1]% 92 1(2)2 13 15.1 --Program scope and effectiveness, and v
i i 3 0.5 3 . . - N . ]
%f&?lglvfr)gs 172  25.9 92  15.3 111 14.3 (61) (35.5) -~Organizational structure and management operations.
Total 663 100.0 603  100.0 776 100.1 113 17.0 o |
‘ _ ' : Facility Expenditures and Utilization. DFY's rehabilitative services expenditures
a : ther. and facility utilization were documented from data provided by DFY, including projec-—
biggg_ig&"gnflw]) included together tions of bed space requu-ements at secure centers. Bed space at secure centers is a
; ye ' particularly important issue since this is where DFY's residential population is increasing
» most rapidly.
Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.
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Program Scope and Effectiveness. LCER focused its review of DFY programs
primarily in two areas: Education Services and Youth Employment and Training. These
two program service areas were selected for the most intensive data collection and
evaluation efforts as these are the two programs provided to youths within DFY's
residential facilities where at least some data were available to measure program effects.
Other program services, including health, services to the handicapped and counseling, are
referenced in terms of the scope of services provided.

Organization and Management. LCER's evaluation of DFY's crganization and
management structure focused on issues related to major reorganizations initiated within -
DFY rehabilitation services since 1976 and the extent to which such reorganization
efforts affected the operation of the ageney.

Program Impact

All of the issues fall short of defining the impact of DFY programs on youths in its
residential rehabilitation program. To measure such impact, LCER obtained data for a
group of 771 youths who had been in DFY's residential faecilities during the last two
quarters of 1978 and the first two quarters of 1979. In addition to background data
obtained from DFY for the youths in the sample, LCER obtained information related to
employment, education and criminal history of youths since leaving DFY and data
concerning their program experience while at DFY. The purpose of this data collection
effort was twofold:

--Determine the rate of criminal recidivism for youths exposed to DFY
programs, and

--Determine background and DFY program factors that appear to have a
significant relationship to the incidence of criminal recidivism and
post-program suceess 1n employment and education for youths commit-
ted to DFY care.

The results of this study are presented in LCER's companion report, Impact of
Youth Rehabilitation Programs. The general conclusions of the study, as they relate to
current policies for facility utilization, are referenced in Chapter II of this report.

Chapter Summary

® Youths remanded to DFY residential facility care include: JDs, PINS, Restricted
JDs, JOs and YOs. JOs remanded to DFY custody must be placed in Secure (Level I)
Centers.

@ Between 1978 and 1981 the DFY population in secure and non-community based
facilities increased by 24.8 percent while commumty based programs decreased by
31.6 percent. As of 1981, 49.5 percent of youths in DFY residential care were in secure
and non-commumty based f acilities compared to 40. 7 percent as of 1978.

@ There was a 2.7 percent increase in the total DFY residential populatlon between

‘January 1, 1978 and January 1, 1981.

® A decrease of 17 percent in female admissions to DFY was noted between 1978
and 1980.
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~ @ There has been a 96 percent increase in the percent of youths under the age of
14 admitted to DFY and an 8.4 percent increase in the 14-16 year age group over the
period 1978-1980. The number of youths ages 17 and over decreased 68.1 percent during
this period.

® Between 1979 and 1980 there was a 9.9 percent increase in JOs admitted to
DFY. '«
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I DFY EXPENDITURES AND FACILITY UTILIZATION

As reflected in Chapter I, while DFY's residential population has remained rela-
tively stable over the period 1978-1980 (see Table 3), its composition--related to status
designations of youths--has changed dramatically. This, in turn, has affected the
expenditures for the residential program and utilization rates in the various types of
facilities. Utilization has inecreased at the more secure type facilities which also are
more expensive to operate.

This chapter reviews DFY expenditures and, facility utilization. The issues
addressed include the following:

--Trends in the operating costs of DFY's rehabilitation services and

~--Facility utilization rates and projected DFY requirements for bed space.

Exl;enditures

_ Over the period 1978-1980, DFY expenditures for rehabilitation services increased
from $39,217,900 to $56,688,005~-an increase of 44.5 percent:

Year Expenditures*
1978 | $ 39,217,900
1979 48,840,403
1980 56,688,005
Total $144,746,308

*Excludes foster care and includes Highland Detention Center.

Faeility Expenditures

Expenditures related to secure level facilities accounted for a significant part of
the inerease in DFY rehabilitative services expenditures over the period 1979-1980
(Table 4). Facility expenditures shown in Table 4 relate only to on-grounds expend-
itures by faeility level, excluding prorated costs for central support services and central

Table 4

DFY On-Grounds Faeility Expenditures* by Seeurity Level
For Rehabilitation Services 1979-1980

Percent

Center
‘Security Level 1979 \ 1980 Increase
Secure - $ 6,920,293 $ 9,112,314 31.7
Limited Secure 15,307,234 17,308,946 13.1
Non-Community Based 5,862,965 6,758,788 15.3

Community Based 9,398,649 10,123,216 7.7

Total $37,489,141 $43,303,264 15.5

*Excludes DFY center support services, indirect costs, DFY regional expend-
itures and federal revenues. Includes on-grounds fringe benefits.

Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.
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office and regional administrative costs for rehabilitative services. On-grounds expend-
itures for secure facilities increased 31.7 percent during the 1979-1980 period. The next
highest percentage increase was for non-community based faecilities~-15.3 perecent. On-
grounds expenditures for all DFY residential rehabilitation facilities increased by
$5,814,123. Secure facilities accounted for 37.7 percent of this increase--$2,192,021.

Loecal Charges

In accordance with Section 529 of the Executive Law, the, county (local social
services district) from which a youth is placed in DFY is responsible for one-half the cost
ineurred for the care, maintenance and supervision of the youth.

One half of the cost of care, maintenance and supervision provided by the
division pursuant to the provisions of this title, and title two of article
nineteen-g, for local charges, as defined in the social services law, in the
division's schools, centers, forestry camps and short-term adolescent train-
ing programs, hereafter referred to in this section as faecilities, shall be
reimbursed to the state by the social services distriets from which such
local charges were placed, as hereinafter provided.

Per Diem Rates. DFY arrives at charge-backs to the respective social service
distriets by calculating a per diem rate at each DFY facility and allocating one-half the

. per diem for each youth based on his length of stay at the facility.

Per diem rates vary among the facilities. Due to the more extensive rehabilitation
services at the secure and limited secure facilities, the per diem rates are generally
higher than those at the community based facilities. The average per diem rates for the
DFY security levels are reflected in Table 5. “Over the period 1979-1980, per diem
rates increased for all security levels with the exception of urban and contract homes.
Per diem rates at YDCs had the greatest percentage increase--68.4 percent--from 1979
to 1980. The secure centers had the second largest percentage increase--25.8 percent.
During 1980 the average per diem rate at the YDCs was the highest ($192).

Table 5

Average DFY Per Diem Rates'by
Security Level for the Years
1979 and 1980 -

Center Percent
Security Increase
Level 1979 1980 (Decrease)
" Secure $128 $161 25.8
Limited Secure 117 137 . 17.1
Non-Community Based 59 72 22.0
Residential 97 : 114 17.5.
Urban Homes 89 70 (21.3)
YDCs 114 : .- 192 , 68.4
Contract Homes 88. 69 (21.8) o

Source: LCER staff analysié of DFY data.
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5
There also is variation in the per diem rates for facilities within the same security Table 6
level (Table 6). Utilization levels (i.e., number of days of care provided) at the facility ! o .
account for a significant part of the variation--as utilization increases per diem rates o __ Utilization Levels and Per Diem Rates
decrease—-as reflected in Table 6. In most cases, within any facility group, the higher the = Variations at Selected DFY Residential Facilities by Leve!
utilization rates the lower the per diem charges. ' | | 1980
Local Billings. Each quarter the division bills each county social services distriet
for one-half the State's share of child care costs. The total number of youths and days of ' Actual Per Diem
care are determined and the applicable per diem charges are calculated. The per diem cost Center Utilization Costs
is used in determining county chargebacks. s Security Net Days of - Percent At
j __Level Charges _Care Utilization Actual Capacity
Reduced and Non-Reimbursable Charges. There is an exception to the 50 percent § 3
charge-back level for Aid for Dependent Children (AFDC) cases. The federal government f 3 Secure
reimburses the State at a rate of 50 percent for each youth eligible for AFDC. In this I - Goshen $3,248,893 26,612 97.0 $122 $118
instance the State-local charge changes from 50 percent State and 50 percent local to Brookwood 2,666,445 17,175 93.9 155 146
25 percent State--25 percent local--50 percent federal. Youth Support Ine. (YSI) was LTTU 1,054,654 4,753 72.2 223 160
created to take advantage of the 25-25-50 reimbursement rate. The federal regulations i .
allow a 50 percent reimbursement to not-for-profit child care corporations such as YSI. gl L
YSI was established as a not-for-profit corporation to contract with DFY for the Limited Secure
operation and maintenance of its urban homes and YDCs. The contract between DFY and ! Middletown 576,135 6,271 85.7 99 79
YSI allows the State to obtain reimbursement from the federal government for AFDC 3 Pyramid 2,264,535 10,397 . 56.8 218 124
cases. YSI is funded by a First Instance Appropriation. DFY estimates federal ‘ Bushwick 1,677,449 5,447 49 .6 308 153
reimbursement for AFDC. Table 7 reflects DFY projections for federal reimbursement '
and actual federal cash payments for the fiscal years 1977-78 through 1980-81. DFY has 5 .
overestimated federal AFDC obligations by $1.5 million over this period. Non-Community
i . : Nueva Vista 1,269,623 19,862 90.5 64 58
Counties are not liable for the costs of DFY care for youths sentenced as JOs, Camp Cass 1,303,201 15,985 87.4 89 71
since the State pays the total cost for the care of JOs. . % Staten Island 561,316 5,031 68.7 112 b
‘Facility Utilization 3 YDCs
s . _ Brooklyn® 1,321,443 9,773 62.1 135 84
Table 8 shows the actual utilization of DFY facilities over the period 1979-1981. : Brooklyn 1,040,550 7,051 80.3 165 118
The total number of days of care provided during this time period increased from 472,511 i Harlem 1,600,368 4,091 44.7 395 175
days of care provided for all levels of care in 1979 to 522,130 in 1981--or an increase of :
10.5 percent. The most significant increase in number of days of care occurred at secure ‘
centers. At secure centers the number of days of care provided increased 73.4 per~ Urban Homes
cent--reflecting expansion of that program--99,498 in 1981 compared to 57,376 in 1979. Buffalo 107,055 2,510 98.0 43 49
There was also an increase in days of care provided at limited secure centers--from Bronx 292,546 6,551 85.2 45 38
138,548 in 1979 to 162,676 in 1981~~an increase of 17.4 percent. Rochester 314,530 6,086 79.2 52 41
o ) . Walden 83,480 1,017 39.7 82 33
During this time period community based facilities were underutilized. YDCs' i Ulster 101,002 1,222 47 .1 83 39
utilization decreased from 83.6 percent in 1979 to 54.6 percent in 1981, The decrease in Poughkeepsie 240,782 2,626 51.3 92 47
utilization at the YDCs is accounted for by a 24.4 percent increase in capacity with a Monticello 151,451 1,467 57.3 103 59
18.8 percent decrease in the number of days of care provided. Overall, the utilization rate Westchester 311,411 2,879 37.5 108 41
at community based facilities stood at 65.1 percent in 1981 compared to 71.6 percent in New Rochelle 125,771 845 33.0 141 49
1979. )
gLess federal revenues.
YDC No. 3 boys.
Projected Capacity Needs-Levels I and II Facilities o ®YDC No. 4 girls.
To forecast future demand on DFY facilities--particularly Levels I and II--DFY
used a number of simulation models. Two models were developed during 1981-~-in March _ Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.
and September. Both models show different projections for secure facility bed space
: _ i
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Table 7

DFY Projected and Actual Federal
Reimbursements For YSI
1977-78 through 1980-81

DFY Projection Actual Amount of

of Federal Federal Overestimate

Year Reimbursement Reimbursement (Underestimate)

1977/78 $ 1,232,000 $ 1,043,446 $ 188,554
1978/79 4,411,400 3,010,689 1,400,711

1979/80 2,648,600 3,137,408 (488,808)
1980/81 3,604,200 3,181,599* 422,601
Total $11,896,200 $10,373,142 $1,523,058

*Estimates include Title XX and school lunch program.
Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.

needs. The September projection indicates an increase in demand between July 1981 until
the first part of 1985 with a leveling off at that time; by contrast the March projection shows
needed capacity continuing to increase. The figures below are the projected populstions
for secure facilities in December 1983. ’

DFY Population Projections

Model for December 1983
Mearch 1981 396
September 1981 416

As more information becomes available to DFY, adjustments will have to be made
in the population projections. DFY pilans to expand the models to include variables which
are external to the system, but which may have an indirect influence on the population
projections. An example of this is the changes in the population of youths for the 13-19
year old age group.

DFY's secure facility (LevelI) experience during the period July 1981 through
January 1, 1982 compared to DFY's projections formulated in March and September 1981

. is shown in the following table: N

Secure Bed Projections
Compared to Population Levels
July 1981~-January 1982

1981 Projected Secure

Actual Bed Requirements

Month Population March September
July 1981 ‘ 289 : 315.8 350
August 1981 305 320.0 . 359 .
September 1981 325 324.7 366
October 1981 337 329.2 372
November 1981 368 333.8 377
January 1, 1982 347 338.0 380
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Table 8
/
! Facility Capacity and Utilization
Rates by Security Level

, 1979-1980

Actual® ' Utilization Percent

i Center _ Capacity (Days of Care) Utilization

? Security Level 1979 1980 1981 1979 1980 1981 1979 1980 1981

1 - - . T . ’ -

Secure 66,795 77,848° . 99,498 57,376 63,454 99,498  85.9  81.5  100.0

1 Limited Secure 162,425 151,158 186,079 138,548 132,430 162,676 85.3 87.6 87.4

‘; Special Residential 10,950 10,614 10,950 10,515 9,504 10,490 96.0 89.5 95.8

s‘ | Residential 124,100 177,852 123,370 = 115,499 111,936 110,735 93.1 62.9 . 89.8

‘é '-:3 START (Urban) 22,630 19,764 20,440 12,395 11,174 8,310 54.8 56.5 40.7
4 3 | YDCs - 54,750 67,344 68,0380 45,746 . 38,354 37,138 83.6 57.0 54.6

i Group Homes 132,860 122,976 124,706 92,432 92,742 93,283 69.6 75.4 74.8

j Total 574,510 627,556 633,123 472,511 459,594 522,130 82.2 73.2 82.5

8Mumber of Beds x 365 (1979/1981) and 366 (1980). Bed capacity based on DFY facility reports as of 1-9-80 for 1979 and

i 12-15-80 for 1980. Bed capacity for 1981 based on DFY calculations of yearly average bed capacity. ‘

Include: Oneida Secure-operational with ten beds for Nov/Dec, 1981.
Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.

T AT S 2 T

e e e

I TN I
i B

et
!

L



p——— e —

DFY's March projections understated the population during the last quarter of 1981.
The September projections overstated the bed requirements for the entire period, July 1981-
January 1, 1982 (see Chapter IV for facility utilization during this period). As of
December 1981 DFY had an actual capacity at secure facilities of 365.

Pacility Utilization and Program Impact

An important rationale for placing youths in a8 more secure setting (in part dictated
by legislative mandates) is to ensure the removal of children from the community and to
provide different programming for youths deemed a greater risk. This has resulted in an
increase in the expenditures for physical plant construction and operation.

LCER's follow-up study of 771 DFY youths (referenced in Chapter I) concluded that
there was no significant difference in the outcomes (with the exeeption of youths with
prior felonies in secure facilities) for youths with similar background characteristics—-
whether they were confined in secure and non-community based facilities or placed in the
community--as measured by:

--Criminal history after release from DFY,
--School status, and
--Employment experience.

This has significant implications for DFY's programming--reflecting a shift toward
secure and non-community based facility placements. Since LCER's data provide
documentation of general outcomes relative to the measures listed above, the following
conclusions appear warranted:

--Where no significant differences are found in a youth's eriminal history
after leaving DFY, there would appear to be no significant differences
in the degree of risk posed by youths placed in secure and non-
community based facilities compared to those placed in community
based faecilities.

--Given the higher costs associated with secure facilities, DFY is
expending resources in secure facilities without a corresponding impact
relative to subsequent success in reducing the risk of future eririinal
‘activity or improving the prospects of success in terms of school and

employment.

--DFY's level system does not serve the purposes for which it was
established either in terms of the degree of security required (except
for youths with prior felonies in secure facilities) or in affecting youths'
behavior after release from DFY. :

Chapter Summary

@ DFY expenditures for rehabilitative services (including indirect costs for admin-

istrative support services) increased 44.5 percent from $39.2 million in 1978 to $56.7 mil-

lion in 1980.

g

® Expenditures for secure centers (I, i .
lion in 1979 to $9.1 million in 1980, (Level I) increased 31.7 percent--from $6.9 mil-

® YDCs had the greatest percentage increase i i
Ak ! _ n per diem rates of all i
;?;ﬁ:ass : fES)Se.: %ei:r;ent,tfrqm $114 1nf 1979 $to $192 in 1980. Secure centers h:d tsheecl;l[:?tr
em rate increase, from $128 in 1979 to $161 in 1980--an i
25.8 percent. The increase in per diems at YDCs i a s decrenne o
.25.8 per [o 5 is account i
utilization, from 83.6 percent in 1979 to 57.0 percent in 1980.un °d for by a decrease in

® There is considerable variation in the i i
o ‘ : g per diem rates for different faciliti
lt;vtl.tllinnti_:hg same security level. An_ Important factor accounting for such variations is1 ‘cll'?eS
ilization rate (days of care provided) compared to the beg capacity at the respective

® Over the period 1977-78 throuch 1980-81, DF i i
ment for children under care by $1.5 milglion. ’ ¥ overestimated AFDC reimburse-

total number of days of care provided--increased by 10.5 percent. The most significant

decreases occeurred withi ilizati i
83.6 pevaons - orred Wi in YDCs where utilization decreased to 54.6 percent in 1981 from

® Between 1979 and 1981 utilization of all DFY residential facilities--measured in

® Based upon LCER's study of a gro i i
) > up of 771 youths with different DFY resi i
experiences, it does not appear that DFY's residential level system makes any sig:lgfeigg:‘i

difference as measured by post-DFY experi i
, ences of ! i i
employment and educational achievemen’cs.xp Youths' eriminal behavior and
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Il DFY PROGRAMS

DFY administers a variety of programs within its residential facilities. LCER's
evaluation focused on those programs for which there were data available which could be
used to determine youths' progress with measures of achieving standardized goals. These
include education, vocational training and work experience. While health, services to the
handicapped, and counseling are important elements of DFY's rehabilitation efforts, data
were not available for evaluating their-results.

LCER's evaluation of DFY's education, vocational training and work experience
programs focused primarily on data that:

--Measure youths' deficiencies in the respective program areas,
~-Measure achievement after exposure to the programs, and
--Indicate partlclpatlon of youths at the respective facilities.

LCER orgamzed education, vocational training and orientation and work exper-
ience data for non~community based and community based programs. Data were collected
by on-site facility visits and through questionnaires sent to all facilities.

Program Models

DFY defines the structure of its rehabilitation intervention models to the extent,
for example, that non-community based programs are generally self-contained and
community based programs are designed to provide transitional assistance for return to
the community, utilizing community resources to provide many of the educational and
training programs required by resident youths. However, differentiation of program
models below this aggregate level are difficult to discern. The difficulty of defining DFY
program models at speclflc residential facilities was documented in an earlier DFY study,
Delinquency Intervention in New York's Division for Youth, 1980, involving an effort to
classify DFY facilities by relatively sophlstxcated measures of program environment. One
conclusion of the study was that, "...level of restrictiveness is a poor predictor of
intervention--relevant program climate. . .sophisticated placement decisions regarding
youngsters would require unit-specific data."” This means that DFY has not developed
programs at individual facilities specifically deSIgned for the types of youths intended to
be served at the respective facilities.

Essentially, the Division for Youth, with a few exceptions, lacks sophistica-
tion and refinement in the development and refinement of its programmatic
services. We do not take advantage of available knowledge regarding the
diagnoses and treatment of delinquency to any appreciable extent. In fact,
the Division for Youth, generally speaking, goes little further than deciding
whether a youngster belongs in a camp, a -START center, a group home or,
when legally mandated, in a secure setting, ete. For several years, the
Division for Youth has made relatively jaw-bone placement decisions and
has not really focused on the development of a spectrum of differentiated
services. Of course, some progress has been made in the past three or four
years, i.e., ecommunity-based programs, youth employment, health services,
ete., but-one cannot yet point to facilities and state specifically why its
program is what it is in relationship to the types of youngsters it serves.

-20-

This ambiguity in the types and goals of facility specific program models is
significant from at least two perspectives. First, placement decisions are predicated
more on the basis of security level considerations and the availability of bed space rather
than rehabilitative program needs. Second, the problem of evaluating and monitoring
intervention techniques and programs is compounded when the purposes and anticipated
program outcomes at a given facility or a program level have not been clearly articulated.
This, in turn, has significance when attempting to view DFY as a system for youth
rehabilitation intervention and in classifying its various ecomponents along a eontinuum.

To the extent that DFY has failed to define the goals and importance of any given
program component, LCER's evaluation falls short of defining the significance of any
given data segment-~-other than to report the results of the LCER analysis without benefit
of the significance of the data in DFY's overall scheme for youth rehabilitation.

DFY Education Programs

There is a correlation between children experiencing academic failure and corres-
ponding delinquent behavior patterns. Testimony in the Morales v. Turman case
estimated that only five E)ercent of juveniles incarcerated in Texas were performing at
their proper grade level.® Their average reading level was estimated to be five years
below norm.® The school-based theory of delinquency suggests that children who are poor
academic achievers are apt to acquire a negative self-image as a result of their inability
to meet educational, vocational, social or personal goals. Youths with this poor
self-image may take out their anger and frustration in overt acts of aggression and
delinquency. In turning to delinquency and ecrime, they may find a substitute for the
success that was not achieved within school. It follows that academic remediation might
help the youth move toward more socially acceptable behavior. In this context schooling
the juvenile delinquent becomes more than a legal mandate: it becomes a technique for
treating the child.

DFY's philosophy on the role of education in its youth rehabilitation program is
based on the school-failure theory just described. In a draft of DFY's Educational
Services functions, prepared for the Policy and Procedures Manual, the following
educational philosophy is stated:

It is the responsibility of the Division For Youth to provide a quality
education for youth placed in its care. Education, as an integral part of the
rehabilitative process, and considering the diverse needs and learning styles
of the youth who are served, provides for the acquisition of basic academie,
occupational, social and living skills; encourages healthful living styles and
practices; fosters positive social attitudes and law abiding living; and
prepares youth for re-entering the community equipped with the necessary
skills to re-enter and complete school successfully or to enter the job
market with the potential for earning a living which should encourage the
youth to refrain from further anti-social or criminal behavior.*

LCER focused on the following in reviewing DFY's efforts to provide educational
programs for DFY youths:

--Placement in remedial programs where educational deficiencies were
identified,

--Measures of educational progress through the use of standardized
testing instruments, and
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--Completion of grade levels.
The same types of data were not consistently available for both the non-community
and community based programs.
Secure and Non-Community Based Education
Data collected by LCER staff to evaluate secure and non-community based facility

education programs were obtained through site visits and questlonnalres sent to DFY
facilities.

Education Planning Procedures

Within DFY facilities there is an emphasis on remediation in reading and
mathematics because of the academic deficiencies of a majority of DFY youths. In
addition, classrooms are ungraded.

Each facility is required to prepare facility education plans (FEPs) and individual
education plans (IEPs):

--Facility Education Plans--The overall faecility education program is to
be structured to serve residents in that particular facility. Planning
and programs are based upon learning techmques suited for the age and
learning capacities of the residents. The FEP is intended to be used by
DFY personnel to make appropriate youth placements.

--Individual Education Plans--IEPs are intended to insure that each youth
receives services available at that facility. Each youth's IEP must be
based upon a thorough sereemng and assessment process at intake or
readmission if the sereening is more than 12 months. Pretest screemng
instruments are designed to determine the youth's capabilities in the
following areas: reading, mathematics, writing, language development,
vocational aptitude, general interest, psychological development and
physical health. These factors are to be evaluated and an IEP prepared
identifying both short and long-term instructional objectives. The IEP
should be eontinually updated to determine its effectiveness.

FEPs and IEPs do not mean that education programs can be devised without regard
to many other factors affecting the youth. DFY's Office of Education states, "The FEP
will be the result of an interdiseciplinary process since educational programming cannot be
separated from the total rehabilitation efforts of the youngster. .« The Individualized
Education Program, in addition to developing and 1mprov1ng cognitive skills, w111 support,
enhance and contribute to the youth's total rehabilitation."®

!

Measures of Educational Achievement

o

It is the responsibility of DFY to diagnose the educational skills of a youth to
insure appropriate academic placement. Reading and mathematics are two of the
sereening tests administered routmely to all youths on admission to a DFY faeility.

Testing for Remedial Needs. Standarized tests often are used as a frame of
reference to determine the grade level competency of students who may need remedial
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assistance. The results of these tests are used to calculate grade equivalents (GEs) for
each youth. While the use of GEs is common, some caution must be taken in their
interpretation. These inelude:

-~GEs are frequently misinterpreted or overinterpreted.

--They are average values and, therefore, do not indicate how well a
given child or class should do.

--Grade scores are not very useful for assessing a ch11d's position relative
to others in his grade as he moves through the grades.®

Nevertheless, in evaluatmg Title I programs, the use of standards derived from
standardized test norms is by far the most common approach.” This is because the
standards, expressed 1n grade equivalents, can be applied across different tests, and used
for aggregating data.® While there may be problems with GE scores, they represent the
best information available and frequently are used to measure academic progress.

The GE scores of individuals in DFY facilities are used to calculate the mean years
behind grade level for eligibility for Title I (reading and mathematics) programs. Table 9
shows the initial testing results in mean years behind grade level for those enrolled in
Title I programs in seecure and non-community based DFY facilities for the sehool year
September 1980 to June 1981.

Youths enrolled in Title I programs on average exhibit a greater deficiency in both
reading and mathematics than those not enrolled in TitleI programs. This situation
mirrors the philosophy of DFY of placing youths with the greatest need (those with the
lower GE scores) into available positions in TitleI programs. Furthermore, when an
individual reaches & functioning level (depending on faeility eriteria), it is implicit that the
youth be replaced in the program by others of lesser ability as measured by standardized
test scores. Table 9 suggests an effort by DFY to maximize the use of Title I funds by
making the program available to the most educationally dlsadvantaged It is interesting
to note the differences in averages between those enrolled in Title I programs and those
not enrolled in Title I programs in facilities designated by the same level of security.
For example, while the mean years behind grade level for individuals not placed in the
Title I math program at Goshen was 6.0, this same level would qualify one for Titlel
enrollment at another facility (e.g., Tryon or South Lansing). If comparisons are not
restricted to facilities of the same ievel of security, the contrast is even more dramatie.
Although all youths in DFY are eligible for Title I progranis, the facility in which they are
placed is one factor in determining if they are actually enrolled in these programs.

Standardized Measures of Progress. DFY requires each faecility to administer
norm-referenced test instruments to youths at the time of facility admission, but the
facilities are not required to obtain post-test data for youths. As noted above, the norm-
referenced tests are used to determine remediation needs for purposes of Title I eligibility
and to determine placement in reading and math labs. For youths placed in Title I reading
and/or math labs, criteria referenced tests (measurement of specific, skills mastered) are
administered periodically and are reported "to DFY's Education Services unit as a "pass" or

"no-pass." These eriteria-referenced tests are used for planning individual programs at

the individual faeility.
While it is not required to post-test students for grade equivalency using norm-

referenced test instruments, a number of facilities give youths post-tests to measure their
progress in reading and math. LCER Obt&ll’l&d pre-test and post—test data from facilities
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where such data were available to evaluate the level of achievement. Data on pre-post
Table 9 testing for reading and math were obtained for 135 and 131 students at eight DFY
: . facilities (see Table 10).
Mean Years Behind Grade Level
For Title I Youths/Non-Title I Youths ‘ T Approximately 83 percent of youths in Title I reading showed some improvement
September 1980-June 1981 ‘ from pre-test to post-test. Likewise, 75 percent of youths in Title I mathematics programs
ties Q},_i’_ ) also showed some improvement. This improvement, however, is less significant if
Reading . Mathema ;(I: T measured over time. To determine when ‘an increase in ability is significant, and to
Title I Non-TitleI - Title I N ger Mean discount the possibility of chance fluctuations, evaluators have incorporated time as an
Center Number Mean Number Mean Number ~ Mean umf Years element in interpreting any increase in GE scores. While any increase in GE scores is
Security of Years of . Years of Years Co 3  Behind desirable, a rate of growth offers a more realistic comparison. Evaluators have devised '
i‘evel Cases Behind Cases Behind Cases Behind ases the ten percentile point system as a measure of growth rates. For every month a youth
. - participates in an educational program, it is assumed that he will increase his post-test
tievel 1 4 66 4.0 30 6.9 32 5.0 score by ten percentage points. For example, if a youth is in a facility for 15 months, it is
Brookwood 40 6. 12 2'9 64 7.0 4 6.0 expected that the student will achieve a 1.5 GE increase. Although 82.9 percent of youths
Goshen 66 6.0 £q 4' 2 0 na 53 5.1 in Title I reading and 74.8 percent of youths in Title I mathematics made some progress in
Masten Park 0 na ’ 0 na 24 5.4 3 a DFY facility, only 51 percent performed at or above the ten percent standard.
Bronx LTTV 28 5.1 22 4nas 0 na 21 6.7 o
Oneida 0 na 9 7' 5 0 ne 9 5.2 £ Utilization of Testing Data. While DFY has complied with the requirements of the
Harlem Valley 92 211&9 0 n'a 0 na 69 3.8 State Education Department to administer screening tests, the DFY central office has not
Highland _I1 . — oa 912
Total 520 192 94
Level II ‘8 4 3.7 - 42 5.3 3 1.2 ‘ Table 10
Highland Youth 44 4, : 74 2' 5 117 6.0 80 4.6 % Pre/Post Test Scores For Title I
Industry 124 4. : 23 1' 5 131 5.5 27 3.7 Reading and Mathematies
Tryon 140 4. . 1 65 5.9 7 4.6 1980-81 School Year
Brace 62 4.5 11. 2.6 59 5.1 3 4.1
Overbrook - 46 4.0 16 1 55 5.9 7 3.0 . .
Lansi 58 3.4 12 2.8 . Reading Mathematics
So. Lansing 50 4.3 2 3.3 49 6.0 0 ha -_Percent of ” .+ Percent of
MacCormick 3.3 11 1.8 30 4.4 1 4.1 Improvement Improvement
Middletown 19 . 4.9 ¢ - na 61 6.3 : P p
Pyramid House 0 na 61 . na. 39 6.2 ! You?h at or above \ You!:h at or abovg
Bushwick 33 5.3 5 3.1 0 I 15 4.6 | Number Showing Expected Number = Showing Expected
Brentwood 39 5.5 9 2.9 El% 3.7 15 * i Facilities of Cases Improvement _ Level of Cases Improvement Level
Total 608 228 . \ Goshen 46 91.3 43.5 45 77.8 48.8
: Great-Valle 23 91.3 43.5 19 78.9 63.2
ial y
Legi}lgrgpec f 23 3 Brookwood 11 63.6 18.2 11 81.8 45.5
Highland ILC 34 5.6 0 na 0 na 13 T Nueva Vista 12 41.6 25.0 12 50.0 33.3
Highland OEC 0 na 44 na 0 na 1 5 MacCormick 6 83.3 83.3 6 83.3 85.6
Roch ERTC 11 4.2 _2 3.6 Al 4.0 i : Camp Cass = '\ 7 100.0 57.1 7 71.4 57.1
Total 45 46 11 South Kortright 7 100.0 100.0 7 100.0 71.4
: ' Highland Youth™ 23 - 78.3 60.9 24 79.2 . 54.2
Level IV : : 4.0 ' o " .
So. Kortright 63 4.4 26 2.6 gg gg ?-,3 3’8 Total and Weighted | :
e Nelsy 59 49 - v4g %g) 30 3.5 0 2 Averages 135 82.9 51.0 131 74.8 51.0 ;
' k 32 3.3 © 6 L " : L . i
ﬁldlgl?:nd " 20 1.9 2 1.6 3? gg 43 ég %Based on an expected level of achievement of a ten percent monthly increase in test v
Annsville 63 4.4 60 }g 48 3.7 0 na picores. &
Staten Island 33 3.4 10 . , 6.0 16 3.9 cCah ornia Achievement Tests. ) o i
Camp Cass 58 - 5.2 2[5) wgg ‘ gg 6.7 41 3.9 Reading: Woodcock; Mathematics: Key. e
Nueva Vista _40 5.9 o0 - 0.a 2 ) " ’ , '
Total 361 .. 225 422. 191 ,
' : Source: LCER staff analysis of data obtained from facility visits and
na=Not Available. ' survey questionnaires.
" Source: LCER staff analysis of data provided by DFY. |
| : v ’ : - =25~ 5
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made pcri-testing mandatory. Consequently, these testing data have not been used by DFY
to evaluate the facility education programs. Recognizing the need to use the data for
evaluation purposes, DFY proposed such program evaluations in its 1981-82 budget
request.

Community Based Educational Programming

Community based services for DFY youths are provided through YSI in its 30 group
homes and six YDCs. (The Buffalo Urban Center, a non-YSI operated faecility, is included
for purposes of analysis as a seventh center). Homes and centers are distinguishable from
DFY residential facilities by their lower security and access to public services (see
Chepter I). School distriets in particular, are used by DFY youths in community based
facilities. These youths also have access to DFY schools located at the centers.

Title I Programs

Since local schools provide educational services for a number of DFY youths, DFY
expenditures for community based educational programs are limited. TitleI funds have
been used primarily to provide tutors for DFY youths in urban homes, for remedial labs,
for reading and mathematies in centers and for operating summer school programs for
some eommunity based youths.

In 1979 TitleI appropriations were reduced by the federal government (see
Table 11). This reduction led to DFY's decision to concentrate most of the remaining
TitleI funds on residential educational programs. As of 1980-81, Title I funding for
tutorial and summer school programs for youths in urban homes was eliminated.

Measures of Progress

Data concerning educational programming for community based youths were
obtained through an LCER survey questionnaire sent to 30 homes and seven centers
(including the Buffalo Urban Center). Questionnaires were received from all seven

Table 11
Title I Funds Allocations for DFY

Community Based Facilities
1979--80 and 19806-81

School School
Year Year Percentage
Facility Type 1979-80 1980-81 Change
Homes $239,030 - -100.0
Centers 158,200 $146,576 7.4
Total $397,230 $146,576 -63.1

Source: LCER staff analysis of data provided by DFY:
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centers and 2.3_ of _the 30 homes. The survey included questions concerning the activities

of youths residing in hqmes and centers as of May 29, 1981. LCER staff received returns

gzr all liS center residents and 300 of 328 home residents--a total response rate of
percent.

The questionn.aire was designed to obtain information on all youths even if some
'wei'edsgbsequently discharged or were absent from the facility. Information requested
ineluded:

-~School attendance and period of attendance during the 1980-81 school
year,

-=Type of school attended,
--Grade level attendance and completion, and

——Whether. the youth received a general equivalency degree (GED) or high
school diploma during the 1980-81 school year.

' Inf ormation was not always avaiiable for each youth. Consequently, the number of
Fhlldre?] 1r}1] iicge following analysis varies according to whether information was provided
or each child,

School Attendance. Although a youth is legally required to be in an educational
program until age 16, DFY home and center directors strongly 'encourage' youths to
attend school after their sixteenth birthday. These efforts are reflected in the high
percentage of youths in community based facilities attending schocl either full or part-
time. As shown in Table 12, only 15.5 percent of youths in homes and 11.3 pereent of

Table 12

School Attendance by Youths in Community Based Facilities
1980-81 School Year

Home; : Centers
ercen Percent
Age Number Attended Attended Did Not Number Attend i
C : ed Attended D
of Youth of Youth Full-Time Part-Time Attend of Youth Full-Time Part-Time Algig'l%t
17 & Over 66 60.6 16.7 22.7 44 72.7 13.6 13.6
16 85 70.6 9.4 20.0 63 82.5 4.8 12.7
15 76 82.9 9.2 7.9 27 85.2 7.4 7.4
14 40 87.5 5.0 7.5 13 100.0 - -
13 19 73.7 5.3 21.1 4 75.0 25.0 -
12 4 75.0 25.0 - - — — -
N= 290 215 30 45 151 123
11
Percentage 100.0 74.1 10.3 15.5 100.0 81.5 7.3 11%

Sourcé: LCER staff analysis of community based facility questionnaire.
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i : t-time) during the 1980-81 school
i i t attend school (either full or part- . _
yoﬁhs;r;f&x;t?;sciﬁ:; attended school full-time at a _shghtly higher rate than youths in
ﬁgmés——SLS percent compared to 74.1 percent, respectively.

There are a number of reasons why a ypu’gh under ths fﬁ; O’fh;GD?;yf él(gtlzitt;a\gi
. truancy prior to facility admission, runaway o
?:;irs]ggrd ticggg}:her I‘Il)lFY 3;'aaf::i]i‘cy. The LCER sur(\i'e{)y t?eveztallle(.irtfl;actﬂ:iatlsrrnl;)ls;l:caedr}1 :r?tmorrr‘nxlérz
i chools in 1980-81 enrolled betore thel : C¢ .
base_d ty %uigss?:;t:olidil:g tlsle same month or the month succeeding @heu' facility [:alaclzzcr:r:a%nitn
e em ie only 12 of 239 home youths and seven of 1.26.youths in ce?Ir‘;‘:fers. v\:;t(': a’ges ed !
Fokll'oeo)liatvgo ,or more months after their facility admission date. . :)s el: leates 1,1
Z?aspite the delinquency histories of co_mmunity. based youttzls, Dg’(ﬁ){nafs ! oeé n S
placing these youths relatively quickly in a publie or other educa p

Based on the data obtained by LCER staff, both '_che cliel?g‘;? ggc}i{ tércr)lrs n?fm a;(tisr’ni)s:;gré

lated positively to school attendance. Youths admitted to D o ehons that
Facilit 1v in the school year were likely to have attended school. la oS rad
g%c?;xzy Se8a I‘ysclauths not attending sehool in 1980-81, 37, or 63.8 percent, were

during the last quarter of the school year.

ended. Youths in homes and cente?s have the Sp%)gglr;ggt’}clos
local school resources. The LCER survey sought to determme thc;a SUS:ci a% p Ay

uiel eal publie schools, alternative schools (i.e., strget academies %ri phool au ona.

(f)aci(])ities%, vocational schools, colleges, ete. during the 1980- se year.

tion of DFY home resi-
lic schools were used by a large por ! .
ggifg-ef';; dple:cle?éal Ifl)gaever, only 33 percent of the center residents used public schools

Types of Schools Att

Table 13

Non-School Attendance as Related t(? .
ili issi i i1 Community Based Facilities
ility Admission Periods for Youths in
DEY Faciity School Year 1€50-81

Percent Not

y o umoer Attoing by
A(li)rrfx‘i;{si?lcg:aigod fdglci)rtt:g Percent  Not Attending Percent Admission
Prior to July 1980 41 9.7 7 12.1 17.0
July-October 1980 63 14.9 - - --
N?fé?ﬁ:ﬁyli’ggi 133 31.4 14 24.1 10.5
March-June 1981 186 _44.0 37 _63.8 19.9
Total 423 100.0 58% 100.0 13.7

i : i ilitv admission dates were not
*Sixty-three youths did not attend school but reliable facility

available for five youths.

Source: LCER staff analysis of community based facility questionnaire.
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Alternative sources of education were the preferred type of school for 40 percent of
center youths but for only 21 percent of home youths. Other types of schools--primarily
DFY operated in-house schools located in the YDCs--accounted for 27 percent of center
residents' schooling but only four percent of home youths' schooling. No center youths
attended college or a vocational school in 1980-81 whereas two percent of home youths
attended a vocational school and one percent went to college.

Home youths in metropolitan areas under 100,000 population tended to use local
public schools more often than the that of other home youths: 78 percent to 64 percent.
Alternative schools, situated primarily in the largest communities, were used by home

youths in ecommunities over 100,000 population at a rate nearly double that of other home
youths: 29 perecent to 16 percent.

Youths' Academic Characteristiecs. Testing results reported in the LCER's ques-
tionnaires, indicated that approximately half of all community based youths scored at or
below the sixth grade level in both reading and mathematies. Deficiencies in reading and
mathematics skills are more apparent if one compares the youths' grade test level
performance to normal grade level by age. As shown in Appendix B, home and center
youths were an average of 2.9 and 3.0 behind grade level in reading. In mathematies the

same residents performed even more poorly scoring an average 3.2 and 3.6 years behind
grade level.

The New York State Board of Regents considers a 9.0 grade level as the minimal
competeney required for an average high school graduate. The average DFY youth scored
below the sixth grade level and since the average age of these youths is 16.1 years--an
age for which school attendance is not generally mandatory--it is likely that a

considerable number of these youths will not achieve the minimal competencies of a high
school graduate.

Academic Progress. Although many DFY community based youths are unlikely to
meet high school graduation standards, LCER attempted to measure the academic
progress achieved by community based youths. The LCER survey employed three methods
to determine achievement: grade level completion, completion of the school year and the
attainment of a high school degree or GED. (LCER staff are aware that some schools
promote children even when their academic performance falls short of promotion stand-
ards. This factor could not be controlled for in the LCER study.)

Table 14 shows that home youths and center youths completed their grades at
virtually identical rates--57 percent. Although one can never be certain why one youth

completes a grade and another does not, further analysis of the LCER questionnaire
revealed some insights into the problem:

--Home youths completed public school grades at a lower rate than
center youths--54.4 percent to 84.4 percent. However, youths in homes
are more likely to complete an alternative school grade than youths in
centers--56.5 percent to 42.9 percent. Interestingly, youths in centers
are unlikely to complete their grade level if they attend any other type
of school than public or alternative schools. Of the 16 center youths
that attended another type of school (primarily DFY-run YDC schools)
15 youths did not eomplete their assigned grade level.

--Completion of an assigned grade level by a youth appears to h2 related
to when the youth was first placed in the facility. If a youth was placed
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Table 14

Grade Level Completion by Youthsin
* Community Based Facilities
1980-81 School Year

Number Number
Facility Completing Percent Not Completing Perceni Total Percent

Homes 113 56.5 87 43.5 200  175.5
Centers 37 56.9 28 43.1 65 24.5
Total 150

56.6 115 43.4 265 100.0

Source: LCER staff analysis of community based facility
questionnaire.

in a facility early in the school year he was more likely to complete the
grade level. Unsuccessful grade level completion was experienced by
more than 50 percent of youths who were admitted to a facility in
October, February, April and May. ’

--There does not appear to be a significant relationship between a youth's
reading aptitude and grade level completion. With the exception of
youths reading at the fifth grade level, the majority of youths for each
reading grade level from 1.0 to 12.0+ were completing their grades.
Some youths with high reading aptitudes in relation to their assigned
grade showed evidence of underachievement. For example, nine of 16
youths assigned to the tenth grade with reading competencies of 12.0
did not complete their grade. o

Although community based youths have numerous"zpet?sonal and academic problems

which hinder their ability to compete in a traditional academie environment, some

manage to overcoine these obstacles. The LCER survey revealed that 31 youths (of a
possible 267 over the age of 16) were able to eomplete high school or earn & GED. For a
few youths, therefore, residence in a DFY home or center provided an important
academic opportunity. : ’ ’

DFY Voeational Edueation and Employment Programs
. Funded with federal counterecyclical monies, DFY's Youth Employment Unit was
created in February 1978. Prior to the unit's establishment, activities relating to
vocational skills training in DFY facilities consisted primarily of vécational instr\uction in
a shop. Vocational training was generally treated as one component in the youth's
education program and usually was limited to traditional courses offered in a junior high
school. A few facilities were able to send some youths to local Boards of Cooperative
Education Services (BOCES) for more advanced skills training.

Goals

The youth employment unit was charged with updating vocational skills training
courses, establishing work experience programs in DFY facilities and developing
employment programs for DFY clients in aftercare status. The justification used by DFY
for this increased emphasis on voecational and employment programming was the belief
that juveniles need the means (i.e., vocational skills and job awareness) to achieve access
to societal goals.

To meet the objective of improving youths' skills in facilities and in the commun-
ity, the employment unit stresses five areas:

-—In(\:reése basie educational competencies;

--Increase vocational skills and abilities;

—--Improve work-related attitudes and behaviors;

--Increase self-awareness of vocational interests, aptitudes and skills; and

-~Increase job market knowledge and job seeking skills. : ?

To increase the rate of youth empl_oyﬁ]ént, the DFY Youth Employment Unit uses
three primary methods: )

—-Increase job opportunities for DFY youths;

--Provide placement services to youths; and 7
—-Provide counseling and other supportive serviv‘ées to enable youths to
remain employed or to seek further educational or oceupational goals.

Funding

Expenditures for DFY vocational programs were relatively small until the latter
part of the 1970s. A few staff and raw materials were the major costs. However, as
federal funds became available in 1977 through CETA and federal countercyelical grants,
vocational programming received more emphasis. Voecational skills training, work
experience and youth employment programs for both residential and community based
facilities were greatly enhanced. From early 1978 through early 1982 over $5.3 million
was allocated for residential vocational programs (see Appendix Table C-2). However,
with the termination of federal c¢ountercyeclical and CETA grants, DFY was forced to seek
sharply -increased State funding for its residential voeational programs in 1981-82.
Similarly, community based employment programs which relied almost exclusively on
federal grant funds are also experiencing funding cuts, especially in CETA grant
programs. For the years 1978~1982 over $9.7 million was allocated f or community based
employment programs. Appendix Table C-1 shows the funding sources and totals for both

facility and community based voeational/employmént programs for 1978-1982.
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Scope of Vocational Training

The divicion operates a wide variety of vocational skills training programs within
its facilities. Secure centers, training schools and limited secure facilities offer a wider
selection of shop-type courses. Camps and START centers generally have a more limited
selection of shop courses. The availability of skills training classes at a facility is often
determined by a number of factors: funding, space availability, ages of youths and their
length of stay, qualified staff and overall facility purpose. For example, more secure
facilities offer concentrated class training as a central part of their vocational program-
ming since other alternatives such as community work experience or community training
programs are not possible.

As of March 31, 1981, 1,067 youths in 16 DFY residential facilities participated in
vocational skills training classes in 23 different programs. Whether all youths in these
facilities participated in voecational skills training is unknown since youths are allowed to
register for multiple courses. This is apparent in a number of facilities where the number
of registrants exceeds the population of the facility (e.g., Masten Park, Tryon Boys, Camp
Cass and Great Valley). In most facilities, however, youths generally must take at least
one vocational skills training class or must be engaged in some sort of work experience

program. In only one facility--Goshen--it appeared that a large number of youths (26).

were not participating in either a skills training or work experience program.

Effect of Vocational Programs

Vocational programming for DFY youths in secure centers, training scheols, limited
secure centers, camps and START facilities is generally comprised of three elements:
assessment, work skills training and work experience. However, the types of assessments
given, work skills training and work experience offered vary among the facilities. The
following analysis focused upon both the program offerings and the differences found in
the facilities.

Youth Assessment. The DFY Employment Unit used a number of assessment
instruments to measure the work behavior characteristics, attitudes and interests of
youths at the time of facility admission, after participating in a vocational program and
on leaving the facility. According to DFY this series of assessment tests serves two
purposes: (1) to determine a youth's vocational strengths and weaknesses so that the
vocational and child care staff can develop an individual employability development plan
and, (2) to provide the central office employment unit staff with a means for measuring
program effectiveness as a change agent.

The most comprehensive vocational assessments are conducted in secure facilities
and training schools. These facilities evaluate each youth using several methods: Jewish
Employment Vocational Services Assessment System (JEVS), DFY's employment skills
assessment battery, personal interviews with vocational specialists and review of indiv-
idual case records. The remaining DFY facilities generally use DFY's Employment Unit
assessment battery, administered by a vocational specialist, to assess a youth's needs.
Where a vocational specialist is unavailable, the: assessment tests are usually not
administered. ‘

Program Evaluation. DFY's Employment Unit has conducted several evaluations of
the youth employment assessments given in the division's facilities. As a result of these
studies, the unit has been able to measure the employment characteristics of youths to
determine whether any positive changes occurred as a result of program participation.
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The rqsults of one study conducted in 1979 assessing 994 youths in 19 facilities and seven
urban job development programs are shown in Table 15.

The 1979 study ind.icates that DFY youngsters fall below accepted minimal
competency le\{els (as .deflned by representatives of education and industry) in job
knowledge and job seeking skills. DFY youths also scored below other groups of youths

{CbETA and Neighborhood Youth Corps) who would be competing for the same types of
jobs.

. As part of its vocational education evaluation program, DFY's Employment Unit
requires that posttests be administered to youths who have been in a facility for at least
four months prior to release or transfer to ancther facility. The purpose of posttesting is
to measure changes in a youth's attitudes in relation to employment and job seeking skills
ab111t1_es. Eer four of five youth measurements, DFY evaluations indicate that youths
benefit from their partieipation in facility and community employment programs as seen

in Table‘15.. A DFY report summed up its findings on vocational training and employment
programs with the following statements:

Table 15
DFY Vocational Assessment and Posttest Results for DFY Youths
1979
Pretest Mean Scores Pre-Post
Accepted Changes
Competitive = Minimal in Means

Test Category (Range Score)®  DFY Clients Group Competency = DFY Clients

Vocational Abilities

Job Knowledge (1-30) 21.1 22.92 26.0 NA
Job Seeking Skills (1-17) 10.7 12.0b 15.0 +1.3
Attitudes
Optimism (4-16) 12.4 12.2° na ) +1.2
Self -Confidence (4-16) 12.2 12.4° na +0.8
Unsocialized Attitude (8-32) 21.5 22.1°¢ na +2.1
Locus of Control (8-32) 22.9 NA na -1.1
(N varies for (N varies for
each category each category
from 930 to 994) from 139 to 144)

gRanges go from low to high. L
oCETA Youths. o
Heighborhood Youth Corps Enrollers.

NA-Not available.
na-Not applicable.

Source: DF¥ .Third Interim Report on the Evaluation of Employment and
Training Programs, December 1, 1979.
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What can be said with a high degree of certsinty at t{lis.p-oint [Februar_y
1980] is that predominately positive and statistica.’ﬂy .31gn1_f1cant change is
occurring within the programs.... Thus, the pdsmve_ changes in these
measures of program objectives are very likely to positively impact the
employment prospects of youth.?

Work Experience Training

In the more secure facilities, federal funds have been used to expand vocational

. staff specialists and work crew supervisors and to pay youngsters an hourly stipend to

perform certain on-grounds work. In the less secure facilities, similar use of fede?al
funds was made and, in addition, youths had opportunities for partlplpatlon in community
work experience programs. In general, facility-based wor.k experience programs ranged
from on-grounds paid and supervised work experience to simple career g'u1’c]gnce and job

readiness training. §

Work experience participation in facilities is concentrated in the same five areas
as vocational skills training: building and grounds mainter}ance, food_ serviee, woodwork-
ing, building trades and auto body/mechanics. As mentioned previously, 66 percent of
DFY youths showed no career interest in outdoor work but p_ref erred work that wpul‘d lead
toward professional type positions. Therefore, grounds.rpamtenance work experience for
some youngsters may just be confirming their inablhty to reach their gsglratlons.
However, achievement of such employment aspirations is, at best, very difficult for
youths with low reading and math abilities. Whether DFY's work experience programs,
which reinforce lower career expectations, is outweighed by the benefits a youth receives
from real work experience is not clear.

Similar to vocational skills training programs, work experignce programs within the
facilities vary considerably. Not all facilities have work experience programs QUe to a
lack of funding, lack of space or the ages of the resident youths. Several facilities have

applied different concepts to structure their work programs. For example, Camps -
~ MacCormick, Great Valley and Brace (and to a lesser extent Industry) try to offer some

work experience or work exploration (usually non-paid low inte.nsity §ul?ervised work) in
areas in which the youth is currently enrolled in a vocational skills tralplng shop class. In
most facilities, however, the vocational skills training and work experience program for
youths are not necesarily related.. Some programs, such as the production shop program

w

-offered at Masten Park, are attempting to introduce more realistic factory-type work

production programs.

Community Based Employment and Training Programs

DFY's community based employment and training programs are designed to
enhance the employability of youths and to increase the rgtfe .of yguths' employment. All
DFY youths currently residing in community based facilities, in af.tercare status or
assigned to DFY by the courts, are eligible for program participation unless an age
restriction exists. Since most of these programs are federally funded and are open to
various youths, DFY youths must compete with non-DFY eligible youths for an available
program siot. As shown in Appendix Table C-1, programs funded from 1978-1982 have
primarily been aimed at youths in major metropolitan reglonsu\of the State.

Corr;munity based employment and training programs are generally of two types:
in-school and out-of-school programs. DFY in-school employment programs have been

«
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designed to provide some paid job-experiences while encouraging the youth to stay in
school. Generally, the choice of work includes office work, eduecation aides and building
and grounds maintenance in public or private organizations. Youths are paid the minimum
wage for several hours of work weekly. Since 1977, when the community employment
programs began receiving most federal funding, the division claims that 963 youths have
been served with over 70 percent remaining in school.

Programs in upstate urban areas generally have relied upon DFY Youth Service
Team staff and DFY employment staff specialists to place a youth in a job-readiness
program. In New York City, DFY employment staff work with various public and private
manpower programs to provide necessary services for DFY youths. According to the
division, this program for the three years ending June 1980 had worked with 640 youths,
Of these 429 were either placed in jobs or otherwise positively terminated (i.e., went into
school, ete.) for a positive termination rate of 67 percent.

LCER's questionnaire survey sent out in July 1981 sought information on the
vocational program activities of DFY youths residing in group homes, YDCs and the
Buffalo Urban Center. The survey requested two types of information: employment
training and work programs' participation of each youth and whether the youth was
employed as of July 1981.

Community Based Participation. The LCER survey found that the majority of
youths participated in one or more employment training, vocational skills instruction or
job readiness programs while residing in a community based facility; 60 percent of ecenter
youths and 52 percent of youths in homes had participated. Youths in homes relied much
more upon summer employment and CETA programs than did youths residing in the
centers. Therefore, group home youths are much more likely to experience the impact of
federal cuts in the CETA program than center youths.

As one might expect, the older the youth the more likely that he/she participated
in a vocational training program. For example, 73 percent of those over 17 years of age
residing in a group home participated in a program compared to 68 percent of center
youths 17 years of age and under. Over 70 percent of youth participants in homes and
centers were in a program from one to ten weeks.

One surprising result of the survey showed that group home youths residing in
smaller metropolitan regions were much more likely to have participated in a voecational
training program than youths in a larger metropolitan region: 63 percent to 39 percent.
Reviewing the number of community based employment programs funded through DFY
that have been aimed at the larger metropolitan areas, one would think the division would
be more sueecessful in placing youths in programs located in the major metropolitan areas
based on the assumption of greater employment opportunities in such areas.

Youths residing in the smaller or rural metropolitan areas also were more likely to
be employed during July 1981 than were youths in most large metropolitan areas. Overall,
48 percent of community based youths were working at the time of the LCER survey.
Table 16 shows the breakdown of employment according to the type of community facility
of residence.

Types of Employment. Employers of DFY youths were primarily public employers.
Only 12 percent of youths employed indicated that they were working for private
employers. Perhaps because public employment provided most of the employment
opportunities, the types of work performed by the youths strongly reflected those
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Table 16
Incidence of Employment for

Youths in Community Based Facilities
1980-81 School Year

Homes in Large Homes in Smaller

Metropolitan ".Metropolitan :
Regions Regions Centers Totals
Status Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Employed 49 39.8 81 53.3 88 . 48.9 218 47.9
Not Employed 74 60.2 et 46.7 92 51.1 237 52.1

Total 123 100.0 152 100.0 180 100.0 455 100.0

Source: LCER staff analysis of community based survey questionnaire.

positions which were available in the public sector. Of the 218 youths working in July
1981, the types of positions held were:

Types of Employment

Public Works 48 Food Service 10
Summer Work 48 Homemaker 8
Paraprofessional 25 Skilled Trade 6
Office Work 20 Auto Skills 3
CETA 16 Building Trades 2
Unskilled Labor 12 Other _20

Total 218

DFY facility staff or DFY employment program staff members found approximafely

80 percent of these positions. Ninety percent of these youths worked over 20 hours per -

week. :

Summary: Post-Release Follow-up Studies .

As part of DFY's Employment Unit review of its voeational and work programs,
several follow-up studies have been conducted by DFY staff to determine what effects
these programs may have had on the post-release status of youths in aftercare, foster
care, or independent living. The focus of these studies was to compare the post-release
status of youths who had participated in the enriched vocational and work programs

(treatment group) with youths discharged prior to the establishment of these programs

(control group). Although all of the studies to date have been hampered by a number of
statistical difficulties, two tentative results have emerged: c »

1. Treatment youths tend to be in school more often than control youths
during post-release status. The longer a treatment youth had been in

I
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an employment program the more likely the youth was going to be in -
school.

2. During the first three month period following release, 82 percent of
treatment youths were working for some portion of the period,
compared to 59 percent of t}ie control group.

The DFY Employment Unit is currently trying to determine what differences may
occur in the post-release status of youths according to the type of facility vocational
education/work programs participation. The same study is also looking into relationships
between employment program participation and post-release arrest status of youths.

Health Services
DFY's:Office of Health Systems was established in 1976 to monitor and plan the
delivery of health services to youths in its care. The objectives of health services, as
stated in the division's Youth Policy and Procedures Manual, are:

--To provide prompt and accurate assessment of the medical, dental and
mental health needs of DFY youths.

--To obtain quality medical, dental and mental health treatment services
to meet the identified needs for each DFY youth.

--To promote the prevention of health problems and the general mainten-
ance of good physical and mental health through diagnostic and
treatment services and through programs of sanitation, personal hy-
giene and health education.!®

Assessment Procedures

The first assessment of a youth's health is made by a YST worker at intake.
Serious medical problems requiring immediate diagnosis or treatment often are handled
prior to a youth's facility placement. For less severe problems, the decision is dependent
on whether the necessary health services are available at the facility in which the youth is
to be placed. Routine medical examinations for all DFY youths are required at each

facility within seven days of admission. Dental examinations are required within two_

weeks and psychological assessments are made within three weeks. The intake assess-
ments may be waived for youths who have had recent medical, dental or psychological
examinations.

The purpose of the health assessment is to identify the needs of each youth. The
division believes that the value of medical treatment goes beyond the alleviation of a
medical problem--good health care is an important factor in a youth's rehabilitation.

The delivery of quality health services is not simply an end in itself but a
recognition of the fact that untreated medical, dental and psychiatrie/psy--
chological problems can be significant contributors to antisoeial behavior.
 Examples of this fact include hearing and vision impairments\learning
~disabilities and disfiguring physical conditions. Providing good™ health
services can thus directly facilitate the attainment of a successful outcome

. of a youth in program.!!
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Delivery of. Services

Two problem areas which have hampered the delivery of health care servieces
during the past several years are the availability of qualified mediecal personnel and the
administration of medications to youths by non-licensed facility staff. These youths
receive treatment through a combination of physicians' assistants, nurses, contract
medical services.and trained facility staff. Based on studies by DFY, an estimated
25 percent of youths in residential programs require more than routine mediecal, dental, or

psychological services.

A low medical fee reimbursement schedule, medical staff vacancies and the rural
iocation of some facilities adversely affect the provision of health care. To offset DFY
medical staff vacancies, the division has contracted with local clinies for comprehensive
ambulatory medical, dental and psychiatrie services. Since 1977 Industry and Rochester
group homes have contracted with the Genesee Health Service for medical services, and
DFY facilities in Buffalo recently contracted with the Buffalo Center for Comprehensive

Community Services to provide health services on a prepaid basis.

The problem of how to administer medications when a licensed medical person is
not available has plagued the division for years. This situation arises when a youth needs
medieation in a facility where continuous nursing coverage is not feasible. DFY has had
to authorize certain non-licensed facility staff members to administer the drugs. A
July 1979 DFY study found that 197 youths, or 12.7 percent of DFY's population at the
time, were receiving medication.}? This study also.found that just 56 (28.4 percent) of
the 197 youths resided in facilities without nurses or physicians' assistants.

Handicapped Youth

Handicapped youths may have many types of physical and mental limitations.*
Youths with histories of juvenile delinquency often exhibit one or more handicapping
conditions. A 1977 U. S. General Accounting Office report specifically linked juvenile
delinqueney with handicapping conditions as follows: - '

Growing evidence, being established by experts in edueation, medicine, law
enforcement, justice, and juvenile corrections, indicates a correlation
between children experiencing academic failure (learning problems) and
children demonstrating delinquent behavior patterns. This. evidence further
indicates that children with learning problems run a risk of turning to
delinquency and crime to find the suceess they failed ‘to achieve within the

publie schools.'?

National statisties indicate the high prevalence of handieapping conditions in many
states. Juvenile delinquent youths classified as learning disabled (LD) are very much in

evidence:

*Names of these handicapping conditions which are used to describe handicapped adoles-
cents are: trainable mentally retarded, educable mentally retarded, learning impaired,
severely speech/language impaired, visually impaired, partially sighted, emotionally
disturbed, physically handicapped, autistic and learning disabled.
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Colorado Correctional Facility for Boys--90.4 percent LD; -
81 percent of JD's screened determined yto be L]gg Virginia——’57oggzgrlﬁaof
JD's sqeened determined to be LD; West Virginia--53 percent of sample
population of RFK ¥outh Center found to be LD; Rhode Island--70 percent
of y.ouths at Training Schools had measurable learning disabilities; Cali-
fornia--80 percent of youths seen by Sonoma County Juvenile Court were

readi bel s : s s ops -
disab?l%tiese. 10':41 grade level; overwhelming majority had specific learning

State/Federal Regulations

_ State and federal statutes specify the services that must be provi

1Ccappe§1 youth; New Yox.-k State Education Law, Sections 207, 4403 an% Svt:fs Eagjc};at?gn
c ;)Irlgfmssmners Rggulgtlong, Parts 116 and 200 require DFY to identify youths with
t' a11caalps and/or handicapping conditions and provide them with an appropriate educa-
ional program. Federal law (PL 94-142, Education for All Handieapped Children Act of

1975) mandat i - i ;
funding. es the services states must provide the handicapped to receive federal

In response to State and federal mandates, DFY, as of Nov

;staphshed 12 Committees on the Handicapped (COHs): ,five regicnalen(llbggl:g(stlv:roh?rsl
nggll:nle ]elmd one COH each at Goshen, Brookwood, Masten Park, Highland Secure,
o nr(r;(:}da e%r, Indugtry and Tryon. The functions of the COHs are to identify and assess
p eds o h_andlcapped .youths in all DFY facilities and to ensure that proper
educational services are available. Facility directors at all facilities without a COH are
responsible foz: identifying suspected handicapped youths and one of the 12 COHs is
required to review all materials on any suspected handicapped youth.

Prevalence of Handicapped Youth in DFY Facilities

For the past three years DFY has been attempti i ili i
DE pting to upgrade its ability to identif
Xle nlsltngbers_and types gf har}qlcapped youths under its care. From Septembgr 1, 1979 tg
ugu A 1, 1980, DFY }dentxfled 110 youths with handicapping conditions and another
igz%ec ed 711 youths with sucp 'eonditions. During the nine month period September 1
diagnots(:a dNeIazyhi}l’d ‘1981, d’r,he division diagnosed 208 handicapped youths. Most youth;
ie . ORI - . .
mentally retarded. apped were either emotionaily disturbed, learning disabled or educable

Anotper survey conducted by the NYS Office of Mental H i i
that one-third of DFY youths exhibited some form of mental iﬂi&e};s}: mO?ptrtlltl??g; ,yg?llfc?lg
;t&rveyed by OMH Mobile Mental Health Teams, 109 had serious psychiatric problems
: yot;ths had IQs between 50 and 69 (mild mental retardation) and another 14 youths haé
Qs of exaetly 70. \The OMH study concluded that most of the 109 youths in need of
Lne;nta_l pealth services were not classically psychotic but appeared to have severe
° av1or19:1 Problems. It also .concluded that there could be significant overlap in the
'?Narac teristiesof youths placedin DFY facilities and in OMH's children’s psychiatric centers
aturally there are individuals who are clearly appropriate for one system and not t:h(-;
o{her, bpt tpere are apparent_ly a good number of individuals who could equally well be
%)nggggng;h etlt(l;t?rthteyps; ecét;ﬁfgclhty "(}espe?]()i;n% rc:n the attitude of a judge or other factors
( } ic case. as three facilities specificall i
glth emotional or psychlatrlc problems: Rochester Enriched %esidentiglf(’)l[“rg:;ln?zirtl
enter, ten beds; Auburn, 18 heds; and the Bronx Long Term Treatment Unit, 18 beds.)
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Youths With Learning Disabilities

Remedial efforts for DFY youths with certain learning disabilities have been
emphasized by the division. These disabilities manifest themselves in ways that adversely
affect a youth's perception, integration and verbal and nonverbal expression. These
youths generally demonstrate severe underachievement in one or more academic areas:
oral language expression, reading, spelling, writing or mathematies.

DFY has hired special education teachers, provided resource room programs
especially for students with learning problems, and in 1977 established an Individualized
Learning Center (ILC) at Highland. In 1980 DFY also appointed a Special Education
Coordinator in the central office.

The ILC was established to deal with up to 20 youths (ten boys and ten girls) whose
learning disabilities and disruptive classroom behavior prevented them from functioning in
traditional group programs. The concept of the ILC is based upon a total living/learning
environment. Certified special education teachers, called educators, perform the roles of
teacher, caseworker, recreation leader, arts and crafts teacher and counselor. Educators
interact with the youths on a one-to-one basis throughout the day and act as adult role
models to guide the youths toward independent living. A 1978 DFY study evaluating the
effectiveness of ILC staff and the ILC program found that 78 percent of ILC staff rated
their own work as quite effective while 67 percent of ILC staff gave an effective rating
for the overall program.!®

For youths with learning disabilities whose classroom behavior is not disruptive or
in need of the intensive service provided at the ILC, DFY has established resource room
programs at three facilities: Tryon, Cass and Masten Park. Each resource room is
designed to handle up to 18 youths per week for a minimum of one hour per day to a
maximum of one-half school day, five days a week. The total number of students assigned
to the resource room at any one time is not supposed to exceed four, depending upon the
students' problems and teacher availability. Students are provided extensive instruction
and/or remediation by certified special education teachers. Youths are assigned to a
resource room as necessary to meet their needs but are mainstreamed to a regular
program as soon as possible. :

Conclusion

Despite the efforts of DFY to identify and meet the special needs of its
handicapped youths, the division acknowledged that, as of June 1981, it was not in full
compliance with all State and federal mandates for the handieapped:

In many respects, the Division is still out of compliance; most of the
suspected handicapped youth assigned to the Division each year go unidenti~
fied, unassessed and unserved. Therefore, the Division's legal liability is
clear; impartial hearings, lawsuits and the loss of all federal aid are
possible, . .. Since there is little likelihood of an increase in federal aid, the
Division cannot rely on other than state dollars to provide the needed staff
resources to meet the special education needs of its clients. Until that aid
is forthcoming, the Division will remain in large part out of compliance.!”
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Counseling

Counseling youths is considered an integral part of DFY's facility rehabilitation
program. The principal goals are:

--To provide the necessary services for helping youths in their efforts to
effectively mediate the conflict between inner needs and external
demands and

--To help faqﬂity management develop and maintain a milieu and atmos-
phere that is conducive to treatment.

YST. workers aie assigned to youths from intake through aftercare. The YST
Cognselor is rgsponsible for maintaining contact with the youth during his period of DFY
residence and is expected to attend case reviews for the youth at the faecility. Youths are
assigned a Youth Division Counselor from the DFY region they are referred from.

In addition to the YST counseling staff, the facilities are staffed with counselors
a.nd ' Qara—professionals and Youth Division Aides (YDAs). The YDAs constitute a
significant portion of the facilities' personnel. While intended to be used as an integral
part of the youth counseling program, it appears that YDAs are utilized in a number of
different ways by the facilities--often to supplement needs in other program areas.

Chapter Summary

9 DFY hgs not developed program models at individual facilities related to the
types of youths intended to be served at those faecilities.

® Opportunities to participate in Title I remedial math and/or reading programs by
DFY youths vary among the facilities. Between 1979-80 and 1980-81 TitleI funds
al!oc.ated to DFY community based facilities decreased 63.1 percent, including the
elimination of all such funding for urban homes.

® Based on pre-post norm referenced test data obtained from DFY facilities
82.9 percent of the youths made progress in reading and 74.8 percent made progress ir;
math as measured by post-test data. However, using the expected achievement of a
ten percent increase in grade level for each month in the remedial program, 51 percent of
the youths showed improvements at or above expected levels.

® DFY has not mandated that faecilities use post-testing with norm referenced
tests to measure the progress of youths in remedial math and reading. Consequently little
use has been made of test data for evaluation purposes.

@ School attendance among DFY youths in community based facilities was high
during the 1980-81 school year. Attendance at sechool was noted for 81.5 percent of the
youths In centers and 74.1 percent of the youths in residence at urban homes. Of the
youths in community based facilities not attending school, 63.8 percent were admitted to
a community based faeility during the last quarter of the 1980-81 school year. LCER
foun_d a direct correlation between length of residence in a community based faeility and
the incidence of school attendance. :

. e Youth.s _in community based facilities at the end of the 1980-81 school year had
significant deficiencies in math and reading. In reading, youths in urban homes were an
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average of 2.9 years behind grade level while youths at YDCs were 3.0 years behind grade
level. In math the averages were 3.2 and 3.6 years behind grade level, respectively.

® For the 1980-81 school year approximately 57 percent of youths in DFY commun-
ity based facilities completed their assigned grade level. There appears to be a direct
relation between completion of assigned grade level and attendance at a public or
alternative school, and placement in the school during the first part of the school year.
LCER found no relationship between reported years behind grade level in reading and
math and completion of assigned grade in school.

@® Youths in DFY residential facilities are below accepted minimal competency
levels in job knowledge and job seeking skills. However, based on tests administered to
youths after participation in DFY employment and training programs, there appears to be
positive change among youths in job seeking skills and attitudes.

@ DFY has obtained federal funds for employment and training programs for youths
in community based facilities. DFY claims to have served close to 1,000 youths through
these programs since 1977 with a 70 percent in-schooi retention rate. In New York City
DFY elaims to have served 640 youths between 1977-78 and 1979-80 and to have achieved
a 67 percent positive termination rate-~ either placed in jobs or returned to school.

® During the 1980-81 school year over 50 percent of DFY youths in community
based facilities participated in one or more employment training, vocational skills
instruction or job readiness programs. Participation in these different types of programs
varied by age. Youths over 17 years of age were more likely to participate in vocational
training programs--73 percent of those in urban homes and 68 percent of those in YDCs.

® Approximately 25 percent of youths at residential facilities require more than
routine medical, dental or psychological services. One of the major problems confronting
DFY in providing services is the availability of qualified medical personnel and the use of
non-licensed facility staff to administer medication to youth. To offset these problems
DFY contracts with local cliniecs to provide necessary medical services. According to
DFY, in July 1979, 197 youths (12.7 percent of the population at that time) were receiving
medication. Of these, 56--28.4 percent--resided in facilities without a nurse or phys-
ieians' assistant.

@ As of November 1981 DFY had established COHs in each region and one at each
of seven facilities. From September 1, 1980 through May 31, 1981, these committees
certified that 208 youths had handicapping conditions. A previous survey prepared from
September 1, 1979 through August 31, 1980 identified 110 youths with handicapping
conditions and suspected a total of 711 other youths had such conditions. However, DFY
has not achieved full compliance with State and federal mandates to serve the handicap-
ped because of the lack of adequate resources.
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IV DFY ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

) DEY i's responsible for administering a ecomplex program. As the "focdl point for
the Juvenile justice system"! in the State of New York, DFY has a high degree of visibility
gnd is subject to public opinion and pressure. These pressures have been relatively acute
in rgcent_years with the notoriety surrounding juvenile crimes and changes in the laws
deal_mg with youths convieted of serious offenses and remanded to the eare of DFY. DFY
attributes some internal changes to pressures from external sources:

Over the past several years this system, and the Rehabilitative Services
Program, have undergone significant change as old issues have been ad-
dressed and new ones have arisen. During this time the Division has been
under attack from those who contend that too much attention is paid to the
rlgh_ts of youth and from others who feel that such rights are neglected; from
crities demanding that youth facilities be de-institutionalized to those who
contend that the de-institutionalization process has gone too far; from those
who say that public safety concerns have been negleeted by DFY and from
those who feel that DFY has been overly concerned with such issues.?

The oyganization and management changes which DFY has initiated in recer.t years
under§c;ore_ its eft:orts to construct a more effective system for the delivery of
rehabilitative services. This chapter focuses on the management and organization of

DFY--particulgrly the changes that have been implemented and the extent to which they
have served to improve DFY rehabilitative services administration and operations.

Organizational Strategies and Perspectives

_ The major organizational changes that DFY has undertaken for its rehabilitation
services from 1976 through 1981--and which have important implications for the
management of its residential facilities-~inelude:

—-Establishment of regional management in 1976;
-~-Establishment of a Program Assistance and Review Unit in 1978;
-~Centralization of secure facilities management in 1981;

-—Reprgax}ization of the Division of Rehabilitative Services into two
offices in 1981: Program Services and Rehabilitation Operations; and

4-E§tap1ishment of a Program Utilization and Management Assistance Unit
within the Office of Rehabilitation Operations in 1981.

Regional Management

The rationgle for a regional management/administrative struetur i
a letter to the New York State Departr%ent of Civil Service. The neizdwtz‘a grsit ::gritgn;?
structurg was emphasized due to the basic shift in the division's orientation toward
community based programming and because rehabilitative services had been carried out in
a " fragmented, less than comprehensive fashion." k
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These activities were separated into various DFY units. In the past this
approach was somewhat satisfactory in that the majority of DFY place-
ments were in training schools. The development of community based
programs as the division's main thrust, based on the theory that better
diagnosis will support smaller fgeilities and a more community based
environment for serving the needs of the DFY youths, demands new
approaches to the problems which this agency faces. Regionalization will
provide the elements to meet this new policy direction.?

In its 1980-81 budget request, DFY reaffirmed the importance of the regional
structure as a mechanism for improved delivery of services to youths:

At the heart of DEY's inereased ability to provide individualized attention
and response to the problems generated by individual youth was the
reorganization in 1976 to a regional configuration. Before this point, the
service delivery system in DFY was fragmented and unresponsive internally.
There were a series of program supervisors and administrators who were
responsible for the widespread network of DFY facilities and a separate
bureau of intake and aftercare. The structure was such that even individual
case problems could be resolved only at the Deputy Director level. The
regionalization of our service delivery system was based on the premise that

it would provide more responsibility and accountability at the local level.*

The respective DFY regions, established as a result of the initiatives taken in 1976,
are reflected in Map 1 in Chapter I. Overall, the regions have been designed to provide
for the decentralization of the "intake, the residential treatment program, and aftercare"
by establishing YSTs within each of the regions. Youths moving into the system are
assigned to a YST case worker who is responsible for the youth from intake through
aftercare:

Briefly stated, intake, the residential treatment program, and aftercare will
be decentralized and regionalized. Youth Service Teams will assure a
continuum of services for each youth as he/she moves through these three
treatment phases. The teams involvement will be enduring. Youth will not
be passed in turn from one phase of their placement to another phase
without treatment team staff being totally knowledgeable of, involved in
and accountable for the youth's needs and progress. >

The creation of a regional structure received impetus from DFY's implementation
of community-based programming.

The key developments resulting from the adoption of community-based
intervention philosophy were the ereation of four geographic regions, and
distriets within regions, across the state. This organizational change
permitted the subsequent development of intake, processing, and pro-
gramming resources intra-regionally. Resources and services were not
manipulated according to the specific characteristies of youngsters and
communities within districts and regions rather than according to the state's
aggregate characteristies.®

Secure Facilities Management

DFY has gone through at least two major changes in its efforts to maintain
equilibrium in the management of secure f acilities. These shifts are attributed by DFY to
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the changes in program emphasis within rehabilitative services~- particul i
e s ol particularly with respect

) As ?ecently as February 14, 1980, the Deputy Director for DFY's Rehabilitative
Services directed that the management of secure facilities be integrated into the DFY
regional structure:

N ow that regionalization is solidly in place, I feel that we are in a position
.to 1ntegrate secure ser_vices into the present regional structure. Effective
immediately, the administrative responsibility for secure centers will be

assumed by the regional administration in which the secure center is
1ocated.’

. Howeyer, decentralization of secure centers was short lived (it is not clear that its
implementation was ever effected) as DFY requested establishment of a Secure Facilities
Management Unit in a letter to the New York State Department of Civil Service dated
Sep-tgmber 29, 1981. A major impetus for the 'recentralization" of secure
facl}lj:y managgrpent appears to have come from a court order, referred to as the "Crespo
decision," requiring DFY to move JOs from Spofford's secure detention center within a ten

il}z]ig lE)e‘x:[iod. (DFY is appealing the decision.) As stated in DFY's request for establishing
nit:

The Division for Youth is requesting the establishment of a Secure Facilities
M.anagement Unit. This Unit is absolutely essential to the proper supervi-
sion and management of secure programs. There have been a number of
facto.rs. which necessitate the request for this unit. The new legislation
redefining and further restricting the handling of juvenile offenders has
created the need for a specialized unit to handle a whole new range of
issues. The Crespo V. Hall court case has put enormous pressure on the
D1v131qn to place the "juvenile offenders" (JOs) being held at local secure
detention centers (especially Spofford Detention) into existing or "new"
programs. In fact, the Division is required by court order to place these
yc?uf:h' in our programs within ten days of their being sentenced or the
Division is considered to be in violation of a court order. The placement,
treatment, movement and eventual release of juvenile offenders and youth-
ful offenders (YOs) in programs differs significantly from Title II and III
Juvenile Delinquent and Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS). Finally, with
the increased bed capacity and number of youth being adjudicated as JOs
ﬁmd YQS, the task of developing new programs and helping implement more
security" type programming has inereased the need for a separate unit for
the management of secure programs.'3

This request resulted in the establishment of the Secure Facilities Management

Unit in DFY's central office within the Office of Rehabilitation Operations. Actual

supervision of the secure facilities is the responsibility of the S iliti -
ot Separviton. p y e Secure Facilities Manage

This gnit det.er_mines the placement of youths in secure facilities and is responsible
for developing policies related to the secure program. Among the policies being
developed are: N

--Temporary release,

--Disecipline and good time,
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~--Standards of behavior,
~-Contraband goods,

--Warrants ‘and AWOLS,
--Restitution, |

--Legislative recommendations,
~-Liaison with the Division of Parole,
--Transportation,

--Security.

Reorganization of Rehabilitation Services

During 1981 DFY implemented a reorganization plan for Rehabilitative Services
which included the establishment of two offices each of which is headed by a Deputy
Director: Program Services and Rehabilitation Operations. The organization for the
Office of Rehabilitation Operations is included in Appendix D and the organization of the
Office of Program Services is included as Appendix E. The f'unctlons. assigned to Program
Services were previously under the Division of Rehabilitative Services and include the
following:

--Counseling,
~-Health,
--Education,
--Employment,
--Planning,
--Program initiatives,
-—Traininé

As stated by DFY officials to LCER staff, the expressed purpose in establishing the

Office of Program Services was to remove the functions from: day-to-day operational -

concerns allowing for greater focus on program planning and policy development.

The Office of Rehabilitation Operations has responsibility for supervision and

management of DFY residential facilities which is exercised through the regional

strueture and the Secure Facilities Management Unit. Rehabilitation Operations also is
responsible for monitoring local detention services,

In establishing the Office of Rehabilitétion Operations, it ‘was DFY's intent to
move from direet supervision of facilities to establishing standards and procedures, ggals
and developing policy:
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The Office of the Deputy for Operations will absorb most of the operational
management functions which now reside in the Office of the Deputy for
Rehabilitative Services. This new Office represents a major realignment of
function, shifting from direct supervision to functions of setting standards
and procedures, establishing goals and guidelines and acting as the major
policy body with respect to direet care operations. Where regional
administration. . .will handle most day-to-day management functions by
exercising direct authority at the local level, the office of Operations
Deputy will exereise functional authority over issues such as:

~-personnel a]location;}zind staff assignments;
--client population and flow;

--program poliey and procedures;

--physical plant standards and management; and

--program monitoring and review.’®

Central Office Oversight and Facility Coordination

The other two significant central office changes related to Rehabilitative Services
were the establishment of the Program Utilization and Management Assistance and
Program Assistance and Review (PAR) units--both within the Office of Rehabilitation
Operations. In both cases the underlying premise for the functions assigned to these units
was the need for more central control over facility management, including coordination

‘and review of programs and operations. PAR previously reported to the Deputy Director

of Rehabilitation Services. The unit was incorporated into Program Utilization and
Management Assistance as a result of the 1981 reorganization initiatives.

Program Utilization and Management. The need for a Prograin Utilization and

Management unit was set forth in DFY's budget request for 1980-81. The need, as

. expressed in this budget submission, was due to the lack of central staff to "be

available for the development and review of policy and procedure initiatives and their
translation to field staff."'’ Acknowledging that this was essentially a regional
responsibility, DFY identified the need to provide a back-up to cheeck on regional
administration. "While primary responsibility in this area lies with the regional structure,
it is necessary to provide a back-up and independent check on these at times,"*

The functions of the unit were outliﬁéd in a letter from DFY to the New York
State Department of Civil Service dated March 30, 1981: :

- —~Operations Programs Assistance and Review--Coordinated site visits of
facilities by teams of two unit staff, each of which will supervise a
larger group of appropriate agency staff assigned to conduet an
intensive, comprehensive analysis and assessment of - the facilities
operations. The Assistance and Review team spends a minimum of one
week to ten days at the faecility being reviewed to complete a thorough

review of .its operations, problems, program services and policy
compliance, : ‘

e
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--Alternative Treatment Services--Supervision, control and monitoring of
all foster care, independent living, specialized individualized ecrisis,
tutorial and assessment contractual treatment services for DFY place-
ments on a statewide basis.

--Client classification system--review and analysis of resident population
flow; youth parolees, juvenile offenders, juvenile delinquents and other
categories of adjudication vs. bed projection and program utilization
within operational facilities.

--Inter-regional placement coordination.

--Data reports--construction, frequency, format/design, ratio of cases to
staff, ete.

-—-Client direct care duration analysis (residential and non-residential).

--Management concerns directly related to program operations such as
staffing deficiencies, capital construction needs, coordination between
Region Directors, policies formulation and operations statements de-
velopment and distribution. :

--Interpretation of statutory, legal, regulatory changes, stipulations, find-
ings, and determination of impeact upon operations. Implements appro-
priate notification, operational changes.

—--Liaison with Criminal Justice Agencies at various levels, legislative
committees and child care agencies/groups.

—--Intra-ageney coordination with various staff resources units, programs
services of employment, education, medical, administrative and local
services.

-~-Supervision of Investigation of Statewide Child Abuse/Maltreatment
System procedure for all DFY facilities and foster homes. 2

Program Assistance and Review. As noted above, the Program Assistance and
Review unit was transferred to Program Utilization and Management Assistance in 1981.
The unit was established in 1978 to "ecoordinate ongoing and indepth program reviews." In
a DFY memorandum dated May 4, 1978, which announced the establishment of the unit,
the following functions were outlined:

--To identify areas within various Rehabilitative Services programs where
programmatic and administrative resources and support are inadequate
and to advise appropriate staff of organizational units within the
agency where necessary assistance may be obtained. /

--To inquire into all aspects (administrative and programmatie) of target
programs in order to determine compliance with our policies and
procedures and to identify existing weaknesses and strengths in both
these program operations and in the procedures themselves.

--To identify particularly strong features of various programs under

review and to suggest means by which these strengths might be utilized
and incorporated in other DFY programs. '
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--To recommend, where appropriate, corrective action to improve identi-
fied weaknesses and/or to remedy existing problems.

--To recommend to the Deputy Director for Rehabilitative Services, the
Associate Deputy Director, and the Regional Directors appropriate
revisions to existing policies and procedures and/or the promulgation of
new policies and procedures necessary in order to provide for the
orderly operation of our programs.

--To review the effectiveness of recommended actions when imple-
mented.??

Overview of Organizational Problems

DFY has undergone a number of significant organizational changes within the past
few years. The recurring rationale set forth in proposals for the various changes that
have been made is the need to enhance DFY's ability to manage and administer its facility
operations. However, in the process of making these functional realignments, DFY has
not established an organization to facilitate the achievement of its goals: improved
programming and facility management. Rather, the pattern that has emerged is
somewhat of a patchwork design leaving the division straddled between a regional
administrative system and central management control--without a clear commitment to
either. As a result, DFY failed to establish a coherent organizational strategy but,
rather, has established a system with duplication of funetions and effort, confusion in
management and supervisory responsibility, fragmentation of responsibility for program
development and an unstructured approach to communication and management control.
These problems can be addressed in the framework of two major issues:

~-~-Lack of coordination and policy development by central office rehabili-
tation services staffs and

-~Failure of DFY to complete implementation of the regional structure in

relation to adequate staffing and evidence of a gradual withdrawal from
regional administration.

Central Office Operations
DFY's central office rehabilitative services operations were reorganized into twe
major divisions: Program Services and Rehabilitation Operations. As noted above, this
reorganization did not result in the establishment of new functions. Rather, the intention
was to remove program planning and development from DFY's rehabilitative services
related to facility management and operations.

In reviewing the functions of DFY's central office rehabilitative services oper-
ations, LCER identified the following major concerns:

--Duplication of functions performed by various central office units and

~--Inadequate management coordination and control.

Duplication of Funetions

A significant problem in DFY's central office is the overlap and duplication that
exists related to monitoring, evaluating and reviewing facility programs and operations
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and the degree to which this overlap extends to functions performed by staff within the
regions and at the facilities.

Within the Office of Program Services, four of the units--Counseling, Education,
Employment and Health Services--are defined in the office’s statement of goals and
objectives to have

broad based programmatic responsibility. This responsibility ineludes insur-
ing the provision of quality program services across DFY regional and
administrative lines. To accomplish this, staff shall utilize available data,
data analysis, facility policies and procedures and audits by program
servieces or other units, and to develop models for change in conjunction with
appropriate deputies, district staff and facility staff.

Programs initiated at the central office level are intended to impact on facility
operations--the purpose of such programming being to improve rehabilitative services.
The issue, relative to program formulation, implementation and administration, is the
relationship between the central office Program Services units and the facilities and the
extent to which roles and organizational relationships are clearly defined. LCER's staff
arrived at an understanding of rcentral office Program Services staff and facility
relationships by reviewing the types of issues addressed by Program Services staff in field
visits to facilities. Issues-identified by Program Services are important to the extent that
they define the relationship that exists between Program Service staff and the facilities.

To obtain additional information on the types of issues raised by central office
staff, LCER reviewed samples of facility contact reports prepared by Program Services
units. Program Services staff made 239 visits to DFY residential facilities during the
1981 time periods reviewed by LCER staff. These included 87 facility visits by staff from
Youth Employment and Training, 38 from Health Services, 99 from the Education unit and
15 from Counseling.

After reviewing material prepared by Program Services staff on facility contacts,
issues were identified and grouped according to the following categories:

--Administration: Issues related to administrative policies, systems and
procedures;

--Supervision: Issues related to the manner in which programs are
administered;

--Technical Assistance: Issues related to providing assistance in resolving
technical program procedures; and

--Program Implementation: Issues related to the manner in which facility
programs are made operational.

Exhibit III provides a description of the types of issues identified by LCER after
reviewing the Program Services contact reports and classifications. As reflected in
Exhibit III there is an overemphasis on issues related to program administration, supervision
and implementation. Generally the types of issues raised by Program Services staff are
questions that are of direct concern to the facility staff and regional personnel--and of
immediate concern to the Distriet Supervisor. Given a Regional/District framework for
managing facilities, these, with the exception of technical assistance, are issues that
should be raised and resolved through the District Supervisor under guidelines prepared by
Program Services staff. .
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Exhibit II

~ Functions Performed by
- Program Services Staff During Facility Visits*

Functions Edueation
Administrative Review space layout and physical appear-
ance of Title I labs;
i Review expenditures for Title I brogram.
E-J
W
Supervisory " Review utilization of Title I planning ma-

terials;

Review and monitor TitleI laboratory
P programs.

Technical Assistance Provide training for TitleI testing proce-

dures for new math laboratory instructor.

Program Implement-
ation

1

Employment and Training

Reviewed construction blue-prints for a new
vocational training building at a facility
site;

Discussed implications of reduction in fund-
ing for vocational training shop plans;

Reviewed position descriptions for a new
vocational education position.

S —

Implemented a centralized filing system for '

DFY youth in New York City facilities;

Reviewed equipment needs for the CETA
program;

Assisted in completing CETA forms for par-
ticipating: DFY youth,

Reviewed the development of a facility's
voeational  edueation program, including
procedures, curriculum development, sched-
ules and staffing requirements.

Discussed issues related to utilization of
JEVS testing.

Discussed implementation of DFY's stipend
program;

Discussed plang for the development of a
facility's vocational education program;

Met with vocational personnel regarding:the
development of ¢mployment services includ-
ing staffing and equipment requirements,

Health Services
Reviewed purchases made for a faeil-
ity nursirg station;

Made errangements to participate in
interviewing nurses;

Identified various problems at a faeil- .,

ity related to staffing issues, including
elimination of a position of vocational
instructor, recreation therapist va-
cancy .and the need for additional
nursing positions;

Assisted in developing an advertise-
ment to recruit physicians' assistants;

Identified issues related to intake cri-
teria procedures and recommended the
classification of a facility as a JO
program.

Reviewed food service activities at a
number of facilities, including staffing
allocations during shifts, menus, dining
regulations and food purchases.

Assisted in making arrangements to
obtain dental and psychiatric services;

Assisted in developing a plan for
shared medical services.

*The counseling unit provided only one facility contact report which was not considered sufficient to determine representative issues releted to facility visits.

Source: . LCER staff analysis of DFY data.
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The direct line of supervision over facilities, as established by DFY, is through the
Distriet Supervisor. This relationship is compromised when Program Services staff is
involved--apparently on their own initiative-- in matters of administration, facility staff
supervision and program implementation. It also underscores the lack of a clear
understanding of the roles and relationships between DFY central office and regional/dis-
trict/facility personnel. Furthermore, functional and procedural statements for the
regional and distriet offices have not been prepared by DFY--even though the regions
were established in 1976.

This does not suggest there is no need for Program Services staff to visit the
facilities. However, the visits should be conducted under guidelines that ensure:

--The purpose of such visits are in line with the functions stated for
Program Services staff;

--Procedures that support the integrity of the regions where such visits
are arranged through distriet personnel or at their initiative; and

--A clear understanding that initiation of change is the responsibility of
the regional/district/facility staff and in that sequence.

Management Coordination and Control

There also is an absence of control over Program Secvices staff in their relations
with facilities. This conclusion is based on the following:

--No procedures have been established to direct and control the purpose
of central office staff facility visits and relations;

--No procedures have been established for reporting the results of such
facility visits and ensuring the appropriate distribution of reports; and

--No planning is taking place to control the frequency and scheduling of
such visits.

Defining the Relations between Program Services and Facilities. Many of the
issues of concern to Program Services staff, as reflected in the reports reviewed by
LCER, have implications concerning the manner in which facility staff function and the
manner in which programs are operated at the facilities. This has overtones with respect
to an implied supervisory relationship with facility staff and, indirectly, management
responsibility for faeility programs. For example, in discussions with LCER staff,
regional personnel made references to instances in whiech Program Services staff
communicated directions to fecility staff--by-passing both the facility director and
regional personnel. While the frequency of such instances was not documented by LCER
staff, such occurrences are to be expected given the types of issues that prompt visits. to
facilities by Program Services staff. Not only do such occurrences undermine the
authority of the facility director, but they also underscore weakness in the decision-
making process and the need for role clarification particularly with respect to the
functions of the district supervisor who is responsible for the day-to-day supervision of
facilities within the regional structure.

Dissemination of Information. Evidence of a formal communications policy among
different levels and the respective units with programmatic responsibilities is not
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apparent within DFY. This is reflected in the inconsistencies in procedures followed by
various Program Service staff units.

There are no standards for preparing reports of the nature and results of facility
contac.ts., Thg .Employment and Training Unit has established a standardized format for
recording facility contacts--although LCER staff did not find contact reports for all
recorded f.acility visits. Health Services and Counseling have no established procedures
for reporting the purpose and results of meetings at facilities. While the counseling unit
was requested ‘go furnish samples of such contact reports, only one such contact report
was .ma(:le available to LCER staff. In addition, there is no standardized list for
distributing contact reports. Consequently, there is no assurance that copies of

gipgts——when they are prepared--will be sent to facility directors and regional/district
a L

Thes.e procedural deficiencies are important in the context of both the existing
DFY organizational structure--decentralization of facility supervision through a regional
administrative system and central control of planning and review of faeility programs. In
such a system the need for management control and coordination of activities which
impact on faeility operations takes on increased importance to ensure coordination of
activities at both levels.

Scpedu]jng Facility Contaets. It is reasonable to expect that different facilities
may require more support than others, but there does not appear to be an effort to control
_suc.h v1s1t§ other than by the heads of the Program Services units, Regional directors
lndl.cated in discussions with LCER staff that they were often notified of visits and intra-
regional meetings after schedules had already been made. In addition, there has been no
apparent effort to give each of the regions a relatively consistent degree of support
through Program Services on-site facility visits. For example, the concentration of effort
among the staff units within Program Services--Health, Education, Employment and
Training, and Counseling~-is on faecilities within Region III as reflected in Table 17. On

Table 17
Facility Visits by Program Services Staff by Region
1981
June 1, Number of Visits by Program Services Staff
1981. Employmenta b
. Population and Training' Health Educationb Counselingb Total
Region Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
I 452 21.7 11 12.6 10 26.3 16 16.2 3 20.0 .40 16.7
1§ 434 20.8 12 13.8 8 21.1 15 15.2 3 20.0 38 15.9
m 781 37.5 58 66.7 18 47.4 55 55.6 7 46.7 138 57.7
v 416 20.0 8 6.9 2 5.3 13 13.1 2 13.3 23 9.6
2,083 100.0 87 160.0 38 100.1 99 100.1 15 100.0 239 99.9

aMarch—September, 1981.
January - November, 1981.

.= Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.
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average, 57.7 percent of the facility visits by staff from these units in 1981 were to
facilities in Region II. In contrast slightly more than 37 perecent of DFY's residential
facility population was within Region II as of June 1, 1981.

Program Services Management Initiatives

DFY appears to be responding to some of the internal problems discussed above.
For example, in a letter to LCER from DFY dated December 21, 1981 the need to define
staff roles and relationships was underseored:

- ..we have directed our efforts over the past several months toward the
completion of goals and objectives, and the clarification of roles and
responsibilities within Program Services and between Operations, Adminis-
tration and Local Services.

DFY's transmittal to LCER included a plan for Program Services staff units for
1982 which is intended to clarify the roles of units within Program Services. As defined in
the plan, the units within Program Services would have broad agency-wide responsibilities
"to insure a comprehensive system of treatment" and wouid:

--Identify statewide youth service pricrities and needs;
--Plan treatment systems and designs;
--Develop program service models;

--Recommend program service policies, procedures and accountability
mechanisms; and A

--Provide technical assistance in program service areas.

While the emphasis of the units is on program development and planning, specific
procedures for implementation and ensuring eoordination of Program Serviee's staff
functions are lacking in the plan. Implementation of the re-defined functions will require
development of procedures and policies to reduce problems related to duplication and lack
of coordination,

Program Assistance and Review

The need for the central office to undertake in-depth reviews of facility operations
and programs was emphasized in a DFY memorandum dated May 4, 1978. While
recognizing that the regional structure provided ". . .centralized Rehabilitative Services
management staff the means to be more sensitive and cognizant of the specifie needs and
problems of individual programs through the Regional and District structure”, a need for
more intensive reviews of DFY facility operations was identified because ". . .Regional
Directors and Distriet Supervisors lack the resources in terms of the time and manpower
to personally engage in and/or coordinate ongoing and indepth program reviews." '

While the original intent was to have PAR undertake a review of "...all DFY
programs and activities on a regular basis, perhaps reviewing each facility at least once
every two or three years," only 18 facility programs and operations had been reviewed by
the unit between October 1978 and April 1981. by
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Scope of Reviews

Program reviews are direeted by staff from the PAR unit. Teams are formed
utilizing both central office program personnel and facility staff assigned to reviews on a
temporary basis. To obtain a better indieation of the scope of the reviews conducted by
the PAR unit, LCER staff reviewed recommendations prepared for six DFY facilities:

Camp Brace

Auburn

START No. 5

Bushwick Center
Brentwood START Center
Goshen Center

The recommendations prepared for these facilities were classified by LCER staff to define
the scope of the reviews according to the f ollowing categories:

--Administration/program operations,
-~Personnel/staffing,
--Housekeeping/custodial,

~-Physical alteration/eapital construction.

Administration and Program Operations. This group includes recommendations
relating to administrative policies, systems and procedures. Examples of these recom-
mendations include:

--Reporting of educational progress should be integrated into the Pro-
gram Oriented Service Plan recording system and

-~Immediate attention should be given to the development of a viable
mental health component.

Personnel/Staffing. This group includes recommendations related to staffing
patterns, training and employee relations. Examples of these recommendations include:

~-Appropriate staff training should be provided in the areas identified in
the Employee Relations/Personnel Handbook and

--All staff with supervisory responsibilities should conduet regularly
scheduled supervisory conferences with each staff under his/her super-
vision for the purpose of discussing mutual expectations, job perform-
anee, ete, ;

Housekeeping/Custodial. These recommendations inelude those relating to day-to-
day operations--particularly those related to physical aspects of the facilities' operations.
Examples of these recommendations inelude: :

--All emergency lights should be routinely inspected and maintained and i

--Food should be served in a more attractive and appetizing manner.
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Physical/Capital Cor;struction. This group include's. recommemia;ic:tl‘stﬁ:lszteégpg
physical changes and capital construction needs at the facility. Example

of recommendations include:

-~All roadways and walkways should be resurfaced and

ili ts to obtain adjacent
~-=1] i team supports the facility's effor | .
gl?c;apeﬁ‘;?gr tte‘le purpgge of creating additional outdoor recreation space

a-1d/or constructing a gym.

Classification of Recommendations

The PAR unit's review teams prepared a list ot" 4.01% recommendiggrfx{s ctl‘g}c'e?rlnei’ nsé)c{l
facilities reviewed by LCER's staff. Using the categories ]ils‘;ceéi taobggﬁ,s e e oastodial
dations were relate ‘
that 184, or 45.5 percent, of the recommen : Felated Lo B eming per-
ions; 80-- 19.8 percent--of the recommendations se  per
ggI?:gE?:féf?ing or p}f)lysical alterations and dca;:ilta_l i Sctcz‘r;iti::;ﬁvt;ﬁg. prg‘gh:amba})%rﬁz o)
mendations or 34.7 percent——cgncerne administration
’Ii‘i(:aogiassification of the recommendations for each facility is in Table 18.

The PAR unit was originally constituted to focus on prog'ramma’cio;d'lzzmdS iadrfn;(r:ilﬁttxi‘i;

tive issues. This mandate, as reflected in the r{aeommerzgatlc;x;sg rfa?;maiic/:dministra—
i : been broadened considerably since the prog t

Ec‘f\‘rgex(\agew %uifgénhzsas been expanded to include housekeeping and physical aspects of

facility operations.

i translated into a broad

the work of the PAR unit has not been o :
ne ?xggzegc%zrse,since it has not prepared mateylals. prpv1c}1_ng prqgra{n/ad(;n;r’xilts}fir:t;xz
2%& grisons among the faecilities. This shortecoming 1s mgmf*cant .11}‘] 'VIer)vE?Y——including
cont%xt of work being performed by other orgamlzitﬁonsaulp :xftitssor‘;}tn ]orll'l ot furotions
i d by Program Services personnel, the er\ ‘ s
falgslicgtrllggs t[?aergiosrtr;lizt a}rrld reggional office staff and the day-to-day supervisory role o

Table 18
Classification of PAR

Recommendations by Faeility
1979-1981

Classification of Recommendations

i Physical/
ini i Personnel Housekeeg)mg[ . .
Admlmgrzg\lﬂilc/ms Staffing Custodial Capital Constructxgn Total  Percent
Facility Ig:r%ll:e[: l?Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percen
aci
0.0
" 3.6 4 18.2 22 10
- .4 7 31.8 3 1 2 0.0
gubué'n Zg igs 11 20.4 17 31.5 g gg 130 e
B:gtwood‘ 32 32.0 12 12.0 47 :’;(1) 3 2. o 1e.2
iek 40 45.5 10 11.4 37 . ! i e 0.9
gl:?;rlnc 28 23.3 12 10.0 73* g(slg J 5.0 20 o
' : ‘ 15.0 . 1 . 5., _20
ST’I{u}:Tl#s ﬁ% ‘31‘51?1 —% 13.6 184 45.5 25 6.2 404 100.0
ota. .

*Ineludes 25 Recommendations for Fire Safety Compliance.

Source: LCER analysis of DFY data.
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facility personnel. Each of these organizational units is performing similar funetions in
working with DFY's residential facilities. :

Regional Adininistration

The organization that has emerged within DFY does not correspend to the

pronouncements the agency has made of the need for a regional administrative system,
including:

~~The establishment of a Secure Facilities Management program in the DFY
central office;

-~The establishment of the Program Utilization and Management Unit;
and

--The various funetions performed by programmatic oriented service
units within the Division of Program Services related to monitoring,
implementation and degree of supervision.

Contrary to its advocacy of the merits of a regional structure as set forth in its
1980-81 budget submission that, "...the heart of DFY's increased ability to provide
individualized attention and response to the problems generated by individual youth was
the reorganization in 1976 to a regional configuration," DFY has not fully implemented

regionalization and a movement can be discerned to recentralize functions that were
implicitly delegated to the regional offices. ‘

Secure Management Organization/Functions

The centralization of Secure Faecilities Management underscores DFY's lack of
commitment to regional management. The staff allocated to this unit could have been
assigned to the respective regions to perform functions comparable to those they are
currently assigned. In fact, one of the staff assigned to supervise secure faecilities in
Region I (Masten Park) and Region II (Oneida and MacCormick) works out of Rochester.
The other secure facilities are supervised by the central office (assignments include one
staff person for Harlem Valley and Brookwood-Region IIl; one staff person for Goshen and
Chodikee-Region II; and one staff person for LTTU-Region I and Tryon-Region I1I).

The need for specialized policies and procedures for secure facilities is not
questioned. Yet DFY established the Program Utilization and Management unit to

develop policies and procedures with its recent reorganization of Rehabilitation
Services.

Scope of Responsibilities. The scope of the Secure Faeilities Management unit's
responsibility is reflected, to some extent, in the number of facilities and youth

population under its direct supervision. As of January 1, 1982, DFY had nine secure
facilities operational (MacCormick began receiving commitments during January 1982)
with a total operating capacity of 365 beds and a population of 347 youths (see Table 19).
This represents an increase of 68.4 percent over DFY's secure population as of January 1,
1981 (see Table'l). Using total population figures for January 1, 1981, the youths in

secure facilities account for approximately 19 percent of DFY's residential youth popula-
tion through Level VI (43 percent through Level IV).

)
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Table 19

Seeure Centers Population Count*
July 1981 through January 1, 1982

Actual Population
Facility Capacity July August September Qctober November January

Goshen 72 79 85 85 85 86 87
Brookwood 48 53 55 55 55 55 55
Masten Park 38 40 39 39 40 40 40
Tryon - Girls 28 27 29 29 30 30 27
Bronx - LTTU 17 18 18 18 18 18 ‘118
Oneida 19 18 19 = 19 19 20 20
Harlem Valley 57 . 54 60 60 60 60 60
Chodikee 38 - - 20 30 40 40
Camp MaceCormick 48 - == el el -~ ==

Total ' 365 289 305 325 337 349 347

*Figures reflect population for the last week of each month-- July - November 1981, and
January 1, 1982, :

Source: LCER staff analysis of DFY data.

ctions. To gain a better perspective regarding the nature and scope of Secure
Faci]itsf uI?/Ianagement'sg relationship pwith the faeilijci.eg, LCER staff reviewed moxyﬂ:hly
reports of the unit's involvement with two of the facilities, Harlem Valley and Brookwood,
for June, September, October and November 1981. During the four months each of the
facilities was visited 20 times by staff from the unit: :

Number of Visits

Month Harlem Valley Brookwood -
Jine 8 4
September 4 4
October 6 6
November 2 _6

Total 20 =20 .

The following are the problems identified by staff of the Secure Facilities -

Management unit: :
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Problems Frequency*
Policies and Procedures
Personnel

Programs

Equipment Needs
Interagency Coordination
Construction Coordination
Critieal Incidents
Training

Planning

Food

Medical

HHEMWWWOLIOOHO D

*Based on frequency problem was addressed in
report.

These types of issues appear to be of coneern to staff within the Secure Facilities
Management unit and are similar to the concerns of regional staff dealing with the
facilities in Levels II-VII.

Secure Management Issues

Centralization of secure f:;cilities management was a response to a perceived
crisis--including issues-related to bed space availability, movement of JOs from Spofford
secure detention, and the need to control issues related to policies, procedures and

programs centrally because of the shift in program emphasis from community based to
secure facilities. , '

DFY's response was to retain management of secure facilities centrally, While this
is euphemistically referred to in DFY as "Region V," in fact it is not another region-~it
was established to insure central econtrol and management of an increasingly ‘important
segment of DFY's residential facilities. The importance of this is that it is contrary to
the division's pronouncements regarding the need for a regional management system.

DFY's position does not hold up under serutiny and, taken in tandem with other

activities, suggests that DFY is ambivalent toward regionalization of faeility manage-
ment. -

DFY's rationale for recentralization of the secure residential facilities was-set
forth.in a letter to the NYS Department of Civil Service dated September 29, 1981. The
reasons are: ; ‘ : ;

--New legislation redefining and further restricting the handling of
juvenile offenders has created the need for a specialized unit to handle
a whole new range of issues; . :

-~The placement, treatment, movement and eventual release of juvenile
offenders and youthful offenders (YOs) in programs differ significantly
- from TitleI and Il Juvenile Delinquents and Persons in Need of
Supervision (PINS); and
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--With the increased bed capacity and number of youths being adjudica'ged
as JOs and YOs, the task of developing new programs and helping
implement more "security" type programming has increased the need
for a separate unit for the management of secure programs.

An analysis of each of these reasons for "recentralization" suggests that they could -

have been addressed short of central control of secure facilities management.

Movement from Detention. To provide some perspective on the dimensions of the
problem of JO movements, the following shows DFY placements of JOs removed from
Spofford detention between July and November 1981:

Number of JOs
Transferred

Month from Spofford

July 15

August 26

September . ‘ 21

October - -9

November 9
Total » 76

There is no need for the central office staff to be involved in pgeparing“.JOs for
movement out of Spofford. DFY already has the mechanism in place to m.omtor.ar.ld
expedite the movement of JOs. DFY has established a Spofford Ju\{enile qustlce Unit in
New York City. The functions of this unit include providing orientation for youths
detained at Spofford and facilitating their movement into DFY residential facilities.
Consequently, the movement of juveniles convicted as JOs can be handled by staff that
already exists within DFY. :

Placement, Treatment and Movement. The placement, treatmer}t and movgment
of JOs have been identified by DFY as problems unique to secure facilities. These Issues
provided support for DFY's decision to centralize the fur.lc.tion of secure facilities
management. However, it is difficult to reconcile DFY's pqmtmn given the extan.t'Y.'ST
regional operations and the mandated court placements w1:chin secure DFY fap}lltles.
YSTs are still responsible for youths assigned to secure facilities. Their responsibility for
JOs has not been formally changed within DFY. The major change, as this effeets the
YST functions, is with regard to JOs who are assigned to a parole officer upon rglease
from secure facilities. However, in practice, and according to personnel within the
Secure Facilities Management unit, YSTs are not significantly involved with JOs at secure
facilities. Rather, the intake assessment is now handled through the Secure eFaclhtles
Management unit. This practice can only serve to further undermine the effectiveness of
DFY's regional operation by centralizing this function. As far as movement of youths
classified as JOs, this is not a problem as JOs are, by law, tonfined to secure facilities
during their DFY placements. Movement to other levels is prohibited.

New Programs. To- rationalize the need for centralization of secure facilities
management, because of new program initiatives at secure facilities, encourages the
prospects of further exacerbating and confounding DFY's program planning a.nq .1mp1e—
mentation. The expressed functions of Program Services plaee' the.re.spons1b111ty.for
program development within the programmatically oriented units within that office.
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Suggesting that the Secure Facilities Management Unit should have responsibility for
program planning at secure facilities undermines the functions of Program Services. As
noted earlier, there is already a need to strengthen the program development role
performed by program oriented units within Program Services. :

Other Centralization Initiatives

As discussed earlier, other initiatives at the central office served to undermine the
regional management structure. These included the functions performed by Program
Services staff and the role of the Program Assistance and Review unit.

Maintaining control of secure facilities management in the central office is the
most concrete example of DFY's failure to complete implementation of the regional
structure. Monitoring and other central office functions related to facility operations
serve as illustrations of DFY's lack of commitment to complete regionalization of facility
management.

Program Assistance and Review. The funetions performed by the Program
Assistance and Review unit and the fact that staffing for this unit has inereased within
the central office provide evidence of DFY's ambivalence toward the concept of regional
administration. As noted previously, this unit is monitoring facility activities and does not
conduct program reviews of agency-wide programming activities. Its reviews are facility
specific and are designed to provide the central office~-rather than the regions--with the
staff support to monitor activities at the facilities. However, rather than allocate these
positions to the regions to enhance their capacity to monitor and supervise, the central
office has reinforced its capacity to perform these functions. The result is not only
duplication and an uncoordinated approach to facility management but it also undermines
the viability of regional administration.

Program Services. The activities of units within Program Services undermine the
authority of regional personnel; as noted earlier, these activities include monitoring and
supervision of facility programs and direet involvement in program implementation. The
functional relationship of Program Services units with the regions and facilities is
ambiguous. As a consequence, the manner in which Program Services activities are
carried out impairs the role of regional personnel. At the same time, except for training,
technical program resources have not been allocated to the regions to carry out effective

\ program supervision and implementation.

Chapter Summary

® DFY undertook a number of major organizational changes from 1976 through
1981. These include establishing a regional management structure in 1976 and a Program
Assistance and Review unit in 1978, centralization of a Secure Facilities Management
unit, reorganization of Rehabilitative Services into two offices including Program
Services and'Rehabilitation Operations and establishment of a Program Utilization and

Management Assistance unit in 1981.

@ There is duplication of effort and functions within DFY in relation to supervising
and monitoring activities within DFY's residential facilities. At the central office this
includes a number of units with programmatic responsibility that duplicate functions
assigned to regional and facility personnel--ineluding program monitoring and supervision
and program implementation.
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® The Program Assistance and Review unit has not fulfilled its role to undertake
agency-wide program reviews. Rather, this unit performs functions that duplicate those
performed by other DFY staff, including in-depth facility reviews of issues routinely
addressed by DFY regional/district staff and Program Services personnel.

® DFY has failed to define the function .of Program Services staff units--
particularly with respeet to their programmatic relationship to the facilities. As a result,
Program Services staff operate as independent and autonomous units, and relations and
responsibilities between the central staff units and facilities vary. This tends to
undermine the integrity of the regional structure with respect to program implementation
and supervision of facilities and to diffuse responsibility and, thereby, make it difficult to
define accountability.

® While DFY has developed material to clarify the roles and responsibilities of
Program Services staff units, these materials fall short of clarifying responsibilities in
relation to procedural issues. What is lacking are specific procedures regarding contacts
with facilities and the manner in which communication and coordination are to be

effected.

® DFY has not established formal procedures to ensure effective communications
of central staff involvement with facilities. The implications are important in the
context of DFY operations and organization since central staff units are exercising
responsibilities that are at least quasi-supervisory in nature. The absence of procedures
to ensure effective communication in this context leads to contradictory directions,
friction in the development and implementation of programs and a general vacuum within
the agency concerning who is doing what and within the framework of which policy.

@ There is little evidence of overall planning within the agency in monitoring the
frequency of central staff visits to facilities. Of the visits to faecilities by Program
Services staff during 1981, 57.7 percent were within Region Ill-- whereas slightly more
than 37 percent of the facility population was in that region as of June 1, 1981.

® DFY stressed the need for a regional structure to manage its residential
facilities and as a long range strategy to integrate rehabilitation services and local
assistance programs. However, there is evidence that DFY is not fulfilling its commit-
ment to a regional management system and has moved to recentralize funetions and
bypass the regional organization.

® DFY's rationale for centralizing the management of secure faecilities is based
more on accomodating the division's movements to recentralize facility maenagement than
because of any problem resulting from the expansion of the secure facilties program.
DFY has the structure (regional organization) or the staff (Spofford Secure Detention Unit
and Program Utilization and Management) to perform the functions assigned to the Secure
Facilities Management Unit. What is lacking is a commitment by DFY to make
appropriate staffing allocations to the regions to manage secure facilities operations.

@ Functions performed by various central DFY staff units provide further evidence
of DFY's lack of commitment to regional management. These include functions
performed by Program Service staff which have the effect of undermining the role
assigned to regional staff concerning program supervision and implementation and the
monitoring functions performed through PAR. While the former is a result of the lack of
central management control and direction and, apparently inadvertent, the functions
assigned to PAR deliberately contradict DFY's pronouncements regarding the super-
visory/management role assigned to the regions. ‘ )
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APPENDIX A
LIST OF INTERVIEWS AND CONTACTS

NYS Division for Youth
Central Office

Director, DFY

Program Services

Deputy Director Program Services.

o

Edueation

Director, Education Programs; Research Scientist; Title I Coordinator; Math

Education Coordinator; Special Edueation Coordinator.

Employment | -

Director, Youth Employment Services; R ienti i
4 ; Research Scientist; Assistant Direct-
or (Operations); Youth Employment Project Coordinato;'; Youth Services

Planner I; Youth Employment Program Speciali i
st;
mgpt; Education Consultant. g P ? Supervisor Youth Employ-

Health Services »
Direector, Division for Youth Health Services.

Counseling

Projeet Direector, Juvenile Contact Specialist.

Staff Deyelopment and Training
Director of Training, Staff Planning and Program Initiatives Coordinator.

Rehabilitation Operations
Deputy Director, Rehabilitation Operations; Assistant Deputy Director.

Pr ram.Utilizatign and Management Assistance
Director; Director, Program Operations Analysis.

Secure F.acilities Management Unit
Director, Assistant Director, Field Supervisor.

Administration

Director, Program Analysis'and Informational Servi

rect: . ervices;
Scientist II;-Asswtant Research Scientist; Director 2)
Control; Director of Facility Planning
Youth Support, Ine.

Direector, Analysis Group; Research
f Personnel; Supervisor of Fiseal
and Development; ‘Administrative Director,

»
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Regional Offices
Region L Regional Director, Youth Rehabilitation Services. ‘
Region II: Regional Director, Youth Rehabilitation Serviees; Distriet Supervisor,
Youth Rehabilitation Services; Supervising Youth Division Counselor;
: Youth Division Counselor. :
Region IlI:  Regional Director, Youth Rehabilitation Services.

Regional Director, Youth Rehabilitation Services; Assistant Regional
Administrator; Senior Youth Division Counselor; Director of Central
Services. .

Region IV:

Faeilities

Brook{wood '
Youth Facility Director III, Senior Youth Division Counselor, Psychologist
I, Education Supervisor, Teacher IV, Voeational Instructor IV.

Highland Center :
Youth Facility Director I, Education Supervisor, Vocational Instructo

Iv.

Highland Secure Center
Youth Faeility Director III.

Nueva Vista
Youth Facility Direetor II, Teacher IV, Vocational Instructor IV.

Tryon Boys ) )
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, Education Supervisor, Teacher IV.

Tryon Girls
DFY Rehabilitation Coordinator.
- Other Contacts
New York City Department of Juvenile Justice--Deputy Commissioner, Counsel.

U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention--Program Analyst.

National Institute of Juvenile Justice--Research Seientist.

New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services--Deputy Commissioner,
Identification and Data Systems. . :
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APPENDIX B j

MEAN YEA'2S BEHIND IN GRADE LEVEL
1980-81 SCHOOL YEAR

Number of | Number of
Facility Reaii'inga Youths Screened Math Youths Screened
Home 1 Brooklyn T 6.4 16 4.2 20
Home 2 Buffalo 3.9 8 2.9 7
‘Home 3 Syracuse 1.4 13 2.4 13
Home 4 Rochester 1.9 33 2.6 39
Home 5 Bronx 4.9 40 4.8 47
Home 7 Nassau 4.3 10 4.5 9
Home 8 Buffalo - NA NA 1.9 23
Home 9 Staten Island 3.1 29 3.6 30
Home = 10 Westchester 4.1 9 3.8 13 ‘
Home 11 Suffolk 3.3 38 4.5 37 !
Home 14 Albany 2.2 13 3.1 12
Home 15 Rochester 3.4 28 3.4 31 ’
Home 16 Binghamton 2.7 35 3.3 35
Home 17 Poughkeepsie 1.2 14 3.3 18
Home 18 New Rochelle 0.3 9 3.5 12
Home 19 Utica 3.6 7 3.0 8
Home 20 Fulton 3.7 9 3.0 9
Home 22 Troy 3.6 10 2.5 19
Home 23 Schenectady 1.8 25 2.5 27
Home 24 Elmira 3.1 13 2.9 13
Home 25 Dutchess 2.5 18 2.0 18
Home 26 Monticello 1.2 12 2.5 12
Home 28 Glens Falls 0.8 6 2.8 9
Home 29 Jamestown 1.1 12 2.3 12
Home 30 Kingston 3.0 14 3.1 15
Contract 1 Niagara 2.7 6 2.6 6
Contract 2 Niagara (0.7) _10 0.6 _10 :
Weighted Average/Totals 2.9 437 3.2 50 |
. Center

2 (0.1) 1 4.6 15

3 4.4 52 4.4 48

4 3.3 26 3.8 39

5 2.5 31 3.4 49

6 4.1 30 3.9 50
Buffalo Urban Center - 1.3 _53 2.5 _53
Weighted Average/Totals 3.0 193 3.6 254 |
8Sereening Test-Woodeock.
Sereening Test - Keymath. .
NA-Not Available. )

Source: DFY. i\ 3
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DFY EMPLOYMENT AND VOCATICNAL EDUCATION FUNDING BY SOURCE, 1978-1982

Program

Air Force Base
Auto Mechanics Training-UAW
Bedford-Stuyvesant Restoration
Buffalo Health Service

(St. Augustine Center)
Career Building (Queens Urban League)
Employment Services Project
Employability Incentive
In-School
Ceareer Training In and Out of School
Job Development
Job Development
Individualized Work Enhancement
Maintenance Team
Maintenance Team
People Development Corporation
Preparation for Employment
Probation Employment Program
Southern Tier Employment
Targeted Cooperative Education
Targeted Cooperatize Education
Volunteers for Youth
Youth Summer Employment-1980

Total

Source: DFY Employment Unit,

Table C-1

DFY Community Based Employment Programs

Funded for Years 19781982

Areas Served

_Utica/Plattsburgh
i Brooklyn
Bedf ord-Stuyvesant

Buffalo
Queens
Westchester
Albany
NYC
NYC
NYC
Upstate
Upstate
Upstate
Upstate and NYC
Bronx
Statewide
Statewide
Elmira
Buffalo
Oneida
Binghamton
Statewide

‘\\ .

Grants

$ 212,830
958,392
90,00

75,000
181,029
221,000

7,173
609,621
115,600
309,323
641,827
845,954
445,547
203,798
168,000
150,951

3,182,381

53,152
198,976
198,442
121,980

749,939

$9,740,315

Funding
Source

Federal
Federal
Federal

Federal
Federal
Federal
Federal
Federal
State
Federal
Federal
Federal
Federal/State
Federal
Federal
Federal
Federal
Fedéral
Federal
Federal
Federal
Federsal

Grant
Status

Ongoing
Ongoing
Expired

Expired
Expired
Expired
Expired
Expired
Ongoing
Expired
Expired
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
Expired
Ongoing
Ongoing
Ongoing
Expired
Expired
Ongoing
Expired

B4
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Table C-2

Available Funding of DFY Residential Facility
Vocational Education Programs

1978-82
Contract a Funding
Program Period Funding Source Level

Camps 1/79-3/80 Federal - CC $664,373
4/80-12/80 " Federal - SED 648,576

1/81-3/81 Federal - CC NA
4/81-3/82 Federal - DCJS 309,615
4/81-3/82 State - DFY 366,400
STARTS 4/79-3/80 Federal - CC 90,493
5/80-9/81 Federal - DOL 258,000
10/81-3/82 Federal - SED 226,000
10/81-3/82 State - DFY 63,600
Training Schools 8/78-12/79 Federal - DOL 405,654
1/80-2/81 Federal - DOL 629,671

2/81-3/81 Federal - DCJS NA
4/81-3/82 State - DFY 506,300
Secure Centers 8/78-3/81 Federal - CC 663,884
4/81-3/82 State - DFY 479,500

Total State

Total Federal
Grand Total

NA - Not Available

8cc - Countercyelical.
SED - State Education Department Grant.

DCJS - State Division of Criminal Justice Services Grant.

DOL - State Department of Labor Grant.

A portion of these funds also went to secure centers.

Source: DFY Employment Unit.

Vi
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3,896,266
$5,312,066
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\; APPENDIX D
EHABILITATION GPERATIONS

ORGANIZATION-DFY R
. 1981

REHABILITATION .OPERATIONS

e

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Associate Deputy Director

I

DETENTION SERVICES SECURE FACILITIES PROGRAM UTILIZATION &
UNIT MANAGEMENT UNIT MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE
Director Director, Director
Field Mansgers
o : , 1
VOLUNTARY } JDETEN- SECURE PROGRAM UTILIZA~ PROGRAM ASSIST-
AGENCIES TION FACILITIES TION & CONTROL ANCE & REVIEW

REGIONAL MANAGEMENT

T

SO

: ke
o s

~ REGIONI REGION 1 REGION 1 REGION IV
" DIRECTOR DIRECTOR DIRECTOR DIRECTOR
DISTRICT 1 DISTRICT 2 DISTRICT 1 DISTRICT 2 DISTRICT 1 DISTRICT 2 ‘DISTRICT 1 DISTRICT 2
District istrict Distriet Distriet District District Distriet Distriet
Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor - { Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor
DISTRICT 3
District
Supervisor
Soirrce: DFY.
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APPENDIX E

1981

OF DFY PROGRAM SERVICES

Deputy Director ..

for Program Services

Assistant
to the Deputy

Program Services
Planning

e

Program
Development

Health Services

Education Services

Counseling Services

Youth Employment

Staff Development

Services and Training
[\

Source: DFY. .
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APPENDIX F
AGENCY RESPONSE

NEW YORK STATE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
DIVISION FOR YOUTH

84 HOLLAND AVENUE
DIRECTOR ALBANY, NEW YORK 12208
’ July 26, 1982
55 Mr. Sanford Russell
14 Director
=8 Legislative Commission on Expenditure’

' Review
g 111 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 11210

Dear Mr. Russell:

. We take this opportunity to acknowledge and respond to the two volume

- audit conducted by your office on Division for Youth residential programs.

We also wish to express our appreciation for the extension granted in our
submission of responses to these reports following our joint staff meeting

on the substance of the report dealing with program impact. However, it

was our understanding at that meeting that conclusions presented in the

impact study, which we considered misleading, would be revised and refocused

to conclusions that were more Limited to the scope of the data. Unfortunately,
we find that the impact study and its conclusions are essentially unchanged

in substance. As .a result, we must object to the overall thrust and direction
of both the impact study as well as its companion study of program and management
because the unsubstantiated conclusion of the impact study colors both volumes

of this audit. ) '

E Detailed responses are enclosed which address our concerns in depth.
(See New York State Division for Youth, Response to Reports by the Legislative

Commission on Expenditure Review: Volume T, "Management of Residential

q\ Facilities for Youths;" and volume IT, "A Study of Impact - Placement of Youths
g '* Tn Residential Facilities.')* Those concerns may Fe outlined around the following
“ areas: .

1. Misleading Statements About Recidivism and Program Tmpact.

Our most serious reservation concerning the two volume audit lies with
the unsupported conclusions drawn in the Volume TI impact study which purport
to demonstrate that similar clients are randomly placed in both commmity
based and non-commmity based facilities of the Division for Youth, and when
so placed, these cases demonstrate no differences in subsequent arrest

*Note: The report titles have been changed to: Management of Youth Rehabilitation
Programs and Impact of Youth Rehabilitation Programs respectively.
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Mr. Sanford Russell -2 - July 26, 1982

recidivism. The conclusions drawn from these unfounded premises are that
placements should be limited to the lowest cost option, that is, the open,

comnmity based facilities.

As we discussed with you and your staff on previous meetings, we find
these statements false and misleading. First, this agency adheres to the
law and to court decisions concerning various degrees of security in placing
cases according to the severity of crime and related behavior. Secondly,
we take issue with the use of data and its calculation which allowed your
study to misinterpret trends without regard to missing data, which overlooked
patterns and directions of program exposure and which simplistically grouped
unlike cases together based on limited classificatory information, when,
in fact, much more information was available to your staff concerning
distinctions among DFY clients. These concems are described in our response
to Volume II.

We have already offered yow an alternative explanation to any seemingly
similar outcomes in recidivism between the two program types: If roughly
similar recidivism rates obtain to both types of programs, it should be seen
as a positive contribution of DFY programs in holding down a known high rate
of potential recidivism among its high risk cases to where that recidivism was
roughly equal to that of low risk cases.

2. Issues Related to Program Costs and Expenditures.

We indicate some exceptions to statements about cost increases when
these statements fail to note the stringent cost control program carried out
within DFY and the no-growth budgets of the current Fiscal Year. DFY has
essentially expanded, developed and converted programs following legal mandates
for such additional programs -- allwith minimal impact on this agency's overall
budget. Most of the program enhancements were accomplished by reallocation
of resources and overall improvements in efficiency.

3. Issues Related to Program Services and their Effects

We agree with the general findings of the program audit which demonstrate
positive contributions by DFY programs to the improvement and development of
youth in its care. However, we question statements which claim that the
levels of accomplishment in education and vocational readiness are sub-standard
when those statements are not qualified by indicating the extremely deprived
and deficient condition of most DFY clients at intske. DFY programs deal
with remediation in all aspects of social functioning -- education, vocational
readiness, social attitudes, emotional development and other critical areas
of adolescent life. We feel that proper regard should be afforded to our
program accomplishments among this extremely difficult clientele. These
accomplishments are due to dedicated performance by DFY program staffs who
daily handle some of the most difficult cases in the country.
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Mr. Sanford Russell -3 - July 26, 1982

4, Issues Related to Management Improvement

The general thrust of the management aspects of the audit was that DFY
progress in managerial improvement was interpreted by your auditors as a
retreat from an earlier agency position on regionalization. We indicate in
our response that we continually revise and improve management of this agency
in response to a long pattern of changes in mission. A reasonable time lag
is to be expected following any radical mission change. Your study spamned
the early period of our organizational response to the Juvenile Offender laws --
orie of the most radical points of departure for this agency's mission since
its inception.

* Other than matters related to time lag in organizational response, we
note that our approach to regionalization is to determine which matters should
best be left to regional mamagement and which issues require central direction.
This matrix approach to field management should be measured not only on the
degree to which it regionalizes functions, but rather which fumections are
appropriately regionalized and which get uniform system-wide execution.

To carry out this dual approach to management, we have enhanced many

functions in regional administration, while simultaneously focusing on uniform
standards and policies for key functions throughout the agency.

5. Summary of Agency Response

We have indicated in our detailed response that many issues raised by
the audits should prove constructive in directing agency attention to these
matters. However, many of the positive benefits of the audits are vitiated
due to the unsupported and erroneous conclusions regarding the supposed
similarity of clients, programs and recidivism.

We have attached three sets of forms and descriptions which address some
of the key issues raised in your two volume audit. These are:

1. The Intake Assessment package;
2. Problem Oriented Service Planning (POSP), and
3. Rehabilitative Services -- Program Level Summary.

The Intake Assessment package here appended demonstrates the degree of
detail to which intake workers investigate and classify cases. More than
60 different items of current and past background are gathered in an interview
and document process in order to guide placement. When ICER staff reviewed
cases in the impact study, this system had recently been put into effect,
with an acknowledged degree of uneven coverage. In recent times, most of
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Mr. Sanford Russell July 26, 1982

these reporting defects have been completely cleared up, glvmg workers a
keen sense of the varied differences and needs among incoming cases. The
LCER impact study seemed to show that similar cases were placed across
different types of programs. When all the accompanying Intake Assessment
data is added, it is clear that cases are placed differently because they
are, in fact, quite different.

Problem Oriented Service Plan is a device used at this agency which we
adapted from a medical model in the State of Vermont. This allows us to
document our intentions for service with respect to each case and to review
our progress toward meking those stated goals on an interim as well as final
basis. Placement and transfers are highly related to the expressed needs
and progress of cases as recorded in POSP.

Program Level Summary is attached here to demonstrate t]:}at there is, in
fact, a differentiation of programs among the various DFY x"esz_dentn..al programs
and that the differences are programmatic as well as security. .Thls agency
intends to continue to differentiate among programs, concentrating scarce

resources in selected facilities which would be used by clients with demonstrated

needs. While we agree that more program description and diffe:;entiation is
necessary among DFY residential programs, we also take issue w1th the statement
that there is no description at all, other than degrees 'of security. The
attached program level description demonstrates those differences in program
and in clientele for whom the various programs are intended.

As discussed in the response volumes, we generally agree ar.ld fmc_i he]..pful
the many program observations, and have taken steps to contlnue investigations
and planning around several of the key issues identified in your audit. Some
of these issues are: monitoring, commmity based programs, development of
specific coumseling modalities, and the development of .expllc1t and unambiguous
relations between central mamagement and the field regions. Your observations
in these areas were generally accurate, although we believe that your overlying
concern with similarity of clients and programs was excesslve.

We appreciate the extremely diligent efforts of your staff and wi]..l
continue to cooperate with the Legislative Commission in an attempt to improve
services to youth throughout New York State.

. Sivigerely, M

ank A. 1
Director

Enc.

cc: Mark Lawton, Division of the Budget
Frank Jasmine, Governor's Office
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APPEND'X G
LCER RESPONSE TO THE DIVISION FOR YOUTH

DFY's response to LCER's audit, Management of Youth Rehabilitation Pro-

grams-(Volume I), raised three major issues. These include the following:

--That the conclusions reached in LCER's companion report, Impact of
Youth Rehabilitation Programs (Volume II) and referenced in Volume I,
were inaccurate primarily because of problems in the audit method-
ology;

--That LCER understated the contribution of DFY programs to the
improvement and development of youths in its care given "the ex-
tremely deprived and deficient condition of most DFY clients at
intake;" and

--That LCER's analyses of DFY's organization and management of its
rehabilitation services did not take into account the time lag required
for an organization to adjust to a "radical mission response" and that
regionalization should be based on an appropriate mix of functions
including those which should be regionalized and those which need
unif orm system-wide execution (centralization).

LCER staff acknowledges that youths in DFY's care generally consist of disad-
vantaged youths as reflected by their needs for remedial education and other rehabilita-
tion services. Given the problems of these youths, it is important that DFY be constantly
alert to opportunities for enhaneing its knowledge of effective treatment approaches.

DFY, as well as the New York State Legislature, can use the information contained
in Volumes I and I for program and policy decisions. Many of the issues raised by DFY,
particularly with reference to Volume II, are related to questions of audit methodology.
However, LCER does not agree with DFY's concerns regarding methodology. DFY's
response chooses to ignore the programmatic issues identified by LCER. This is
unfortunate as the issues are critical to the achievement of DFY's goals of youth
rehabilitation. While LCER staff does not suggest that the impact study, for example,
provides definitive answers to questions pertaining to the design of DFY's residential
program, it contains information that should be given serious consideration by DFY's
policy makers. Volumel also identifies a number of organization and management
problems that need to be addressed if DFY is to make effective use of its resources.

Organization and Management

LCER is cognizant of the dramatic changes that have taken place in the juvenile

- justice system and which, in turn, have impacted on DFY's role. There is merit in DFY's

arguments that such changes cannot be reflected in an organizational model immediately
but must be absorbed over time. In fact, DFY has conceded that certain issues raised by
LCER are legitimate concerns which have prompted DFY to investigate various problem
areas identified in the audit. However, DFY's response does not recognize the ambiguity
of its regional management system. This ambiguity is reflected in many of DFY's
organizational initiatives--including functions performed by PAR; the organization and
responsibilities of Secure Facilities Management; and the manner in which Program
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Services staff relate to the facilities. It is not a question of using central staff to
establish standards and control since the issues relate to duplication, conflicting sources
of authority, lack of control (as reflected in the autonomy of various central office units)
and the lack of operating standards for central staffs.

DFY established the regional organization in 1976. Many of its organization and
management initiatives since then have diluted the authority of the regional staffs and
resulted in the problems discussed in the audit. DFY's reference to a period of
organizational adjustment and the need for an appropriate mix of central control and
decentralization in a regional framework are not relevant to the issues raised by LCER.

Program Implications of Impact Study

DFY's major objections to the program implications, as referenced in Volume I, of
the impact study (Volume II) include the following:

-—Classifieation of youths--DFY suggasts that LCER's classifications of
youths, e.g., as misdemeanants and felons, are too broad and do not
take into consideration the seriousness of the youths offense and other
important background characteristics used by DFY in its placement
decisions;

--Program Exposure--DFY objects to LCER's conceptualization of pro-
gram exposure as the proportion of time spent in community and non-
community based facilities. DFY suggests that LCER did not take into
account movement patterns of youths-~particularly with respeet to the
length of time spent in different types of facilities and the direction
and patterns of transfers among facilities; and

--Interpretation of Impact--DFY interprets similarity of outcome among
high risk youths in non-community based facilities with the low risk
youths in community based facilities as an indication of successful
treatment for high risk youths.

Classification of Youths

Contrary to DFY's assertion, LCER did not group "unlike cases together, based on
limited classificatory information.” DFY's arguments rest on its unsupported assumption
that classifying youths by their specific offenses would have been & more appropriate
scheme. There are a number of problems with this proposal. First, DFY's argument
assumes that there is a means of classifying the "seriousness" of the offense. Among
felonies, which offenses, e.g., rape or armed robbery, are the "most" serious? Secondly,
such a diserete breakdown would have reduced the number of cases in a cell to very small
numbers-~where upon DFY might have had further problems with the methodology. The
use of adjudication status and misdemeanor/felony is an appropriate classification for the
purposes of this study. Taken along with the other background characteristics (selected
based on tests of statistical significance from among 89 background characteristics
maintained by DFY) this aspect of the study is methodologically sound.

Patterns and Direction of Program Exposure

From DFY's standpoint, this issue econcerns the movements of youths to different
levels of facilities within DFY. Generally DFY maintains that youths with behavioral
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problems move up the system (to higher degrees of security) while those with discernible
patterns of improved behavior move down the system (to less secure facilities). However,
DFY has not developed any explicit policies for the movement of youths. Such
movements are dictated by a number of factors including bed space availability as well as
behavioral patterns. Interpretation of a behavioral problem is at the discretion of many
personnel within DFY including facility and YST staff. There are no written policies to
ensure that such discretionary authority is applied within established guidelines to achieve
unif ormity of eriteria applied to such youths. The "patterns" of movement are so loosely
defined and controlled that DFY cannot claim that a "system" exists. Furthermore, DFY
has made efforts over the past two years to define movement patterns within some
rational classification and has failed to do so. Finally, LCER did use a system of
classifying youths program exposure on the basis of proportion of time spent in community
and non-community based programs. Contrary to DFY's assertion, LCER tested the
importa.ace of length of time in programs and found it related significantly only to the
employment period outecome measure (see Table C~3 of Volume II).

Interpretation of Impact

DFY's interpretation of the LCER study results as indicating suecess in controlling
the post-program behavior of "high risk" youths in the more secure facilities to the level
of the "low risk" youths in community based facilities is not correct. LCER compared
youths with similar risks (high or low) who had different types of program exposure
(proportion of time in community and non-community based facilities). The analyses
showed that DFY made the correct placement decisions when it placed youths with prior
felonies in secure facilities because other youths with prior felonies and similar
background characteristics, placed in ecommunity based facilities had a higher recidivism
rate than those in the secure facilities, At the same time the data show that the
outcomes for other types of youths with comparable background characteristics were
similar regardless of the type of program exposure--indicating inappropriate placement
decisions.

The controls used by LCER were for youths in the two program types (non-
community and community based programs) with comparable background characteristics
(the background characteristics were selected from 89 background variables based on
their statistically significant relationship to outcome measures). Consequently, it is not,
as DFY has stated, a case of comparing dissimilar youths, In fact, similar youths were
compared not only by their eriminal histories but also by background characteristics
related to outcome measures.

Conclusions

DFY's response does not address the important substantive issues discussed in
LCER's audit report. These include both issues related to organization and management
as well as the policy implications related to the effectiveness of DFY's placement
decisions and the use of non-community and community based facilities. Reference to the
conclusions of the impact study (Volume II) in Volume I were appropriate as there are
important policy questions related to the use of DFY facilities that need to be addressed.

Note: DFY's response to VolumeI and LCER's comments are available for review in
LCER's office. .
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Manpower Training in New York State, February‘ 16, 1971.*

Narcotie Drug Control in New York State, April 7, 1971.¢

Pish and Wildlife Research in New York State, June 24, 1971.

Marital Conciliation in New York State Sipreme Court, August 16, 1871,
Construetion of Dormitories and Other University Facilities, December 1, 1871.

Office Space for New York State, January 17, 1972,

State Supplied ing for Employees, February 11, 1972,

Middle Income Subsidized Housing in New York State, February 29, 1972,
New York Staté Criminal Justice Information System, March 17, 1972,
New York State Division For Youth Programs, April 21, 1972.

Snow and Ice Control in New Yoark State, May 31, 1872,

Urban Education Evaluation Reports for the Legislature, June 30, 1972,

The Role of the Design and Construction Group in the New York State,
Construetion Program, July 7, 1972,

Consumer Food Health Protection Services, August 17, 1972.

Milk Consumer Protection Programs, September 15, 1972,

State University Construction Fﬁnd Program, October 5, 1972.*

Surpius and Unused Land in New York State, January 15, 1973.
Evaluation of Two Year Public College Trends, 1966-1971, April 2, 1973.
Educational Television in New York State, July 5, 1973, ‘
Construction of Mental Hygiene Facilities, October 3,-1973.

Commimity Mental Heaith Services, October 10, 1973.

The Aequisition and Construction of Drug Abuse Treatment Facilities,
January 18, 1974.

State University Health Seience Programs, Januery 24, 1974,
Day Care of Children, February 14, 1974.

State Aid to Libraries, March 4, 1974,

Health I For Gov t es, May 30, 1974.

Civil Service Recruitment of State Professional Personnel, June 17, 1974,
Retail Services Within State Agencies, September 10, 1974,

Nuelear Development and Radiation Control, October 1, 1974,
College for the Disadvantaged, October 15, 1974.

Driver Licensing and Control Programs, October 20, 1974.

State Historic Preservation Programs, Novembe:; 1, 1974,

Industrial Development in New York State, November 25, 1974.
Programs for the Aged, March 31, 1975.

New York State Fair, April 15, 1975.

New Yark State Parkways, April 21, 1975.

Tri-State Regional Planning Commission Pregrams, May 5, 1975.
Fostet Care For Children, May 29;.1975.

Disadvantaged Students in Public Two-Year Colleges, July 25, 1975,
Human Rights Programs in New Yark State, August 18, 1975,

Patients d From State Psychiatrie Centers; August 29, 1975.*
Financial Aid to Crime Victims, October 31, 1975. !
Persons Released From: State D X 1 Centers, D ber 18, 1975..

New York State Job P1 it P D ber 30, 1975,
Pre-Ki ten B D ber 31, 1975.*

DOT Resl Estate Program, April 15, 1976,

Bolid Waste Management in New York State, May 20, 1976,

Boards of Caopemuvé Educational Services Programs, June 28, 1976.
Boards of Coopérative Educational Services Finances, June 30, 1976,

Workmen's Compensation Program for State Employees, July 30, 1976.*

- Public Pension Fund Regulation, October 29, 1976.

Computers in New York State Government, December 1, 1976.

Health Planning in New York State, January 3, 1977.%

The Optional Service Charge Law, March 11, 1977.

Immunization of Children, May 27, 1977,

State Parks and Recreation Program, October 11, 1977.

State Travel Costs, December 15, 1977,

Veneresl Disease Control, December 18, 1877.

State Envil tal its, D ber 19, 1977,

Pupil Transportation Programs, January 30, 1978.*

Housing Maintenance Code Eriforcement in New York City, March 31, 1978,

Vacation Credit Exchange, June 16, 1978.

Adirondack Park Planning and Regulation, July 31, 1978,

Schoal Food Programs, August 7, 1978,

SUNY Developing and Nontraditionul Calleges, Septeinber 26, 1978,
Newborn Metabolic 5 ing Program, October 31, 1978,

L3

Fiscal Effect of Stnte School Mandates, December 20, 1978,
School District Budget Voting and Conting Budgeting, D ber 26, 1978,
State Aid for Operating Sewage Treatment Plants, April 16, 1978.

Crime Victinis Compensation Program, April 23, 1979,

Drinking Driver Program, May 15, 1979,
U t I for State Employees, July 20, 1879,

Work Programs for Weifare Recipients, August 3, 1379,

CETA Programs in New York State, August 24, 1979,

Peralé Resource Centers Program, August 31, 1979,

Local Government Use of State Contracts, October 15, 1978,

Use of State Adult Psychiatric Centers, February 28, 1980,
National Guard Strength and Armories, March 17, 1980.

School District Committees on the Handicapped, April 15, 1980.
Delinquency Prevention and Youth Development Programs, May 2, 1980.
Energy Use in State Facilities, June 11, 1980.

Occupational Education in Secondary Schools, July 8, 1980,

Use of State Developimental Centers, ) ber.6, 1980,

Energy Research and Devel t Prog December 24, 1980,
State Subsidized Low Rent Public. Housing, December 31, 1980,
Taxpayer Services Program, March 9, 1981,

Title XX Social Services, March 13, 1981,

State Prison Inmate Health Services, June 19, 1981.

Runaway and Homeless Youth, July 15; 1081 -

State Mandates to Counties, August 14, 1981, : Lk
Control of the State Telephone System, August 21, 1981,

Hospital and Nursing Homes Management Fund, Ott-ber 5, 1881,

Methadone Pr D ber 21, 1981.

Régulation of Automotive Repair Shops, December 244981,
Schoal District Cash Management, December 26, 1981,
Pupils With Spacial Educational Needs, April 30, 1082

State Division of Probation Programs, June 10, 1982,

State Physiclan Shortage-Maldistribution Programs, July, 16, 1962
Commission uif'Cnhle Television, September 15; 1932‘

Manegenient of Youth Rehabilitation Programs; October 29; 1982

*0ut. of print; loan copies available upon request.
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