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FOREWORD 

Traditionally; "unruly youth" (truants, runaways, incorrigibles) have been 
handled as d~linquent youth, subject to the same treatment as youth who have 
been involved in behavior that would be a crime if committed by an adult~ Usually 
this means arrept and often detention and referral to juvenile court. It may 
result in'being placed on probation or'being committed to a state juvenile 
correctional facility. 

In 1969, Ohio recognized the need for different treatment to the ex'tent that the 
Ohio General Assembly separated "unruly behavior" from "delinquent behavior" in 
the juvenile code. However, getting different treatment for unruly.youth has 
been slow. As lat~ al;; January 1975 they were handled the same as before 1969. 

NoW, Franklin County h~s begun a plan to change this. Franklin County Children's 
Services, with the cooperati.on of the Franklin County Juvenile Court and with ' 
partial financial support of the Columbus-Franklin County criminal Justice 
Coordinating Council, began a project in early 1975 to provid~ service for unruly 
youth outside the juvenile justice system and to develop a community service 
system for these youth. ~ 

These public bodies deserve community appreciation and support for their 
efforts to date -- as do the law enforcement agencies, the schools, social 
agencies and citizen groups and individuals who have participated to date. 

Experience to date demonstrates that unruly Y0l.1th can be provided service by 
methods other than arrest, detention and court appearance. However, the goals 
of the Project are more ambitious than this. They include not only demonstrating 
this, but providing services for unruly youth throughout the community, 
developing new methods and obtaining sufficient funds necessary for implementing 
them, bringing about the necessary coordination of services for unruly youth 
which are now provided by several dozen multiple-function community agencies. 
These are not simple tasks ~- and may take years. 

Although in some respects the Project has hardly begun and many problems remain, 
SUbstantial progress has been made. The John Howard Association study represented 
in this report is being made to assist Franklin County "coordiniate planning and 
service delivery among existing community youth service providers and to establish 
a comprehensive community-based network of social services, coordinated and 
delivered in behalf of unruly youth." JHA is pleased to be able to assist in 
this Project. 

Ira M. Schwartz 
Executive Director 
JOHN HOWARD ASSOCIATION 

• . I· • 
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CHAPTER 1 

WHO ARE THE UNRULY YOUTH? 

"Unruly youth" is an elusive concept, subject to varying definitions and inter-

pretations, counted in different ways by different agencies. For these reasons 

it is impossible to arrive at any precise and valid estL~ates of their numbers 

frQm existing data. 

The problem can be illustrated by examining the legal definition of unruly youth 

and the statistical count kept by the three agencies who deal most with unruly 

youth in Franklin County. These three are: The Columbus Police Department, 

the Franklin County Juvenile Court, and Franklin County Children's Services. 

THE LEG]'\L DEFINITION 

The Ohio Revised Code, section 2151. 002 defines an "unruly child" as any child ~ 

1. Who does not subject himself to the reasonable control of his parents, teachers, 
guardian or custodian, by reason of being wayward or habitually disobedient. 

2. Who is a habitual truant from home or school. 

3. Who so deports himself as to injure or endanger the health or morale of 
himself or others. 

4. vJho attempts to enter the marriage relationship in any state without the 
consent of his parents, custodian, legal guardian or other legal authority. 

5. Who is found in a disreputable place, visits or patronizes a place prohibited 
by law, or associates with vagrant, vicious, criminal, notorious or immoral 
persons. 

6. Who engages in an occupation prohibited by law, or is in a situation dangerous 
to life or limb or injurious to the healt~~ or morale of himself or others. 

7. Who has violated a la\>1 applicable only to a child. 

Obviously, it would be impossible to identify all the youth in Franklin County 
who would fit this defiM.tion of an unruly youth. The corrullunity' s problem are 
those youth who fit the legal definition and are of sufficient concern to warrant 
the attention and/or service necessary for preventive or remedial action. 
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UNRULY YOUTH KNOWN TO COMMUNITY AGENCIES 

The Columbus Police Depar~ent reported the following number of unruly youth in 
its 1974 annual report under the heading "Sununary of Dispositions, Persons Charged": 

Curfew 
Home truancy 
School truancy 
Incorrigible 
Safekeeping 
Wrongful influence 

Total 

708 
1039 

20 
221 

95 

2'102 

These 2102 unruly cases represented 32, r~~ of £'\11 juvenile cases handled by the 
Columbus Police Department Juve,nil~ Bur.p.,v~~:{ in i9'l4 (excluding traffic). However, 
these 2102 cases represent only those ~a',;es processed through the .Juvenile Bureau. 
The total handled by the whole Columbus Police Department is unknown, but 
undoubtedly larger. 

!ranklin County Juvenile Court 

For the years 1973 and 1974, the Franklin County Juvenile Court reported the 
following formal unruly complaints: 

1973 1974 

CUrfew violation 617 553 
Endangering health and morals 193 153 
Home truancy 631 439 
Incorrigibility 630 400 
School truancy 148 226 

Totals 2219 1771 

The relationships between delin~,ency complaints and unruly complaints for 1973 
and 1974 are as follows: 

Delinquency complaints 
Unruly complaints 

Totals 

1973 

4057 
2219 

6276 

1974 

4306 
1771 

6077 

~hange 

+ 6% 
-20% 

- 3% 

Thus, in 1973 unruly complaints represented 35% of formal complaints, but they 
dropped to 29% in 1974. Although there was an increase of 6% in delinquency 
complaints betw~en 1973 and 1974, this period saw a decrease in unruly complaints 
by 20%. 

There were substantial decreases' in four categories of unruly complaints and a 
sharp increase, in another: 
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Curfew violations 
Endangering health and morals 
Home truancy 
Incorrigibility 

School truancy 
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- 10% 
21% 

- 30% 
- 36% 

+ 53% 

The causes of these shifts in unruly complaints is not known. 

Since detained children were not classified into unruly cases and other delin
quencies at the Franklin County Juvenile Detention Center in previous years,l 
it is not known how many of the 4,562 detained there in 1973 or the 4,213 in 
1974 were unruly youth. One estimate2 from the juvenile court put the number 
at 51 per week, which would be 2,652 per year, or 58% of all youth detained at 
the time the estimate was made . 

Franklin County Children's Service 

An analysis of cases opened by Franklin County Children's Services during the 
period March 1973-September 1974 (based on a 15% sample of all cases opened), 
indicated that 33% of the cases opened were classified as unruly. 

During this period a total of 2,847 cases were opened, giving a total of 942 
unruly cases opened. Converted to an annual rate, there would be approximately 
540 unruly cases opened per year. Since the analysis indicated that about 50% 
of the requests for service resulted in case openings, there would appear to have 
been about 1,080 requests for service annually--based on practices during the March 
1973-September 1974 period. 

Thus, Franklin County Children's Services experience has been about 1,080 requests 
for service on unruly cases, without about 540 unruly cases being opened for 
service per year. (Based on the March 1973-September 1974 experience). 

In Summary 

Analysis of data available from community organization in Franklin County reveal 
the following, based on 1974 practices: 

Columbus Police Department 
Franklin County Juvenile Court 
Franklin County Children's Services 

Requests for service 
Opened for service 

Unruly cases/year 

2102 
1771-2219 

1080 
540 

1/ with the advent of the Unruly Project, a separate count of unruly and 
delinquency cases is being ~ept at the Detention Home. 

2/ "Proposed Services to Unrulies", Audrey Foley, Juvenile court referee, 
2-27::::;74.. 
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Not known are the number of unruly youth handled by the school systems in Franklin 
County as truants, beyond control, etc., or the numbers served by other community 
agencies. 

RACE, SEX AND AGE OF UNRULY YOUTH KNOWN TO PUBLIC AGENCIES 

Limited data is available about the characteristics of unruly youth in Franklin 
County. The only infonnation of this nature revealed during the course of this 
study is: 

RACE: The Columbus Police Department 1974 Mnual Report indicates that 
77.3% of unruly cases coming to the attention or the department 
were white and 22.7% non-,,,hite. 

SEX: 

AGE: 

The Franklin county Juvenile Court Annual Report: for 1973 
indicates that 60% of the unruly f01Jmal complaints were boys 
and 40% girls. 

No reports gave an age breakdown for unruly cases. 

ESTIMATES OF THE NUMBER OF UNRULY YOUTH iN FRANKLIN COUNTY 

The number of unruly youth known to these public agencies cannot be used as a 
basis of valid estimates of the number of unruly youth, or the number of unruly 
youth needing service. This is true for a variety of reasons including the 
following: 

1. The count by these agencies (police, juvenile court, Franklin County Children's 
Services) is not an unduplicated count. Some of the youth coming to the 
attention of the Columbus Police Department are not referred to the juvenile 
court. Some coming to the juvenile court do not come from either the police 
or the court. CUrrently data are not available in the community to get an 
actual count of the number of individual youth involved. 

2. The count by these (and other agencies) is not just the result of the incidence 
of unruly behavior in the community. It is also determined by agency practices 
in operation and counting as well as community awareness of the availability 
of service and confidence in the use of it. Therefore, there may be little 
relationship between these agencies contacts with unruly youth and the actual 
number in the community fieeding service. 

3. Other important ~egments of services in the community (notably the schools and 
private social agencies) do not keep statistics on unruly youth as a separate 
category. Therefore, it is impossible to tell how many these agencies serve 
or how many of this group are also served by the police, schools or Franklin 
County Children's Services. 

Various estimat.es have been made by community agencies as to the number of unruly 
youthneeding service: 

l 
r' . I .... 1 
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1. By Franklin County r.hildren's Services: "A Proposal: Comprehensive Services 
to Unruly Children", July 12, 1973 (First Draft): 

"Information from the Columbus Police Department Juvenile Bureau reveals that 
200-300 unruly children come to the atten·tion of the Police Department monthly 
and the majority of this group is neither referred to the Juvenile Court nor 
to Children's Services. Approximately 200-300 'unruly children come to the 
attention of the Juvenile Court monthly. Approximately one-third of 
Children's Services' monthly accepted cases involve unruly children. Although 
there is some overlapping and repeating in these figures, as well as inappro
priate classifications, it appears that between 300-500 unruly children come 
to the attention of the public sector per month." 

2. By Franklin County Juvenile Court: "Proposed Service to Unrulies", February 
22, 1974 memo from Audrey Foley, Referee, Franklin County Juvenile Court: 

"The number of truants and incorrigibles admitted to detention per week is 
approximately 51 plus 45 handled from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. by intake per
sonnel and no·t placed in the Detention Home. So the approximate total number 
needing service per week would be 96." 

(Changing 96 per week to an annual number would result in an estimate of 
4992 per year). 

Thus, the estimates of Franklin County Children's Services and the Franklin County 
Juvenile Court are very close. FCCS estimates about 4800 cases per year (if 
computed on the basis of the mid-point of 300-500 cases per month.) FCJC estimates 
4992 per year. 

However, despite the closeness of these two estimates, there is no way to tell 
how close they are ·to real need for service. They may represent a good estimate 
of the number of youth coming to the attention of the three primary agencies under 
present community practices, but this may have little resemblance to the number of 
youth in the community needing services as unruly youth. 

There is no reason why Franklin County should labor over. this question. There 
now exists an identified number of unruly youth at several points in the community 
(at the police, juvenile court, or Children's Services level of operation) that 
require service. These do serve as the basis for the FCCS and FCJC estimates and 
can serve as the operational base in the early stages of developing the network 
of services for unruly youth. 

The best indicator of need will be the number of cases that become apparent as 
services are developed and offered in the community. The community's perception 
of the availability and effectiveness of service will have a great deal to do 
with how many unruly youth become identified as needing service. Many community 
indicators (school drop-out rates, runaways, etc.) suggest that the group needing 
service now is many times the size of the group identified under current practices. 

This does not mean to imply that Franklin County should not develop data collection 
systems that will better identify the number needing service and the types of 
service needed. This effort should proceed. (See Chapter 7, "Information Needs 
for Planning and Evaluation", Sections C & D.) 
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POPULATION VAR!ABLES AFFECTING NEED 

An analysis of youth population based on the 1970 U. S. Census and population 
projections furnished to the Association by the Mid-Ohio Regional Planning 
Commission indicates that there will be no population increases in the 10-19 
year old age group between 1975 and 1985. In fact, there will be a slight 
decrease in this age group during this period. An analysis of the two groups 
comprising the 10-19 age group (10-14 and 15-19) indicates declines in both 
groups between 1975 and 1985, with largest reduction in the 15-19 age group. 

Therefore, it appears that the population effect on the unruly youth group in 
Franklin County is negligible and for all practical purposes can be ignored . 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Franklin County should proceed on the basis of a currently identified need 
of approximately 400 cases a month and develop a program accordingly. 

COMMENT: It is recognized that this is somewhat higher than either the 
Columbus Police Department count of "unruly persons charged" or the Franklin 
County Juvenile Court count of "formal unruly complaints". Neither of these 
counts include many cases that now receive some. attention and which would 
need service from the project if unruly cases are to be diverted from the 
criminal justice system whenever possible. 

Also, these groups are not mutually inclusive, even though there is some 
overlap. Therefore, the actual number of individuals is between the 175 
known to the police and this number plus the 148 known to the juvenile court. 

Likewise, the 90 "unruly requests for service" received by FCes include only 
about 50% from the juvenile court, so another amount should be added to 
account for this group. In addition, there are an unknown number of other 
agency referrals and individual requests for service that need to be p~o
vided for in planning services. 

2. Since very little is known about either the number or characteristics of 
unruly youth in Franklin County at the present time, one component of the 
Unruly Youth Project should include efforts to obtain this information. In 
addition to numbers, age, sex, familY composition, socio-economic factors, 
service needs should be ascertained, based on a classification of services 
agreed upon by the technical advisory group recommended elsewhere in this 
report. (For additional recommendations concerning data collection for the 
unruly services see Chapter 7, "Information Needs for Planning and Evaluation".) 

3. The examination of the characteristics of unruly youth should also include 
a determination of how many are involved in delinquent acts--prior to, during, 
or subsequent to their identification as unruly youth. As long as community 
age~cies are going to operate on the basis of problem categories, i.e., 
del~nquent, unruly, etc., it will be necessary to classify youth. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND SERVICES FOR UNRULY YOUTH 

Traditionally, law enforcement agencies are the initial contact point for many 

youth classified as "unruly". Law enforcement agencies usually handle many 

"unruly youth", settling many without recourse to juvenile court through "station 

adjustments" of informal referral to community agencies. Also, police agencies 

refer a high proportion of "unruly" youth to juvenile court and thus are important 

partners in any effort to divert these youth from the juvenile justice system. 

During this study, John Howard Association staff contacted the following law 

enforcement agencies in Franklin County: 

Columbus Police Department 
Franklin County Sheriff's Department 
Upper Arlington Police Department 
Reynoldsburg Police Department 
whitehall Police Department 
Worthington Police Department 
Bexley Police Department 
Westerville Police Department 

These law enforcement agencies responded favorably to the concept of a special 

project to handle unruly youth. They also expressed favorable views about the 

prospect of a survey to evaluate and plan services for unruly youth. However, some 

expressed criticisms about the development and operation of the Unruly Project 

in its early stages. As of March 1975 some law enforcement personnel expressed 

reservations about the success of the Unruly Project in the future under its pre-

sent administration and procedures. Early criticisms included: 

1. Complaints were voiced about poor communications from FCCS about policies and 
procedures of the Upruly Project. Only the Columbus Police Department 
reported having received advance written communications about the project. 
Other reported hearing nothing, or having heard a rumor or piece of informa
tion about the Project. Some blamed FCCSfor this. Other police agencies 
felt the juvenile court should have taken the initiative to explain about 
the new project and new policies and procedures. 



2.2 

2. Complaints were expressed that policies and procedures were changed frequently 
without consultation with, or notification to, law enforcement agencies. This 
resulted in confusion and extra work for the polio~. 

3. Criticism was expressed because the Unrul~l Projeot does not provide 24-hour 
a day intake services at the Crisis Intervention 'tlnit. This results in having 
different policies and procedures for different police personnel shifts. If 
('m unruly (".,ase comes to attention after midnight~ polioe feel they have little 
alternative other than to handle it as best they can or detain the youth at the 
juvenile detention center and wait for inta.\::e at 8 u.~m. 

4. Police feel that FCes should have developed emergency' shelter care in time to 
have it available at the beginn:ing of the Unruly Project. Without it, a 
youth who cannot or will not return home usually is placed in the detention 
center, defeating the goal of diversion from the juvenile justice system. 

5. Police were mixed in their evaluation of the services provided by the Unruly 
Project in its early stages. Some law enforcement personnel expressed 
the belief that the Unruly Project staff r although sincere, were by reason 
of lack of experience, youth or general philosophy, probably not capable of 
handling these difficult cases. They felt that staff often over-identified 
with the youth. 

Generally speaking, these criticisms were voiced by law enforcement personnel 

(and some school people) as late as May I, 1975 at the meeting to review the 

JHA preliminary report. However, despite these criticisms, law enforcement agencies 

saw the Unruly Project as being desirable, stating that it would be helpful to 

them in terms of case handling. They see these cases as time-consuming, and 

comparable to many of the domestic quarrels they are called to investigate, 

futile--often being beyond their skills. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Franklin County Children's Services should take immediate steps to improve 
communications with all law enforcement agencies in Franklin County 
concerning the planning and operation of the Unruly Project. 

a. Law enforcement representatives should be included on the technical 
advisory committee recommended elsewhere in this report and used as 
suggested in those recommendations. This should include involvement 
in both planning and operation of the Unruly Project. 

b. written pOlicies and procedures should be developed jointly by the Unruly 
project and law enforcement, covering working relationships and policies 
between the two. These should include all the specifics necessary for 
an understanding of the Project, including referral criteria, methods of 
referral I the services the Project offers and its operatihg procedures. 

f' l' 
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1) Care needs to be taken to insure that law enforcement agencies continue 
to handle those unruly cases that can be settled by "station adjust
ment" or informal referral to community services. If not, the 
Franklin county Children's Services Unruly Youth Project would have 
to be expanded considerably above the presently planned level. Even 
after the Unruly Youth Project has danonstrated its effectiveness 
and is in full operation, it is anticipated that law enforcement 
agencies will se'ctle a sizable number of unruly youth cases without 
recourse to either the Unruly Youth Project or the juvenile court. 

c. Policy and procedural changes should no·t be made by eith~r party without 
consulting the other in advance. 

2. Emergency shelter care should be developed immediately for those unruly youth 
who cannot or will not return to their own homes. 

3. Intake services should be structured so that they are available on a 24-hour
a-day basis and operating on the same policies and procedures. This will avoid 
unnecessary confusion on the part of law enforcement personnel as well as youth, 
parents and community agencies. 

4. Joint training sessions should be held for Unruly Project personnel and selected 
law enforcement personnel covering law enforcement problems and service delivery 
problems with respect to unruly youth. various proven training techniques can 
be used to break down the suspicion and social distance between law enforcement 
and the project, but only agreement on common goals and methods and face-to
face familiarity will have any major impact on this problem. 

. .-:..--)-
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CHAPTER 3 

THE SCHOOLS AND SERVICES FOR UNRULY YOUTH 

The schools are linked to unruly youth services in many ways. They are directly 

responsible for referral of some youth, whether the referral is to the juvenile 

court or an alternative agency. Good school services may help some youth who 

otherwise would fall into the unruly category. For some youth, school is the 

major problem contributing to their "unruliness." 

During the course of this study, JHA staff contacted the following school agencies: 

SCHOOL PROGRAMS 

• Columbus School District 
• Franklin County School District 
· South-Western City Schools 
• Upper Arlington School District 
• Reynoldsburg School District 
• Whitehall City Schools 
• Westerville Schools 
• Worthington School District 
• Ohio Education Association 
• Ohio Department of Education, Division of Computer Services 

Questionnaires were sent to school districts in Franklin County, covering data 
JHA felt would be important in developing services for unruly youth in Franklin 
County. Responses to the questionnaires has been poor and has been explained as 
a result of the fact that the data is not available. In many instances, the data 
available from one district could not be compared to that of another because of 
varying counting or definitional practices. 

JHA study staff found no single approach in handling truants and incorrigible 
children in the various school districts in Franklin County. In one school 
district, for example, truancies are handled through a central attendance officer 
who makes the decision on whether a case is referred to juvenile court. In 
several other districts, the principal within an individual school makes the 
decision. Sometimes the central administrative office of the school district is 
informed; other times not. 

School policies and definitions of truancy vary considerably. In one district, 
intervention occurs after the third documented day of truancy. In other districts, 
a student may be truant as many as 10 days or more before action is taken. 

School district attitudes about the effectiveness of referrals to the juvenile 
court, with the exception of the Columbus School District, were generally 
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pessimistic. Most felt that the court was able to provide little, if any, 
services for truant and incorrigible youth that were effective. Some administra
tors felt the lack of court effectiveness was due to its inability to deal with 
matters that were largely educational in nature. 

All of the schools contacted acknowledged that they try to deal with incorrigible 
and truant students on a local level, feeling this was the most productDre and 
the most realistic. When asked whether transferring responsibility for unruly 
youth from the court to a special project for unruly youth (FeCS), school 
administrators expressed the belief that it would make little difference. 

Despite assertions of trying to deal with these problems on a local level, with. 
the exception of four schools, there was little evidence in t~e way of alternat~ve 
education programs. Three of the dis'cricts have in-school suspension programs-
geared primarily toward keeping the child in school by imposing strict rules and 
regulations in an "in-school suspension" classroom. There were no volunteers 
reported as tutors or helpers in the in-school suspension programs. One school 
district reported that the in-school suspension program helped reduce the 
out-of-school suspension rate; one was uncertain, and a third stated there was 
no change in the rate since institution of the program. More students were 
reported as being suspended for smoking in school buildings than any other 
single reason. 

THE TEACHER-PROBATION OFFICER PROGRAM 

The Franklin County Juvenile Court administers a teacher-probation officer program, 
described in the Court's 1973 Annual Report as follows: 

"The Teacher-Probation Officer Program is a Court-sponsored conununity 
project which came into existence in 1965. The TPO Program has grown 
from four teacher-probation officers in 1965 to 23 officers in 1973 
working in 'the junior and senior high schools in the City of Columbus and 
the suburban areas. The probation caseload varies depending on the 
particular school and the time of year. Creation of the TPO Program was 
primarily due to the fact that most communities could not deal with the 
majority of their in-school problem children. By permitting full time 
teachers, guidance ~ounselors, or home-school-community agents to serve 
as part-time probation officers, the child will learn that there are 
real and stringent limits on his school behavior. He knows that his 
probation supervision is thorough and that reaction to aberrant behavior 
on school property will be immediate. 

Teacher-probation officers function in both their educational and 
correctional capacities at the same time in the school. They work with 
delinquent, pre-delinquent, unruly, and other problem children both 
during school hours and evening hours, often including the parents and 
family in counseling." 

The Teacher-Probation Officer Program was seen as being helpful by the Columbus 
School District in handling in-school problems. The Juvenile Court has expressed 
the belief that this is an effective program both for in-school and out-of-school 
youth. 

'The John Howard Association has not conducted a study of the effectiveness of 
this program or any in-depth look at how it actually operates. However, the 
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Association has reservations about the program for several reasons: 

1. The Teacher-Probation Officer Program, as presently constituted v 

includes a conflict of roles in the teacher-probation officer position. 
The dual responsibilities of teacher in the public school and probation 
officer responsible to the judiciary are conflicting. The educational 
function as teacher and the control function as probation officer are 
at times incompatible. Also, the risk of putting the judge in a 
compromising position (on the basis of conflict of interest) when 
the judge must preside over an adversary issue between the child and/or 
family and the sc.hool. This is often the case when the school is the 
petitioner on a ,truancy or school behavior basis--since the judge is then 
in the position/of hearing the case as well as administering (or 
sanctioning) the Teacher-Probation Officer Program. 

2. Programs such as this, by having the arm of the court in the 
school setting and exercised by school personnel, tend to permit 
or promote the use of authority in handling educational and 
school adjustment problems. These may become the substitute 
for needed educational or remedial progx'ams in the schools. 
Generally, the John Howard ASSlociation noted an absence in Franklin 
County of special educational programs such as alternative schools, 
the use of volunteers in "in-school suspension" programs or other 
prog:tillllS to reduce truancy or dropping out of school. 

3. The Teacher-Probation Officer Program, by being court sponsored and 
financed, is "out of synchronization" with current concepts of 
diversion of unruly youth with school problems from the juvenile 
justice system. 

The Teacher-Probation Officer Program has existed since 1965. The Presiding 
Judge of the Franklin County Court of Conunon Pleas, Division of Domestic 
Relations, disagrees with the John Howard Association's conunents about the 
Teacher-Probation Officer Program. He stated to JHA that the program was 
initiated to improve court-school relationships and as a needed resource for 
handling youth with delinquency and serious school adjustment problems. He 
believes it to be a good program in that it has helped meet these two goals. 
He does not believe it provides a conflict of roles for· either the teacher
probation officers or the judge. He also feels that the Teacher-Probation 
Officer Program was initiated in part to get effective probation services 
which did not exist before. School personnel interviewed by the John Ho'wrutd 
Association were generally supportive in their comments about the program. 

The Juvenile Court Annual Report (1973) states: 

"The TPO Program has proven to be an excellent way to control and 
prevent delinquent and unruly behavior that may evolve into more 
serious behavior patterns. The teacher-probation officers are a.ble to 
have closer and more frequent contacts with their probationers than the 
full-time probation officers; in addition, the program has helped to 
reduce the heavy probation caseloads which are rapidly increasing each 
year along with the Franklin County population." 
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No evidence was furnished the John Howard Association that supports or refutes 
thE;1 claim that this program "has proven to be an excellent way to control and 
prl:lvent delinquent and unruly behavior." However, the Court should be 
commended for attempting to use innovative methods for handling delinquent and 
unruly youth. The Court's help in establishing the present Unruly Youth Project 
and the Court's willingness to cooperate with a prog~:am with the goal of 
diverting unruly youth from the juvenile justice system are especially commendable 
and should serve as a good example to other communities. 

Now that the Court has joined into a community effort to handle status cases 
(unruly youth) outside the juvenile justice system, it is an appropriate time to 
re-assess the Teacher-Probation Officer Program and examine its need and function. 
If unruly youth (which include the various categories of youth behavior of a non
criminal nature such as truancy, running away, etc.) are not to be handled 
by the court and probation staff, it would seem the TPO Program would not be 
needed for this group. If the court is only to handle delinquent behavior that 
would be criminal if committed by an adult, there would not appear to be a 
need for the TPO Program operating in the public schools. Franklin County 
(the Court, the school districts, and the Franklin County Children's Service) 
should assess the need for continuation of the TPO Program--and if continued, what 
its function should be in light of the existence of the Unruly Youth Project and 
the need for special efforts on the part of school districts in Franklin County 
to provide innovative and alternative methods of educational programming to reduce 
truancy and dropping out of school. 

RECOMi.'1ENDATIONS 

1. Columbus and other school districts in Franklin County should 
develop a range of alternative school programs and educational 
methods to help minimize. school truancy and dropping out of 
school. 1/ 

a. These programs should be based on the principle that not all 
students learn in ways or through experiences which are 
suitable for the majority of stUdents. 

b. Educa'tional experiences should be provided of a more ex
periential, community-oriented nature, with direct stUdent 
participation in activities viewed as relevant by students 
or experiences which can be demonstrated to them to be 
educationally sound and have direct, personal rewards. 

c. Educational programming should include more use of volunteers 
from the community and student volunteers in a variety of 
roles such as teacher aides, tutors, group leaders, etc. 

d. Educational experiences shOUld be increasingly directed toward 
student participation and self-direction, particularly in the 

1/ Additional examples and locations of some of the$e programs as well as 
litera.ture about them are available from the U. S. Office of Education, 
Washington, D. C. or the John Howard Association. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

e. 
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junior high and senior high years, with assistance from 
students to help in the socialization process necessary for 
sUGcessful and desirable learning. Programs such as 
"positive peer culture," "guided group interaction," 
"therapeutic community" contain concepts which can be useful 
in the educational process and serve to reduce the alienation 
and isolation that accompanies truancy and dropping out of 
school. 

For some youth, school problems are but a perceived repetition 
of home problems. For these youth, special help both 
in and out of the classroom or school setting will be 
necessary--and wor.k with the family must accompany these 
efforts if any degree of' success is to be achieved. 

For those youth identified as truants and as high probability drop-outs, 
special attention should be given within the school setting. The focus 
should be on special academi~ programs as well as within-school and 
out-of-school services as needed by individual youth. 

School attention to problems of truancy and dropping out should be 
addressed at early grade levels, rather than waiting until junior or 
senior high school when the behavior occurs. Such early attention is 
consistent with beliefs expressed by school administrators in Franklin 
County. 

The pessimism generally expressed by school administrators in 
Franklin County about alleviating problems of truancy and dropping 
out of school should be countered by a well-conceived, small, adequately 
funded demonstration project in some school in Franklin County with 
high truancy and early school leaving. Experience in many other 
communities has demonstrated that truancy and dropping-out can be 
reduced by imaginative compensatory or alternative school programs. 

Although the school districts should develop these compensatory 
and alternative school programs to handle in-·school problems 

d '" "bl " without recourse to the juvenile .court, truants an ~ncorr~g~ e 
youth should be referred to the Unruly Youth Project whe~ ~t,is 
clear that external factors or conditions beyond respons~b~l~ty or 
control of the schools are causing the youth's behavior--or when services 
of a non-educational nature are required. 

School staff should becane active partners in policy and program 
decisions concerning the services and procedures for handling 
unruly youth in Franklin County. 

a. 

b. 

School representatives should be included in the technical 
advisory group recommended elsewhere in this report. 

School districts in Franklin County should develop and operate 
special programs for unruly youth whose primary probl~s are 
those of school adjustment. These programs could be f~nanced 
from presently available federal funds. The programs should 
be developed through joint planning with Franklin County 
Children's Service so they are complementary to the Unruly 
Youth Project or other community programs and not duplicating. 
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CHAPTER 4 

EXISTING SOCIAL SERVICES FOR UNRULY YOUTH IN FRANKLIN CaJNTY 

A. RESULTS OF THE ACP /LWV SURVEY OF COMMUNITY AGENCIES 

In 1974 the Academy for Contemporary Problems and the League of Women Voters of 
Ohio conducted a survey of agency services for unruly youth in Franklin County. 
This survey (hereafter referred to as the ACP/LWV survey) was extensive, covering 
62 community agencies in Franklin County which were believed to be offering (or 
potentially able to off~r) services for unrulY youth. Detailed questionnaires 
were completed through the use of personnel interviews with agency executives or 
representatives. Additional supporting data were also collected. 

The information collected was analyzed by ACP/LWV and was used as the basis for 
a community agency services directory. 17 This survey and directory represent a 
substantial contribution to Franklin Coun.ty. 

The questionnaires with the raw data were furnished to the John Howard Association 
by ACP/LWV. The data was used by JHA to assess the nature and extent of services 
for unruly youth as reported by community agencies themselves. It should be 
recognized that the ACP/LWV survey was not designed to measure or evaluate 
services and the data cannot be used for these purposes. 

Analysis of the questionnaires by ACP/LWV and classification of program indicate 
that the 62 agencies surveyed had a total of 88 identifiable primary programs 
as follows: 2/ 

5 Children's institutions 
11 Community centers, settlement houses, councils 

8 Drug programs, 
2 Employment counseling and training 

11 Family and individual counseling 
15 Crisis services 

9 Group homes 
2 Temporary housing 

11 Mental health 
5 One-to-one volunteer programs 
3 Pregnancy counseling 
6 Recreation 

1/ The Directory has been published and distributed to community agencies. 
Academy for Contemporary Problems, 1501 Neil Avenue, Columbus, Ohio. 

2/ An a1phabet.ical listing of t.he agencies surveyed and the ACP/LWV classification 
by type of primary program are contained in the Appendix of the JHA Report. 
(See Table 1 and Table 2.) 
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These prcg~ams do not include the following agencies which also provide services 
for unruly youth, but were not included in the survey: 

1. Public schools in Franklin County. 
2. JuVenile court, probation and detention services of 

Franklin County Court of Common Pleas. 
3. Franklin County Children's Services, except that the Unruly 

Project was included in the crisis center category. 

This ACP/LWV listing of agency services reveals a wide variety of programs that 
are and can be used for unruly youth in Franklin County. However, classification 
by primary program does not reveal the full range of services offered by these 
agencies. Many offer multiple types of service. 

The following list of services reported as offered by the 62 community agencies 
was obtained by an analysis of the ACP/LWV questionnaires by the JOhn Howard 
Association. The list was derived by tallying each individual type of service 
each agency reported that it offered. 

Type of service reported 
as offered by agency 

Diagnostic or evaluative 
Individual counseling 
Group counseling 
Family counseling 
24-hour crisis service 
Overnight crisis home 
In-patient treatment 
Group home 
Tutoring 
Recreation 
Employment counseling/placement 
Youth advocacy 
1-1 volunteer service 
Legal services 
Parent education/training 
Drug education 
Drug/alcohol treatment 
Medical services 
Service for psychotic children 
Service for emotionally disturbed/ 

pre-psychotic children 
Job training 
Services for retarded children 
Services for .brain-damaged children 
Residential schools 
Foster homes 
Pregnancy counseling and/or care 
Adoption 

Number of agencies who 
said service offered 

35 
50 
41 
43 
14 

5 
12 
10 
33 
33 
29 
19 
26 

7 
21 
35 
14 
24 

5 

18 
18 

9 
7 
8 
5 

26 
3 

TOTAL: 550 
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Base.d on community agency self-report data, there is a wide range of services 
of the type needed by unruly youth currently being offered in Franklin County. 
These 550 services being offered by 62 community agencies certainly would appear 
to serve as the basis for developing a comprehensive and integrated network of 
services for unruly youth in Franklin County. A listing of services provided 
as reported by individual agencies is included in Table 6. 

Although the ACP/LWV survey represents an important contribution to knowledge 
about agency services in Franklin County, the data collected cannot be used as 
the basis of an assessment of the extent, volume and quality of services for 
unruly youth. The recently published ACP/LWV directory, although very helpful 
as a resource document for individuals and agencies in the community, does not 
contain certain needed data. The ACP/LWV survey was not intended for this 
purpose. Also, there were a number of technical problems in that survey that 
preclude using the data for purposes other than a general agency directory. 
There is some overlap in the categories used in the survey. There were 
inconsistencies in the way some agencies checked service categories. Many 
returns did not indicate the number of clients served. Even fewer agencies 
indicated the number of juvenile clients served or the number of contact 
hours. Few delineated the types and volume of services provided for unruly 
youth as contrasted to other client groups. No qualitati\re assessment of 
services was attempted by the ACP/LWV study, since this obviously would have 
been far beyond the resources of the survey and it was not planned for this 
purpose. 

However, the ACP/LWV survey can be used to draw a number of conclusions: 

1. Community agencies currently aVe providing services for a substantial 
number of unruly youth: 

a. Agencies reported serving a total of 903 children who are wards of 
Franklin County Children's Service. About one-third of the cases 
opened by FCCS are classified as unruly youth,l/ so this might suggest 
that several hundred unruly youth are currently being served by 
these community agencies. A large number of agencies indicated 
they did not know, or left the item blank, so the total number 
being served is undoubtedly larger than these figures would suggest. 

b. Agencies in the survey reported serving a total of 713 children who 
had been detained in the juvenile court's detention facility. Al
though the detention facility previously did not keep records which 
indicated the proportion of its youth who are unruly, one-third of all 
formal complaints to the juvenile court are classified as unruly. 2/ 
Here also, a large number of agencies reported they did not know how 
many of the youth they served had been detained, so the group would 
be larger than the reported numbers indicated. 

1/ Franklin County Children's Service, "Analysis of Cases Opened" and "Monthly 
Count of Requests for Service" March 1973-September 1974; data furnished by 
Dwight Ely. 

2/ Annual Report, 1974; Franklin County Court of Common Pleas, rlivision of 
Domestic Relations and Juvenile Court. Currently the number of youth in the 
juvenile detention facility who are classified as unruly are counted. 
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2. Generally speaking, present agency data collection efforts are not sufficient 
to provide proper assessment of service needs, ex~sting services, unit costs 
or service impact. Any attempt to provide for adequate data collection 
will face, in addition to problems of agency autonomy, problems of definition 
of service methods, standardization of work units and unit costs, and many 
other complex issues. Yet adequate data collection and analysis are essential 
to planning and operation of an integrated net\.;ork of services. The ACP/LWV 
study clearly documents some of these needs. 

3. Although only a fraction of the agencies surveyed reported unit costs for 
services, unit costs varied greatly: 

a. 10 agencies reporting cost of residential care reported variations 
from $8.50-$35 pe~ day, with a mean cost of $21.99. 

b. 10 agencies (not the same 10) reported interview costs for 
casework/counseling/treatment ranging from $9.40-$36 per hour, with a 
mean cost of $22.80. 

As indicated elsewhere in this report (in the chapter on service units and 
costs), unit costs are mea,ningless unless measured against effectiveness, 
but realistic unit costs must be determined if proper program choices are to 
be made. 

4. The community agencies surveyed gave over 100 suggestions for services that 
are needed but n.ow non-existent or not available in sufficient quantity. 
These suggestions covered areas in public schools, mental health, residential 
care, recreation, employment, changes in the juvenile code, public information, 
counseling, crisis centers, parent education, and many other specific 
recommendations. It is apparent from the ACP/LWV study that agencies do 
have opinions about needs and service gaps. However, the suggestions 
included such a broad array of services it is apparent that priorities need 
to be determined and plans developed for community agency involvement in 
developing and changing services. The present array of services, established 
and shaped independently, need to be brought together into a coherent system 
so they can be examined within a set of priorities on a continuing basis and 
community resources allocated accordingly. 

B. RESULTS OF THE JHA FOLLOW-UP SURVEY OF COMMUNITY AGENCIES 
~~ 

To obtain additional information for planning purposes, JHA did a fellow-up survey 
of the agencies canvassed by the ACP/LWV survey. The JHA survey attempted to get 
the following information from agencies previously identified by the ACP/LW~ 
survey as providing serv±ces to unruly youth in Franklin County. The information 
sought inclUded: 

Types and volume of service provided. 
Number of staff L~volved. 
Nnmber of youth served. 
Extent of use of existing services. 
Unit costs of services. 
Agency interests in develop;j.ng new services. 
Unmet service needs. 
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Present and future service financing. 
Agency involvement in planning and coordination of services 

for unruly youth and involvement with the FCCS Unruly 
Youth Project to date. 

JHA analysis of the ACP/LWV survey returns revealed 47 community agencies that 
reported they provided (or clearly l~d the potential to provide) services for 
unruly youth. Questionnaires were sent to these 47 agencies 1/ and l8 of these 
agencies were interviewed by JHA staff. Usable returns were received from 26 of 
the 47 agencies. 2/ 

The survey was conducted to identify agency services that could be used as resources 
in developing a general network of community services for unruly youth in Franklin 
County. Obviously, responses which represent only 55% of the agencies canvassed 
(26 of 47 agencies) cannot be used as the basis for definitive statements about 
the extent or nature of services for unruly youth in Franklin County. However, 
the responses received from the 26 community agencies do provide valuable informa
tion both for planning and service delivery purposes. Also, the information 
received points out a number of major problems which need to be addressed if 
maximum benefit is to be received from existing community resources. 

Results of the survey are summarized in this report and selected, more detailed 
information is being furnished to Franklin County Children's Services for its 
use in planning with community agencies. Where necessary to protect anonymity, 
or where responses were limited in number, individual agency responses have been 
grouped and thereby not identified by individual agency. 

1. Detailed Responses to JHA Questionnaires. 

Detailed responses are presented here, followed in the next section by general 
,conClusions from these responses. 

Question A. Types of services provided by agencies for unruly youth (1974). 

Information and Referral Service. 
(22 agencies reporting) 

24 hrs/da~t, 7 days a week 

8-hour day, weekdays only 

Other 

Number of 
Agency 
Programs 

6 

10 

6 

Number 
of 

Staff 

20 

21 

18 

Number of 
Youth 
Served 

5,760 

4,026 

1,560 

1/ A copy of the questionnaire used to obtain data from these agencies is contained 
in the Appendix, Table 3. 

2/ Agencies returning usable questionnaires are marked with an asterisk (*) on 
Table 3, which includes all agencies sU,rveyed. 
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Emergency services. (30 days or less) 
(16 agencies reporting) 

Crisis counseling 

24hrs/day, 7 days a week 

8-hour day, weekdays only 

Other 

Temporary shelter ~nd food 

Medical care 

Legal services 

Other 

On-going Services (OVer 30 days) 
(25 agencies ~eporting) 

Counseling r youth 

Counseling, families 

S'ne1.ter and food, residential 

She1.ter and food, foster family 

Employment training 

Tutor-ing 

Legal S~vices 

Other 

Number of 
Age~oy 

Programs 

7 

6 

4 

3 

2 

1 

22 

20 

5 

2 

10 

7 

9 

1 

10 

TOTALS: 131 

Number 
of 

Staff 

26 

17 

8 

17 

1 

1 

100 

86 

3 

13 

21 

27 

1 

42 

501 

Number of 
Youth 
Served 

1,060 

86 

840 

455 

24 

24 

3,396 

4,430 

296 

49 

550 

608 

691 

24 

1,717 

25,596 

NOTE: Services reported by agencies;'i;i.n the JHA survey are not listed by 
individual agency since the Ji~ survey returns included only 55% 
of agencies canvassed. 

4.1 

Question B. Extent of use ot:, .agency services. (1974) 

Information and Referral 

Extent of Use Reported 
(By number of agencies) 

Less than 
25% used 25% 

2 

50% 

3 

~mergency Services (30 days or less) 

Crisis Counseling 1 3 3 

Shelter and food, temporary 1 

Medical care 1 

Legal services 1 

Other 1 

On-going services (OVer 30 days) 

Counseling, youth 1 1 1 

Counseling, families 4 3 

Shelter and food, residential 1 

Shelter and food, foster family 

Medical care 2 

Employment training 

Tutoring 1 1 

Legal services 1 

Other 

TOTALS: . 2 12 18 

75% 100% 

9 

8 

2 

4 

1 

2 16 

2 10 

1 4 

1 1 

7 

6 

1 5 

2 6 

9 79 

Converted to percentages, the use of existirig services reported by these 
community agencies is as follows: 

1. Information and referral services: 

37.5% said half or more of their capacity ~ being used. 
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2. Emergency services: 

Crisis counseling--47% said half or more of their capacity 
was not. being used. 

other emergency services--36% said half or more of their 
capacity was not being used. 

3. On-going services: 

31% said half or more of their capacity not being used. 

QUESTION C: Why services used less than 100%. 

No predominant reason is apparent from the data. 

Answers varied considerably, including under-utilization of existing 
staff, particularly volunteers; community attitudes about the 
utilization of the agency's service; isolation of the service 
offered from related services (i.e., shelter care separated from 
on-going casework services), and newness of several agencies 
not yet well known in the community. 

QUESTION D: Agency waiting lists for service. 

Of 16 agencies responding to this question, 12 said they had 
waiting lists for one or more types of services they offer. The 
remainder said they had more service requests for one or more types 
of service than they can meet, but do not keep waiting lists, 
either rejecting clients or referring them elsewhere. 

QUESTION E: Experiences with Franklin County Children's Service Unruly 
Project. (10 agencies responding) 

As of April 1975 (after three months of Project operation): 

3 agencies no contact at all 
2 agencies writtert materials only 
5 agencies had contacts with staff from FeCS or Unruly Project 

Of five having contact with staff, three report no case contacts, 
merely general informational contacts. 

QUESTION F: Unit costs for services for Unruly Youth (21 agencies 
reported cost data ort on.e or more types of service). This 
material is covered in the section on unit costs, later in 
this report.-. 
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QUESTION G: What services that you do not now provide would you be 
interested in providing: (23 agencies responding) 

Counseling 8 agencies 

Education (for youth or parents) 6 agencies 

Residential care (shelter/treatment) 5 agencies 

Emergency services 3 agencies 

Legal services 2 agencies 

O·ther 3 agencies 

QUESTION H; For whom would you like to develop these services: 

(Wide range of responses indicate both sexes, different age groups, 
different problem areas, different geographic areas. Individual 
responses being furnished to Franklin County Children's Services 
for future planning purposes.) 

QUESTION I: What would be the total unit cost for these services. 

(Varies by type of program. Individual responses furnished 
to Franklin County Children's Service for planning purposes.) 

QUESTION J: What proportion of the cost of these services could be met 
i 

from your agency budget: (13 agencies reporting) 

11 agencies say 0% 
1 agency says 11% 
1 agency says 59%. 

Anticipated unit costs for these services: Varies by type 
of service. Detailed estimates given to FCCS. 

QUESTION K: Current unmet needs for unruly youth services: (17 agencies 
responded with 32 unmet needs) 

Residential treatment 
Shelter care 
Educational programs 
Employment for youth 
Counseling services 
Foster care 
Other 

6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 

,i;~_ ... _;;.,.., .. ::... .. ~=~iiilii ___ iIiiIIII"_"", _____ , ____ ..J. ____________ ,;,;",;,,,,;,,, .......... ";"''';'''_'';''' __ ---.:.--,-, ___ 2I _________________________________ ~_~~~~~ __ 

" ) 
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QUESTION L: WhAt h~,s b~<m your exp~rience to date in efforts to 
plan Or coordinate se~ic~s for unruly youth in Franklin County: 

Involvem~nt in planning or Goord.ination: (22 agencies) 

9 ~genci~s (oJ:;' 4llll) said no ~~perience to date. 
9 qg~ncies (or 4l%) ~aid minimal invol.vement. 
4 qgencies or lS% said. moderate involvement. 

No agencies J:;'eported heavy involvement. 

Satisfaction with results: (lS agenc!ies) 

6 agencies (or 33%) said little satisfaction. 
12 agencies (or 67%) said. some satisfaction. 

No agencies. said maximum satisfaction. 

QUESTION M: Should there be a single agency in the community with 
the responsibility and power to: 

Plan services 
Cool;"dinate services 
Allocate funds. 

32%. yes. 
18% yes 
64% yes 

68% no 
32% no 
34% no 

(This material covered in section on "System Design for Unruly Youth 
Services. ) 

2. Conclusions from the JHA Questionnaires. 

Although responses were received from only 26 of the 47 agencies identified as 
providing some type of service for unruly youth, 1/ it is evident that many 
community agencies are providing services for a substantial number of unruly youth 
in Franklin County. These 26 agencies reported providing services as follows: 

Information and referral services 11,346 service units 
Emergency services 2,489 service units 
On-going services 11,761 service units 

TOTAL: 25,596 service units 

1/ Only 26 of the 47 agencies returned questionnaires despite second JHA 
requests to those who did not respond within the original deadline. 
Individual visits were made to 18 agencies. Two agencies responded too 
late for inqlusion in the tabulations. 

2/ A service unit, as used here, means a type of service (however defined 
by the agency) provided for an individual. The totals reported do not 
represe:i'l:i: 18 r 276 :l.nf.~,ividuals since some individuals received more than 
ohe tYl~le Qfs~rvide or were served by more than one agency during the 
year. 

2/ 
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Although the methods, duration or quality of these services are not known it 
is obvious that any plan for comprehensive services for unruly youth in F;anklin 
County shQuld take these programs 5,nto consideration--as well as those of 
agencies who did not respond to the questionnaires or who were not included in or 
known to the ACP/LWV or JHA surveys. These responses do not include services 
presently provided by Franklin County Children's Service, the Franklin County 
Juvenile Court, the public schools or certain other public agencies such as the 
welfare department, state employment service, etc. 

Perhaps the most startling fihding of the JHA agency service survey is the 
apparent under-use of agency services. Agency self-reports as reflected in . , 
Quest~on B, reveal substantial differences between what the agencies say their 
capqcities are and the degree to which they are being used. For example, agencies 
reported their service use in 1974 as follows: 

37% of the agencies said half or more of their information and referral 
service capacity was ~ being used. 

47% of the agencies said half or more of their cr~s~s counseling 
services and 36% of their other emergency service capacity was 
!!2.:!:. being used. 

20% of the agencies said half or more of their on-going service 
capacity was not being used, and an additional 11% said one-fourth 
was not. 

An examination of individual agency responses indicates that the services 
currently under-used are primarily counseling services, particularly at the 
information and referral and· emergency stages, and for families on an on-going 
basis. Further examination is needed to determine whether the problem lies in 
lack of knowledge about the existence of these services, lack of credibility in 
their usefulness, or whether they are "surplus" in the sense of not being needed. 

Agency responses to the question about why they believed they were under-.utilized 
brou~ht various responses as indicated in the analysis presented earlier. None 
reported they thought their service was "surplus." Responses to the question 
about whet~er the agency had a waiting list revealed that 12 of the 16 agencies 
answering said they had a waiting list for one or more types of service they 
offer. 

Responses to questions about the under-utilization of service and their waiting 
list clearly indicate a mis-match between service requests and service 
availability. This issue should be faced squarely by FCCS and community agencies 
in future planning for services for unruly youth. Both the assumption of service 
responsibility by FCCS and the development by, or purchase of, service from 
community agencies should clearly attempt to remove the mis-match between service 
need and service availability. The limited data based on agency perceptiohs 
suggests highest degrees of mis-match (i.e., between service needs and services 
available) in areas of residential care, educational-tutoring-employment services, 
and counseling (for certain agencies). 

If the data reported by these community agencies is accurate and is representative, 
the conclusions have import for not only the Unruly Youth Project, but for all 
community services. The data strongly suggests an under-utilization of existing 
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community resources at the same time that waiting lists exist for other services. 
This would indicate the need for better alignment of program priorities with 
service needs--and community-wide re-allocation of fin.ancial resources to bring 
this about. 

Two other questions in the survey also are germaine to the matter of service 
needs and service availability. They are: (a) Question K, "What unmet needs 
do you currently see in services for youth in Franklin County?" and (b) Question 
G, !'What services that you do not now provide would you be interested in develop-
, '>" A ' ~ng. ccmpar~son of the responses to these two questions indicates some 
mis-match between what agencies see as unmet needs and what services they do not 
provide, but would be interested in providing. The frequency of agency responses 
to these two questions was as follows: 

Residential treatment 
Shelter care 
Educational programs 
Employment 
Counseling 
Foster care 
Other (group work, legal, 

parent education, etc.) 

Urunet 
Needs' 

6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 

3 

Agencies Interested 
in Developing 

4 
2 
3 
o 
9 
1 

8 

This ~omparison shows generally that those services indicated as needed by most 
agenc~es a:e the ones agencies are least interested in developing. This appears 
to be part~cularly true in areas of employment (5-0), shelter-care (5-2), and 
foster care (4-1). The reverse is true {i.e., more agencies being interested than 
needs expressed} for counseling (4-9) and. a group of miscellaneous serv.ices (3-8). 

These respohses suggest that changes in agency interests will have to occur 
before needed resources are developed for unruly youth. It does not appear 
t~ oe ~m~tter of merely identifying unmet needs--since the agencies already 
d~d thi~ ~n response to the questionnaires. Responses to Question J, "What 
proport~on of the cost of these (new) services could be met from y 
budget?" 1 1 . d' our agency 

. c ear y ~ 1cate that agencies feel (l2 to 1) that they cannot meet 
any of,the cost of.n:w services from their budgets. Even those agencies 
report~~g under-u~il1zation of existing services did not indicate an ability 
~r re~~~ness to ~l.nance any of the different types of service which they had 
~dent~r~ed as, be~ng ne'eded .. 

Some change of agency interests and some motiv~tion for providing needed services 
may ::ome ~rough. greater a'Wareness. of need.. HO'ilever" the questionnaire responses 
and _ J.llterv:;ews wl.th agency personnel strongly suggest that a shift of service 
patterns Wl.ll occur only through financial incenti:itesl' Leo' ( special grants or 
contracts for serv~ces most short in SUpply, or shifts in basic community 
support (both publl.c and private financing). for agency services. 

Responses to Question 
in efforts to plan or 
depict an unfortunate 

1.1' UWI;at has be:n your e:ltperience to date (April 1975) , 
coor~J.~ate . ~e~"inces for unruly youth in Franklin Cotmtyi' 
condJ.t~on ~n Franklin Couhty., Of the 22 agencies 

4.13 

responding, 41% said they had ~ experience to date, another 41% said they had 
minimal involvement, and only 18% (four agencies) said they had moderate 
involvement in planning or coordination of services for unruly youth. No 
agencies reported heavy involvement. Of 18 agencies answering, six said they 
had little satisfaction with results to date (April, 1975), 12 said they felt 
some satisfaction, and none said maximum satisfaction. 

Responses to the question about ~zperience with the Franklin County Children's 
Service Unruly Project (as of April 1975) show that of the 10 agencies 
responding, three had no contact or information at all, two had received 
written materials only, and five had some contact with FCCS or Unruly Project 
staff members. In three of these five, there were no contacts about cases, 
but were merely of a general info~mational nature or as a result of a meeting 
held primarily for another purpose. 

Thus, based on responses from agencies, it appears that (as of April 1975): 

1. Agencies currently are providing a range of services for a 
substantial number of unruly youth in Franklin County. These 
are in addition to those being provided by FCCS and the Juvenile 
Court. 

2. Identified areas of unmet need include residential treatment, 
shelter care and educational and employment services for unruly 
youth. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Agency services, i~ many instances, are being under-used. About 
one-third of the agencies reported 50% or more of their capacity 
as not being used. 

Despite this underuse of some types of services in some agencies 
and despite a majority of agencies (12 out of 16 reporting) having 
waiting lists for one or more types of service, -there appeared to 
be no major shifts of service focus planned. 

With only one exception, agencies said any new or 'additional 
services would have to come from funds in addition to the 
agency's present budget. 

Agencies have had minimal involvement in planning' or coordination 
of services for unruly youth, and very limited involvement wit.h the 
FCCS Unruly Youth Project through its first three months of operation 
(April 1975). 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Franklin County Children's Service should use existing services 
and potential resources of co~nunity agencies in developing the 
program of coordinated, community-based services for unruly 
youth in Franklin County. 
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2. FCCS shoul~'~e-direct a substantial portion of effort toward work 
with cOItUnunity agencies 'to pJ:;'ovide: 

a. 

b. 

A better understanding of the Unrul,1rProject program, its Ii 
goals and h<:'l~r erJI'[I.munj~ty agencies "can contribute. 

~; '1 

Ii 
A more definitive asi,;essment, on an ongoing basis, of 
unmet needs and ag$ncy capabilities. 

c. Abetter match of service needs with agency capabilities to 
I' • 

,'1, provide serVl-ce. 

d. Motivation for agencies to re-structure their programs so 
unused resources and waiting lists both are reduced to 
extent possiblEf. 

e. Leadership is getting critically needed resources de:ITeloped 
in the corranunity both through the use of new funds ahd tl).l~ 
re-direction of existing agency' resources. ..;:cF 

3. FeCS should contract with community agencies for unrytd.Y youth 
services whenever practicable. By "whenever pracbi(;able" is meant 
when there is ag~9Y interest and capability, ~hen service can be 
provided underft4~ncy auspices at a cost co~parab1e to what the cost 
would be if t~e service were provided by FeCS, and when service 
availability 'can be assured. 

4. 

a. Purchase of service contracts should be developed through a 
bid process, with FCCS preparing service specificat~ons and 
contract performance conditions. 

b. Contracts should pr~Yide for specific units of service 
(Le., ,individuaf::::~i£'grou~ interviews, days of care, program 
components of a service, etc .. ), qualification ot staff providing 
service, methods used, statistical reporting requirements, etc. 

c. Purchase of service contracts ':should require that any service 
purchased does not replace se~~ice already being provided by 
the contractor agency. 

fJ 
Both FCCS own assumption of service administration responsibility 
and its subcontracting efforts with community agencies should take 
place in areas of greatest service need and avlay from areas that 
appear to be more nearly met or perhaps saturated. Agency responses 
suggest the need for more shelter care, specialized treatment, 
edUcational and employment services and less general counseling 
services. 

5. Community agencies should examine their programs in light of 
identified service needs! under-utilization of exist,~ng services, and 
the existence of waiting lists. 

6. COIinnunity agencl'!es should indicate their willingness to re-align 
their programs. a\r community planning indicates and to join in 
the development <~f new programs and new funding sources • 

. ' 

• • 
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7. Agencies should take assertive action to join with FCCS and 
others. in thr.!! planning and development of services for unruly 
youth in Frf.lnklin County. 

8. Community agencies, including Fces and the juvenile court, 
should develop common definitions and common units of count 
so that a: service accounting system can be dev@loped which 
can serve as the basis for planning and service administration. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CENTRALIZED RESPONSIBILITY FOR SERVICES FOR UNRULY YOUTH 

It is to society's self-interest that there be sufficient and effective services 

for unruly youth. This requires the development of sound public policy, 
,'. 

impleiciented by progrants under public and private auspices, planned, coordinated 

and administered in such a manner as to be effective and at the least practical 

cost. 

In most conununities, no single agency has continuing responsibility and 

accountability for services to the individual child, particularly the "delinquent" 

or "status offender" (unruly). Such responsibility usually shifts back and 

forth between schools, court, local public and voluntary welfare agencies, or 

to state agencies or institutions. Where avenues of inter-agency cooperation 

appear to exist, the process is often devious and slow. As a result, youth are 

lost in the process or do not receive the proper care or treatment when most 

needed. 

Fo:r:tunately, Franklin County has embarked on a plan to "coordinate planning and 

sf~lcvice delivery among existing conununity youth service providers and to 

es.tablish a comprehensive conununity-based network of social services, coordinated' 

and delivered in behalf of unruly youth." 1/ 

This inunediately raises the question: "Who should have the primary responsibility 

for developing and implementing planning and service delivery for unruly youth 

in Franklin County?" 

1/ Proposal to Columbus-Franklin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, 
"Services for Unruly Youth," 1975, p. A-2. 



5.2 

CRITERIA FOR THE CENTRAL AGENCY 

'. " 

The John Howard Association believes that.,the agency given these responsibilities 
should meet certain criteria: 

1. Since the protection of youth and the community is involved, the 
agency given this broad responsibility should be a public agency. 

"Creiltion of; comprehensive programs £91:' '\~he prevention 
and treatment of delinquency and negiec~t is the responsibility 
of public agencies acting, wheneverpos~ible, in coopeJ:.'~tion 
with voluntary agencies." 1/ . . . 

2. The agency should be one that has been given statutory responsibility 
and authority for the provision of services needed by these youth. 

3. The agency should be part of the executive, rather than the judicial, 
branch of government--to provide for the constitutional separation 
of judicial and executive powers of government, but also to meet 
the stated goal of providing "an alternative to the current juvenile 
justice system for dealing with that class of offenders characterized 
as unruly." 2/ 

4. To avoid duplication of effort, primary responsibility for these 
services,should be in an agency with responsibilities for providing 
othe.r ch~ld welfare services. This will make planning, service delivery 
and coo~dination easier, since unruly youth need the same basic 
services. 

5. The agency should have a stable financial base. 

6. The agency should be experienced in providing a range of youth services 
and should have shown interest and initiative in developing services 
for unruly youth. 

The.Jphn Howard Association believes that Franklin County Children's Service is' 
the ~nlY agencY,in Franklin County currently meeting these criteria. FCCS is a 
publ;J..c agenc~ w~th sta~utory responsibility and authority for providing child 
welfare serv~ces: 7t,;J..s part of the executive branch of government, not 
attached to the Jud~c~ary and therefore outside the formal criminal justice 
system: The ag~ncy currently is the major child welfare service agency in the 
c~~un;J..ty. It ~s tax supported, operating from a tax levy (local) plus state 
~d'federal funds. 

1/ "Model Acts for Family Courts and State-Local Children's Programs," 
of Yout~ Development, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
Washington, D. C., Pub. #OHY/OYD 75-26041, p.l. 

Office 

2/ Proposal to Columbus-Franklin County Cr;~;nal Just;ce ~ .. ~ ~ System, op. cit., p. C-1. 
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The agency has been offering services for unruly youth as part of its regular 
service program. During the past several years the agency has spent considerable 
time on internal agency planning for special services for unruly youth, 
culminating in the present Unruly Youth Project now being funded in part by 
funds from the Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration through the 
Columbus-Franklin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. 

The John Howard Association is aware of community criticism of Franklin County 
Children's Service by some law enforcement, juvenile court and community agency 
personnel for its record to date. Criticisms voiced to JHA to date included: 

1. FCCS Slowness in starting the project since initial planning in 1972. 

2. FCCS not involving the community sufficiently in planning to date. 

3. FCCS failure to work out operating policies and procedures prior to 
initiation of the Unruly Project with the result that there was 
uncertainty and confusion about referrals. 

4. Lack of confidence in the ability of staff hired for the Unruly 
Project, based on their inexperience in dealing with these types of 
youth--and some expectation that they would do not more than "the 
usual social work bit." 

5. Concern about whether FCCS "administration" would give the Unruly 
Project the leadership and resources necessary to do this large and 
important task. 

6. Skepticism about whether FCCS will involve community agencies in 
service planning and administration of services for unruly youth. 

There is validity to some of these criticisms. Although some important 
beginnings have been made, movement has been slow. For example, although the 
project had about six months' lead time for planning before starting service, 
few policies and operational procedures were devleoped. No manual or clear 
guidelines for st,aff or cooperating agencies were evident in February or as 
late as June, 19'75. Line staff appear to have been involved only trIinimally in 
planning and major decisions. As of June, 1975, no agreements or contracts 
for serviceo;r: c,are had been consummated with community agencies. Effective 
July 1, 1975' two." shelter care contracts were put into effect for five beds each 
with Huckleberry'House and Rivers Group Home. Also, as of July 20, 1975 a 
decentralized service unit will operate out of st. Stephen's Community House. 

This slowness in negotiation with community agencies and use of their resources 
limits se~~ice to clients and undermines agency confidence in FCCS and the Unruly 
Project. These and other operational problems are discussed in Chapter 8, 
"Evaluation of the Unruly Youth Project." Let it suffice here to say that 
although same of these problems can be attributed to the newness of the Project, 
that although some are continuations of problems -that existed between FCCS 
and community agencies prior to the beginning of the Unruly Project, and that 
although others are easily correctable, FCCS should direct considerable 
attention to immediate work with community agencies--to develop plans and 
resources and to improve operational relationships with community agencies. 
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Acceptance of the role as primary agency for a community-wide network of "' 
services for unruly youth entails great responsibilit.y and requires "e;nergetic 
and aggressive leadership, a spirit of cooperation and the ability t6 bring ): 
about program cranges. in its peer public agencies such as, health, menta]:":':":-·~·"~:,t.~i~; 
health, education in both the public and private sector. Some community 
agE!ncies will have to change emphasis (types of service offered) i operational 
style (become more crisis-oriented), and be willing to become accountable to 
FCCS ,,(for sf~rvice accountability·, costs, etc.) if a coordinated, c;:omprehensive 
progJirun is .tobe develo1?ed. Whether FCCS can meet these requirements is 

k il 'h" un nown at t ~s t~e. 

HowE):ver, FCCS has started the Unruly Proj ect. FCCS has stated that it int,ends 
to provide services to unruly youth as part of its on-going program, and would 
support these ;!i/ervices with or without LEAA tunds. FCCS has developed a sound 
beginning of a data collection and evaluatiqh system for this pgoram. If there 
is recognition of the problems that curr~nt~;y exist and a willingness to work 
coo1?eratively with police, the juvenile cOUlet, the schools and Private agencies, 
there is no reason to suggest that responsibility for services for unruly 
youth should be centered in a different agency. 

However, FCCS should recognize that there is some community skepticism about its 
ability to fulfill this role and should take steps to correct the oVersights and 
problems that have developed to date. 

Even though it might have the primary responsibility for developing and coordinating 
services for'unruly youth, FCCS should not attempt to administer all these 
services itself. To the contrary, FCCS should strive for the fullest community 
cooperation in both planning and the administration of these services. It is' 
vital that present community efforts be maintained and increased. Wherever 
possible, Fces should use available resources to strengthen community agencies 
who have shown interest and ability to provide needed services. This should be 
done through a variety of methods, including purchase of service. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. 

'~ 
"'" 

Franklin County Children IS Service:;:.should serve as the primary or~';'J:~ad 
agency for the development and coordination of an integrated program.of 
services for unruly youth. 

2. Take innnediatesteps to improve program planning and owration of the Unruly 
Project by actively including community organizations such as the pOlice, 
juvenile court, schools and community social agencies. 

a. Institute regular weekly meetings 6f a technical 
composed of representatives of the above groups. 
period, these meetings would be lessirequent. 

advisory group 
After an initial 

b. Clearly specify that the purpose of these meetings is to develop and 
review policies and procedures for handling unruly youth, review 
Unruly Pro~ect program experiertoewith agencies involved, and to improve 
conununication and decision-making among the various agencies dealing 
with unruly youth. 

L. '~-~-----------------..,.,..,..,... ..... ~=========",.,_=~_;;;;:.;;;;;;;;;"",,"""'''''.,,~,,"_''''''''~\~Yi.,:tf,~·..-......; ...... ~~~~ ~ 
::;' 
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3. Demons'trate to the community that although it will carry a primary role in 
developing the integrated program of services for unruly youth, that it 
wishes to do so in fullest cooperation with community agencies. This 
demonstration should take the form of contracting with community agencies 
for the provision of service whenever practicable, as well as continuous 
involvement of community agencies in decisions concerning procedures and 
priorities. 

4. Intra-agency and inter-agency communications concerning Unruly Youth Project 
policies and procedures (including changes) should be in written form. 
Policy and procedural changes should be made only after consultation with 
the agencies affected by these decisions. 
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CHAPTER 6 

LEGAL ASPECTS OF SERVICES TO UNRULY YOUTH 

A. COURT JURISDICTION OVER STATUS OFFENDERS ("UNRULY YOUTH") 

A delinquent child is "one who violates any law of the state; he 
is incorrigible, knowingly associates with thieves, vicious or inunoral 
persons; without just cause and without the consent of its parents, 
guardian or custodian absents itself from its home or place of abode, 
is~'growing up in idleness or crime; knowlingly frequents a house of 
ill repute; knowingly frequents any public. shop or place where any 
gaming device is operated; frequents any saloon or dram shop where 
intoxicating liquors are sold; patronizes or visits any public pool 
room or bucket shop; wanders about the streets, at night; habitually 
wanders about railroad yards or tracks or jumps on any moving train, 
or enters any car or engine without authority; uses vilr:'!, obscene, 
vulgar, profane or indecent language, or is guilty of indecent or 
lascivious conduct." 

The above definition, which included all types of behavior, criminal or 
otherwise, under the term "delinquency," was common in juvenile court laws during 
the first three or four decades of this century. This definition can still be 
found in some states. 

In the late 1950's and early 1960's, as part of the increasing concern about 
the juvenile justice system, a movement began that involved the separation from 
the delinquency category of those children who indulge in conduct, while not 
acceptable to society, is not criminal in nature, does not present a threat 
to the person or property of others, and ill fact, because of its frequency, 
appears almost incidental to the process of growing up for man~ youth. 

jf 
:: 

These cases (unruly youth) include youth who are habitually truant from school, 
or who habitually disobey their parents, or are ungovernable and beyond their 
control, youth who run away or commit offenses applicable only to children. 

All juvenile court statutes include jurisdiction over this type of conduct. 
However, almost half of 'the states now separate the "status offender" and place 
them in various categorical labels such as "persons in need of supervision," 
"children in need of supervision," or "minors in need of supervision." In 
differe.nt parts of the country these are known as "PINS," "CINS," or "MINS." 
The Ohio Code categorizes this group a,s "unruly," terminology appaJcently taken 
from the "Uniform Juvenile Court Act." 1/ 

At the same time'this group of youth were separated by definition, some limitations 
were imposed in the court disposition of these cases. The most common limitation 
/' 

1/ President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 
The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, Washington, D. C., U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1967, pp. 79-83. 



6.2 

has been a prohibition on the commitment of such youth to facilities ~s7ablished 
for the care of "delinquent" youth, i. e., youth who have committed crJ.nunal acts. 
Unfortunately, due to legislative oversight and certain court practices, ,the 
limitations established by law have little meaning because of the ease wJ.th 
which a "status" case can be changed to a "delinquency" case. 

There has also been a trend toward more specificity in the statutes defining 
delinquency, although many are subject to attack still for vagueness and 
ambiguity. 

This general movement was also given momentum by the President's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice which recon~ended the 
narrowing of the Juvenile Court's jurisdiction and strongly recommended the 
development of comprehensive community programs serving youth refp.rred by the 
police, the Juvenile Court, parents, schools, and other sources. 1/ In fact, 
the Commission went so far as to say, "Serious consideration, at the least, 
.should be given to complete elimination of the Court's power over children 
for non-criminal conduct." 2/ 

This is a controversial issue, with many advocating complete removal of 
"status" cases from the jurisdiction of the court. For example, the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, in a policy statement in December 1974 states, 
"The Board of Directors of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
advocates the removal of 'status offenses' from the jurisdiction of the 
juvenile court." 3/ 

The John Howard Association believes that status offender behavior should be 
removed from the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. The Association believes 
that youth exhibiting status behavior who need services should be served by 
community, non-judicial agencies--and not be subject to juvenile court 
jurisdiction, processes and sanctions on the basis of the status behavior. 

However, the Association believes that the powers of the court may have to be 
called upon to protect certain youth who come to community attention because of 
their status behavior. In certain instances it should be possible for a child, 
a parent or a legally designated community agency to petition the court. The 
following are some examples: 

1. Children are entitled to the care and protection normally 

11 Ibid. 

21 Ibid. 

provided by a parent. When this is not being provided and 
voluntary efforts by community agencies are refused or ineffective, 
it may be necessary to call upon court intervention to 
reinforce parental responsibility or to appoint an alternativ~ 
(through a court-appointed legal custodian or guardian for the 
child) . 

31 National Council on Crime and Delinquency, "Jurisdiction Over Status Offenses 
Should Be Removed From the Juvenile Court:" NCCD Policy, Hackensack, N. J., 
December, 1974. 
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2. Agreements relating to care or service for an unruly child 
cannot:. always be ~onsummated on a voluntary basis. Either 
the parent or child may refuse consent. When this situation 
arises, personal rights may need to be Ij~ited (change of 
legal custody, designation of where the child may live, 
order of financial support, etc.). Such action requires due process 
involving our judicial system. 

3. Parents do not always act in the best interests of their 
children. Long-tline placement of a child away from his 
parent should not be permitted solely on the basis of an 
agreement between a parent and another individual or agency. 
Such situations should be subject to court review, and the 
plan for the child, if approved, should be given legal stability 
through the appointment of a legal custodian and/or guardian. 

4. To permit a young person to leave home without any protection 
or generally accepted legal status poses problems for the 
youth and the community. For example, the youth's inability 
to secure credit or employment or to enter into any 
contractual relationship would be extremely handicapping. As 
such he is limited with respect to medical care or civil actions 
such as enlistments, marriage, etc. The child is entitled to 
and should have the protection of a clear legal status or a 
legal custodian or guardian to act in his behalf for these purposes. 

When these conditions exist, it should be possible for either the child or the 
parent to file a petition, or for a designated agency to file a petition when the 
conditions exist and voluntary efforts to provide the youth necessary service 
or protection have failed. This means that the needs of the so-called "status 
offender" should be met outside the juvenile justice system through alternative 
programs of service and care, with referral to the juvenile court infrequently 
and only f.or reasons such as those specified above. This should eliminate 
"arrest," "detention" and "probation" methods of handling the problems of unruly 
youth and subst.ituting community services with infrequent, but sometimes necessary 
court intervention. 

The U. S. Department of Health,·Education, and Welfare recoinmends elimination 
of the "status" case category from juvenile court law but includes necessary 
court intervention by broadening the concept of neglect, as follows: 

"In this section, the traditional definition of neglect has been some
what broadened by adding a child 'whose parents, guardian, or other 
custodian are unable to discharge their responsibilitiBs to and for 
the child.' 

Trlis provision alleges a condition or status but doeS not require a 
finding of fault on the part of any individual or social institution. 

"Under this provision, the court will still retain sufficient authority 
over the situation to see to it that remedial measures are taken in a 
timely and effective manner without labelling the child as a truant, a 
runaway, or incorrigible. Generally, it can be said that such conduct! 
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is self-evident of the failure or neglect, on the part of one or more of 
ou=c social inst:J~tution~'.1 whether it be the family, the schools, or 
other societal condit:i!ons having a negative impact,Jlpon the child." 1/ 

no inunediate legislative action concerning juvenile court jurisdiction over 
"status" cases (unruly youth) is necessary at this time ~s a prerequisite to 
operation of the FCCS Unruly Youth Project. The Juvenil'~' Court of Franklin 
County is in agreement with and supportive of the project's goal of diversion 
from the juvenile justice system. However, the elimination of "unruly youth" 
as a category of behavior in the Ohio Revised Code sho~ld be effected, with a 
corresponding broadening of the neglect category as suggested above. 

B. LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY FOR PROVIDING SERVICES FOR UNRULY YOUTH 

It appears that Franklin County children's Service has ~ple authority 2/ to 
provide any type of services or care which an "unrulY" youth might consecutively 
need. For example, they are authorized to: 

1. Make investigations of any child reported in need of care, . 
protection or service. 

2. Enter into agreements for custody, care and placement.,~f a child 
(except permanent custody). 

3. Provide a variety of types of care or service. 

4. Provide service and care for a mother and her child born out of wedlock. 

5. Operate a receiving home as well as other types of foster care. 

6. Accept children commit.ted by the court. 3/ 

7. Provide temporary emelcgency care for any child deemed to be in need 
of care without agresnent or commitment. 

In addition to the above, the Children's Service is also authorized to institute 
court proceedings. The Executive Secretary may also order the admission, 
removal or transfer of a child in accordance with the terms of the surrender, 
agreement or commitment. 

The Children's Service also ha~) the duty of keeping written records of families. 
Such records are confidential ~md open to inspection by the Board and to others 

1/ Model Acts for F~il¥ Courts: and State-Local Children's Programs, Deparbnent 
of Health, Educat~on and Welfare, U. S. Government Printing Office, Publication 
Number OAD/OYD 75-26041. 

2/ Ohio Revised Code, Ann. Sec. 5153.16 (Supp. 1972). 

3/ The powers of the Agency with respect to committed children may be found in 
Sec. 2151.01 Ohio Revised Code, which defines ":legal custody, I, permanent 
custody" and "residual parental rights." 
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'only upon the written permission of the Executive Secretary. Any 
care must also include an agreement to pay by the parent or other 
responsible for support when such parent or person is financially 
pay all or part of the cost. 

agreement for 
person 
incapable to 

In the case of a committed child, FCCS can also consent to medical, dental or 
surgical care upon the advice of one or more physicians. The Executive Secretary 
may also consent to enlistment in the armed forces. 

It should be noted that the above provisions authorize the prov~s~on of care 
or service. They give the agency no power or authority over any individual. 
Authority over an individual can only be given through court commitment or by 
agreement except under a temporary emergency situation. 

C. JURISDICTION AND DISPOSITION POWERS OF THE FRANKLIN COUNTY JUVENILE ('I')URT 
OVER UNRULY YOUTH 

The unruly child, as defined in the Ohio Revised Code, is one who is beyond the 
reasonable control of his parents, teachers, guardian or custodian, who is a 
habitual truant from home and school, and who has violated the law applicable 
only to children. 1/ 

Such conduct is generally included in the definition of "status offenders" in 
other states and in national standard-setting publications. However, Ohio 
also includes several other specific types of conduct including behavior which 
would injure or endanger the health or morale of the child or others, 
attempting to enter the marriage relationship without consent, being found in or 
visiting a disreputable place or one forbidden by law, associating with a 
variety of unsavory oharacters, or engaging in an illegal occupation or being 
in a dangerous situation. 2/ 

In Ohio, the code definition of a delinquent child also includes a child who is 
in contempt of court by violating any lawful order of the court. 3/ 

The court has broad powers in the disposition of an unruly child. 4/ They include 
all the dispositions which can be made in the case of neglected and dependent 
children. 57 These include permitting the child to remain at home under 
supervision, committing the child to Children's Service, to any other public or 
private certified agency, or an institution or agency in or out of the state or 
to the Ohio Youth Commission for study. 

1/ Ohio Revised Code, Ann. 215l. 022 (Supp. 1972). 

2/ Ibid. 

3/ Ibid. Sec. 2151.02. 

4/ Ibid. Sec . 2151.354. 

5. Ibid. Sec. 2151.353. 
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In add!{tion to the neglect disposition, the unruly child ma~ be placed on 
proba~ion, have his driver t s license suspended or revoked as ,.,e;n as the . 
regist!ration of any car owned by the child. Also, the court, after.a further. 
hear i),'lg, may apply all the sanctions available in the case of a de11nquent 
child,1 if the court finds the child is not amenable to treatment under a 
prevj:ous disposition. In any disposition the court may also o::der the pare:nts 
of al.~ unruly child to pay for the care, maintenance and educat10n of the 

. 'ld' 1/ cn1 • 
" 

A c9mmitment of an unruly child may continue unt~l he i~,21 ye~rs old;anless 
a liimited period is set by th~ court or the comm1tment 113 term1nated" or , .' '" 2/ 
modified by the court before the age of 21. 

i " 

D '/ OTHER LAW RELATED TO UNRULY PROJECT OfERATION 

It should be noted that unless otherwise provided by law, the parent or legal 
guardian of an unemancipated youth has the legal right to the custody of such 
youth, which also includes the right to make decis~ox:s in re1ati~n to the youth's 
care and treatment. This right, however 1 may be 11ffil.,ted 01: term1nated by 
state laws which now permit various types of care and trea,tment without parental 
consent. These may present issues which are particularly relevant to care and 
service for the self-referral and the runaway. 

1. Consent for Medical Care. 

Consent for general medical service in Ohio appears to be based upon the 
mature minor doctrine i.n Lang v. Laird 166 Ohio St •• 12, 139 N. E. 2nd 
25 (1956). In other words, if the circumstances indicate sufficient 
maturity, a minor can consent. The case concerned an 18 year old 
involved in a minor operation. In an emergency situation requiring medical 
and surgical treatment immediately, ·there is also a procedure whereby 
the 0uvenile Court can consent, upon the recommendation of t~o physicians. 
(Ohio Rev. Code Ann., 215:t. 03 - Supp. 1,970). Venereal disease is an 
exception. He::c~ a l1£inor \;can consent to diagnosis and treatment of any 
venereal disease bya licensed physician. (Ohio Rev. Code Ann. 3709.241 ~ 
Supp. 1972). 

The law relating to Famil~,'Planning services is not clear. It authorizes 
the Welfare Department to provide such services to ADC mothers. In such 
cases, the Welfare Department requires parental consent for services to 
minors who are not married' or emancipated. The Health Department Policies 
do not appear to place any'restriction on service to minors. There does 
not appear to be any specif:ic la'" governing pregnancies or voluntary 
sterilization. Presumably; the "mature consent" doctrine would apply_ 

2. Placement in Foster Care. 

It would appear that the placement of an unemancipated minor without the 

1/ Ibid. Sec. 2151.36. 

2/ Ibid. Sec. 2151.38. 
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consent of the parent or guardian or authority by court commitment 
would subject the agency to various legal actions. The/only exception 
would be temporary emergency care in certain situations. 

3. Purchase Contracts and Agreements for the Provision of Care or Service. 

The nature of the contracts and agreements with other agencies will 
differ depending upon whether FCCS has the power of legal custodian or 
is providing care or service by agreement with the parent or guardian. 
In addition to the usual financial arrangements, they should include 
other provisions such as those for: 

a. The protection of the records of the recipients of care or 
service. 

b. Periodic report to FCCS upon the condition and/or progress of the 
youth. 

c. The right of FeCS staff to observe and consult with the youth 
at any reasonable t'ime. 

d. Reporting immediately any action deemed necessary which is 
beyond the scope of the agency's delegated authority. 

E. LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

There appears to be no need for legislative action, of an emergent nature, as 
far as the operation of the project for services to unruly youth is concerned. 
This is particularly true since the court has administratively approved 
certain procedures, and the police departments, the schools, the Franklin County 
Children's Service, as well as other public and private agencies and planning 
groups are in general agreement with and supportive of the project's objectives ••• 
to provide a service de1,ivery system composed of community-based programs which 
are outside of the juvenile justice system. 

The juvenile court code as well as that governing the operation of Franklin County 
Children's Service, were both reviewed as they relate to unruly youth. Although 
not of an emergent nature, 'cha.nges are recommended in both. The continued 
operation of the project may also reveal the need for additional changes, as 
well as changes in other related statutes. It is nevertheless necessary to 
institute the development of a legislative program at a reasonably early date. 

1. Changes Recommended for the Present Juvenile Court Code. 

Although a number of recommendations for change could be made, the 
following are limited to those f,\1hich have ?", fairly direct relationship 
to the unruly youth project: 1/ \ . 

1/ For specific legislative language and comments on model juvenile court 
legislation, and the powers and duties of the agency given responsibility for 
providing services to children, see "Model Acts for Family Courts and 
State-Local Children's Progralll.S," op. cit. 
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Sec. 215~~01 Construction and Purpose 

It is recommended that a provision be included in this section g~v~ng 
the court the specific obligation to divert child~en from the juvenile 
justice system whenever possible, consistent with the lprotection of 
the public and the welfare of the child. 

Sec. 2151.02 "Delinquerit child" defined 

It is recommended that part (b) be deleted. 
whereby an "unruly" child can, with ease, be 
It is also of questionable legality since it 
the "unruly" child in a category of children 

Sec. 2151. 022 "Unruly child" defined 

This is a loophole 
declared ,a delinquent. 
has the effect of placing 
who have committed crimes. 

It is recommended that this definition be deleted and the definition 
of neglected child be enlarged by adding a new part as follows: 
(e) "whose parents, guardian or other custodian are unable to dis
charge their responsibilities to end for the child." In addition, 
findings under (A), (B), (C), (D) and (E), a second finding that the 
child "is in need of care or supervision" should be required. 

Sec. 2151.27 Complaint 

This section gives any person having knowledge of a child who 
appears to be a traffic offender, delinquent, unruly, neglected or 
dependent, the right to file an official complaint in Juvenile 'Court. 
This means that parents have an absolute right to file a complaint. 
As such, the Unruly Project should advise parents of this right, 
although the Project should try to settle cases without parents 
going to juvenile court. 

It is recommended that in unruly cases (and delinquent) that the court, 
through the intake department se~ing the court, have authority to 
approve such complaints in cases where the protection of the community 
or the welfare of the child require such action. Furthermore, it is 
recommended that in the case of "unruly" children, authorization to 
file,be limited to a public or private agency authorized to provide 
serv~ces or care to children and families, a hospital or a mental health 
agency. 

This limitation on who may file a complaint alleging a chil.d to be 
unruly, is designed to afford an appropriate agency -- preferably a 
state ~r local agency vested with the authority to provide services 
for ~h~ldr~n and youth -- the opportunity of offering its services 
and ~nv~lv~ng the authority of the court only when volunta.ry efforts 
hav~ f~=~ed. This ap~ears to be the procedure under which the Unruly 
ProJ~c~~s now author~zed to operate by the court. Ultimately, this 
procedure should be authorized by statute. 

Sec. 2151.31 

It is recomme~ded that the state be required to prove by clear and 
convincing ev~dence that the criteria for detention have been met. 

6.9 

Sec. 2151.312 Place of detention 

This section permits the placing of delinquent, unruly, neglected and 
dependent children in jaiL This should be prohibited. Generally, 
unrul~ childre~ should be placed in shelter care pending court, rather 
than ~n detent~on. However, when their conduct meets the criteria 
set forth in Sec. 2151.31, they may need to be placed in detention 
care pending the court hearing. If such is the case, they should be 
segregated from delinquent children. It should be noted that if the 
criteria for detention provided for in Sec'. 2151.31 are strictly 
observed, the placement in detention of a):l unruly child should be 
rarely necessary. Furthermore, the pl~ce~ent of an unruly child in a 
sub-standard facility, may be questionable on constitutional grounds. 1/ 

Sec. 2151.34 Treatment of children in custodr 

This section also permits the placement of delinquent, unruly, 
neglected and dependent children in a detention home. 

Sec. 2151.354 Disposition of unruly child 

We recommend the deletion of this Section and that the unruly 
child be disposed of as provided in Sec. 2151.353. Part (c) of this 
Section also completely negates the intent of the unruly ~ategory 
by permitting the court at a further hearing to dispose of the child 
as a delinquent. The placement of such a youth in an institution for 
delinquent children for long-time treatment, should be prohibited. 
The legality of such a placement is highly questionable on constitu
tional grounds. 2/ 

Changes Recommended in the Children's Services Code 

Sec. 51.17 - RecoT-ds of Investigations 

This section does not provide for sufficient protection of records. 
The Executive Secretary can permit any person to see a record by 
giving written permission. 

" Written records should be kept on all actions taken by project 
staff and information received regarding referral to or applyi'ng for 
service. 

Such records should be confidential and used only for the provision 
of service or care e,xcept upon the wri tte' n con,c;e_nt of the youth ' h' _ . OJ: ~s 

parent or guardian. The same provisions should apply to any other 
agency or individual providing se~lice or care by agreement or 
contract. Any person having information which would fall within the 
above confidentiality provisions, as well as that received through 

1/ Martarella V. Kelley - 349 F. Supp. 575 (1972). 

2/ Ibid. 
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oral communication, should also be given testimonial privilege by 
statute. Such provisions, however, would not pertain to a conspiracy 
or voiced intention to con~it a criminal act. Here there would be 
a duty to inform the appropria't;:e authorities. (For suggested 
legislative language, see HModel Acts for Family Courts and State-Local 
ChilClren's Programs," op. cit. Sec. 4S, 49.) 

There should also be a legislative provision which would protect any 
perso~ or agency or emplbyee thereof from civil or criminal liability, 
who, ~n the absence of proof of malice, provides information to the 
Children's Services or participates in court proceedings as a result 
of providing such information. Ohio Rev. Code Sec. 2151.421 (Supp. 1972) 
now provid,es such protection in the case of abused or neglected children. 

Al though thl'3 code governing the operation of the Children's Services 
provides ample program authority, there are few, if any, provisions 
whic~ would assure due process after commitment or agreement. These 
should ~e included in a procedural manual for the project, which should 
be comp~led as soon as possible. However, since the procedures 
required for due process apply to all children served by FCCS, they 
should be provided for by the Code. (Part II of "Model Acts for 
Family Courts and State-Local Children's Programs" is suggested as 
a guide.) 
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INFORMATION AND EVALUATION NEEDS FOR UNRULY YOUTH SERVICES 

A. INTRODUCTION 

h . t l~ke most other human service programs, is offering a The Unruly Yout Pro]ec, ~ 

complex set of services, operating within a larger and more complex organization 

(i.e., the Franklin County Children1s services) and as part of a complex community 

network of services that includes the police t courts, schools and community 

agencies. 

It is a relatively small progra'lJl.1, with. a~trem.ely limited resources for data 

collection and evaluation. Service staffr as is usually the case, are preoccupied 

with service delivery and not particularl.y skilled in data collection. Few 

service staff have been a~posed to ±nformation systems that had a payoff in terms 

of more effective services or ot...1iter rewards. 

Too often, data collection is developed and operated as an external system, not 

integral to the working service program, and is seen by service staff as a 

nuisance--irrelevant and not too reliable. The project is, however, moving in 

the direction of integrating data collection with service delivery. 

The John Howard association staff visits to Franklin County verify the fact that 

the various "systems" involved in providing services to unruly youth have very 

weak data bases as individual systems and, for a variety of reasons, are even 

weaker as a total "system." As a result the John Howard Association study was 

handicapped in obtaining data that could be used for planning purposes. 

For example, there is little data that is definitive or reliable about the 

number of individual unruly youth. There is even less about the types of 

services they need, where these services should be located, what unit costs are 

or what needs to be added to existing services. 
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The data that are available about unruly youth in various agencies (law 

enforcement, court, schools, FCCS, agencies, etc.) are part of larger, more 

complex data systems established and maintained essentially for other purposes. 

It wopld be impossible from a practical point of view, in terms of time and 

resources available to the Unruly Project, to construct a data collection system 

that will meet the needs of all these agencies and integrated into the larger 

systems. 

For these reasons, the data system approach taken in this report is essentially 

that the Unruly Service Project develop a data collection and analysis system 

tha~ will primarily serve the Unruly Project. To the extent possible, it should 

be integrated with other: systems. llhis development and integration are expected 

to take a long time--and much effort--because these other systams change over 

time. Also, it is evident that the recommendations made in this report cannot 

be fully carried out with th~,:~ present staff and resources. 

It should be recognized that an important beginning has been made toward the 

development of a data system for the Unruly Project. The discussion and recom-

mendations made in the JHA report are intended as suggestions and guidelines for 

further refinement or development of that system. 

B. DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEM 

1. Before proceeding with the development of a Management Information System, 
there needs to be extensive clarification of the need for such a system, the 
extent of information that should be collected, and a specification of its 
uses. Currently, differences of opinion exist between the Technical Advisory 
Committee, the Administrative Staff of FCCS, and the technical support staff 
of the Information and Evaluation Unit (I & E) of FCCS regarding the questions 
raised. 

COMMENT: A Management Information System refers to an integrated man/machine 
system for providing information to support the operations, management, 
and decision-making func:l::ions in an organization. No clear management 
oriented data collection system apparently exists, although some information 
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is now being collected for descriptive, analytic and reporting purposes. 
The uses of such information beyond meeting reporting requirements could 
not be specified. 

2. However, a partial--even small scale--development of a MIS is possible and 
if implemented should proceed in stages that are compatible with agency 
resources and needs--these are foremost the monitoring and evaluation of 
internal and external service delivery systems in that order of priority. 
Modul.ar development of such systems are typical. 

COMMENT: Since the immediate directions and the ultimate survival of the 
Unruly Project rest with program accomplishment, the first information 
system priority should be that of program accomplishment. (See later 
discussion of monitoring and evaluation system.) The data collection being 
planned by research staff assigned to the Unruly Youth Project could serve 
a tactical and strategic planning function while the reporting data produced 
through I and E can, in part, be used in an operational con·trol function 
(see Figure 1). 

3. While the FCCS information and evaluation unit appears to have the techno
logical capability for the development of a management information system, 
questions arose about the extent to which it was either desirable or feasible 
at this time to commit these resources to the development of a MIS related to 
the Unruly Project needs. The I and E unit is under considerable pressure 
to meet the FCCS's reporting requirements, which may take precedent over the 
valid need to begin to develop components of an MIS. 

COMMENT: It does appear that the FCCS I and E unit has the machine, 
technical and staff capability to develop an MIS that would permit the 
storage and filing systems needed, permit periodic and automated reporting, 
and updating of data. 

IF THE DECISION IS TO PROCEED WITH A MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM, THE FOLLOWING 

CRITERIA ARE SUGGESTED AS GUIDELINES: 

4. The data needed for the MIS should be specified by the poten·tial users of 
the information by the following classification: 

a. Usage (operational, planning, interpretation) 
b. Type (descriptive, analytical, historic, theoretical, etc.) 
c. Source (internal, external, units involved) 

5. The organization of the MIS should relate to both organization functions and 
activities as identified and displayed in Figure 1 on Page 7.6. 

COMMENT: In terms of organization functions, the MIS may be viewed as a 
confederation of information systems, one for each organization function 
(budget, personnel, service provision, etc.). Each functional system may 
contain data elements in common with another, but stands alone in its unique 
programs, procedures, models, etc. Information needs reflecting a hierarchy 
of organiZational activity sub-systems include (as shown in Figure 1) 
transaction processing, operational control and evaluation, tactical planning 
and strategic planning. Essentially, management is reflected in the process 
of converting information into action through decision-making (and implementa-
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tion that follows) at each activity level in the organization. MIS derive 
their source data from operational control systems. 

6. A needs and cost estimate for the MIS should be undertaken by the Unruly 
Project (or FCCS). This should incJ.\ld.~. cost estimates from participating 
community· agencies for their activiti~~which are (or would be) integral to 
the system. Outside consultation by systems and computer analysts may be 
necessary. 

COMMENT: Cost estimates for personnel, equipment (if any), ~oftware and 
systems development are difficult to determine. They are long range in 
nature and can easily be expensive. Cost limits have to be set, along with 
developmental priorities, which take into account stages and the particular 
units under development. 

7. Clear lines of responsibili·ty and accountability for decision-making at 
various levels of management need to be established, and the information 
needs at each level determined. (Figure 1) 

COMMENT: Currently there is a vagueness about the information needs at 
different levels in the organization--for making management decisions. 
There are no criteria for selection, specific guides for organization or 
systematic reporting of information. Data collec·tion and activities should 
be organized around decision-making needs. 

8. Management training should be instituted for administrative and line staff, 
with particular emphasis on the decision-making process and its inferential 
and data bases. Since the MIS data base will also include some community 
agencies, key personnel in those agencies should also be involved in data
oriented management training to the extent necessary for effective 
participation in the Unruly Project data system. 

COMMENT: While highly motivated and clinically oriented, many staff are 
not oriented to data-based decision-making or to the management uses that 
are possible. The quantification and tabulation of case activities and 
outcomes is antithetical to some practitioners. 

9. Priorities and value factors need to be determined and assessed as an 
integral part of the MIS. 

COMMENT: Data cannot be assessed properly without consideration of its 
relevance to values, attitudes, priorities, internal and external constraints, 
personnel, etc., which form a framework for application of the data. No 
such framework for analysis exists currently. 



!. 't 

" :\ 
\ 
'I 

7.6 

Figure 1 
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10. Development and implementation. of an effective MIS for the Unruly Projec\t 
should be guided by the following principles: 

a. Data collection forms in use, as well as those developed later, 
should be designed to promote machine processing. 

COMMENT: Many current data forms and collection methods are 
not oriented to machine processing and make machine tabulation 
cumbersome, if not impossible, e.g., case activity forms, 
closing summaries, etc. 

b. Systematic and regularized reporting of information should be 
maximally automated once the basic report content has been 
determined. (Supplementary progr?~ing of regularized 
reporting will probably be required.) 

c. Rather than merely producing gross printouts, the MIS should 
produce reports that are relevant, selective, appropriate and 
interpreted for maximum usability. 

11. Reports, properly interpreted or explicatea, should be quickly disseminated 
to appropriate decision-makers. 

COMMENT: Current human resources available to the Unruly Project may 
well preclude frequent or comprehensive interpretive reporting consistent 
with the functions of a MIS or good manag:ement procedures. 

12. Effort should be made to maximize the compatibility of the various community 
agency reporting systems with the Project's internal reporting system. 

COMMENT: Without compatibility, there will be a loss of descriptive and 
evaluative information and the effort will be wasted. In some instances 
it will be necessary to help cooperating community agencies develop or 
adapt their systems so they are compatible with those of FeeS. 

C. INVENTORY OF NEEDS OF UNRULY YOUTH 

1. Systematic data collection procedures fl'or the asses.sment of needs of unruly 
youth need to be developed and imple;mented. These procedures should include: 

a. A definition of classes of lneed. 
b. A. specification of classes of service that might alleviate that 

need. 
c. ",~ formal determination of the freqllency with which the classes 

of need occur. 

COMMENT: No systematic procedures exist that will highlight the needs of 
unruly youth in Franklin County_ As is usually the case in human service 
programs, need is being determined on an individual and impressionistic 
basis which falls short of contributing' effectively to the planning process. 
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Needs determination should be based on a number of sources of data, in
cluding the clients, the Unruly Project and community agencies cooperating 
in the effort. 

COMMENT: Different perspec'tives on need should be assessed because of 
the specialized perspective of the various program participants--and the 
desirability of establishing the reliability and validity of variously 
identified needs. 

Needs determination should 'be made over a period of tim", rather than merely 
at an early point of contact, since often needs emerge or become evident 
only later, or in a different form. 

COMMENT: Many client needs are assessed at intake but not assessed during 
the period when services ar€1 being given. This procedure may produce gross 
errors in estimation of both the volume and nature of need. 

To be useful to the Project, the data collection procedures for identification 
of need must be simple, gene,rally applicable by all that are using it, and 
with identified needs easily retrievable. 

a. The case-by-case method of needs assessment is believed to be 
the most practicablE~ and precise for estimating classes and 
incidences of need. 

b. Needs assessment should be based on information that flows from 
the regular recording of activities in the Project. 

S. Reported needs should be evaluated by the Unruly Project and cooperating 
agencies to determine which remain unmet and which were met by project or 
agency services. It probably would be most practical to do this during 
the follow-up evaluation of cases suggested elsewhere in this r0port. 

D. IDENTIFICATION OF THE TARGET GROUP TO BE SERVED 

1. Given the limited project resources, the data collection procedures currently 
planned by FCCS or already in operation within the Project appear for the most 
part to be adequate for purposes of describing the population to be served 
(quantitatively and qualitatively). 

COMMEN':t: The variables list, "Unruly Project Variables," covers most 
essential data dimensions that are collectible in the immediate future. 
'I'he face sheet informa'tion, family history, running narrative of treatment, 
activity reports and closing summary together provide quantitative and 
qualitative information sufficient for a first data cut at population 
description. 

2. Where possible, efforts should be made to standardize data collection not 
only within the units slerving unruly children directly, but to attempt to 
establish nlaximally compatible data collection systems for the groups of 
children serving as comparison or control groups. Without this, compa,risons 
may not be possible. 
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3. If feasible, additional background vari~bles that have been found to affect 
recidi~ism rates should be incorporated into the variables list because of 
their descrip~ive and potential predictive values • 

COMMENT: These variables include: 

Age at first court appearance. 
Presence of both parents in the home. 
Age at first institutionalization, if any. 
Educational retardation • 
Illegitimate birth. 
Use of narcotics or other drugs. 
Employment status and job stability, if relevant. 
Attitudes toward earning a living. 
Expectation of attaining life goals. 
Minority group status. 
Previous connec:tion with more serious behavior. 
Seriousness of presenting problem. 
Family disorganization. 
Acceptance of delinquent norms. 

4. An early effort should be made to test the utility of qualitative information 
that is being collected regarding population characteristics--to see if the 
information can be objectified to facilitate collection and tabulation. 

5. To better understand the popUlation profile, cross tabulations should be 
made among key variables to determine their inter-relationships. These key 
variables are items such as source of referral, presenting problems, 
demographic characteristics. 

COMMENT: The "Profile of unrllly Popula.tion" (October 1974) briefly inter
relates a few of the population variables, but these relationships are pot 
fully explored or explicated. This point is further elaborated in the 
later section, "Other Recommendations Regarding Performance Assessments, II 
(a), Page 7.22. 

6. Any population profile figures based on samples should also contain statements 
of error estimates as well, since these can play an important part in 
administrative planning. 

7. The characteristics 9f the population to be served are in a state of flux, 
and should be recognized as such. 

COMMENT: With an increasing emphasis un self~referrals from community 
resources other than the law enforcement and the juvenile court, and 
other out-reach efforts, the population data should be assl"lmed to be 
unstable until there is some demonstrated stabilization in the data 
consistent with the level of the Project's development. 

8. There should be clarification of the limits of the population to be served 
(both for data collection and program reasons), since neither the C:cisis 
Center nor the Support Units are geared to servicing the hard-core, multi
problem families. 
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a. Unless these families are screened out of,.,the project, available 
resources {at the current level of funding},will be overwhelmed 
with long term, relatively intractable cases that will doom the 
project to a low ra.te of effectiveness. 

b. Alternative mCldes of treating these f'amilies ou·tside the Crisis 
Center and S~pport Units need to be developed and implemented 
as early as possible--or simply recognize that :the Project is 
to have no responsibility for them. 

Forecasting the number of unrulies to be served in the f1llture should be 
deferred until a later date because there are many reasons that predictions 
at the present would be n'leaningless. The following problems have to be 
overcome before any meaningful predic:~ions of volume or -,'ll~ture of unruly 
cases can be made: 

a. Lack of clarity in definition of unruly cases (the most sex-ious 
problem) • 

b. Incomplete data collection system now operating. 
c. Lack of an adequate exp~rience base in promoting "walk;"ins fl or. 

referrals from community agencies. 
d. Duplicating counts in present statistics. 
e. Data omissions from many sources. 

COMMENT: Estimates of future service needs can only be fiction given the 
current level of knowledge about unruly cases. 

As the unruly popula-tion appears to stabilize, short-range estimates may }~e 
made based on a variety of data sources--but these will at first probably 
represent minimum levels of need in contrast to real need. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Estimates that are made should be based on the accumul:;ttion of 
~stim~tes made by the source of referral, e.g., the police, the 
Juven~le court, schools, self-referrals, etc., which will more 
clearly specify population changes over time. 

Specific sources of change in population may suggest strategies 
that are needed to re-direct changes in program. 

Stable estimates in the gross Unruly population may mask significant 
changes in subpopulations. 

lip . 
~ra.meters of Unruly Population," Ely, 1/6/75, if;; a retrospective assessment 

an ,mayor may not reflect a valid estimating methodology. The initial 
est~ates appear to underestimate the population. 

COMMENT: The assumJ?t~ons IIp?n ~hiCh thesy unruly popUlation estimates are 
~as~d should b~ ve~~f7e~ J?er~od~cally, pirticularly at short intervals 
ur~~g the ProJect s ~:rutJ.al phase. AssUmptions #1 #2 and #5 b bl 

are ~nvalid. 'pro a y 

Population estimates should take into account th 
are likely to appear for various e monthly variations that 
h' I' .:l reasons sl1ch as seasons, school tems, o ;:I.~..lays, etc. 
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E. EVALUAT,ION OF CURRENT AGENCY CAPACITY TO PROVIDE SERVICE (INTERNAL AND 
EXTERNAL) 

1. Current internal and external agency capacity to provide services should be 
evaluated quantitatively and qualitatively. 

COMMENT: Since the purpose of agency service is to effect change in the 
behavior of unruly youth, agency capacity must be viewed not only in terms 
of how many cases can be accepted, but also in terms of the frequency with 
which cases can be seen, the types of services that are offered and 
provided, the qualifications of the treatment or change agents, and other 
factors relevant in terms of indicating change. 

2. The assessment of current agency capacity should be viewed only cross
sectionally and may not be fully evident or stable until a later date. 

3. 

4. 

COMMENT: The reason for this is that agencies will be redefining their 
.r.oles in relation to the Proj ect on the basis of a number of factors, 
including financial considerations, service experience, etc., that may 
affect 'service availability. 

In addition, ,the procedures for assessing agency performance and other 
data collection requirements may have a bearing on availabili~y of agency 
service. 

At a later date, when conditions in the community and the Unruly Project 
have stabilized, a reassessment of agency capacity should be undertaken, 
with changes in availability and service criteria noted. 

When relativ'ely stable relations have been established, a more formal agency 
reporting system should be instituted tha.t periodically will reflect the 
capacity of community agencies to serve unruly youth. 

COMMENT: Such a formal system is needed in order to have a relatively 
short range grasp of the current situation regarding service availability 
and to provide base line data for identification of changing trends in 
service availability and to forecast future trends. 

As Part of the reciprocal relationship with community agencies, the Unruly 
Project shOUld periodically provide community agencies with relevant in
formation concerning the population needing service and any other 
information of a projective nature that is generated by the MIS. 

F. MONITORING AND EVAWATION SYSTEM 

The Project (FCCS) has already developed a beginning set of procedures and 
objectives for monitoring and evaluating the Unruly Project. These are contained, 
essentiallYr in Dwight Ely's "Proposal for Study of Unruly Project. It Reference 
is also made to monitoring and evaluation functions in the original proposal. 
Consequently, the recommendations that follow are based principally on these 
documents, interviews with staff members, and a review of the documents and 
forms that were furnished by FCCS. 
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The following recommendations are essentially elaborations, specifications and 
modifications that relate to the planning already done and reflected in these 
documents. Since the evaluation plan appears to be well conceived and already 
partly developed, there is no reason to develop alternative concepts or models 
that would be alien to the more immediate concerns or procedures of the agency 
(FCCS) . 

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. There is an immediate need for additional research staff to develop and 
implement the monitoring and evaluation system. 

2. 

COMMENT: Soon the research specialist now assigned will. be overrUn by the 
demands of data collection instrument development and administration

t 

monitoring the system and preparing reports from raw data. One person cannot 
meet all the needs of this system. 

The need for additional research help is immediate and most critical 
during the developmental stage of the evaluation. Failure to fund an 
additional research position will critically delay the development and 
dissemination of data relevant to program evaluation and planning. 

One additional position is needed immediately, either by funding a new 
position for the first one to two years Or by the assignment of a researl.::h 
person from some other part of the agency (FCCS). The re:;~earch capabil.i;ties 
of the person needed probably indicate the need for funding the position 
at about the $15,000 level. 

Some of the FCeS staff or conSUlting psychologists might also be helpfuJ 
in developing evaluation devices and procedures lo'f thel.'r t' l.me can be made 
available to the lead project research staff member. 

osu graduate student help should be solicited to undertake special studies. 
Volunteers should be used for data collection and processing. 

Costs of necessary monitoring and evaluation should be built into the 
Project budget. 

COMMENT: Curre~tly, resear~h personnel time and supplementary costs such 
as data col~ectl.on, ~rocessl.ng and analysis are partially covered by FCCS, 
but the:e wl.II ce~tal.nlY exceed the current alloQation of staff and 
supportl.ng costs if the monitoring and evaluation plan are carried out. 

:here is also the possibility that community agencies might require re
~ursement of data collection costs incurred by their service arrangements 
W1.7h FCCS. Unless. budgeted separately these are likely' to be hidden in the 
unl.t ~osts ?f servl.ces or be forgotten and not provided for by the 
agencl.es--Wl.th unfortunate results. 
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G. PERFORMANCE MEASURE~ 

1. Introduction. 

No consistent measures of program performance are commonly agreed upon in the 
fie).d of corrections. Many performance measures are not generaliZla.ble to other 
programs because they reflect the attainment of objectives that are unique to 
a time or place. Thus, programs will often generate new criteria as they develop 
through various' stages. 

While it is not possible to delineate all thE~ possible variables that might be 
analyzed as measures of performance, somesu~rgestions can be made--within a 
particular framework for analysis. Probably the foremost criterion in assessing 
program performance is that of limiting the a;ssessment to only tbose variables 
toward which there is either a direct effort to bring about change or an indirect 
effort, i.e., the consequences of the effort at change is derivable from some 
theoretical framework. 

Failure to impose sucb a limitation leads di'rectly to inappropriate program 
assessment and the production of recurrent "no Chal\ge" or "no difference" 
themes in the analysis--or the taking credit for changes that occurred independent 
of the program efforts. If, for example, nq program effort is directed toward 
improving school functioning, then the failure to observe changes in school 
functioning has no direct implication for t.he program. Similarly,' if a child's 
school functioning improves and no case can be made that this resulted from pro
gram efforts, then there is no basis for claiming beneficial program effect~. 

This point is stressed for two reasons: (1) correctional literature is replete 
with examples of such inappropriate assessments which are essentially mear.d.ngless, 
if not misleading bases for program interpretation and decision-making. (2) Im
posing such a stringent criterion for assessment requires considerable advance 
planning about what data to collect . 

Of special concern is the necessity to collect base-line data against which 
the changed state of affairs can be compa.red. Sometimes this is simple, only 
requiring the use of published data; but frequently it involves extensive prior 
data collection on the variables of inteJcest or planned use of ~ post facto= 
judgement data. The latter is a much weaker alte:1!'native. In either instance, 
thorough advance planning is crucial to insure that the proper variables are 
assessed. 

The second necessary 
that activities were 
compliqated process. 
can be": l.:sed as means 
chal'lge variables. 

ingredient of the assessment process is the determination 
directed towards effecting change. This can be a very 

The revised activity form and qualitative data collected 
~o confirm or refute the intent of program activities to 

Another caution in the interpretation of program performance is that it can be 
seen from a number of vantage points, each of which may yield a different 
assessment. There is not necessarily consensus atitong the recipient of service 
(the unruly youth), his family, the agency worker, the supervisor, the administra
tor -':lr the commtmity as to what constitutes productive effort or program benefit. 
Thus, the contexi: within which performance is to be measured needs to be speci
fied, a."ld in general, multiple vantage points fO!: assessment will be more 
prod.u.dtive of meaningful eval\lation than single vantage points. 
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1. There should be a clear differentiation between those variables the Project 
attempts to change and those that are essentially descriptive about status 
Or change in status. Activity must not only be monitored, but also linked 
directly to goal attainment if program performance is to .be assessed. 

2. If possible, services should be evaluated from a number of valid vantage 
points to gain a broader perspective on program performanc'e. 

a. The recipients of service mm assessments of service should be 
given heavy weight. 

b. Even though the program is assessed from different vantage points, 
there should be built in some partial, common framework for analysis 
so meaningful comparisons can be made on the same set of variables. 
(The current plan for getting caseworker and consumer assessments 
does not indicate that some partial, common framework will be 
employed.) 

3. Evaluat.ions of program perfonnance should be consistent with the efforts 
expended and the consequences sought--and thus be appropriate for that 
program. Only in this way can there be a reasonable demonstration of program 
performance or failure. 

2. The Context ,)f Humaneness and Justice vs. Performance. 

The National Conference on Criminal Justice (1973) has articulated a ~;et of 
standards which provides behavioral guidelines regarding humaneness a~ld justice. 
Enforcemen:c of these standards W.Lll have a tremendous impact on progr,am operation 
and evalJlation. While it is possible for a program to have positive effects 
and not meet critr.:!ria of humaneness, fairness and justice, the evidence appears 
compelling that 4.:hey are necessary ingredients to program accomplishrclent, although 
accomplishment is not guaranteed. The following are illustrative of the criteria 
for humaneness and justice in handling unrulies that should be addressed before 
program accomplishments can be claimed~ 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Adequacy of sustenance conditions provided (when applicable). 

Nature, scope and quality of inte,raction with peers and family members. 

Access to and use of community resources. 

d. Due process and other protections t>f individUal rights. 

e. Degree of restrictions im:posed on offenders, when relevant. 

f. Extent of segregation of £acilities (when relevant). 

g. Extent of discriminatory handling d\le to a person's ascribed charact.~:ristics. 

h. Provi.sions for insuring t:he righ't t() treatment. 

It is only \\Tithin the context of these guid.elines that program performance can 
be properly assessed. 
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The suggestions for performance assessments that follow take into account those 
already mentioned in Ely's "ProposaL" They arp, intended to be illustrative 
of some of the variables and areas that might be used as performance measures 
and are not intended to be exhaustive. Also, the focus of performance assess
ments should be on impact consistent with brief/crisis services. 

3. Individual Performance. 

The evaluation of individual change during the course of exposure to the Unruly 
Program is a basic unit of performance evaluation. It is used not only for 
purposes of individual case assessments, but also serves as a basis for assessing 
system performance for the t9tal program. 

It is recommended that: 

1. Each time an assessment for service needs is established, that formal 
follow-up evaluation of the gains and costs on a case by case basis 
be undertaken at critical points during, at the termination of, or 
after service delivery. 

2. That some overall assessment of individual performance be periodically 
undertaken in terms of the extent of accomplishment relative to 
objectives sought and effort expended. (Goal Attainment 'Scaling 
apparently will be attempted, although the instrument has been 
conceptually, methodologically and interpretively discredited and 
found to be disruptive to staff.) 

Some of the individual assessment components that can also contribute 
to an overall assessment include: 

a. Educational change (skill, knowledge, attitude, and grade 
level changes). 

b. Employment status change (skill, attitude, relationships, 
job stability and achievement). 

c. 

d. 

Social-psychological change (self-concept, alienation, 
pathology, social orientation). 

Personal functioning (alcohol/drug use, family relations). 

(a) The JesneSs Inventory for Unruly Project. Individual Case Assessment. 

At the time of the JHA site visits it appeared that the Jesness Inventory 
was to be used as the primary instrument for assessing the attitudinal/ 
psychologic~l impact of the Unruly Project services on the individual 
youth. This decision was based on the presumed relevance, reliability 
and validity of the instrument and its sub-scales as well as the belief 
that it could be self-administered effectively during the initial contact 
with clients. 

The inventory contains 155 items that are supposed to be completed in about 
20 minutes by all respondents except perhaps those with the grossest reading 
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p~oblems. It became apparent that although some staff questioned its 
utility, other staff had a high degree of commitment to the use of this 
instrument in the Project and it was already being used at the Crisis Center. 

JHA questions the utility of the instrument as the primary instrument for 
assessing individual client change as a result of Project activity and urges 
the Project to seek other/or additional alternatives as indicated in following 
recommendations. JHA's concern is based essentially on the following: 

1. The size and content of the instrument being used are such 
that it is doubtful it can be administered within the 
allotted time period (20 minutes). 

2. Client's lack of comprehension and negative attitudes about 
the instrument may well produce invalid results. 

3. Time of the administration of the instrument (at intake) can 
well be interruptive to service delivery and by being 
distressing to service workers and clients, could affect 
the quality of data generated. 

Since at the time of the site visits the Jesness Inventory was being 
administered only at the Crisis Center, conclusions about the field applica
tion are based on observations there. The Jesness Inventory often took a 
half hour or more to administer. Some clients filled it out with little 
comprehension and often considerable indifference. Caseworkers expressed 
unhappiness about the service interruption resulting from administration 
of the instrument. Some staff expressed questions about the utility of 
the instrQ'11ent. 

T'hese considerations do not suggest the instrument is totally inappropriate 
to USe, but rather that there should be greater justification of its use 
as the primary tool for assessing attitudinal states and changes in clients. 
Given the length of the Jesness Inventory, its problems in administration 
its sometimes questionable item and scale scoring 1/, its questionable ' 
reliability and validity for unrulies 1/, and its uncertain relevance to 
treatment 1/, the Project's heavy reliance on this instrument seems 
unwarranted. This does not suggest that the instrument is invalid or 
useless, but that its utility and relevance for the Unruly Project are 
empirical questions that need to be document.ed. The Jesness mayor may 
not b7 better than comparable instruments; this, too, is an empirical 
quest10n. The problems cited above for the Jesness Inventory as applied 
to the Unruly Project are not unique to that instrument, but are fairly 
~ommon to t?is kind of inventory construction. (JHA was in fact favorably 
1mpressed w1th some of the content and procedures used in the inventory 
being applied by the Unruly Project.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The following recommendations are, of necessity, exploratory, and should be 

1/ These items are analyzed and critiqued in Attachment #1, Assessment of the 
Jesness Inventory, contained in the Appendix. (I 
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carefully monitored when implemented: 

1. That the use of the Jesness Inventory.~e limited to a randomly 
selected subsample of the unruly population in order to test its 
efficacy in determining attitudinal/personality states and changes. 

2. That other, shorter instruments of at least comparable reliability 
and validity and that measure the same sub-scale dimensions as the 
Jesness also be employed on other sub-samples of the unruly population 
to establish their relative efficacy and comparative utility. 
Different combination$ of packages of sub-scales might be used on 
randomly selected sub-samples. 

3. That the use of additional sub-scales as well as the Jesness be tested 
for programmatic relevance against the interventive activities and 
objectives of treatment agents. 

4. If feasible, about a 25 percent randomly selected sub-sample of the 
Jesness Asocialization scale items be tested against the full 
sub-scale to see if the results are the same and an economy of 
administration obtained. 

5. 

COMMENT: Since the Asocialization sub-scale is derived front the other 
instrument items it will not be practical to use this scale if the 
Jesness is not universally applied to all cases. Yet, this sub-scale 
is the most differentiating of them all and it would be a shame not 
to benefit from it. 

a. Other Asocialization or comparable scales should be used in 
the other sub-samples to serve as comparative bases for 
assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the variety 
of instruments tested. 

The administration of data collection instruments should be vari.ed in 
terms of location during the course of the initial interview and by 
instrument "package." In this way, the nature and extent of disruptions 
resulting from data collection can be differentially assessed. 

COMMENT: Some disruption anc unreliability will persist: there is no 
way to eliminate these factors, only to minimize them. 

a. Some shorter instruments other than the Jesness may lend 
themselves to verbal administration by caseworkers and permit 
an interweaving of data collection with diagnostic or treatment 
functions. For example, the administration of the self-concept 
scale could be articulated with caseworker probes about 
potentially revealing themselves. Although new biases are likely 
to be introduced, these would have to be weighed against the 
benefits, if any, of integrating data collection with service 
intervention. 
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Implementation: Most of the preceding findings and recommendations were 
reviewed with Unruly Project research staff (Dwight Ely) on site. It was 
JHA's understanding that Mr. Ely would be the one to select the alterna
tives to the Jesness Inventory for testing, since he seemed to agree with 
the thrust of the recommendations and would be closer to the program and its 
emerging and changing needs than JHA. The persons who have to live with 
the data should be the ones to choose the instruments, particularly when 
the data and conceptual bases for selection are public and easily accessible. 

Mr. Ely was referred to Robinson and Shaver, Measures of Social Psychological 
Attitudes, as one excellent, documented source book, which he had in his 
office. Some possible alternative measuring instruments contained in the 
book were briefly reviewed with Mr. Ely, and another forthcoming sourcebook 
by Robinson eta ala was suggested. Weiss' Evaluation Research (paper) of 
which Mr. Ely has two copies in his office, also contains another list of 
sourcebooks on instruments. 

(b) Other Individual Performance Measures. 

Other individual performance measures that might be attempted at various 
points in the Project include some of the following, which may well be either 
correlated with anti-socia.l. or deviant b€:havior, or indicative of 
significant changes in individuals or predictive of respqDsiveness to 
intervention: 1/ 

1. Discrepancy measures, especially between self and others and self 
and goals. 

2. Ego strength, or other measures of personality integration. 

3. Self in relation to society, especially alienation, anomie, social 
distance. 

4. Flexibility/rigidity. 

5. Value orientations, especially moral and social. 

6. T~~st in others. 

7. Religious orientation. 

8. Morale. 

4. System Performance. 

System performance may be evaluated in terms of (1) aggregations of individual 
performance scores and (2) aggregations based on specialized measurement criteria; 
the two approaches are complementary views of system performance. Also, 

1/ These measures are available for the most part in Robinson and Shaver, 
Measures of Social Psychological Attitudes. 
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differentiation must be made between performance that occurs inside or outside 
of the project. 

(a) Individual Aggregations. 

Tpese are simply aggregate totals derived from a summation of individual 
participant performance. 

It is recommended that: 

1. Individual performance data be systematically aggregated to give 
a picture of the total effect of particular services(s) and cross 
tabulated and analyzed multi-variately as needed. 

2. That the net effects data generated for individual cases also be 
aggregated for purposes of system performance assessment; 

3. That periodic reports for specified time periods be routinely 
establis·hed for individually aggregated data and used in making 
programmatic decisions. 

(b) Program Aggregations. 

These involve determinations of performance against some standard, goal 
or change criterion. The particular goals and standards will vary with 
the program type and status and will vary with the content and goals of 
prog~am as well. The following are suggestive possibilities and are not 
exhaustive. 

1. Shelter/Detention Dimensions. 

a. Type of detention facility and average length of stay--the 
shorter the stay, the more effective the unit. 

b. The lower the proportion of shelter/detention cases, the 
more effective the program. 

c. The lower the cost per unit of quality shelter, the more 
efficient the unit. 

2. Processing Dimensions. 

These are for activities that are primarily concerned with screening, 
processing, and referral that are indicative of system effectiveness: 

a. Adequacy of screening and assessment. 

b. Congruency between diagnosis and recommendations and actual 
outcomes. 

c. Percentage of juveniles referred to non-stigmatizing service 
programs. 

d. Extent to which case processing adheres due processing 
procedures. 
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Rate of successful and appropriate referrals, internal and 
external. 

3. Change Dimensions. 

These aspects of the program must be differentiated accordin~ to goals 
attempted and accomplished, and have been largely suggeste~ 1n the 
previous discussion of individual assessments and aggregat10ns. 

Reduction in, or elimination of, the "crisis" component in family 
situations may be one of the more salient dimensions of change. 

4. Exit Preparation and Management Dimensions. 

a. Client perceptions and evaluations of services received. 

b. Percentage of clients later committed to correctional programs. 

c. Percentage of clients employed or in school, as appropriate. 

d. Extent, frequency and type of staff intervention in the 
c~mrnunity on behalf of clients and the results of these 
efforts. 

e. Extent and quality of client-staff planning of treatment and 
post-termination problem management. 

f. The extent to which client needs for supplementary services 
were adequately met. 

g. Consensus regarding termination decisions. 

5. Law EnfOrcement. 
-" 

a. Increases in suitable referrals as well as suitable diversions. 

b. Commonness in perception of goals of the Unruly Project. 

c. Reduction in social distance. 

d. Quality of oral and written communications with project staff. 

e. Diversity and relevance of representation to the project. 

6. Schools. 

It is noteworthy that the schools--particularly in the form of truancy 
behavior--are implicated in nearly half of the unruly cases. To some 
extent their implication is a consequence of a child's unruly behavior; 
in other instances it would appear that school may be a causative agent 
in bringing about a child being classified as unruly. Some differentia
tion needs to be made. One anticipated problem in utilizing truancy 
rates and truancy recidivism involves the same definitional problems 
that are discussed later under the heading, "Recidivism." Without 
some form of standardized form of tabulation the truancy rates may be 
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meaningless. The following criteria may be useful in assessing the 
project's impact upon school policies and, in turn, their management 
of unruly children. 

a. A reduction in unwarranted suspensions of children. 

b. Development and use of well, conceptualized alternative educa
tional programs, especially relating to differential outcomes 
that relate to truancy and educational drop out rates. 

c. The use of volunteers and their relative effectiveness in a 
tutorial role. 

d. Extent~ type and frequency of disruptive school behavior 
attributable to unrulies. 

e. A reduction in truancy rates. 

f. Nodifications in school policies affecting the status of unrulies 
or their treatment by the school. 

5. Recidivism. 

Since measures of unruly and delinquency recidivism will be used as a criteria 
performance measure, the following material is presented as a cautionary note. 
While the focus of the discussion is on delinquent behavior, the same definitional 
and inferential guidelines arc largely applicable to unrulies ar;,.';2 truants as 
well. 

There is relatively little unanimity about the value of determining recidivism 
rates as the primary criterion for system performance evaluation. Nevertheless 
there is considerable support for assessing recidivism rates as one significant 
aspect of program performance. Unfortunately, the concept varies in meaning and 
usage across individuals as well as agencies. For data to be meaningful, 
standardized criteria need to be applied. 

1. It is recommended that the National Advisory Commission on Corrections 
definition of recidivism be adopted so that standardized concepts are 
employed. This will facilitate analysis and planning in relation to 
system performance. 

COMMENT: According to the Advisory Commission on Corrections, recidivism 
is measured by: 

a. Criminal acts that resulted in conviction by a Court, when 
committed by individuals who are under correctional super
vision or who have been released from correctional super
vision within the previous three years, and by 

b. T.echnical violations of probation or parole in which a 
sentencing or paroling authority took action that resulted 
in an adverse change in the offender's legal status. 

)1 
., 
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G. Also, i::echnical violations shoul.d be maintained separately 
from d.!tta on re"'convictions, 

d. Data should be reported so that :l?atte!rns of change can be 
deteliUined, e. <J., utilizing npdated statistical tables every 
six months. 

e. AnalY~lis by other relevant factors (age, offense, problems, 
etc.) should be established to help explain and understand 
patteJ:ns of recidivism. 

f. Status offenses should be treated separately. 

The ar;ove suggestions should prbvide trend lines and potential 
exph'inations that should assist in and pro"idE~ a basis for policy 
and/or progr~~ adjustment. 

The use of the above framework requires an understanding of SOme of 
t:he cautions, limitations, and choices that are invOlved: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Recidivism data can 
prog'ram failure and 
conc;:lusion that the 
pro~rram success. 

only tell about one particular kind of 
does not necessarily warrant the 
absence of recidivism is equivalent to 

A single act of recidivism is enough to classify a person as 
a p:l:'ogram failure, thus neglectir')g a broad range of possible 
program accomplishments. 

Recidivism may be evaluated in r,elative terms rather than 
absolute. terms, thus allowing for program success to be 
counted ~n t~~s of fewer and less serious offenses or 
acts by part1c1pants. (There is! considerable disagreement 
over the merits of this approach.) 

The frequency of law violations is, in part a function 
la.'Il' e~for~ement efficiency and community toLerance for 
certa1n.klnds ~f.behavior; these have to be assessed in 
evaluat~g reC1d~vism. Simi1.ar'ly, the seriousness of 
offenses is subject somewhat to local interpretation. 

of 

Other Recommendations Regarding Performance, Assessments. 

(a) ~t i~ r:c0m.mended that data analysis conSUltation be provided to the 
~~ y rOJect staff. While this recommendation is based on onJ a 

1:m1ted sam~le of work, the number and types of errors and omis~ron ' 
data analys1s warrant consultation. Without the . t ' s 1n 

d '. 1S aSS1S ance, maxlffial 
use an 1nterpretat1on of data generated by perf rm 
runs a risk of being unused or underused. 0 ance assessments, 

SQMMENT: The recommendation is based ' . 
"Profile of Unrul Po '" prlffiar1ly on the analysis of the 
in data l' y ~ulat1on, although other evidences of deficiencies 

ana YS1S and lnterpretation were observed in other reports as 

t j •" j \ 

i J 
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(c) 
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well. The deficiencies of the "Profile" inClude: (1) Tabled data 
are presented in te:!:ms of extrapolated population figures rathel;' than 
on the basis of sample figures; (2) No ranges of estimates of error 
are presented as they should be with extrapolations; (3) The 
percentaging of tables is simplistic, reflecting only the l;'elationship 
between a particular cell and the total number of observations; 
(4) No analysis of the inter-relationship between variables is presented, 
and tables are not percentaged for that kind of more sophisticated 
analysis. Presumed causal determinants of relationships are also not 
clear, if implied at all. For example, the Sex by Race tab],e suggests 
misleading diff€!rences in looking at the percentages presented when, 
in fact, the proportion of male and female cases are equivalently 
distributed a."nang Blacks (43% and 57% respectively) compared to Whites 
(41% and 59% respectively); (5) No partial analysis of the tables are 
made when in many instances a three variable analysis would be 
possible and should have been undertaken; (6) The data is presented 
in purely descr'iptive terms and not interpreted at all. No inferential 
meaning is attached to data when this is the essence of data analysis. 
For example, the percentage of Blacks (42%) to White~i (58%) in cases 
opened by the agency would suggest a racially disprop0rtionate number 
of openings relative to ·the general population distribution in Franklin 
County, which would warrant further investigation. Also, what selection 
bias accounts for the surprising fact that considerably more female than 
male cases are! opened in the Unruly Proj ect? While the purpose of the 
report was to present a popUlation profile for internal planning purposes 
the gaps and omissions in the report preclude other than the most minimal 
usage of the information available. 

While the plan for data collection (in the I'Proposal") reflects a good 
starting point, there is a lack of information about the proposed data 
analysis, which should be included as part of the basic research plan. 

COMMENT: The absence of a formalized plan for specific data analysis 
runs the :risk that suitable data will not be collected in the form 
desired and that data analysis cannot be conducted as intended. Dummy 
tables revealing planned relationships and reflecting explicit or 
implicit hypotheses should be established. Trial analyses should then 
be conducted at various stages of early data collect.ion in order to 
determine whether modifications in concept or data collection and 
analysis are needed. 

It is also recommended that the comparison group designs finally arrived 
at be specified according to the relative degrees and types of control 
for both internal and external validity. No such statements now exist 
in the proposed design. 

COMMENT: Specification of these dimensions. help to clarify the types 
of limitations that are built into every design, suggest alternatives' 
to control for undesirable effects, and may well be suggestive of 
alternative designs to fill interpretative gaps. For example, some 
of the personality or academic tests could be expected to be subject 
to significant regression artifacts ,if the Unruly Youth group prove 
to be an extreme scoring group. Potential interaction effects between 
treatment and selection, testing, or other reactive arrangements 
exist and should be specified. 
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The preceding reconunendations in letters "b" and "c" should be 
explicitly written down both for purposes of internal critique as well 
as providing a permanent record of research and analysis strategies. 

7. Additional Areas of Evaluation. 

The following suggested areas of evaluation are by no means exhaustive and they 
are not listed in any particular order of priority. Priorities will have to be 
established, however, since the possibilities for evaluation far overshoot the 
resources of the Projector Fecs for t~esepurposes. The variables listed under 
each area oj: evaluation represent only a partial list of those that might be 
evaluated. 

a. Pro~l'ra.m Implementation Factors should be assessed to determine the 
extent to which the project is functioning as intended. Major implementa
tion factors include: 

1. Provision of inunediate intake of all appropriate referrals. 
2. Provision of intervention services as needed at time of intake 

or referral if indicated. 
3. Provision of suitable number of beds for crisis shelter care. 
4. Establishment of system for diverting youth from unwarranted 

detention. 
5. Increasing the number of support units consistent with the 

treatment needs of the unruly population served. 
6. Establishing an operating network of conununity services to 

which referral can be made and appropriate treatment received. 

~ENT: Program implementation factors, while necessary conditions for 
the attainment of program objectives, themselves offer no assurance 
that the program is having a desired effect. 

b. Qualifications of staff should be a'ssessed against the selection criteria 
previously 'chosen on the basis of underlying performance assumptions. 
Later these iTariables may be evaluated against actual performance 
assessments by workers, clients and supervisors. Consequently, systematic 
data on staff should be established and collected early in the Project. 

COMMENT: Although these reconunended assessments are valuable tools in 
interpreting program performance, they are not often completed. 
Nevertheless, it would be valuable to establish a minimum data collection 
system at least dealing with basic demographic information, educational 
and experience factors, special training, length of employment, etc., to 
provid~ a basis for meaningful analysis of performance va.;dables. (Such 
analys~s assumes measurement of performance by individuals in order to 
relate this to the variables specified.) 

8. Inter-Organi~ational Relationships. 

Even without a total systems design for the delivery of comprehensive and integrated 
.ervices for unruly youth, "'lle interventions by the Unruly Project which are 
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necessary for service delivery will require a monitoring and evaluation system 
that reaches deeply into the network of conununity agencies. Little has been 
written and less done empirically to specify these kinds of inter-organizational 
relationships--although such assessments have always been integral to the 
process of program evaluation. 

1. Since the Unruly Project will be breaking new ground in these respects, 
some guidelines are offered here. Guidelines to systems-wide assessment 
(cutting across agencies) should include specific determination of 
the following: 

a. Degree of resource commitment and control by the service units. 
b. Degree of autonomy in determining service unit policies and 

program content. (Particularly critical is the congruency/ 
incongruency of mutual expections.) 

c. Case management responsibilities, including the specification 
of financial arrangements and the provision of supplementary 
resources. 

d. Establishing mechanisms for inter-organizational exchange of 
information, mutual feedback and resolution of discrepancies 
in information. 

2. There is an immediate need to establish a mechanism to specify the nature 
and relationships of inter-organiz~tional relationships. Probably this 
should be a sub-conunittee of, or a group reporting to, the Professional 
Advisory Group reconunended elsewhere in this report. 

3. The policy, procedures and guidelines so established should be written 
up and fOntlally distributed among the participating agencies. 

4. The participating agencies should move immediately to establish the 
beginning of a systems-wide reporting network, including establislunent of 
priorities for development of the MIS system. 

5. 

6. 

7 • 

Reporting, monitoring and evaluation devices should be standardized 
throughout the agency network to the fullest extent possible • 

The establishment and operation of the MIS system for monitoring and 
evaluation should be guided initially by the principle. of simplicity 
and with minimum disruption of agency f'tmctions. A highly analytical 
(and complicated) system might well be premature at thi~ point. 

A tracking system should be established to enable the loca'/:'ion of 
clients within the conununity network of services--both for purposes of 
identification (location, status, etc.) and for'termination control 
when service is completed or the client leaves the system of. services. 

COMMEN:r: Rejections of service by other agencies or prematur.\e 
terminations prior to accomplishment of treatment goals need ,to be 
reported back quickly to the Project, in order to monitor cases properly 
and to minimize the risk of clients being lost between agencies. 
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9. Cost Control and Benefits. 

1. Since cost control and benefits are critical aspec1:s of accountability, 
a system of case reporting should be implemented early. 

a. The system can be based on modification of: the Mental Health 
Reporting System which is used in Franklin County. 

b. The follo~ling specific categories of info!:mation should be 
included for minimal cost reporting: 

· Agency; person(s) seen; staff persOn code; 
• Services performed code; type of contact; duration of 

contact; 
• Charge rate in standardized units; total charges; 
· Identifying information, i.e., name, case number, etc.; 
· Mechanisms for dealing with billing and payment recording. 

c. The cost reporting system sho'Uld include any other variables 
found later to be relevant to cost-benefit analysis. 

2. Cost/benefit studies should he deferred until inter-agency policies and 
procedures are better specified. However, since fi:.nancial relationshipR 
are based on the premise that treatment will be beneficial and efficient, 
these assumptions need to be tested in relation to financial commitments 
made and payments made. 

3. The procedures for assessment developed within the agency for assessing 
effort, adequacy of services, goal attainment and follow-up should be 
adapted to the assessment requirements of the other community agencies. 

4. The resulting self-reports from community agencies should generally be 
accepted as valid data, but occasional verification should be done by 
FCCS. 

5. The reciprocal, information'-sharing rights and obligations between 
participating agencies should be classified, particularly regarding 
i~s~es ~f confidentiality, the amount of information to be provided, 
IJ.IlutatJ.ons on; frequency or content and cost factors that may be involved. 

COMMENT: No detailed specificat-ion of the reciprocal rights and 
obligations. regarding the provision and sharing of information has been 
worked out with other agencies. Contractual arrangements do specify. 
that community agencies will provide relevant information, although the 
range, amount and content are unspecified. 

Issues of confidentiality need to be explored regarding the limits of 
the responsibility of other community agencies to provide information 
with and without client approval. It is clear that some agencies will 
not provide information dealing with the content of diagnostic and 
treatment information while being willing to provide documentation of 
activities. 

In addition, it is not yet clear to what extent the Unruly Project is 
free to, or obliged to, share information about. clients with participating 
agencies. 
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10. Follow-up Study. 

1. The design should be modified so that follow~up is conducted at staggered 
intervals ;Eollowing treatment instead of the fixed six-month period 
proposed. 

COMMENT: By randomizing follow-up procedures in'i·'\o different time periods 
(i.e., 1, 3, 6, and 9 months), more precise determinations can be made 
about the durability of the effects of treatment and the need for follow-up 
services. 

To enhance understanding of the effects of treatment, follow-up data should 
be analyzed in terms of such antecedent conditions as referral problems, 
type and length of treatment offered, intervention agent and agency, and 
case accomplishment. Post-treatment psychological and social experiences 
that may have affected outcome positively or negatively should also be 
explored. 

2. A possibly profitable sub-study would be a follow-up on cases that were 
known referrals to the Unruly Project but which did not follow through 
with service. Such non-participants may provide useful comparisons 
on the longer range effects of intervention. If comparability can be 
es1:ablished with at least a sub-group of participants, the evidence 
gathered on longer range program effects will be more compelling. 

3. Data should be collected again in the follow-up study on those critical 
variables believed to effect outcome, such as attitudes toward others, 
s~lf-conc~pt, etc. 

4. Since collecting data for a second or third time may well produce 
reactive effects that are undesirable, the replicated data collection 
should be selective and minimal. 

5. The sample of unruly youth to be served appears to be potentially large 
enough to allow for it, so follow-up data should be collected selectively 
on randomized sub-samples. 

H. UNMET DATA NEEDS OF THE CRISIS CENTER 

Basic data that is compatible with FCCS and supporting unit procedures, as well 
as the emerging monitoring and evaluation system are being produced with a 
reasonable degree of reliability. (See Leah Kirkpatrick's, "Services to 
Unruly'louth; Crisis Intervention Unit; Procedures, Tasks and Case Progression,1I 
December 1974.) 

As indicated elsewhere in this report, one of the major problems of appropriate 
service provision is the definition of the population to be served and the screening 
out of unsuitable treatment cases. Assuming an appropriate treatment population 
is defined, there exists some specialized evaluation needs associated with the 
mission of the Crisis Center. 

1. Omissions in the tallying of service provision need to be corrected. 
Specifically, information is not being collected on cases served for 
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"Information and referral only. " Consequently, cases referred out 
(25% of init,ial walk-in contacts) and lO-hour cr~s~s services are no.t 
being included in the service delivery count. Thus, the service impact 
of the unit is being underestimated. 

Since the purposes of intervention are different between the 30-day and 
l20-day cases, there is a need to differentiate in the count of 
activities and attainment of objectives for each grouE. 

COMMENT: The 30..,.day service is primarily oriented toward the alleviation 
of crises and an assessment of the appropriate kind and place for 
further treatment, if indicated. The l20-day cases are primarily treat
ment oriented and reflect different activities and goals. 

A distinction should be made between crisis/non-crisis cases and this 
difference incorporated into the analysis of data. Since the unit is 
set up to handle both types, differential case characteristics and needs 
should be identified and analyzed for purposes of service planning and 
delivery. 

Means need to be developed to identify and screen out "disguised delin
quents" as long as the project is designed to service the non-delinquent. 

One major evaluation thrust should be whether the behavior of children 
served and those not served tends to worsen with the passage of time. 

COMMENT: Much of the public orientation (artd professional assumptions) 
are based on a socially controlling kind of professional intervention. 
The assumption that socially controlling intervention is effective has 
not been tested adequately. 

I. SUPPORT UNIT UNMET DATA NEEDS 

Basic data that is compatible with FCCS and the Crisis Center information 
pr~ce~ur7s are pot~ntiallY producible, but this was not assessed fully since the 
un~t ~s Just becom~ng operational. However, some specialized information needs 
emerged. 

1. 

2. 

There is a need to determine if there is a worker/program interaction 
because of the relative inexperience of some of the workers assigned to 
the Support Unit and their different kinds and levels of preparation. 

COMMENT: A good program may fail because of the way it is articulated 
by the trea~ent agent, whose skill is assumed but may not in fact be 
present. Th~s cause of program failure is more likely to be a problem 
during the first year of a worker's experience. 

Community agencies' contribution to treatment objectives should be 
measured. 

CO~~NT: This need is t.rue in relation to both the Support Unit and 
C:~s~s Center ~rograms since community agencies efforts may be 
e~ther support~ve of, or counterproductive to, Unruly Project effort.~. 
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3"., The quality and impact of the worker/client relationship as a treat."TIent 
outcome variable should be tested. 

COMMENT: Worker/client relationships are ... often believed to be critical 
variables in ·treatment outcome, but there is. some evidence in the 
literature that this is not necessarily the case. Since' the Unruly 
Project program has a heavy worker/client interaction orientation, 
this variable is a critical one to test. The outcome has important 
implications for staffing and service delivery. 

4. As part of understanding the impact of personal, familial and 
environmental stresses that may give rise to or reactivate unruly behavior, 
cases previously seen by the Unruly Project should be re-examined at 
a later time to determine shifts in stress over time. 

5. The data needs of Support Units should be re-evaluated periodically, and 
particularly after the program has been in o;peration long enough to 
clarify operational needs for data. 

J. OTHER POSSIBLE SUPPLEMENTARY EVALUATIVE STUD}ES 

The following studies are all important and would undoubtedly yie'ld information 
valuable for planning and providing services. However, they need to be 
considered in terms of priority and feasibility--particularly in light of the 
limited data and research resources available to the Unruly Project. Efforts 
should be made to get assistance from university faculty and students in planning 
and implementing such studies. 

1. An Analysis of Case Failures. Intensive analysis of case failures as 
compared to successful ones may yield information critical to successful 
interven.tion. 

2. Post-dictive Studies. Since data collection is slow and often sequential, 
predictive studies will tend to be more suitable for later stages of 
develcpment. In the interim, post-dictive (retrospective prediction) 

3. 

4. 

can serve not only as a foundation for later studies, but also feed 
back information on variables that may affect process and outcome. 

Work-load Determinations. Workload projections (1/6/75 memo) are based 
on a set of assumptions that mayor may not be valid. For purposes of 
future planning, it would be desirable at some later time to assess 
actual workload experience against current projections. In addition, 
it would be helpful to conduct a simple time study of the distribution 
of case activity so that further specification of effort can be made. 
The data generated could also be used in conjunction with cost estimates 
for various types of case activities as a fraction of total cost of service 
per case. 

Community Impact Study. One of the purposes of the Unruly Project in 
general, and the Crisis Center in particular, is to effect changes in 
community attitudes. These include: Changing attitudes toward receiving 
the kind of help offered by the Proje,(f'r.t,.od.;t\pelling community social 
control orientation to handling all lj.l;iruly behavior v and promoting 



C") 

OJ 
rI l-I 
r; 5, 
r- -.-I 

Ii-< 

0 
8 

Figure 2 

INFORMATION FLOW DESIGN: BY SELECTED TYPES AND SOURCES OF DATA FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM (7.ll-F)* 

.. 
al 
-iJ 
[I) >. 
>'rI 
U) s:: 

0 
+J s:: [I) 
OJ s:: 
al -~ 
0'l+J 
cO U s:: s:: 
cO ::i 
~Ii-< 

to OJ 
OJ U 
[I) -.-I 
cO :> 
P:) l-I 

OJ 
cO til 
+J 
cO 
r:l 

~ 

Internal System External 
(Unruly Pr9-ect) Environment 

Examples of Examples of 
Information Functional In 0 at ion Monitoring 
Production Units a rier Evaluation 

/ 
Running Narrative 

Activity log 

Daily Referral 

Assessment of 
(7.15-3&4) 

Social Summary 

Closing Summary 

Needs of Unrulies 
(7.7-C) 

Target Group Iden-
tification 

(7.7-D) 

Demographics 
. (7.9-3) 

Assessments 
(7.15-3&4) 

Service Capacit 
(7.1l-E) 

Service Decisio 
Supporting unit 
Extension of R x 

Service Decisio 
Supporting Unit 
Treatment-90-day 

/ 

L-----------------~Jk~~.~~~~~~. I} 

Tfr form #128 

Service Decisio 
Crisis Center 

Treatment-3D-day 

Service Decisio 

• • # -1' # , I 

" I .. -, , .. ~ ", :i 

I 

Other <contrac 
Community ::;m _ 
Aqenc~es Compact 

Termination 

OtherF & CS 
Offices 

and Questions: 
Referral 

-~ .... Follow 
lThrou9h 

• (7.25-7) 

Ii \ 't Post 
~/ \ • ~ermination 

/Follow-up 
(7.27-10) 

Effective 
Service 
Delivery 
(7.24-8&9) 

fficient 
ervice 

Delivery 
(7.26-9) 

Appropriate-
Support 

Unit 
Intake 

It _ I I I Source of Referral ~ ness and 
"goodness" 
of cases 
referred 

7.27-H) 

+J >. 
• -.-I +J 

+J s:: -.-I >. 
() OJ::iS:: Uri 

U ::i s:: 0 
4-l .-.-1 til 8 OJ 0 • 
rI :>rI() 8 O'l..c: U 
OJ::;lO()OP'X!U-iJ 
tIlQ~Ii-<() U)r£l 

(7.27-H) 

*NOTE: Parenthical numbers refer to Selective and Reciprocal 
Information Needs ....... 

page number and section of JHA 
report discussion of content . 

7.24-8;-T.26::'9 

., •' .. ~-.-'--'-.""'I-~.---.'~'-.--'~'."" "' •... ,... "'_" '--.,--,:i ~-..-" ._. . J _ l ....... . , ._ i' ,. !, 

~ , . t . ' , '{ i . ' . . ' f, l 
'''.,-•. --'-.• -.....• ' '." •. ,-' '1'--' .: ,,:, :. ~ :~ ", '-.. ' ~ "~'-.j .;~: 

I, . L ~. ~~. ~ i ~ .' 

o 
C") 

r-

4-1 o 

~ 
OJ 

~ 
rI 
OJ 

~ 
"d 

OJ 

:5 
O'l s:: 

'r! 
+J 
§ 
~ 
~ 
s:: o 
[I) 

'.-1 
[I) 

~ 
ffi 

1""'1 
III 
'r! 
U 
OJ 
~ 

.c: 
+J 
-.-I 
:;= • 

l-I 
[I) 0 

1""'1 '.-1 
cO :> 
l-I III 
l-I.c: 
OJ OJ 

4-I.Q 
OJ 
l-I >. 
11""'1 

4-1 ::i 
ai ~ 
[I) ::l 

OJ 
.Q 

cO OJ s:: .c: 
cO OJ .jJ 
U+J 

cO.c: 
-iJ U til 
::i 0 ::i 
.QrlO 

.c: 
"0.jJ 

tIl.jJrI 
'.-1 III 
[I) O'l 
cO s:: .. 
.Q'r! [I) 

+J+J o PI l-I 
.jJ e 0 
U(JJ4-l 
1ll+l1I-I 

4-1 +J OJ 
III • 

+J [I) to 
[I) >. - OJ 
O.Q+JI""'I 

Uri 
l-I OJ ° 

~I ° ·s .tJ 
.. l-I s:: s:: >. ~ 0 

Ill!]) U 
:> OJ s:: ~..c: OJ 

0fj)+J.Q 
+J 0 0 rlOJ.jJ.jJ 
::i :> 
U·.-I'd"d 

'.-1 +J OJ OJ 
4-1 U [I) OJ 
4-l OJ 0 s:: 
'r! 0.. 0.. 
'd [I) X = o OJ OJ 
tIll-lS::O'l 

-.-I +J ::i cO 
OJ .J<: 

+Jl-Io..cO 
U ::l OJ 
cO cO 01""'1 
0.. l-I = 
S s:: O'l 

'r! '.-1 4-l s:: 0 
O'l 'd 0 s:: III [I), til 

-.-I +J -.-I S 
[I) PI l-I OJ 
[l)ScOrI 
OJ (JJ 0...Q 
[I) +J e 0 
[I) +J 0 l-I 
.'l! III U 0.. 

~ 
1 

'l!i 
-::(-' 



( , 

I 
I, 

7.32 

FIGURE 3 

INFORMATION FLOW DESIGN 
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CHAPTER 8 

EVALUATION OF THE FCCS UNRULY YOUTH PROJECT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. History of the Project. 

Traditionally, Franklin County Children's Services has served unrul t 
regula: programs, both in its services to children in their own h y you h ~l'n its 
those ~n the ag , 1 omes as we 1 as 
of +he child e~tcy s p acement programs. FCCS es·timates that about one-third 

~ ren ~ serves can be classified as unrul 1/ h 
caseload of about 8 000 h ' Id ' . y. T e 1973 annual FCCS 
children. ' c ~ ren was est~ated to ~nclude about 2,700 unruly 

Following FCCS staff work and planning with ' , 
a separate "Unruly Project" was init'at d b c~mmun7ty agenc~es and organizations, 
staffed by a supervisor, five soci l~ e

k 
y CCS ~n F~bruary 1973. The unit was 

person. 27 This project carried a wor,ers, a case a~de and one clerical 
was financed from FCCS funds. an ongo~ng caseload of about 125 children. It 

The special unruly project effort continued in 197 ' , 
service proposals were developed and ref' d 3 a~d 1974 wh~le fUrther unruly 
submitted to the Columbus-Franklin Count~ne : ,In Apr~l,1974 a proposal was 
(CFCCJCC)--after a meeting with the Juv Y,Cr~~n~l JUst~ce Coordinating Council 
Cpuncil. This proposal was sub" tl en~le Del~nquency Sub-Committee of the 
separate proposals: 3/ .:>equen Y amended and submitted by FCCS as three 

1. "S ' erv~ces for Unruly Youth" -- budget for Jan.-July, 1975. 

"A ssessment, M~ster Plan Design, Evaluation Plan of 
Unruly Youth ~n Franklin County" th JHA Services for 

-- e Study. 

2. 

3. "S ., 
erv~ces for Unruly Youth" 

budget for July 1975-Juhe 1976. 

~hese proposals were approved by the CF . 
~lement the Unruly Youth Project and CCJCC, ~ffect~ve January 13, 1975 to 
project and the development of a m t to prov~de for the JHA Study of the 
County. as er plan for unruly youth services in Franklin 

2. Funding of the Project. 

The grant proposal for the first six 
operation (Phase 1) provided for the months (JanuarY-June, 1975) of Unruly ProJ'ect 

following: 

1/ "S ' erv~ces to Unruly V_outh," December 7 1973 F . 
Services, (mimeo), p. 1. " rankl~n County Children IS 

2/ Ibid., p. 2 . 

3/ "Fact Sheet--Services to Unruly You h " . 
(mimeo), undated (but actuall t, Frankl~n county Children's Services, 

y prepared January, 1975). 
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1 Coordination Unit with following staff: 

1 Program developer/planner 
1 Contract specialist 
1 Intake supervisor 
3 Intake workers 
2 Clerical staff 

Purchase of Service funds 

TOTAL: 

$ 48,291 

43,375 

$ 91,666 

This budget was split with $82,500 coming from Federal Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration sources and $9,167 local funds. A substantial but unspecified 
amount of other supporting costs, including other administrative and support 
personnel, supplies, travel, rent, telephone, etc., were not included in the 
initial grant, being furnished by FCCS and community agencies. 

The grant proposal for the period July 1975-June 1076 (Phase 2) provides for 
an expansion of the coordination unit, plus expanded purchase of service and added 
items for travel and operating costs as follows: 

1 Coordination Unit with following staff: $ 148,328 

1 Program developer/planner 
1 Coordinator of case management 
1 Contract specialist 
1 Intake supervisor 
3 Intake workers 
3 Case aides 
3 Clerical staff 

Purchase of Service Funds . 

Travel and Transportation 

Supplies and Operating Expenses 

100,000 

8,600 

29,693 

TOTAL: $ 286,621 

As in the initial period, a substantial but unspecified amount of other operating 
costs will come from FCCS and local community agencies. 

Of the $286,621 budget, $257,958 is Federal and $14,331 each from state and local 
sources. 

3. Objectives of the Project. 

The Objectives of the first phase of the Project (Januar.y-June, 1975) were: 1/ 

1/ "Services for Unruly Youth," Franklin County Children's Services, grant proposal 
to ColumbUs-Franklin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, for 
period January 1, 1975 to June 30, 1975 (amended to December 31, 1975). 
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1. To expand existing services. 

2. To reach youth at qrisis points before becoming involved with the 
Juvenile Justice System. 

Program implementation was proposed to include: 

1. Establishment of a program coordination unit, with formal community 
input from an Advisory Board. 

2. Decentralization of intake services, with 24-hour a day capability. 

3. Contracts with community agencies for needed services. 

Objectives of the second phase (July 1975 - June 1976) were modified and stated 
as follows: 1/ 

1. To subordinate and coordinate the various available services to 
unruly youth into <a community service system. 

2. To expand existing services and to identify and develop needed new 
services to enhance the community service system. 

3. To reach youth at crisis points and before becoming involved with 
the Juvenile Justice System. 

More detailed objectives for the Project covering both Phase 1 and Phase 2 were 
specified as: 1/ 

A. tdentification and involvement of community providers of services 
to unruly youth in coordinated community focused fashion. To be 
achjeved by participation of 70 percent of the identified providers 
in planned joint activities. 

B. Subordination and coordination of available services into a community 
service system for unruly youth. To be achieved by participation of 
services by 70 percent of the identified providers to specified 
referrals and target population of unruly youth. 

C. Expanding existing services, to be measured by amount of service added. 

D. Developing new needed and unavailable services. To be measured by 
quantification of different services developed and units of these 
services delivered. 

E. Intake in neighborhood, to be measured by number of youth served, 
keeping 75 percent of this number from involvement in Juvenile Justice 
System. 

F. Provide unruly youth and their families with better coping methods and 
techniques. 

1/ "Services for Unruly Youth," same, period July I-December 31, 1975. 
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G. Prevent presently adjudicated unruly youth from becoming delinquent. 

H. Assessable and available services with 24-hour intake. 

I. Serve 300-500 unruly youth, to be measured in terms of keeping 60 percent 
of all youth served by the program out of the Juvenile Justice System. 

J. Provide status offenders with alternative experiences and opportunities, 
focusing on prevention rather than punishment. 

These objectives are discussed later in this Chapter. 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 (based on the two funded proposals) are being implemented 
generally in that order, but are not seen as separate programs. Rather, they are 
seen by FCCS as general stages of ·the Project, with program components (direct 
service, resource development, research and evaluation) and program units (crisis 
units, support units, etc.) being developed as experience and t"esources permit. 
This means that there is some overlapping of the program specified for implementa
tion in Phase 1 (January-June 1975) with that specified. for Phase 2 (July 1975 -
June 1976) and delay of some implementation of Phase 1 program until the Phase 2 
time period. 

It should also be noted that FCCS does not see the Unruly Youth Project as a 
separate, detached program of a limited period and of a demonstration nature. 
Rather, the program is being organized and implemented as an ongoing component 
of the regular program of FCCS services, even though it has some separate identity 
in terms of location, funding, a special advisory group, and partial dependence 
on outside sources of funding and special services. The agency is on record as 
recognizing its responsibility for serving unruly youth and is investing part of 
its own budget in these services (in addition to LEAA funds and the required 
10 percent non-federal share). 

4. Administration of the Unruly Youth Project. 

The Unruly Youth Project is administered by Franklin County Children's Service as 
a special project even though its services are regarded as the regular and ongoing 
responsibility of FCCS. The separate identity of the Project is the result of 
its newness and demonstration nature and its partial, but substantial, funding 
from outside sources (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration) • 

As indicated on the following chart, the Project is placed administratively within 
the Division of Services to Families and Children. 
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Figure 1 -
pnruly Youth Project Organization 
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The special nature of the Project (LEAA partial funding) involves relationships 
with the Columbus-Franklin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council and the 
Unruly Youth Service System Advisory Board -- specified in the grant award for this 
program. 

5. Project Physical Facilities and Equipment. 

The Unruly Project is located in central downtown Coltunbus at 198 South High 
Street. Initially the Project Director and the Assistant Project Director were 
separated from other Project staff -- being located at FeCS headquarters at 
1951 Gantz Road, Grove Gity, a number of miles away. More recently, they have 
joined the Crisis Unit and two of the Support Units at the South High Street 
location. The third Support Unit is located in another building which houses the 
Welfare Department several blocks away. Some of the Unruly Project support 
functions (personnel, budget, and other central administration functions) are 
carried out at FCCS headquarters in Grove City. 

The 198 South High Street offices are situated on the second floor of an older 
office building with small store frontages on the first floor. Access to the 
Projl;ct offices is up rather steep, narrow stairs. Visibility from the street 
is lacking and identification of the facilities as housing ,the Project was almost 
absemt at the time of JHA field visits. The entrance from the street does not 
present an inviting appearance, and in fact, would make some people hesitant 
about entering and going to the second floor. This is a particular problem for 
women, and especially at night. 

During the initial months of the Project (up to June, 1975) the office arrangements 
were inadequate. There was insufficient space, no separate waiting rooms or 
private interviewing space. Staff had to share offices, resulting in lack of 
privacy for interviewing clients and continual interruptions and distractions 
for interviewing and other work requiring privacy and concentration. Telephone 
service was inadequate, with an insufficient number of phones. These conditions 
could not have but adversely affected the efficiency of the Project, and although 
staff should be commended fer their efforts to work under such adverse conditions, 
they also could be faulted for poor planning or for not having taken more drastic 
steps to speed up acquisition of space and its renovation for use. 

Most of these conditions at 198 South High are being corrected through the acquisi
tion of additional space on the same floor and its recent ren('1vation. Private 

- offices and private interviewing rooms are being provided. AdC!j.tional desks and 
telephone lines are being put in. 

The third Support unit offices in the Welfare Department building are definitely 
sub-standard, lacking both sufficient space and privacy_ They present the same 
problems that initially held true at 198 South High. Unless support services 
are decentralized, there appears to be no valid reason for separating the third 
Support Unit from the other two. Although there appeared to be considerable 
indecision about moving the third Support Unit, JHA believes it should be moved 
to the same location as the other two -- unless support services are to be 
decentralized. At the time of the site visits by JHA there was additional space 
at 198 South High which could be leased and remodeled for this use. As the 
Intake units are decentralized, there should be more space available at 198 South 
High for other purposes. 
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B. THE 30-DAY CRISIS INTERVENTION UNIT 

1. Purpose. 

The Unruly Youth Project has two i~nter-related direct service components: 

1. A 30-day crisis intervention program. 

2. A gO-day support service program. 

The Crisis Intervention Unit is intended to provide: (a) a service response 
to crisis, i.e., "direct services on an immediate basis to families in those 
crisis situations characterized by a child (or children) acting out to the extent 
they are beyond parents' control,,,l/ and (b) the intake point for services'of 
the Unruly Youth Program. Crisis services are intended to either provide 
sufficient service within a 30-day period or refer it to another unit of FCCS or 
some community agency. 

The Support Service Program (gO-day) is deSigned for those cases requiring help, 
but not necessarily crisis intervention, or for those cases who have received 
crisis services, and request continuing service. 

(1) The 30-day Crisis Intervention Unit. 

This unit has been the primary point of intake for unruly youth services 
since the ~ecentral~zed intake units will not be in oper.ation until July' 
1975 .. Dur~ng the f~rst four months of Project operation (January-April, 1975) 
approx~ately 1,000 youth were served by the Project, or an average of 
250 per month. ~his volume of referrals, if it holds constant, will 
represent a serv~ce load of 3,000 cases per year. As indicated earlier in 
this , report, t.he amount of actual need in the community is unknown, and the 
serv~c~ reques~s are expected to be more a result of Project visibility and 
commun~ty :onf~dence than a reflection of the number of unruly youth in 
the commun~ty. 

2. Sources of Referral. 

Based on the first four months' Project experience, 1,000 referrals were 
received from the following sources: 2/ 

Columbus police 
Juvenile court 
Self-referrals 
Schools 
Other police agencies 
FCeS 
Community agencies 
Other 

45.8% 
25.7% 
8.0% 
6.5% 
5.5% 
4.0% 
1.5% 
3.0% 

1/ "Services to Unruly Youth, Crisis Intervention Unit," Leah 
December 1974. Kirkpatrick, 

2/ Data supplied by Dwight Ely, FCCS. Unless indicated otherwise, all data 
used in this chapter was furnished by Mr. 1 E Y at the request of JHA. 

., 
, -. 
• i·\ .-, , 

, £ .. 
•

~.! 

" .! 
--•"',' 

.rI, .,. 
• i 

! 

• 
~ 

i 

• y--

i 

• ;. 
111
' ___ ' 

) , 

i ' 
; '." 

i .... 

• 

i'~; 

, ",' 

\ 
f 

85" 

, i 

8.9 

Analysis of these referrals supports the initial expectation that the 
majority of referrals to the unruly Youth Project would come from the 
Juvenile Court and the Columbus Police Department. The data is consistent 
with the original problem definition, i.e., that most of the unruly youth 
are handled by the criminal justice system. 

The Franklin County Juvenile Court is to be commended for its su.pport of, 
and cooperation with, the Unruly Youth Project. The court's decision to 
refer unruly youth elsewhere, rather than to serve them through court intake 
and court hearings, has made the Unruly Project possible. 

Law enforcement cooperation with the Project is essential, and as shown 
by referral statistics, law enforcement agencies constitute the referral 
source in 51.3% of the cases. 

Referrals from other sources can be expected to increase as the decentralized 
intake units are established and as the service becomes better known in the 
community. Hopefully, as the service becomes better known, self-referrals 
by youth or parents will increase substantially. School referrals should 
increase, particularly for youth perceived by the schools as needing non
educational services -- but only if the schools perceive the Project as 
offering something different than the schools offer -- or something more 
effective for this group of youth. To date, community agency referrals 
have been negligible. This should be explored by the Unruly Project 
staff since obviously many of these youth or their families are known to 
community agencies. 

If the Unruly Youth project is to achieve its objectives, it needs to 
develop a high level of visibility and high degree of community confidence 
so that the "official" juvenile justice agencies such as police, probation, 
detention, court are by-passed completely in the referral process for most 
youth. The proportion of referrals channeled to the Unruly Youth Project 
through police and the court should shrink drastically with a concurrent 
increase in self-referrals and referrals from non-criminal justice agencies. 

3. Detention or Shelter Care Pending Receipt of Services. 

Some unruly youth coming to community attention are in such a state of crisis 
either because of thsir own or their parents' feelings or behavior that it 
appears temporary alternaote living arrangements are necessary. Skillful 
handling at point of intake often determines whether the family can remain 
intact or whether it is broken by a youthful runaway or placement in 
detention or shelter care. Often, however, these youth are placed in detention. 

Suc~ has been the pattern in the past in Franklin County. Although detention 
statistics in past years have not identified unruly youth separately from 
other detained youth, the Court estimates that over one-half (58%) of the 
youth usually in the Franklin County' Detention Home are there as unruly 
youth rather than as delinquents. 17 

1/ The unruly youth proportion of detained cases for prior years is not known 
su~ce no such breakdown was previously kept. The 58% estimate is contained in 
the statement, "Proposed Services to Unrulies," Audrey Foley, op. cit. 

: .. 
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However, recently the change in pol,;i.cy of handling unruly youth (referring 
them to the Unruly Youth Proj ect) is reflected in the detent:ion home 
statistics. Now separate counts ar,e maintained. For the week of May 5-9, 
1975, the average daily detention home population was 93, composed of 75 
delinquent and 18 unruly youth. 1/ This means that only 19% of those detained 
were classified as unruly. This 19% is a dr~~atic reduction from the 58% 
previously detained before initiation of the Unruly You-th Project. 

An even more dramatic change occurred after May 19, 1975, following an 
announcement by" the Court that unruly youth were no longer to be held in 
the detention home. The detention home statistics for the week ending 
May 23 show a drop to a daily average of II, and dropp~~g to a daily 
average of five and three in the two weeks f9110wing. This reduction 
is a positive move -- if the goal is to avoid -the juvenile justice system 
in handling unruly youth. However, data is not available to indicate where 
unruly youth formerly held in detention are now staying -- either those 
receiving service from the Unruly Youth Project or those who decline service. 
It is assumed that these youth, for the most part, remain in their own 
homes, since no new emergency care arrangements were effected through this 
period. There also is no information to suggest whether remaining in their 
own homes was a good or poor plan. Without this and additional information 
it is impossible to measurE~ the need for emergency shelter care. 

Shelter care arrangements have been made for five beds each with Huckleberry 
House and Rivers Group Home, effective July 10, 1975. It can be assumed 
there is a need for shelter care for some youth, since there are docmnented 
cases shOwing that some youth cannot or will not remain home at the time of 
initial crisis. However, the availability of more shelter care than needed 
may lead to its over-use in the same way that there has been an over-use 
of detention in many communities. Development and application of proper 
criteria for the use of shelter care, implemented by staff training, super
vision and program evaluation are needed to insure proper use of shelter care. 

The same memo prohibiting the detention of unruly youth (effective July I, 
1975) also states that the court will nOlt commit unruly youth to the Ohio 
Youth Commission. 3/ The Court also indicated it will not detain a child 
as a probation violator when the violation is an unruly behavior offense. 
The Court is referring out-of-county runaways to the Unruly Youth Project 
for service, including any necessary shelter care, rather than initiating 
court action and placement in the detention home. 

These are all sound and progressive steps on the part of the Court and are 
necessary if the Unruly Project is to a.chieve its goals. However, such 
decisions puts responsibility clearly on FCCS and the community to provide 
the alternatives to court processing. If these are not developed and 

1/ Table 5, Appendix. 

2/ Ibid. 

3/ "Unruly Youth Policy and Procedures Statement," Appendix, Attachment #2. 
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maintained, the Court may have to r:esume its former responsibility to 
protect youth and the community. 

Case Characteristics. 

Based on experience of the periorl January-April, 1975, youth served by 
the Unruly youth Project can be described as follm:ls: 

a. Reason for referral (l'egal problarn definition) 

Incorrigible 43.0% 
Home truancy 28.5% 
School truancy 15.0% 
School and hom,e truancy 6.3% 
Curfew 2.7% 
Neglect or abuse 2.3% 
Endangering health 

or morale 1.0% 
Delinquent 0.7% 
Truancy from place-

ment 0.5% 

b A f Ch old i('Based on 1,000 referrals) . ge 0 ~.,: 

8 .4% 
9 .4% 

10 .7% 
11 2.2% 
12 1.5% 
13 9.9% 
14 19.9% 
15 26.5% 
16 27.6% 
17 10.6% 
18 .4% 

Mean age: 14.9 Median age: 15 

(Based on 1,000 
referrals) 

are based On 280 cases opened for continuing The following characteristi.cs 
service. 

c. Sex of Child: Male 50.2% Female 49.8% 

d. Race of Family: White 65.7% Black 33.6% Other 0.7% 

e. Family Structure: Both parents 56.2% 
Mother only 38.7% 
Father only 2.2% 
Children only 2.6% 

Th based on the above data, almost two-thirds of the referral~ constitute 
in~~;rigible or home truancy (runaway) cases involving a you~h aged 14, 15, 

16 ~o far about one-half have been boys and one-half g~rls. Two
~~ird~ h:ve be~n White and one-third Black. Slightly ov7r half have booth 
parents in the home, but a SUbstantial number (39%) are ~n mother-only 
households. 
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C~mbining the presenting problems (incorrigibility and runaway from home) 
:~th ~he source of referrals clearly indicates that as services are presentl 
r~an~zed and used, law enforcement and the courts are the initiating y 

;~lonts for serv~ce fo~ unruly youth. Only insignific:ant number.s came from 
~er sources, ~ncludl.ng only one in 12 as self-referrals. Hopefully 

po~nted,out elsewhere, decentralization of intake and demonstrated abil~: 
t~ provl.de,s~rvic7 wi~l increase self-referrals and from sources other ~hY 
trough crJ.mlonal ]ustloce agencies. an 

Services P~~ovided. 

BafJed on the small group of cases closed through April 1975, (34), it 
aJ?Jgears tha(t the per case activity is high. The ' 
fl.'lTe in re were slightly more than 
contact~P;~;O~a~~n!act~ per case (on the average), plus an additional eight 

Interven~ion Unit p~rfO~n~f o:c~fv~t~o~!a~:~~e~a~~r;~ d Since
d 
-the Crisis 

are serv~ced during h t' ays an many cases 
is high. The ttl aStor er perl.od, the worker-client contact frequency 
higher. 0 a con acts of 13 per case work out to 2.23 per week or 

In addition to these 0 t t h 
1 d cfn ac s, seIter care was provided for 18% of c ose case group. Re erral d 

34 closed cases a S were rna e to other agencies for eight 
(24~) as follows: 

North Central Mental Health 
Big Brother 
Friends in Action 
Mental Health (unspecified) 
Fecs 

1 
2 
1 
3 
1 

the 
of the 

Another view of services provided can be ' 
outcome of referrals to the Un 1 Y obtaloned by an analysis of the 
received in March and April 19~~ YthOU;h Pro~ect., Of 530 referrals 

, e ollowl.ng d~spositions occurred: 
Opened for service 
Information and referral 
Information only 
Counseling and referral 
Information, services declined 
Counseling, services declined 
Already FCCS case 
Inappropriate referral 

(delinquent) referre~ 

30.0% 
5.3% 
6.6% 
7.8% 
8.3% 

27.5% 
13.0% 

1.5% 

This data indicates that 13% were alre d 
were opened for service This may FCCS cases and another 30% 

. eans that 43% of th 
were or became FCCS service responsib'l't' e referrals already 
received by the Unruly Youth Pr' t lo l. loes. Only 67 or 13% of cases 

, o]ec were referred t th agenCl.es. If this condition cont' ,0 0 er community 
substantial increase to its ll.nues, ~CCS wloll rapidly acquire a 

, t d regu ar servloce workl d 
po~n ata is not available to tell h oa , although at this 
or case th t ow many of these ' , s a would have been received und d' are addl.tloonal cases 
previously. er l.fferent referral· methods 

Thes~ figures show a "service declined" rat 
serVl.ce declination are not k e of 36%. The reasons for 

nown. However, th' loS group should be given 
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further examination. It is possible that a large number ,of referrals were 
inappropriate (did not need service, were referred to the wrong place, etc.) 
or the agency was not able to demonstx'ate to the clients that it could 
provide a needed service. It may be primarily a definitional problem, 
since an examination of the small group of closed cases (34 cases) indicates 
that two-thirds were closed because "the situation no longer required 
services." Obviously the terms "declined service" and "situation no 
longer required service" are conflicting and either should be re-defined 
or explaim~d. 

A look at t:he 280 cases opened for service between January and the end of 
April, 1975 shows that services were provided by FCCS program units as 
follo\'IS: 

By Crisis Intervention Unit only 
By 90-d.ay Support unit only 
By Crisis Inte~jntion Unit and 

90-day Suppor~ Unit 
By District offices only 
By Crisis Intervention Unit and 

Distri.ct offices 
By 90-da.y Support unit and District 

28.3% 
53.3% 

10.9% 
3.6% 

3.3% 
0.8% 

This means that the three service units were solely responsible for services 
on opened cases as follows: 

Crisis Intervention Unit 
90-day Support unit 
District offices 

28.3% 
53.3% 

3.6% 

Where services were provided by one or more units, they provided services 
as follows: 

Crisis Intervention Unit 
gO-day Support Unit 
District offices 

42.5% 
65.0% 

3.6% 

Still another look at the providers of service on closed cases gives 
the following picture: 

Serviced by one unit 0nly 
Serviced by more than one unit 

85.0% 
15.0% 

It should be remembered that this data comes from cases opened and does not 
reflect handling of all cases closed at the point of intake (whether 
performed by the Crisis unit or other unit of FCCS). Therefore, this 
analysis of the 280 cases does not reflect the crisis intervention work 
on cases that did not result in the case being opened for continuing service. 
This large block of service was provided primarily by the Crisis Intervention
Unit . 

However, the data is significant in a number of ways: 

a. The Crisis Intervention Unit is involved in providing service 
in a significant proportion (42.5%) of the cases opened for service. 
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b. Up to this point, District offices are involved in a very small 
proportion of cases (7.7%). 

c. The 90-day Support Units are carrying responsibility for service 
on 65% of the cases--53% as sole responsibility a:Eter intake and 
another 12% where service j.s also provided by another unit of FCCS. 

d. Only 13% of the cases were referred to conununity agencies (67 
of the 530 cases received by the Project in March"April, 1975). 
This can be contrasted with the 28% opened for service by FCCS 
itself (280 cases opened of 1,000 referrals during the January
April, 1975 period). 

C. 90-DAY SUPPORT UNITS 1/ 

1. Purpose and Location. 

As i~dicated earlier, the pu.rpose of the 90-day Support units is to provide 
serv~ce for those unruly youth (or their parents) needing help of a non-crisis 
n~t~e, or,who have received crisis service and request service beyond the 30-day 
l~nu·t prov~ded by the Crisis Intervention Unit. 

Two of the three Support Units are located at 198 South High Street, adjacent to 
the Crisis Intervention Unit. The third is a few blocks away. This means that 
al,L Support Units are located in the central downtown area close to the Crisis 
In~er.vention Unit, but quite removed from other FCCS staff'u.nits or from the 
cl~ent popUlation who live in different areas of the city of Columbus or Franklin 
County. 

2. Staffing. 

Th~ St11?port Units operate from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., and when fully staffed, each 
un~tw~ll hav~ a cas~work,s~pervisor and four caseworkers (having different 
grad7s depend~n~ upon tra~n~ng and experience). In addition, there will be one 
serv~c~ techn~c~an (two years of college or associate degree), and possibly a 
case a~de,who will be a high school graduate. This will provide each unit with 
staff hav~ng a spre~d of training and experience. 

A standard o~ 20 c~ses ,per worker is being used. Some workers have reached or 
are approach~ng th~s st,:md~rd. Newer workers carry conSiderably less. The 
stand~d of 2? should perm~t rather intensive service. However, because of the 
chang~ng,and ~ncreasing caseload a~d the short period of operation, the ade ~c 
o~ staff~ng for the present or proJected workload cannot be evaluated at .th~ y 
t~e. Als~, the lack of definitive material about the role or tasks of the 
Support Un~t worker (therapist, service broker, systems change agent, etc.) 

1/ The JHA consultants feel that due to the short period of Support Unit 
oper~ti~n, the absence of writ~en policy and procedures, and the limited 
stat~st~cal data on Support Un~t services only a lim't d - 1 ' 
Supp rt U 't ' 1 e eva uat~on of the 

. 0 ,n~ program was possible. The materia.l in this section of the 
r~p?rt ~s ba~ed,upon discussions with Support Unit and Central Office staff 
l~~ted stat~st~cal data and the consultants' general b t' ' 
professional judgement. 0 serva ~ons and 
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precludes any analysis of worker functioning in terms of time requirements -- the 
essential ingredient in determining caseload standards. 

3. Intake and Case Assignment. 

Inta~e ~or the Support Units is provi~e~ b~ the Crisis Intervention Unit. T~e 
stat~st~cal sununary of May 21, 1975 ~nd~cates that for the four-month per~od 
of January-April, 1975, about 280 cases were opened for service. As indicated 
earlier, the Support Unit itself provided the service after case opening I,n 53%, 
of these cases, and provided service in addition to that provided by another un~t 
of the Project or FCCS in another 12%. 

It was reported that in about 50% of the cases, the intake screening was nominal, 
with the complainant being referred directly to the Support Unit via telephone 
without a personal interview by the Crisis Intervention Unit worker. This 
procedure was justified on the basis that the Crisis unit staff had the ability 
to determine the need for support services without a personal interview. JHA feels 
that some cases certainly can be screened by telephone, and that if so, it saves 
both client and agency time. However, it appears questionable that as high as 
half of the intake of the Support Units -- whose function it is to provide 
on-going services -- should be decided on the basis of telephone conversations. 
This practice may be contributing to the high "declined service" rate mentioned 
earlier in this report. 

Case assignments to Support unit workers are not made on a geographical basis. 
This means that a worker may have to make a call at one end of the county one 
day and the other end the next day. Such a plan has a number of important 
disadvantages: (1) It does not permit efficient use of worker's time and involves 
unnecessary travel costs, (2) It hinders the worker's ability to become knowledgeable 
about local community resources and (3) It requires conununity agencies to relate 
to an unnecessarily large number of Project representatives. Support Units and 
worker assignments should be planned on a geographic basis. 

Conversations by JHA consultants and observations suggest that procedures and 
practices are quite unclear, diverse and at times "loose," Le., lack uniformity. 
Some of this appears to occur as a result of the lack of written criteria or 
procedures for intake or for referral between the Crisis unit and the Support units 
or other FCCS units or between Project units and outsile agencies. Some of the 
previously prepared material (e.g., Statement of January 9, 1975) is outdated, 
being based on circumstances that no longer exist, or conditions that do not 
exist yet, (e.g., contracts for services). Also, some of the material, when in 
written form, is not sufficiently specific to give needed guidance to staff. 

The lack of written guidelines not only requires an undue amount of supervisory 
time, bu~ may reflect a lack of decision about a number of important issues such 
as referral policies, service methods, contracting for services, etc. For both 
these reasons, policies governing all important aspects of the program and the 
procedures necessary for implementation of those policies should be reduced to 
writing. This should be. given high priority. 

1/ Material furnished to JHA by Dwight Ely. 
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4. Program Needs. 

A n~ber of program needs were expressed by Project staff. Most felt th t 
var~ety of placement facilities was a paramount need. Temporary shelte a a 
longer term resident' l ' r care and 
fro th' ~~ care, part~cularly group homes, were mentioned by staff 

m e~r case exper~ence. 

Some staff feel that h' 
d 1 a compre ens~ve program of community servcies must be 

eve oped. The number of' , 
mentioned included mental ~~:~~~es us~d by t~e un~t is presently limited. Those 
services of ,serv~ces, B~g Brother, Friends in Action and 
out earlier o~~~; ~~~so~n~~s infaddition to the Unruly Youth Project. As pointed 
referrals t~ communi~y agene,re e~~als ~o the Unruly Youth Project resulted in 
full half were made to ment~~e~ °lt~r t a~ FCCS. ?f the 67 referrals made, a 
referrals made were ,ea serv~ce agenc1es. Another 28% of the 
used very to FCCS.~tself, so actually other community agencies are b ' 

little by the ProJect to date. e1ng 

The reason for limit d f 
known whether it' be re erral practices is not definitely known It is not, 

~s ecause staff believe the' ,. . 
agencies are not needed or ar ' serv~ces prov1ded by community 
staff perception that it is t~e1n;f~:~priate or,u~a~ailable. It may result from 
needed services -_ rather th Pk' Y respons1b1l1ty of the Project to provide 
feel that traditional agenci:: ~~ ~~; referrals: It may also be because staff 
to serve this group of youth t' have the ~nterest or the staff capability 
of these appeared to exist. -- par 1cularly on a crisis basis. Some signs of all 

Referral practices and se . , 
to~ether by the Project b~~~c;o~e~~: ~e~~~~~-dependent. They should be examined 
cl~ents and for the broader purpose of ~ ,purpose of serving individual 
system of services for unruly youth deve~op1ng.a comprehensive, coordinated 

as specified ~n the funding proposal. 

Sta~f also voiced a need for legal assistance i 
ProJ~ct~ They reported being told that the Le n th~ day-to-day operation of the 
but ~t ~s not being furnished JHA d gal A~d Program should provide this 
f ' • oes not beli th' , unct10n for a Legal Aid Program . eve 1S to be an appropriate 
both clients and the agency The'ps~~ce Legal Aid should not be representing 
d . rOJect co'hould h 
ay-~o-day advice on legal issues involved ~in av~ leg~l services to provide 

provlde assistance in developing forms ne ,ca~e sltuat~ons as well as to 
the agency in court, if need be. ' got~atlng contracts: and to represent 

Temporary shelter care contracts hav . 
until a greater need is demo t t e Just been consummated and should suffice 

t d ns ra ed. Other need d 
ga e and documented. As quickly . ' e resources should be investi-
found it cannot be met by existin as:? ~erv~ce need is demonstrated and it is 
devel d . g serVlces contra t f . ope w~th cooperating community" c s or service should be 
be v1ewed as important a staff duty a:g:ncl~s. Re~ource need identification should 

erv~ce del1very. 

The Project should give high priority to th d 
and procedures for operation of the S . e ~velopment of written policies 
~here in this report for other aspect~p;~r~r~~lts, as ha~ been suggested else-
lffipedes the work of Project staff d J~ct operat10n. Failure to do this 

an cooperat1ng community agencies. 
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D. PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. Individual Case Responsibility. 

There appears to be ample evidence to show that ·the Unruly Project as presently 
operating is not accepting continuing responsibility or accountability for 
individual youth who referred as unruly p.nd in need of service. This can be 
documented in a number of ways: 

a. Disposition of referrals for March and April show that about 36% 
declined service. We can assume most of these cases needed service 
or care since the offer was made and declined. 

These figures reflect a philosophy brought out during interviews 
with staff, i.e., that this is a voluntary s~rvice and the client 
is free to decline or a,ccept services. Obviously, the service 
is voluntary on the part of the client and a consent for service 
or care is necessary. 

This does not mean that the servic; should be voluntary on the 
part of the Project, permitting it to close the case in spite of an 
obvious need for service. In such situations, the Project should be 
responsible for bringing the matter before the Court in order to secure 
the necessary authority to provi.de service or care if the' youth's 
protection is involved ~ During -the two-month period of March and 
April, 1975 not a single referral was disposed of by filing a petition 
in court, although in 190 cases during this period service was declined 
by the client. 

This general attitude was reflected in interviews with staff. Some 
workers reported closing the case when no agreement was reached, 
even though they had grounds to believe there was a serious need for 
service. Under such a philosophy, referrals to the Project by the police 
for the youth's protection can be an exercise in fu'tili ty. The Proj ect 
should take a more assertive stance. 

b. A very high proportion of case contacts are held in Project offices 
located in the downtown area. In discussing decentralization and the 
distances involved in client travel, JHA raised the question as to whether 
this created problems for the family. Staff expressed the opinion that 
in such situations if the parent were really interested in service, 
they would come to the office despite the distances and time involved. 
wrLen they did not come, the case was presumably closed on the basis of a 
lack of interest in the Project service by the parents -- although 'this 
lack of interest might well be at the root of the youth's problem. 
Staff did indicate that in extremely serious si-tuations, such as incest, 
court action would be sought. However, the Project stance generally 
appear to be extremely "laissez-faire" witl. respect to most case 
situations -- including many where a more forceful and continuing 
sense of responsibility is warranted. 

c. The Service Request form used by the Project clearly indicates by its 
wording that there is no duty to follow through on the part of the agency 
if the child refuses to cooperate. (This form, incidentally, is overly 
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rigid, approaching tho; form and tone of a contract. It is an FCCS 
form not adapted to the Project. .Legal assistance should be sought to 
help d€Velo~ a consent to service or care form, which also includes 
release of ~nformation provision -- when there is assurance that rec~rds 
and statements to staff are adequately protected, which is not th 
case at the present time). e 

Referrals are made by phone, r~th th ' , ~ er an ~n wr~ting and no verification 
of acceptance is made and no f 11 ' f o ow-up ~n ormation is expected or sought. 

Referrals are sometimes made on the basis of the major problem 
ad~ressing other important aspects of the case. 'Fo!-' without 
m b ~ example, if the 
a~or pro lem in the family appears to be alcoholism of a parent 

~~o:~~a~ m:~ be m~de to an agency serving alcoholics and the cas~ is 
behaviorYor ~h:r~Jedc~t~ven though the case was referred because of the 

on ~ ~on of the unruly child. 

~~~l!~=day service cas~ c?ncept is also indicative of a lack of Pro'ect 
90-d thr?ugh or cont~~u~ng case responsibility. At the end of th~ 
serv~;e~e~~~~s=h: ~:;:r~:lc~~:ed regardl~ss of the need for further 
of the staff to the 90-da l' ,~~~ poss~ble. ~The reaction of most 
defended it on the basis ~h ~7ta ~on was negat~ve, although some 
clients to resolve prOblems~) ~ put pressure on both workers and 

These points should not be inter reted . " 
of concern for clien~s On th P as cr~t~cal of staff because of their lack 
empathy for them and~w~re energee~?ntradry, staff showed concern for clients, 
H ' ~c an eager to learn and d d ' owever, th~s major aspect of th P , 0 a goo Job. 
referral -- needs to be r d ' e

d 
rOJect -- case responsibility after receipt 

f e es~gne. If the ProJ' ect ' , f of 
e fective system for delivery of' ~s ~n 'act to become an 
J ' serv~ce as an alternat' t h uven~le Justice System method of h dl' . ~ve 0 t e traditional 
m " an ~ng unruly youth am' ore cont~nu~ng type of responsib'l't ' ,ore assert~ve and 

I' 1 .. ~ Y w~ll have ·to be w k d ' , po ~cy and procedures and implemented. or e ~nto ProJect 

2. Overall Project Assessment. 

Franklin County Children's Service can 'us' , , 
of achievements during the short l'f ~ t~f~ably po~nt with pride to a number 

During the past year the following has been a~c~m;li=~:d~nrulY Youth Project. 

l. Establishment of the Unruly Youth Pro' , 
and equipment ~or the 30 day C ,. Ject and prov~ded staff, offices 

- r~s~s Inte v t' , 90-day Support Units. r en ~on Un~t and three 

2 . Service was provided for about 1 000 f 
months of Project operation (Jan~arY_~;r~~rals during the first four 
by the present time. ' 1975) and considerably more 

3. During the first four months 
for continuing service. f FCCS accepted 159 new unruly youth cases 

4.\ In partnership with the Franklin C t 
resp 'hI f oun Y Court of Common Pleas was 

ons~ e or implementing a system whereby unr' 1 
are handled by the court or detained. u y youth no longer 
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a. In the first four months of Project operation, referrals were 
accepted from law enforcement agencies direct to the Project in 
over 500 cases • 

b. An additional 260 or so cases during this period were referred 
directly to the Project by the juvenile court. 

c. The policy with respect to detention of unruly youth has been 
completely changed. 

(1) During past years the number of unruly youth held in the detention 
home was in the 2,000 per year range, comprising about half 
of the detentions. By the beginning of May, 1975 the number 
was reduced to a daily average of 18 and by the end of the 
same month, to 5. 

(2) As of July 1, 1975 the court will no longer permit detention of 
unruly youth in the detention home. 

5. Designed and began operation of a data collection and evaluation system 
which has promise of providing much needed data about unruly youth, 
service needs, what services are provided, and the outcome of services 
given. 

The Unruly Youth Project represents a major advance in FCCS acceptance of 
responsibility for services for unruly youth. These youth cons·titute a sizeable 
group and have many and diverse service needs. As such, this represents a major 
commitment on the part of FCCS, even though the responsibility is to be shared 
with community agencies. FCCS deserves commendation and corr®unity support for its 
efforts . 

However, the first six months or the Project have not been without major problems. 
Some are similar to those experienced by most "demonstration" or new programs that 
are initiated within a larger, "parent" organization such as FCCS with its wider 
responsibilities~ Decisions and their implementation often take longer than 
desirable, often because of their possible implications for the whole agency. 
Responsibility and accountability are often less clear because of the necessity to 
"clear" with superiors or work with other program heads or central service 
personnel. 

It is difficult to assess how much the proble~s are the result of these conditions 
and how much of other factors such as leadership, the complexity of the task, etc. 
However, it should be noted that several major p:r:oblems have exist~d throughout 
the first six months of program implementation -- problems which still exist and 
need immediate attention. These include: 

1. Lack of clearly stated, written policies and procedur.es for operation 
of the project. 

a. Staff are often required to operate on the basis of tmwritten 
policies and procedures and rely upon word-of-mouth direction from~ 
supervisory staff. This is particularly critical since new 
supervisory staff will be added (Supervisor of Decentralized Intake, 
and a replacement for the current case manager/supervisor of the 
Crisis Unit who wHI be on a leave of absence). Also, the original 
Director of the Un:culy Project is leaving the Project. 



8.20 

b. Agencies (law enforcement, schools, social agencies) have indicated 
to JHA staff their confusion and frustration about Unruly Youth 
Project policies and procedures on a range of matters including 
intake criteria, service methods, and FCCS intent about providing 
or contracting for services. 

2. There has been a substantial lack in early and effective communication 
and planning with community agencies, with the following results: 

3. 

a. Community agencies interviewed by JHA showed a general lack 
of information about or contact with the Unruly Youth Project. 

b. Progress has been slow in meeting certain Project objectives: 

(I) Assessment of service need and agency capability. 
(2) Agency interest in developing services. 
(3) Coordination of various available services into a community 

service system. 

c. During the first six months of Project operation, use of agency 
services, either by referral or contracting for service by the 
Project, has been minimal. 

d. Some community agency personnel have expressed doubts about FCCS 
intentions or adequacy in developing a community program of services 
for unruly youth. They have raised ~~estions about: 

(I) Whether FCCS will in fact involve community agencies or 
will plan unilaterally for these services. 

(2) Whether FCCS will in fact contract for services or will 
continue to retain service funds within its o,~ agency. 

(3) Whether FCCS units (other than the Unruly Project staff) will 
be sufficiently supportive of, and cooperative with, the 
Project to insure continuation of the Project. 

(4) Whether Unruly Youth Project methods of counseling 
adequate -- or whether staff will not have to move 
and different approaches than the more traditional 
now being used. 

will be 
into new 
apprQaches 

~he Project , appears to have drifted from the objectives specified 
~n the funchng proposal. The main thrust of the proposal was toward 
~evelop~ent of,a community system of services for unruly youth. It 
~s the ~mpress~on of the John Howard Association that the major effort 
up to the present has been to establish a system of " d 

' f cr~s~s an support 
serv~ces ~r unruly youth within the Franklin County Children's Service. 
The expend~ture of funds to date, the establishment of th " d 
suppo t 't 'th' e cr~s~s an , r un~ s w~ ~n FCCS, and the tardiness in dev~l ' 
f· h f ' e op~ng any contracts ox purc ase 0 serv~ce support this impression by Ja~. 

As ~s evident by the foregoing material, JHA believes that FCCS has 
of xmportant advances toward the Project's original ob]' t' b made a number 
aspe t f th ec ~ves, ut that some c s 0 e program need re-affirmation and re-direction Th f 11 ' 

. e 0 ow~ng 
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recommendations are based on JHA's belief that the objectives specified in the 
original proposals made to the COlUiubus-Franklin County Criminal Justice Coordina
ting Council by FCCS are worthwhile and that the methods specified for meeting 
those objectives are valid. Other recommendations which also directly affect 
the operation of the Project are contained in other chapters of this report. 

E. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Franklin County Children's Service should develop clearly stated written 
policies 'for guidance of the Unnlly Youth Project. These policies should 

2. 

3. 

be consistent with, and further the achievement of, the objectives specified 
for the Project in the LEAA funding proposal for the period July 1975-June 1976. 
The key objectives specified in the proposal were: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

"To subordinate and coordinate the various available services 
to unruly youth into a community service system." 

"To expand existing services and to identify and develop needed 
new services to enhance the community service system." 

"To reach youth at crisis points and before becoming involved with 
the Juvenile Justice System." 

The Project operation during the first six months has been primarily that 
of providing direct service, with relatively little emphasis (or visible 
activity) on developing a communitz service system or identifying and developing 
needed new services. 

The Project staff (assisted by such Central Office staff as needed) . 
should re-design the Unruly Youth Project program in such a way as to 
establish and continue the methods specified in the funding proposal for 
meeting the objectives in the proposal. These methods, which have for the 
most part not yet been implemented~ include: 

a. 

b. 

c • 

d. 

Establishment of a coordination unit, with formal community input 
from an Advisory Board • 

Decentralization of intake services, with 24-hour capability. (Now in 
operation, but all under FCCS administration and therefore inconsistent 
with first objective specified in the p'roposal.~ 

Contract with appropriate existing community-based agencies for services. 

Levelopment of needed community services not currently available in a 
high or potentially high delinquency area. 

Implementation of these methods will require a re-'structuring of Project 
activities, a re-alignment and re-allocation of staff time, and a re-dixection 
of Project financial resources • 

The development of written policies by FCCS as specified in Recommendation #1 
and the re-design of the program as specified in Recommendation #2 should take 
place with maximum community agency input. 

~l~I-= __ ~~~_~ .. _, __ < __________ • ____ ~=,,==~~~ __________________________ ___ 
_ ~ -~'-7?'" 

'~ 

I 
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a. Community agencies should be involved in both the policy and technicall 
operational aspect of program design. 

b. If the unruly youth service program is to be community based, community 
agencies will need more than just an advisory role. They should be given 
(and should exercise) certain decision-making power concerning the design 
of the program and their participation in it. 

4. The Unruly Youth Project should take steps to increase the proportion of 
referrals that come from sources other than the juvenile justice system 
(police an~ court). 

5. 

6. 

a. The Project should direct its attention to increasing its visibility in 
areas of high need and greatest potential for drawing clients. 

b. 

c. 

(1) Selective use should be made of the mass media, directed toward 
both youth and parents. 

(2) Special attention should be directed toward using the various informal 
youth communication systems, such a.s those in the schools and those 
centered around various youth agencies such as Huckleberry House. 

,~ 

E~tablished youth-serving agencies, particularly those with best rapport 
wl.th youth, should be sou.ght out for their help in getting referrals both 
through interpreting the Project and in making direct referrals to it. 

Some intake for unruly youth services should be contracted to selected 
community agencies rather than having it all attached to FCCS. 

The Project should take action to increase the number and the proportion of 
cases referred to community agencies for service. This action should include: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Better identification of actual and potential providers of service in the 
community. 

(1.) 

(2) 

This will require an ongoing allotment f t ff o s a time to gather, assess 
and up-date resource information. 

This information will have to be systematized and imparted 
to staff of both the Project and community agencies on a 
regular basis. 

Administrative policy by FCeS that community agency services will be 
utilized wJ:lenever possible. 

Proj 7ct resources directed toward stimulation of development of community 
servl.ces fOl\: unruly youth, including allocat;on f f 

... 0 unds for "start-up" costs and fc)r direct purchase of services. 

Project policy shou~d ~e.changed to include a more affirmative and continuing 
responsibility f(')r mdl.vl.dual cases. This should be carried ou·t through the 
following: 
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a. While maintaining the voluntary nature of the Project service offerings 
as much as possible, take an assertive stance in offering and interpreting 
the need for service and \.,hat the service has to offer • 

b. Take assertive action on individual cases so as to make services 
visible to clients. 

c. Request formal, authoritative action by the court when necessary to protect 
individual youth. 

d. Make the referral process to agencies more structured and definite and 
follow-up to see whether referrals are accepted and continUed. 

Because of its negative connotations to both youth and the community, the 
term "unruly" should be removed in all references to the Project, including its 
name. A more "neutral" name should be adopted for the Project and its 
operating units. 

a. The word "unruly" has negative connotations, implying fault on the part 
of the youth, and as such works against the objectives of the Project. 

b. The range of behaviors now included in the concept "unruly" include 
causation beyond the control of the youth and therefore the term 
is not properly descriptive of the problem or the service. ' 

The Project should examine the group of cases classified as "services 
declined." This group represents more than one-third of the referrals. Case 
reviews and client follow-up should be conducted to determine what proportions 
constitute inappropriate referrals to the Project, which cases were satisfactorily 
serviced, and which cases declined sexvice because the agency was not able to 
demonstrate the validity of the service it offered. 

The "Disposition of Referrals" categories and the "Reason for Closing Cases" 
categories should be examined further and re-defined so the data can be compared 
and so the categories are mutually exclusive. 

Clearly stated, written policies and procedures should be developed for operation 
of the Project, inclUding: 

The Crisis Intervention Unit 
The 90-Day Support units 
FCCS District Offices 
Relationships with Community Agencies, including referrals, 

joint planning and purchase of services 

These policies and procedures should be disseminated to Project staff and to 
community agencies. 

Adequate provision should be made for shelter care for those youth ne~ding 
it. Currently, the extent of shelter care need is not known. The Project 
should determine this need by a careful individual case analysis, based on 
clear, written criteria for the use of shelter care for unruly youth. 
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Needed shelter care should be provided through purchase of care from commu 't 
agencies, ,but if community agencies do not make emergency shelter care forn~~l 
youth ava~lable of reasonable quality and cost. FeeS should establish 't Y 
own shelter facilities for unruly youth. ~ s 

The Unruly Youth Proj ect should take affirmative steps to avoid the o.ver-use 
of emergency shelter care. These steps should include: 

a. Develop sound criteria for the use of cr4 s 4 s sh~lter 
th ... ... ~ care and reduce em to writing. 

b. !~a~nt~roject ~taff in the application of these criteria, but recognize 
a ,e most 1mportant determinant in the use of emergency shelt 

c. 

d. 

:~~:r~~!~v~et~t~!~s~:i!~~it~~ ~!!:rp~~~~~~~~ and his parents a r:~sonable 
Provide sufficient t ff 

s a, s,upervision, including case reviews in shelter care decisions and per d 
use. ~o ~c retrospective case analyses of shelter care 

Administratively, FeCS should accept the fact that just b ' 
contracted for a certain numb f ecause ~t has 
have to be kept full. Genera~re~ e:~:lter ~are beds, these beds do not 
detention or shelter care) sho P'd nce,w~~h emergency care (whether 
periods of need, with variat' ws w~ e v~r~at~ons between low and high 
monthly basis. The differen~~n~e~~~:ar~ng on a ~aily as well as 
be expected to be as much as 100%. n low and h~gh occupancy rates can 

Adequate physical facilities and e ' 
should be provided for all qu~pment, consistent with Project objectives, 

a. 
components of the Unruly Youth Project. 

Space, with privacy, should be rovid ' 
individual and group interviewi~g t ~d ~or,a var~ety of uses, including 
conferences. Space for these f 't,e ep on~ng, dictation, and supervisory 
, h unc ~ons should be pI d ~n suc a way as to allow Project t'" anne and allocated 
distractions and interruptions. ac ~v~t~es to be carried out without 

b. The size, location and nature of P " '" 
consistent with Project obJ'e t' rOJec~ fac~l~t~es should be 

c ~ves. Th~s means: 

(1) Maximum decentralization of facilities ' , 
to match the objective of d t ' ~ous~ng d~rect service staff 

(2) 

(3 ) 

intake and support serv.ice ~cen ral~zat~on of services (both s, . 

P:oject physical facility needs should ' 
w~th the objective of using ex' t' rema~n modest in keeping 
development of new services un~:r~~~~~~~yn~ty services or encouraging 

agency auspices. 
Centralization of facilities f t f 
functions or who need to be h or s a f performing centralized 
St ff" Oused together f 

a space assignments should be made or r~as0ns of efficiency. 
are expected to perform not th ~n the bas~s of how staff 
identification. ,on e bas~s of administrative unit 
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c. The character and quality of the facilities and equipment provided 
should be comparable to those generally provided for public facilities 
in the community -- but allow for sufficient differences (sizes of 
units, style of furnishing and decoration, locations) to serve Project 
objectives. 

d. Project facilities and equipment should permit and promote a high degree 
of worker mobility in meeting client service needs and in \-1orking with 
the community to develop and maintain resources. 

e. Facility and equipment needs should be planned sufficiently in advance 
of expected program implementation and acquisition e.'{pedited so that 
program operations are not handicapped by inadequate or tardy physical 
facili'ties and equipment. 

A more formalized and regular orientation and staff training program should be 
developed and implemented. 

a. The program should be used (as appropriate) both for Project staff and 
for members of community agencies that are participating in Project 
services. 

b. The training program should include cr~s~s counseling methods and knowledge 
about how to assess service needs and utilize community res'ources. 

c. Staff should be given training in the importance of and techniques of 
data collection. 

d. Both planning and implementation of the training program should include 
Project and agency direct service workers. 

Caseload standards and caseload assignment for both cr~s~s and support unit 
staff need attention. The standards should allow for assignment of work units 
on a multi-method approach, not merely on the basis of· the traditional 
one-to-one counseling task assignment. 

Administrative attention should be directed toward improvement of communica
tion, cooperation and coordination between the Project and other units within 
Fees. Case responsibility, case transfers, out-of-home placements, licensing 
are a few of the inter-program issues needing attention. 

I 

.I 
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CHAPTER 9 

SYSTEM DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The ~ystem for dev.eloping and operating services 
term~ned by the objectives of the program for unruly youth should be de

These three key objectives were specified in the funding proposal to CFCCJCC: • 

1. 

2. 

3. 

To su~rdinate and coordinate the various ' 
youth ~nto a community service system. serv~ces available to unruly 

To e~pand existing services and to identify and develop needed new 
serv~ces to enhance the community service system. 

To reach youth at crisis points and before becoming , 
the Juvenile Justice System. ~nvolved with 

The proposal specified three maJ'or methods 
for achieving those objectives: 

1. Establishment of d' a coor ~nation unit, with formal commu 't ~nput from an Advisory Board. n~ y ~ 

2. Decentralization of intake ' 
serv~ces, with 24-hour capability. 

Contract with appropriate existing communit ' 
and development of needed comm 't ,y based agenc~es for services 
in a high or potentially high dunl~'Y serv~ces not cUrrently available 

e ~quency area. 

3. 

While methods #2 and #3 above are 
the specified objectives method #~e~essary and can contribute toward achieving 
meeting the proaram's obJ~ect' ~s not suitable for the tasks involved in 

f h J ~ves. This opinion c b d 
o t eory and principle, as well f an e emonstrated both in terms 

as rom Unruly Youth Project experience to date. 
Establishment of a coordination unit b F . 
supplemented by an advisory boa~d ' ~ rankl~n County Children's Services 

ff' , " , ~s ~nadequate i th ' , 
~u ~c~ent degree or the right typo e f ' n at ~t does not provide a 
~t put '1 0 ~nvolvement by ag , , . ~ a ~~ng e agency (FCCS) in too domi enc~es ~n the community, 
part~c~pat~on, and it does not pr 'd nant a role to encourage other 
typ f I ' ov~ e enough mechan' f agency 

es 0 p ann~ng, development and ~' " ~sms or the various levels and 
~erv~ce adm~n~stration required. 

As ind~cated in Chapter 8, to date the Pro'ect ' 
commun~ty agencies, with the exception of ~ fa has ~nvolved m~n~al interaction with 
(la~ enforcement, the juvenile Court et) w necessary operating relationships 
soc~al agency involvement in Plannin~, a~d t ~here ~as been very little community 
contract~ for service by co~nunity age ' 0 atel:ttle partnership with or 
brought ~nto planning for unruly YOuthnc~es= Commun~ty agencies have yet to be 
struct~re to date (with the exception o;erv~ces by FCCS. Also, the service 
esta,bl~shed within FCCS shelter care) has been conf~ned t ' 

• • 0 serv~ces 

Fra~lin County Children's Service has stat ' , 
serv~~e system involving all community a en~~ ~t w~s~es to'develop a community 
coord~nated fashion. Ways must be foundgt ~es serv~ng these youth, working in a 

o evelop and maint~~n th t 
Ci.. a system. 
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Planning and service delivery are on-going functions and means must be found to 
provide a continuing interface between them. The John Howard Association believes 
that the present organizational structure being used for development of the 
system (i.e., the coordination'unit with an advisory board) is not suitable or 
adequate for that task or for operating the system, once established. It should 
be changed to provide for different mechanisms that can involve different sets 
of relationships than now exist. The remainder of this Chapter is devoted to 
a discussion of those mechanisms and relationships. 

B. DEVELOPING THE COMMUNITY SERVICE SYSTEM 

Services needed by unruly you'th are provided by numerous public and private 
agencies with different sources of funds, different governing bodies and 
different perspectives and objectives. If these services are to be transformed 
into a community service system ways must be found to bring about the necessary 
common perspective and direction. Yet no organizational entity in the community, 
either public or private, has the power to require or force the subordination or 
coordination of individual agenGY services. 

However, much can be done through consensual subordination and coordination. 
This requires general agreement about service needs and priorities and a 
recognition that client needs (and. agency self-interests) can be served through 
a cooperative and mutually supportive system -- rather than the independent 
service system now in existence. 

The first requirement, therefore, is some means for involving community agencies 
in the design and operation of the system. This, in turn, requires agency 
~nvolvement in several processes: 

1. Identification of client need. 

2. Identification of available services. 

3. Identification of unmet needs. 

4. Establishing service priorities. 

5. Obtaining and allocating resources. 

6. Developing policies and procedures for agency and inter-agency 
operations. 

7. Serving as service providers. 

8. Monitoring system operation. 

9. Evaluating service and system outcome. 

The extent agencies are satisfactorily involved in these processes will determine 
their willingness to subordinate and coordinate their individual agency service 
for the 'benefit of the total client group and the community. 

These processes clearly indicate that involvement must be more than the traditional 
"advisory" function carried out by groups appointed for general advisory purposes. 
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Clearly, these processes require not only policy decision participation b 
cooperating agencies, but day-to-day work and decision-making a,bout a hOS~ of 
tasks which are reflected in these processes. 

The tasks involved in the processes also indicate that various levels of I' 
_ag~ncy and c~mmunity participati~n are required. For example, identifica~i~:n~f 
cl~ent need ~nvolves not only cl~ents and agency workers, but requires assi 
fro~ research specialists and from individuals outside the service system i~ta~~e 
~u~ ~s law enforc~ent, etc. who have access to client groups needing servi~:s 

u W 0 are not com~ng to the attention of existing service providers. 

Ot~er processes are more heavily of an "in-house" nature ie' l' 
prxmarily (but not l' 1 ' "1 ~nvo v~ng 

, exc Us~ve y) the service providers. Membership on the g 
~arry~ng out these processes would be somewhat different Some p roup 
~nvolving majo l' , , • rocesses 
representationrb~ot~~~ed:~~S~~~: ~~ commitment of agency re~o~rces requi;e 
which may t h power to make these dec~s~ons -- decisions 

no or per aps cannot be shared or delegated. 

Clearly, the tasks inherent in these r c 
involve too many agencies and ind' 'dP ~ esses are too numerous and complex and 
mechanism. Therefore multiple ~vh~ u~ s to be carried out by any single 
f d ' mec an~sms are required Howev oun to plan and coordinate the t' . er, means must be 
orderly progression toward ach' exec~ ~~n of , these ~rocesses so there is some 
will be chaos. ~evemen 0 ProJect obJectives. Otherwise, there 

These requirements (and others apparent 
necessary for designing and operating a 
need for the following mechanisms, 

from further examination of the tasks 
community service system) suggest the 

1. 

2. 

3. 

A POlicy-making group -- 'b 
respons~ Ie for general policy and operation 

Task force groups 

An inter-agency oper
ational group 

of the community service system for unruly 
youth. 

::~h re~ponsible for gathering information 

f tmhak~ng recommendations on specific aspects 
o e system. 

-- responsible for day-to-day operation of 'the 
~~~~r~ and for providing service under general 

~c~es set by the policy group. 

The implication of the creation of these mech ' 
development and operation of th ,an~sms would be clearly that 
be e commun~ty service sy t f 

a cooperative venture among a group f ,s em or unruly youth would 
representatives of clients and th 0 commun~ty agencies in partnership with 
d'ff e general community It· , , 
~ erent from the concept of h ' F • ~s s.~~gn~ficantly 

syst 'h av~g CCS develop and dm' , 
em w~t the cooperation and advice of c : a :.Iuster the service 

only the former will result in a sound tommun~ty a~enc~es. JHA believes that 
and community needs and fully invol' sys em ~f serv~ces, responsive to client 
and P 'd' v~ng commun~ty age' , 

rov~ 1.ng services. nc~e3 1.n planning, developing 
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1. The Policy-Making and Supervisory Group. (The Council) 

(a) Functions: 

The Council should have overall responsibility for development and operation of 
the unruly youth service system. In short, the Council should have ultimate 
responsibility for the nine processes outlined earlier. This means that the 
Council should set general policies and procedures, determine service needs and 
priorities and monitor the general operation of the system. It should also play 
an advisory role to individual agencies -- a recognition of the fact that it has 
no direct supervisory power over any individual agency. 

It should be emphasized that participation in the cOlmnunity service system (for 
unruly youth), either as a member of any of the groups or as a service provider 
is voluntary on the part of -the agency. Hpwever, this participation is also at 
the election of the community service system itself. Either the agency or the 
system may set limitations or conditions on that participation or elect not to 
participate. This freedom applies both to creation and maintenance of the system 
as well as to the provision of service. 

(b) Composition and Appointment: 

The Council should be large enough to be adequately representative of client, 
agency and general community interests. Its client membership should include 
both youth and adults. Agency composition should include (but not be confined to) 
agencies actively participating in providing service. Agency representation should 
be broader than just casework and child-care agencies. Community representation 
should include civic groups interested in serv~ce for unruly youth and organizations 
that are in contact with unruly youth and are not potential members of the community 
service system (such as law enforcement, juvenile court) . 

To meet requirements of sufficient representation and to provide erlough Council 
manpower for an adequate subconunittee structure, a Council of 21 members is 
suggested. There should be seven members each from the client, a:gency and 
community sectors. Terms of office should be for three years, with initial 
appointments for staggered terms of 1, 2, and 3 years. 

Agency representation should be determined by an election among those agencies 
wishing to participate from the group that indicated they hoW provide services 
for unruly youth (Table 3, Appendix). HO\\~7.!ver, one agency representativ~. 
position should be reserved for Franklin County Children's Servic€!s because of its 
centrality to the present and future service system. 

Community representation should be named by the Franklin County Commissioners, 
since implementation of the community service system is in effect a major social 
policy decision. Community representation should include individuals from 
organizations such as the juvenile court, law enforcement agencies and the public 
schools, but the majority of the community members shOUld not come from these 
sources. 

Client representation should be made by the Franklin County Commissioners from 
among nominations of actual clients of agencies providing services for unruly 
youth. Because the clear majority of individuals on the Council will be adults, 
the majority of client appointees should be youth • 
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Since the tasks of th C ' b e ou~c~l are many and complex, much of its work should 
s~o:~~omplish~d on the bas~s of work done by its subcommittees. The Council 
those o;S~~I~:~kafsubcommittee str~cture that includes subcommitt,ees parallel 
, orce groups. Th~s would simplify k' I to 
~nteraction between the task forces and the . , wor ~ng re ationships and Counc).1. 

The Council shOuld be provided certain staff C' e ' , 
but the main staff work to produce inf rm t' ~ rv~~es such as cler~cal assistance, 
come from the Tko a ~on or ollow-up for the Council should 
components of t~: s~:~~ ~~~~i~ ~~=e~h~ ~p~r:~ional G:ouP • Both these other two 
other and receive directi d ~~ 0 e Counc~l, as well as to each 

on an suggest~ons back from the Council. 

2. Task Groups. 

(a) Functions and Composition. 

The Task Groups shOUld each be responsible f . , 
making recommendations on spec;f' or gather~ng neoessary information and 

, ~ ~c aspects of the sy t Th 
respons~ble for working on both dIs em. ' ese groups would be 
of recommendations to the councile::do~~:n! and oper~tion of the system in terms 
Groups are suggested: gency Group. The. ~ollowing Task 

1. Identification of client needs, 
resources and Un1net needs. 

Recommendations for service priorit' d 
resources. ~es an the allocation of available 

2. 

3. Monitoring system operation 
and evaluating service and system outcomes. 

~embership,on Task Groups will come 
~nclud I heavily from part" , 
d d~ c ~ents and general members of the ,~c~pat~ng agencies, but shOUld 
,e~e~ ~ng upon the nature and stage _ commun~ty. Membership will vary 
~n~t~al t or tasks being perf d ' s ages of need and resour 'd ' orme. For example the 
different representation th - I ce ~ ent~fication can require more effort' and 
resource allocation involve

an ~ter updating. Or, service priority setting and 
evaluat';"'g th a d~fferently composed ~" e system. group than monitoring and 

Alth.ough there is n.o "natural" , , 
shoul'" b compos~t~on of each f h '- e manned by individuals suff' , ,0 t ese gr.oups, they 
or ~he ~r.oblems to make the necessar~c~entl~ co~nected to the pr.ogram components 
mot.tvat,l.On as well as q,ccess to info~~~~tr~but~ons. This inVOlves individual 
~~ould,be asked to provide staff members~~~ andkProcesses • Participating agencies 

em,tme to do this. Additional non-a wor on Task Groups and shOUld provide 
~ar~~~ular tasks should be invited. Th;:ncyhtask group members necessary for 
~nd~v~duals from various community g e s ould also include client members and 
task at hand roups that have a contribut'; t • ~on 0 make to the 

(1) Direction and Coordination. 

Obviously, task groups with chang' 
~!k:oni!~ring and coordination if~~~em~e~:h!~ ::d tasks wi~l require some degree 
betwe~h t~ ~on~ the Task Groups themselves throUghd~n~. Th~s ~oordination shOUld 

e as Groups and the Council a Jo~nt plann~ng as well as 
b~thl~he Council and the Agency Group is ~~th~ Agency Group. Since the work of 
S ou take the initiative to convene a d~,:>en ent upon the Task Groups, FCCS 

n g~.nerally monitor the functioning .of 
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the Task Groups to the extent of seeing that they are addressing the tasks 
specified for each Task Group and within the context and time frame necessary 
for the Council and Agency Group. This monitoring is not intended as supervision 
of content or substance, but rather supervision to see that there is orderly 
movement of the Task Groups and in a manner consistent with the needs of the 
Council and the Agency Group. 

3. Agency Group. 

(a) Functions and Composition. 

The Agency group consists of those agencies participating in the planning and 
delivery of services for unruly youth. Its collective or group responsibilities 
are to develop agency and inter-agency operational policies and procedures. 
Provision of service is an individual agency responsibility even though the nature 
and extent of th(· services are greatly influenced by other members of the Agency 
Group (as well as by the Council and the Task Forces). 

The Agency Group will consist of many sub-groups, both formal and informal, address
ing the many issues central to service development and provision of direct 
siervice as they affect their individual agencies. Individual agency members of 
cliifferent staff levels (Le., caseworker, supervisor, administrator) will 
participate! at various times, depending upon the nature of the task. Thus, the 
l~gency Group will function at both the formal and informal level. ' 

:[n essence, this group (at some times finite and formal and at other amorphous 
iIDd informal) carries the day-to-day planning and working relationships between 
Fgencies and. with clients that are involved in running a service program. 

'rhe Agency Group's responsibility, however, does not end with direct service 
functions. It also has responsibility for involvement ii71 change of social systems 
a,nd conditions causing or complicating problems of unruly youth. 

(b) Direction and Coordination. 

The Agency Group, like the Task Groups, vlill require considerable direction. and 
coordination if it is to design detailed policy and procedures and implement a 
complex set of services administered by a large group of essentially autonomous 
agencies. Much of the direction and coordination can be self-administered, 
particularly as common goals, objectives amd methods are developed. However, 
particularly in the initial stages, :Out to a considerable degree on an ongoing 
basis, there is a need for some entity to take responsibility for leadership 
and coordination of these complex efforts. 

since it is already so heavily involved in the planning to date and is the primary 
provider of services, the Franklin County Children's Service should assume this 
responsibility and provide staff time necessary for it. This does not mean 
"running" the Agency Group, since its tasks lUU.St be accomplished on a cooperative 
basis and within policies set by the Council. 

4. Relationship Between the Council, Task Groups and the Agency Group. 

The relationship and division of responsibility among these three components 
of the system can be expressed (in perhaps an oversimplified form) as follows: 
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The Agency Group administers the program under POlicies set by the Council but 
which have been determined 'to a large part by input from the Task Groups. 

Actually, there must be • great deal of interaction among these,compo?ents.' There 
will be dOuble or triple agency representation through mernbersb>p or ,nvolvement 
in activities of the three cOlllponents. The continuing interchange between the 
components means continuing agency representation. The same is true for client and community representation. 

These types and levels of involvement result in a complex system, but the system 
is a reflection of the complexity of the tasks and the number of agencies and 
interests that must be taken into consideration if a COlllll1unity system of service 
is to be develoPed and maintained. Given a clear initial mandate as expressed 
in the processes specified earlier requiring agency involvement, the Council should 
be able to provide he general direction. Initially, and until the Counc,il takes 
hold, FCCS should SUPPly the leadership, stimulation and organization necessary to get the Council functioning. 

5. Relationshi~FCCS to the SYstem ComP2nents and to the Service System. 

Under the plan proposed in this Chapter, tbe relationShiP of Franklin County 
Children'. Service WOuld change from the primary planner and Provider of service 
to a major partner. Fees WOuld be represented on the CounCil, the Task Groups 
and the Agency Group" As such it would directly participate in Planning and 
providing service. It shOuld have the same degree of autonomy and exercise the 
same amount of cooperation as other agencies, although because of its size and 
resources, FeCs will undOubtedly provide a larger amount of service and have a 
heavier influence than most other individual agencies. 

FCCS should serve as a catalyst to initiate the system and gradually lessen its 
unilateral planning and service delivery as other agencies beCome involved. 
Because of its resources, FCCS will be in the role of service purchaser from 
agencies Who are participating or who can be brought into the system. FCeS 
should use its financial resources (both its local tax supported budget and state 
and federal funds it Can obtain) to stimulate agency partiCipation and enCdurage 
development of new and scarce resources. Hopefully, FCCS POlicies with respect 
to Use of these funds WOuld be consistent With POlicies adopted by the Council. 
However, since FCCS is a public body, operating under certain statutory constraints 
and POlicies of its OWn Board, it has to have final say about the allocation of its resources and the manner in Which they are spent. 

The present Unruly Youth Project, being one unit in the multi-purpose FCCS, has 
a dual set of relationships to maintain. One set deals Wit!) other agencies 
inVolved in the serVice system. The other set of relationships inVolve other 
Fees units that also prOVide services needed by unruly youth ~lacement, 
certification of foster care, reSidential treatment, etc.). Because it has the 
greatest degree of inVOlvement, the Unruly Youth Project staff should be the 
primitry representatives on the Council and the Task Groups aM carry a major role 
in F(',CS liaison "oith tha unruly Youth Service system aM the internal units of 
FCCS. The Unruly Youth Project unit within FCCS, WOUld, of course, be guided by FCCS POlicy and procedures. 
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6. Relationship of CFCCJCC to t e erv h S ice System. 

, t' Council, through Criminal Justice Coord~na ~n~ providing partial, The Columbus-Franklin County , , tration runds, 's . al Federa
l Law Enforce, Inent, Assistance Adm~n~s 'ect - CFCCJCC and the Reg~~n . 

1 support for the ProJ " 'fluence on the ProJect 
but S

ubstantial, f,nanc,. had maJor ~ ted 
staff (serving CFCCJCC) have nor RPU staff are being su~ges 

Planning Unit Neither CFCCJCC members h S rvice system Counc,l 
in a number of ways. members of the Unruly Yout e suIt of CFCCJCC f
or inclusion as formal , I b ongoing as a re 'ogram 

' input to the Project w~l e h' fluence from ongo~ng pr since CFCCJCC 'ther ways and from t e ~n membership involvement ~n 0 

review by RPU for funding purposes. 

C. 

1. 

THE COMMUNITY SERVICE SYSTEM OPERATION OF 

Functions. 

t han J'ust the provision of t includes more (data Tbe proposed community service sys em . for direct services e.g., t 
It requires support ~ufn~tt~~~Sto do m~re than just respon~t 0 direct service. development) and, ,. . , rovement and cOllUllum y 

collection, p~ogram t become involved in sa:v,ce >mP
b 

listed as follows, crisis situat~ons, mus f these funct~ons can e efforts. In summary orm, charlge 

a. 

b. 

c. 

h' h involve: serv;ces for clients, w ~c Direct ... 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

Case finding , 
' e need identificat~on Serv~c , , t resource Location of appropr~a e 

Referral 
Provision of service 

Suppor t functions, including: 

(1) Data systems for: 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 
(f) 
(g) 

Case identification 

Case locatio~ility (by agency) 
Case respons ,. including 
Case character~s~~~s, 
Resource availab~l~ty 
Services provided 
Case outcome 

service needs 

(2) , facilities, , 't'es such as staff~ng, , , trative "housekeeping" act~v~ ~ Adm~n~s 

, etc transportat~on, . 

Institutional change both the service delivery system: inside and outside 

, ting services (.1) Improvement of ex~s , 
, - new serv~ces 

(2) Creat~on or , conditions 

(3) Changing commun,ty carried out by 
, degrees are 't ' -related, and in vary~ng d client and commun~ y These functions are ,nter_ s other agency personne~, . a~he Task Groups and the d ;rect service staff as well a d ed by the Counc~l, 

... They must be ad ress representatives. 
Agency Group. 
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2. Case Processing. (Please see Figure 4 on Ji>age 9.11) -
(a) Case Flow. 

The traditional method of Providing services for unruly youth is. illustrated in 
Figure 4. As indicated there, the new (current) method of hand~J.ng those cases 
is considerably less complex and involves less steps. It also ,nvolves a 
different set of institutional arrangements, i.e., the Unruly Project rather than the Juven~le Court. 

Although the disadvantages of the previous system have been iden~if~ed b~ ~e " 
community (unnecessary arrest and detention, referr.l to court, st'9mat,zJ.ng, 
etc.), and although the new system is presumed to be an improvement, there is little 
data-based evidence to date to indicate whether the new system is better, worse, or no different than the Old. 

The FCCS data system will prOvide data. in the future Which should be helpful in 
measuring system results (i.e., whether clients receive service and the effect 
of service), but is not yet available due to the newness of the Project. (See 
Chapter 7.) Therefore, any recommendations for changes in case processing must 
be based on general experience in prOViding social services and direct observa
tion of how the system appears to be working (or not working) in Franklin County. 

As illUstrated in Figure 4, the new system is simpler. It has also resulted in 
a major reduction in the number of unruly youth detained as well as the number Processed through the JUVenile court. 

The steps in the new method (Figure 4) are redUced to perhaps a workable minimum. 
Generally, clients will have to relate to Only one or two agency workers. No 
particular improvements seem necessary concerning case flow. 

(b) Service Availability. 

There is not Sufficient data available to make jUdgements about the types or 
volume of services needed by unruly Youth in Franklin County, or even by those 
youth in contact with the Project. Therefore, service availability in terms of 
the right types of service and of SUfficient volume Cannot yet be answered. 
Recommendations concerning some servIee needs and assessment of others are made in other sections of this rePOrt. 

However, a WOrd of caution Seems in order here. Service need assessment must be 
. approached carefully. In ,the field of SOCial services, there is a tendency for 
staff members to see servi'6e needs in terms of their OWn perspective or that 
specified by their agency. SUch perspective may bias the perception of service 
needs and rule out some completely. For example, a bias toward casework-counseling 
may reduce the perceiVed need for environmental, external services Such as 
education, employment, housing or other Such services. nata sYstem deSign and 
staff training should be carried out in Such a way as to prOVide as balanced an inventory of service needs as POssible. 

Even though the Volume and nature of service needs cannot be determined yet, 
servIee availability can be addressed in terms of 24-hour availability and 
geographic accessibility. Intake now operates on a 24-hour a day baSis, but 
with the exception of one decentralized unit scheduled for opening on July 
20, 1975, intake is limited to one 10catIen in the central city area at 198 
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South High Street, Columbus. The system should provide for maximum decentraliza_ 
tion of both intake and on-going services. This decentralization should be 
effected in two ways: (1) dispersal of FCCS intake and service staff into 
smaller working units or (2) using more dispersed social agencies as the intake 
point for unruly youth services. Either method (or a combination of the two) would 
give better geographic coverage 'than at present. 

(c) Data Collection and Case Processing. 

Although .the information and evaluation needs of the unruly youth service system 
are covered extensively in Chapter 7, some comment is needed here in terms of 
data collection and case processing. Given the multiplicity of agencies involved 
in the unruly yo~th service system, there is an operational necessity for some type 
of central repos~tory for data needed by different parts of the system. The . 
repository must have the capability of accepting data at many "natural" points 
in case processing (at the conclusion of certain steps) and be able to furnish 
completely up-to-date material at any time. 

The repository(s) must serve three major purposes: 

1. Facilitate case processing and service. 

2. Identify services given and provide information to measure 
outcome. 

3. Provide data on service availability and unmet service needs. 

Two separate repositories (or registers) would seem indicated: 

1. A case data register which includes: 

(a) Case identification and locator information 
(b) Agency responsible for case (past, present, and future) 
(c) Case characteristics 
(d) Services provided (or needed but not provided) 
(e) Observed service outcome 

2. A resource register which includes: 

(a) Description, location, and availability of resource 
(b) Eligibility requirements and referral process. . 
(c) Costs. 

Both these registers need to be develope·d and ' , 
ma~nta~ned centrally, and as indicated in Chapter 7, rules governing their 1 
use a so need to be developed. 

3. Operational POlicies and Procedures. 

Although numerous policy and procedural recommendations hav b, d 
through t th' t th e een ma e 

ou ~s repor, ere are additional matters concerning case processing that should be covered: 

a. 
Investigation of all complaints of unrUliness (including self-referral

Q
) 

should be mandated and a preliminary determ~nat~ d. 0 

f ' ~ ~on ma e as to the need or serv~ce and the nature of sen"ice needed. . 
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When it appears that services are needed, services (including care, 
if appropriate) should be offered, and a full disclosure as to the 
nature and conditions of the service should be made known to all 
parties involved. 

Disposition of complaints or requests for service should be limited 
to the following alternatives: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Case closed on basis of complaint unfounded. 

Case closed on basis problem resolved with or without service. 

Service continued on basis of written agreement for service or 
care until problem resolved. 

Referral to court when facts clearly support need for service 
or care for protection of youth and parent(s) and/or youth refuse 
service. 

If an agreement for care or service is consummated and the youth or the 
parent, guardian or custodian terminates the agreement or refuse to 
comply with its provisions and there is still need for the car~ or 
service for the protection of the youth, the unruly youth serv~ce 
agency should be required to file a complaint with the intake division 
of the court. 

If at the initial intake phase, it is determined that the youth and/or 
the parent, guardian or custodian had within the,past sLx months,refused 
service offered as a result of a previous compla~nt~ or had 'te~~nat~d 
an agreement, the unruly youth service agency may f~le a com~la~nt w~th 
the court if there is reason to believe the youth needs serv~ce. 

Other public agencies with legal responsibility to provide a specialized 
service or care needed by an unruly youth should provide such care or 
service on a priority or allocation basis for any child where the 
unruly youth service system has responsibility by agreement or by court 
order. 

When an agreement for placement has been consummated and it appears , 
that placement will extend for a period beyor:d six, months from the t~e. 

f ' 't~al placement a petition should be f~led w~th the court request~ng o ~n~ ~, "b'l't f the vesting of legal custody in the agency hav~ng respons~ ~ ~ y or 
the youth. 

Although FCCS has authority to accept a youth for temporary emergency 
care with0ut agreement or court order, special procedures should be 
followed in providing services for runaway youth. (For suggested 
procedures see Section 15, "Powers and Duties of Departmer:t with .j

Respect to Runaway Children," Part II, Model Acts for Fam~ly Cour ... s and 
State-Local Children's Programs.) 1/ 

1/ Model Acts for Family Courts and State-Local Children's Pro\grams, op. cit. 



i. 

j. 

F 

9.14 

Once the service system has assumed responsibility to provid;e care or 
service for an individual child, either by agreement or as l\~ga,l custo
dia.n by court order, the agency should continue to carry that\ responsi
bility, even when such care or service is provided through cohtract or 
agreement with another agency, until the problem has been reasonably 
resolved or the court has made another disposition. 

The service system and its member agencies should have access to legal 
counsel, not only during development of policies and procedures, 
but during its day-to-day service operations. This is necessary to 
assure that the rights of recipients are protected and that individual 
staff members and agencies are protected form liability. I , , 
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CHAPTER 10 

SERVICE UNITS AND COST DATA 

A. EXISTING DATA 

since service units and cost data are important considerations in social service 
planning, JHA attempted to obtain this data. First, the agency responses from 
the recent Academy for Contemporary Problems/League of Women Voters Survey were 
examined. Only a few of the responding agencies reported cost data. For this 
reason, agencies were surveyed again by the John Howard ,ssociation and were asked 
to supply cost data for specific categories of service.

l 
Despite follow-up, only 

26 of the 47 agencies surveyed responded and only 21 of this group reported unit 
cost data. 

An examination of the returns of both surveys indicates olearly that there are 
wide variations among agenoies as to what oonstitutes a unit of service (i.e., 
length of an interview, services included in a day's residential care, etc.) as 
well as variations in the cost items that were reported in the unit of service. 
The limited quantity of data as well as the variations in servioe unit definitions 
and the cost items included can be illustrated by the two survey returns: 

Casework/counseling 
interview 

Residential care 
daily cost 
per child 

Residential treatment 
daily cost 
per child 

Shelter care, temporary 
daily cost 
per child 

ACP /LWV Survey 

10 agencies 
$9.40-36.00/int. 

Mean $22.80 

10 agencies 
$8.50-35.00/day 

Mean $21.99 

JHA Survey 

16 agenoies 
$7.00-$53.00/int. 

Mean $24.50 

:) agencies 
$22.00-34.00/d?;y 
Mean $28.00 

3 agencies 
$17.00-21.73/day 
Mean $19.58/day 

Recently, FCCS submitted a proposal to LEAA for a grant to support unruly youth 
services. The estimated service unit costs included in that proposal are further 
evidenoe of differing cost estimates: 

Shelter care 
Residential treatment 
Psychiatric consultation 
Psychological evaluation 

1/ See Attachment 3, Appendix. 

$ 7-l5/day/child 
$70/day 
$ 25/hour 
$40/case 
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These estimates vary considerably from those reported in the agency surveys. In 
some instances they may represent different types of service. They may include 
different oost elements than agencies used. Or they may be better or poorer 
estimates of costs. No one knows. The problem remains that service unit cost 
da~ta sufficient for planning does not exist. 

It ~s.i~possible tO,make 70und estimates of unit costs, given the varying 
deflonlotloons of servloce unlots and the variations in cost factors inoluded 
Experience with the Unruly Youth Project to date (for reasons of newness' and the 
laok of a servioe oost data system) does not'produce this data. This means that 
data needed for dete~ining the cost of contract servioes is lacking, as is the 
data neoessary to proJeot it and other program oosts. 

For these and other reasons, it is impossible to provide any meaningful estimates 
of the funds needed for a total program to adequately serve unruly youth in 
~ranklin County. First, the number of unruly youth in the county who need service 
loS not known. Second, the aytual number who will come to agency attention (or 
be brought) is not known, and is dependent upon a great many variables. Further. 
the nature and duration of the servioe they need is not known. Last, assuming ail 
the7e gaps of inf~rmation were filled by acourate data or reasonably good 
est1mates, Frankllon County would still need to identify service unit costs. 

Service unit costs are also needed to de'termine total program cost. The most 
important purpose of cost estimates is to permit relating resouroe expenditures 
to the attainment of objectives, so that the cost of aocomplishment oan be 
assessed -- this in turn can lead to making program choices (i.e., one program 
rather than another, or no program at all). 

For these reasons, FCCS should proceed to develop service unit costs, based on 
oomparable service unit definitions and cost factors. The following material is 
given as a guide in developing these costs. 

B. DEFINING SERVICE UNITS AND COSTS 

There are many possible approaohes to defining service units and costs, and the 
choioe should be m&de on the basis of the intent for which the information is 
oollected. The simplest intent is describing the units and their associated 
costs. While this is the easiest, it has limited value. It does need to be done, 
however, a!?> the first step in determining program ~osts which are neoessary for 
suoh tasks as contracting for servioes, preparing budgets, etc. 

1. Servioe_Units. 

Services and their components can be defined in different ways. There is no 
single correct procedure. Three examples are given here as illustrative. They 
are: (1) goal attairmlent; (2) staff functions or work units; and (3) activity 
units. 

Goal attainmffilt, the completed end product of the agency, covers the full range 
of service objectives and presents difficult codification problems due to the 
large number of interacting objectives that may be attainable within the agency. 
One approach to this is through setting and attaining individual goals which then 
can be oumulated to reflect agency goals. Costs are assessed against these 
individual or oumulated goals. While the process of goal setting and evaluation is 
relatively simple, interpretation of the necessary data is complex. 
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staff functions, or work units, another approach, focuses on the functions that 
are presumably involved in the production of service units. These are more 
easily interpreted.. They are more easily defined for research purposes. 'rhe 
large number and limited time span of the work units allow for a more homogeneous 
application of the concept of cost. The relatively universal application of work 
units (at least within the context of social agency activities) allows for similar 
applications in different agencies. 

By way of illustration, the work units could in part be defined as involving 
screening (intSlke), admission, treatment, discharge, follow-up, etc., services. 
These units ti ._n are def ined within certain limits 1 so for example, " screening" 
may be defined as beginning with a request for service and ending with assignment 
of the case to the agency worker, referral to another agency, or rejection of the 
request and termination of the case. 

Worker judgement is necessary to determine these work unit boundaries (when 
admission begins and treatment ends, for example) and work units vary and must 
be converted into time. However, these tasks can be ~ccomplished. 

Activity units are what the agency buys with its payroll, i.e., interviews, 
telephone calls, report writing, planning, etc. Activity units, in addition 
to being subject to the same boundary definition and time measurement problems 
as staff functions, differ with each class of worker. They differ considerably 
among staff members within the same category because of individual worker 
inclinations and the demands of particular cases. These biases can be estimated, 
but o~e s~rious problem remains: the activity units are not necessarily related 
to obJect~ves or do not reflect the specialized work of the agency as well as the 
work units. 

In short, three different approaches to defining service units have been suggested. 
The work unit approach probably is the most easily manageable way of defining 
service units for cost purposes. 

2. Costs. 

O~ce units are designated, costs may be charged to them either directly from a 
t~e study 9!. on a "per diem," "average case" or other means of tallying where 
cases are with reference to service,un~ts. This latter method yields relatively 
little useful information for descr~pt~ve purposes and is of little use in 
relating costs to benefits in any meaningful way. The time study is more 
cumbersome and expensive, but rewarding by comparison to other methods. 

Other c:i~ical decisions bearing directly on costing the program must be made: 
(1) def~n~ng the cost concept, i.e., what model per unit of t' 'b' d 
does it include only direct agency expense or does ~t ~n 1 d ~ed:s te~ng use , 
(2) d f' , , .... .... cue ~n ~rec expenses, 

e ~n~g ~he ~nput co~cept, i.e., what constitutes a relevant dollar resource 
expended ~n d~fferent act~vities, (3) defining the outp t t' h 
is the 't f d t' u concep, ~.e., w at 

un~ 0 pro uc ~on or benefit, i.e., total cases completed successful 
cases only, or completed calSes / 'ClX number of cases attempted? ' 

Variables affecting the understanding of both wo k d 
P S 't' f th l' , r an cost units include: the 

o ~ ~on 0 e c ~ents ~n the intervention process h t' , , , 't h " , c arac er~st~cs of sel.'"V~ce 
rec~p~en s, c aracter~st~cs of staff supplying the s ' (' " , 
a variety of services, differentials in ~ e:v~ce t~~ worked ~n prov~d~ng 

, ~alary and fr~nge benef~ts, sex, educat~on, 
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experience, etc.) and the way in which other than di~ect service staff expendi
tures are handled. Despite these variables, costs can be applied to units with 
some measure of adequacy -- at least to the extent that they further refine 
knowledge about service costs and offer the opportunity for bett~r program choices. 

C. COST-BENEFIT EFFECTIVENESS 

In addition to requiring quantification of all program costs, cost-benefit analysis 
requires quantification of all the benefits which are attributable to a particular 
program. It also requires translation of costs and benefits into comparable terms. 

Reducing benefits of programs to economic (dollar) terms in social programs 
involves a host of problems which social science has not yet fully solved. First, 
program benefits such as reduced client anxiety, increased 6notional adaptability 
and parental satisfaction are not reduceable to dollar terms without making heroic 
and questionable assumptions. Second, if the results are to be usable in the near 
futux'e, they must be put into a short'time framework which does an injustice to 
program impact (since some impact is not felt and measurable for a longer period 
of time). Third, in assigning economic values to benefits there is the implicit 
assumption that individual benefits are either present or absent, rather than 
being a configuration of varying degrees of gain and loss among a group of 
related variables. Fourth, there are non-quantifiable indirect be~efits to 
individuals and their associates that must be excluded from benefit estimates. 
Fifth, multiple programs may be directed at solving the same problem or problems, 
thereby complicating benefit assignment. 

What is quantifiable are the "investment benefits" or increased capitalized net 
economic worth attributable to a program -- such as increased income of recipients 
or freeing up of economic resources due to the improved functioning of the 
program beneficiary. However, attribution of benefits to prog~am, is hard to 
demonstrate without the use of research designs that appropriately control for 
competing interpretations of program outcome. 

In all of the above instances, benefit determination must also be judged by 
program beneficiaries, preferably in conjunction with objecti1T(3 benefit ind.icators. 
There must be reliance, to a degree, on some subjectivity in nssessing probaJ:dJ.ity 
of benefit. It should be recognized that cost/benefit analysis atte;.l1p-ts Itt,,!), 

produce more questions than answers. 

D. MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COST ANALYSIS AND BUDGETING" 

1. Given the Project's current and prospective resources, cost·-benefit 
effectiveness attempts should be deferred for an indefinite period. 

2. The Project should move toward service accounting in dealing with cost 
descriptions rather than continuing the current emphasis on financial 
accounting which focuses on gross dollar costs and often does not take into 
account overhead factors and reimbursables. (Service aecounting will provide 
more precise cost analyses and be more useful for cost control purposes.) 



3. 

10.6 

Cost ana service unit definitions should be established in 
cost-benefit analysis will be irnpJ,arnen'ted at a later date. 
servi,ce unit definitions should be agreed upon by agencies 
the unruly youth service system. 

anticipation that 
Common cost and 

participating in 

4. Initial ~fforts to link cost and benefit should be directed to investment-type 
benefits that are translatable into dollar benefits. For example, over 
$1,000,000 a year is now being spent for hoarding i.."!are for ,about 200 children. 
A comparativ'e study, using the Unruly Project as an alternative program to 
boarding care\. may demonstrate direct dollar benefits,. 

S. Comparative aollar value benefits should be assessed primarily in terms of 
reduced costs of care and services, the re-distribution of freed-up resources, 
and when appropriate, the increased client productivity or accomplishments. 

6. Because of the complex interrelationships between multi-variate program 
effort.s and activities ang the range of interdependent positive and negative 
results that may occur from program efforts, interpretation of the results 
obtained from a cost-benefit study should be used with extreme caution unless 
proper experimental controls have been used. 

7. Assessments involving comparisons of gross or a,,~erage dollar expenditures of 
alternat5,ve programs should be undertaken with the caution that interpreting 
cost data without reference to benefits may be misleading, i.e., low cost 
programs may (or may ,not) be low impact programs. 

8. Initial efforts at defihirJ.9' service and cost units should be directed toward 
establishing a commvJ1,1rt.Y-wide (or unruly youth servicre sys'tem-wid,e) 
reporting system for Jr>urposes of' initially establishilng both financial and service aCdo~tability. 

9. Initial efforts at defining service and cost units should be directed toward 
developing local (rather than state or national) stanaards. (~o adeguate 
local cost data exists that can provide a framework for assessment. Figures 
from . So~ces 7uch

. as the Natigr~I Juvenile Court Cos't of Processing and 
rnshtuhOn~ll.zat,on can prov~de a rough estimate for purposes of comparison, 
but local d~fferences may be considerable. Variations among localities 
are greater than the ranges quoted earlier for Franklin County.) 

10. Until SUch t~e as sufficient data is available about service needs and service 
costs, Frankl,n C?unty (FD?S and the community age~cies involved) should plan 
levels on the bas,s of the>r,hest Judgements about fisc~l capability and 
reas~nably demo:nstrat?d servl.ce need. Available evidence clearly suggests 
the unruly youth serv~ce need surpasses current p' 'rogram efforts abl 
' • ,c· ( , , , so reason ,e 

' expanS>on tha~ w!u.ch, can be _inistrati""ly and progr-atically implemented) 
should be perm~tted WJ.thout additional hard data documentation. 

In the interest,' of long-term client service gains FeCS a'd' t' 
. .' . , n coopera ~ng com-mun~ty agenCJ.es shoUld ~vest staff and dollars in determ; . t d 

. ", ""n~ng program cos s an "cost-benefJ.ts even lof thJ.s has to occur with S"""'e red ,,"' . d' t 
~. h h t '-'m uC.,.~on ~n ~rec serl)J.ce. T e S or -term loss \shoUld be more than compens t d fbI 

term train. \i a e or y ong-

11. 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 1 

ALPHABETICAL LIST OF AGENCIES IN ACP/LWV SURVEY 

Bethune Center, Columbus Urban League 
Big Brothers Association of Greater Columbus 
B~O.Y.S. (Boys Own Youth Shelter, Inc.) 
BClys Club of Columbus 
Boy Scouts of America - Central Ohio Council 
Tr,\e Bridge (Northland Drug Abuse Council) 
Buqkeye Boys' Ranch 
Hi!,~sch Hall , . 

Rehabilitation-,C olumbus Distr~ct Bureau of Vocational 
Burkhart Center-Pastoral CounsE?:ling Ce,nter 
Catholic Social Services 
central Community House 
Child Psychiatric Clinic-Ohio State University 
Children's Mental Health 
ChirnorE;'l Services, :Inc. Center 
Clintonville-Beechwold Commtmity Resources 
Columbus Area Co~~unity Ment~l Health 
Columbus State Hospit~l 
Columbus Youth Services Bureau 
Concord 
ECCO Family Health Center 
Familv Counseling Center 
Family Psychological Clinic of OSU 

Florence Crittendon Home Services for Unruly Youth Franklin County Children's Services: 
Friends in Action, Inc. 
Gahanna Human Resot~ces, Inc. 
Gladden Community House 
Godman Guild ' 
Hannah Neil Home, fer Children 
Helping Hands . 
Hilltop civic CouncJ.l 
Huckleberry House 
Interfaith Counseling Center 
J'. ].llshburn J'unior Youth Center, Inc. 
Jewish Center 
Jewish ~amily Service . 
Milo Gro~an Area CouncJ.l 
Mingus/Group Home 
Neighborhood House 
The Neighborhood Youth Corps 
North Central Community Mental Health 
Open Door Clinic 

A ness Program (RAP) Reynoldsburg ware 
Rivers Group Home, Inc. 
Rosemont School . 
st. Stephen's C;ommunJ. ty House 

I 

I, 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 1 - p. 2 

Salesian Inner City Boys Club of Columbus 
The Salvation Army 
South Side Settlement 
Southwest community Mental Health 
switchboard, Inc. 
syntaxis 
TRI (Trinity Related Involvement) 
Tri-Village Mental Health Services, Inc. 
UHURU 
united Methodist Children's Home 
University Area Drug Crisis Center 
Vita 
Volunteer Probation council 
Willson Children's Center 
Worthington Community counseling Service 
Young Women's Christian Association (VIA Program) 

~;';~ __ ;;7\~:~::;:~~'::;:"' . -:--::~::r~:,r'~";:=-~~""':~=,, ""',~_=_.lii_. __ ~_ ... ~~--. ...,-

.... 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 2 

PROGRAM CATEGORY LISTING OF COMMUNITY AGENCIES 

. CHILDREN'S INSTITUTIONS 

Buckeye BOYS' Ranch 
Columbus State 'Hbspital 
Hannah Neil H<::lme for Children 
Rosemont School 
United Methodist Children's Home 

COMMUNITY CENTERS, SETTLEMENT HOUSES AND NEIGHBORHOOD COU~ 

Central community House 
Clintonville-Beechwold Community Resources Center 
Gladden community House 
Godman Guild 
Hilltop Civic council 
Jewish Center 
Milo Grogan Area council 
NeigHt~orhood House 
st,< Stephen I s community House 
The Salvation Army 
South Side Settlement 

DRUG PROGRAMMING 

The Bridge (Northland Drug Abuse Council) 
Concord 
Open Door Clinic 
TRI (Trinity Related Involvement) 
UHURU 
University Area Drug Crisis Center 
vita 
Worthington community counseling Service 

EMPLOYMENT, COUNSELING AND TRAINING 

Bureau of vocational Rehapilitation-Columbus District 
Neighborhood Youth Corps 
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TABLE 2 - p. 2 

FAMILY AND INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING 

Bethune Center, Columbus Urban League 
Burkhart Cellter-Pastoral Counseling Center 
Catholic Social Services 
Columbus Youth Service Bureau 
Family Counseling Center 
Gahanna Human Resources, Inc. 
Huckleberry House 
Interfaith Counseling Center 
Jewish Family Services 
Willson Children's Center 
Worthington Community Counseling Service 

CRISIS SERVICES 

Children's Mental Health 

Clintonville-Beech\vold Community Resources Center 
Columbus State Hospital 
Concord 

Franklin County Children's Services - Services for Unruly Youth Helping Hands 
Huckleberry House 
Open Door Clinic 
St. Stephen's Community House 
Southwest Community Mental Health 
Switchboard, Inc. 
TRI 

UniVersity Area Drug Crisis Center 
Vii.:a 

Worthington Community Counseling Service 

GRpUP HOMES 

Boys Own Youth Shelter, Inc. 
Hirsch Hall 
Chimorel Scrvic08, Inc. 
Florence Crittendon Home 
Helping' Hands 
Mingus Group Home 
Rivers Group Home, Inc. 
Syntaxis 
UHURU 

.1 

•-, .. '" 
, ' 

, ,!. 

: 1 

1 

~ • t 

I
J
! 
~ , , 

} , 
, 

I; 
! 

I ' 
~j 

, . 

HEALTH 

Ecco Family Health Center 
Open Door Clinic 

HOUSING (Temporary) 

Huckleberry House 
The Salvation Army 

MENTAL HEALTH 

The Bridge 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 2 - p. 3 

Child Psychiatric Clinic-Ohio State university 
Children's Mental Health 
Columbus Area Community Mental Health 
Concord 
Family Psychological Clinic of Ohio State University 
Gahanna Human Resources, Inc. 
North Central Community Mental Health 
Southwest Community Mental Health 
Tri-Village Mental Health Services, Inc. 
Worthington Community Counseling Service 

ONE/ONE PROGRAMS - VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS 

Big Brothers Association of Greater Columbus 
Friends in Action, Inc. 
Reynoldsburg Awareness Program (RAP) 
switchboard, Inc. 
Volunteer Probation Council 

PREGNANCY COUNSELING 

Bethune Center, Columbus Urban League 
Florence Crittendon Home 
open boor Clinic 

RECREATION 

Boys' Club of Columbus 
Boy Scouts of America ~ Central Ohio Council 
J. Ashburn Jr. youth Center, Inc. 
Jewish Center 
Salesian Inner City Boys' Club of Columbus 
Young Women's Christian Association (VIA Program) 
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TABLE 3 

COMMUNITY AGENCIES SURVEYED BY JOHN HOWARD ASSOCIATION 

Boys Own Youth Shelter, Inc. 

The Bridge 

* Buckeye Boys Ranch 

Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation 

* Catholic Social Services 

* Central Community House 

* Child Psychiatric Clinic -- OSU 

* Children's Mental Health 

Clintonville-Beechwold Community 
Resources Center 

Columbus State Hospital 

Columbus Youth Services Bureau 

* Concord 

ECCO Family Health Center 

* Family Counseling Center, Columbus 

* Family Psychological Clinic of OSU 

* Friends in Action, Inc. 

* Gahanna Human Resources, Inc. 

Godman Guild 

* HilltoE Civic Council 

* Huckleberry House 

* Interfaith Counseling Center 

* Jewish Center 

* Jewish Family Service 

Mile Grogan Area Coullcil 

Neighborhood House 

* Neighborhood Youth Corps 

* Open Door Clinic 

Reynoldsburg Awareness Program 

RiVers Group Home, Inc. 

* Rosemont School 

St. Stephen's Co~~unity House 

Salesian Inner City Boys Club 

The Salvation Army 

* South Side Settlement 

Southwest Community Mental Health 

* Switchboard, Inc. 

* Syntaxis 

Trinity Related Involvement 

Uhuru 

* United Methodist Children's Home 

* University Area Drug Crisis Center 

Vita 

* Willson Children's Center 

Worthington Community Counseling 
Center 

* Central YMCA -- Helping Hands 

* 4 CiS 

* Urban League Bethune Center 

* Indicates those agencies return~ng t' .... ques ~onnaires. 

JAN 

FEB 

MAR -

APR 

MAY 
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TABLE 4 

CASES DISPOSED 
FRANKLIN COUNTY JUVENILE COURT 1/ 

,1975 

Official 
Unofficial 
Total 

1975 

Official 
Unofficial 
Total 

1975 

Official 
Unofficial 
Total 

1975 

Official 
Unofficial 
Total 

1975 

Official 
Unofficial 
Total 

DELINQUENCY 

135 
76 

211 

193 
101 
294 

203 
135 
338 

263 
159 
422 

256 
172 
428 

UNRULY 

35 

~ 
82 

45 
108 
153 

54 
118 
172 

39 
161 
200 

41 
130 
171 

Abstracted from Franklin County Juvenile Court, "Summary Report of Number 
of Cases Disposed of During Month," January - May, 1975. 

--~--------------~----------~. 
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TABLE 5 

, 
~ DETENTION OF UNRULY YOUTH 

FRANKLIN COUNTY DETENTION HOME 

UNRULY DELINQUENT TOTAL 

Mon, May 5, 1975 16 83 99 6 19 ,80 99 7 16 79 95 8 18 67 Fri, May 9 85 
21 64 - - 85 

Avg. 18 Avg. 75 -Avg. 93 
Mon, May 12 24 75 99 13 18 70 14 16 88 

15 80 86 
10 84 Fri, May 16 94 
12 81 - 93 Avg. 16 Avg .-:'ffi -Avg.92 

Mon, May 19 15 90 20 105 
16 90 106 21 12 88 22 100 

Fri, May 7 85 92 23 5 - 89 94 Avg. 11 -Avg. 88 Avg.99 
Tues, May 27 7 

28 92 99 
5 93 98 29 

Fri, May 30 4 77 81 6 71 77 -Avg. 5.5 -Avg. 83.25 -Avg.88.75 
Mon, June 2 5 3 74 79 

4 5 67 72 
5 4 70 74 

Fri, June 6 1 62 63 0 58 58 -Avg. 3 -Avg. 66 -Avg.69 

11 Does not i~clude youth "sentenced to detention." 
1 to 7 dur~ng the May 5 - June 11 period. This group ranged from 

11 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE 6 

SERVICES REPORTED BY AGENCIES IN 

THE ACPILWV SU~VEY 
I 

(The following list of services are those reported by 
the agencies themselves. In some instances the agencies 
either do not serve youth or do not record whether the 
service was provided to youth or adults. More detailed 
examination of some of these report's or further clarifi
cation by agencies might result ,in modifications. 

The individual agency responses are presented in this 
report and identified by agency so that follow-up 
planning may result, plus any necessary corrections or 
clarification of the data reported to the ACP/LWF survey). 

Please refer to pages 11.10 through 11.17 
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TABLE 6 - page 4 

. .' 

Number of Personnel 

Diagnostic 

Evaluative 

Individual counseling 
Group counseling 

Family counseling 

24 hr. crisis center 
Overnight crisis home 
In-patient treatment 

9roup home, A/S 
Tutoring 

:Recreation 

Ernp. Couns/Placement 
Youth Advocacy 

1-1 Volunteers 

Legal Services C/F 

Parent educ/training 

.Qrug education 

Drug/alcohol Treat D/A 
Medical 

Psychotic Children 

Ernot dis/pre-psych 

Job training 

Retarded 

~rain damaged 

Residential school 

~os~er home 

Pregnancy COUns/care 

Adoption 

87 

x 
x 
X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

16 

x 

X 

x 

X 

X 

11.12 

9 S2 

x 

X X 

X X 

X x 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

12 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

23 42 

x 

X 

X 

x X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

x 
x 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X' 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

j 
II 

!, 

I 
I 

I 
I 

II 
I 
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TABLE 6 - page S 

Number of Personnel 

Diagnostic 

Evaluative 

Individual counseling 

Group counseling 

Family counseling 

24 hr. crisis center 

Overnight crisis home 

+lr-l 
s:: 0 
o 0 

m'B 
til (f.) 

& 

81 

X 

x 
x 
X 

X 

'0 • 
M U 
m s:: o H 

:2 
U 
+l 
.~ 

~ 
(f.) 

41 

X 

X 

X 

X 

11.13 

1 4 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

U r-I til 
.~ III Q) 
r-I'r-! U o U .~ 
..r:: 0 :> 
+l (f.) M a ~ 

3S 

X 

12 2 

X X 

X 

X X 

X 

2I~n~-jP~a~t~i~e~n~t~t=r~e=a~tm~e=n~t~ ______ ~X~ ______________________ ~ __________________ , 
Group home, A/S X 

Tutoring X 

Recreation X 

1-1 Volunteers 

Legal Services C/F 

Parent educ/training 

Drug education 

Drug/alcohol Treat D/A 

Medical 

Psychotic Children 

Emot dis/pre-psych 

Job training 

Retarded 

Brain damaged 

Residential school 

Foster home 

Pregnancy couns/care 

Adoption 

X 

X 

X 

x 

x 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

,x 
x 
X 

:x 

x 
X X· 

X X 

X 

x X 

X x. 

X 

X 

x 

X 

932 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

.', 

" 

X 

X 
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TABLE 6 - page 6 

Number of Personnel ,11 4 9 3 

Diagnostic x 

21 

..Q Ul 

~j 
Ulrl 
:>;0 
o 
f:Q4-l 

o 

6 4 

X Evaluative X 

Individual counseling X X X X X X 

Group counseling X X X X 
Famil~y~C~O~u~n~s~e~l~i~n:g~--------~x~-------'------~x~--------------~x~--~------~X~------

24 hr. crisis center X 

OVernight crisis home 

In-patient treatment 

Group home, A/S x 
Tutoring X X X 
Recreation x X 
Ernp. Couns/Placement 

X X X 
Youth Advocacy X 
1-1 Volunteers X X X X 
Legal Services C/F 

X 
P.rug education ."':' \_-,-~_-.;;.:X~ ___ ._____ X X X 
Drug/alcohol Trea t!./·D/A ----------.:.:.·---=-----x=---'.---------------

X 

Medical 
~~--~~~~---------------__ ~ ____ ~~X ___________ 2X~ __ . _________ _ 
Psychotic Child·t'len 

Emot dislpre-pi!:'~~~hh---:--~-------------'---------'------
~Ob training ~,-----------AX------________ ~_JX~ _________________ ~_X~ __ _ 

:R~e~ta~r~d~e~d~~--~il:---------------------------,~~. __________ X ________________ ~ 

Brain damaged x 
Residential school 

X 
Foster home 

Pregnancy couns/care 
X X X Adoption 

5~:,,' 

}~~ ........ ;,'iZ"'·-'"""'~ .... ,";;;,:::;:c·"~;:--=·;=iiiI"""l· ·.-__ ·."'i"-.".-iii .... ··i'''''· .... ···.' 117 ________________ _ 
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TABLE 6 - page 7 

Number of Personnel 17 70 19 4 1 2 14 

Diagnostic X X X 

Evaluative X X 
Individual counseling X X X X X 
Group counseling x ;X X X X 
Family counseling X X X x x 
24 hr. crisis center X X 

OVernight crisis home. 

In-patient treatment X 

Group horne, A/s x 
Tutoring X X X X X 

_R_e_c_r_e_a_t_i_o_n _____ ~ ___________ X~ ___ ~X~ __ ~X~ _________ ~x _________ X __ __ 

Ernp. Couns/Placement X X 

Yo~th Advocacy 

1-1 Volunteers 

Legal Services C/F 

Parent educ/training 

p'rug education 

Drug/alcohol Treat D/A 

Medical 

Psychotic Children 

Ernot dis/pre-psych 

Job tr~ining 

Retarded 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Brain damaged X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 

x 
X X 

x X 

X 

--,-,.--------,--------------------------
Residential school X 

Foster home 

Pregnancy couns/ca~e X X 

Adoption 
~~~~--------~-----------.----------------------------------------------
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Number of Personnel 4 

'0 
'lo-l o o 
~ 

8 

42 

11.16 

57 39 9 4 8 

Diagnostic X . X X 
.-----------------..:..----..:~----Evaluative 

Individual counseling 

~~p counseling 
Family counseling 

24 hr. crisis center 
OVernight crisis home 
In-patient treatment 

Group home I ¥s 
Tutoring 
Recreation 

.Erne-, Couns!Placement 
Youth Advocacy .,,. -
1-1 VolunteE:~rs 

X, 

X. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X· . 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.. x 

X 

X 

x 

X 

Legal~ Services C/F X X X 

x 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X· 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

x ><c--_____ --.::...-__ _ 

X 

X X X 

X 

X 
Parent edu9/training X X 
Drug educat~i:o:n;-----~--------------~X~--~------~--------~-----X--------X------------
prug/alcohol Treat D/A X 
Medical X X 

~;_ __________ --~X~ __ ~----~X~ __ --__________ ___ 
Psychotic Children 

Ernot ~is/pre-psych 

Job training 

Retarded 

Brain damagecr 

Residential schoQ~ 

Foster home 

Pregnancy couns/care 
t __ .1 ___ 

Ado,l?tion 

X 

x x 
,X X x X X 

, '#It 

l~~~~;~f)~-::=:-'~~~'"";:"~::::::';"::;:::"':'· .. ~~r-::;:~::;;:-~:t:'~~~~_;o!::.:,'.::.:...~-"., .. ;." ..... :l:::z::£:i3lttt1RN4Z414ti (i.a. 4Qbj 
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TABLE 6 ~ page 9 

Number of Personnel 

Diagnostic 

Evaluative 

Individual counseling 

Group counseling 

Family counseling 

24 hr. crisis center 
OVernight crisis home 
In-patient treatment 

Group home, A/S 

Tutoring 
Recreation 

Ernp. Couns/Placement 

Youth Advocacy 
1-1 Volunteers 
Legal services C/F 
Parent educ/training 

omS! education 
Drug/alcohol Treat D/A 

Medical 
Psychotic Children 

Ernot dis/pre-psych 

Job training 

Retarded 

Brain damaged 

Residential school 

Foster home 

Pregnancy couns/care 

Adoption 

9 

K, 

.X 

,X 

.X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

11.17 

',', ", 

14 40 

·X X 

x X 

x. , x 
X 

X X 

X 

X 

x 
x X 

x 

x 

X X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X X. 

X 

6 22 14 

x 'X 

x x 
x X 

X X ----------------------
X 

X X 

X 

'X X 

X 

X X 

X 

'X X 

X 

x 
X 

X X 

'X 

X' 

X 

X 

X 

x 
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APPENDIX 
ATTACHMENT # 1 

ASSESSMENT OF THE JESNESS INVENTORY 
(As applied to the Unruly Project) 

In addition to the analysis and recommendations contained in the main body of this 
report, there are a number of technical considerations that need to be considered 
in making decisions about the applicability of the Jesness Inventory for assessing 
individual client change in the Unruly Project. These include: 

(a) Scoring. A majority of the items used are considered part of two or 
more subscales of the Jesness. This means that each such item score 
carries double or triple weight since it goes into the total score of 
more than one subscale. For example, a negative response to question 
#9, "Most police will try to help you,'l is taken as a negative indicator 
on the social maladjustment, value orientation, and alienation scales. 
I spoke to a woman psychologist who had been involved in the development 
of the inventory, but could not get a justificaotion for multiple weighting 
of the items or a determination of the consequences of the weighting 
system to the interpretation of the profile of the respondent. What 
concerned me in particular was that the scoring procedure involved a 
possible hidden determinism in that if, for example, you are deficient 
in your social adjustment, you end up being deficient in value 
orientation and alienated as well. The point is that no one knows if 
this is, in fact, a problem and one should know before making a full 
scale commitment to the use of the inventory. If this is a real problem, 
then the results for measuring program impact would be similarly affected. 

(b) Item Interpretation. On logical grounds, interpretation of some of the item 
responses, which could lead to a misinterpretation of the respondent's 
attitudinal makeup, can be questioned. For example, a positive response 
to item #21 is taken as indicative of social anxiety: "I worry about 
what other people think of me." It seems that most normal people have 
some such worries and that the item would better indicate social anxiety 
if it incorporated a measure of intensity as well, e.g., "worry a great 
deal .•. " 

Differential scoring by sex seemed to be another problem: many of the 
items require different interpretations based Oh the sex of the respondent 
(#1, 30, 33, 38, 45, 54, etc.). It did not appear that a differential 
approach to scoring was to be employed. 

S<.lme items seem misclassified to me, e.g., a positive response to #6, 
liT am smarter than most boys I know," is treated as indicative of social 
maladjustment and I fail to see the logical connection between the two. 
The question also indicates a general problem of attitude scales-
differentiating between perception of fact and perception of feeling. 
A positive response to #6 means quite different things if the person is, 
in fact, smarter than "most boys I know," than if he is not. 

There are other problems of item interpretation such as the direction 
assigned to particular scores, the meaning of responses that are not 
scored either positively or negatively, and how these affect total 
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scores. These items are partly justified by factor analysis, ,but the 
technique is non-rational and is known,~o cluster conceptual ~rrele-
vancies • 

Size of subscales."'r#:,addition to the fact t~at the in~entory might 
well be too long, a number of subscales conta~n a relat~vely large 
number of items in order to reach a conclusion about a sin~le test 
variable. For instance, the value orientat~on sca:6 conta~ns 39 
'tems the social maladjustment scale conta~ns 63 ~tems, and th.e , 
~ , , f the limited pract~oal immaturity scale contains 45 items. In v~ew 0 
benefit that might be derived from these subs~ales and the fact that 
other comparably reliable and valid sdal~s ex~st th~t measure th:~ 
same or similar phenomena in more abbrev~ated fo~ ~t ~rpears th_ an 
excessive commitment of limited resources was be~ng be~ng made. 

Reliability and Validity. Most of the reliability and ~alidity :a~~a_ 
t d in the Manual refer to delinquent and non-del~nquent P p 

~~~~:~ epresumablYfthhe unrub:ie~tdyoi~O~h!i~e~~:~:~~ni~~~ ~~:~:~i~~~~l~ation 
in fa~t, because 0 team ~gu~ h Id 
of th; concept of "unruly" I am not sure at all how the groul? St~U 
be classified. This being the case, then, muc~ of th~ data ~nl e 
Manual on reliability and validity should be v~ewed w~th ~ealtoil.Y 

k t ' 'sm This skepticism is also warranted on the bas~s of 
s ep ~c~ • 1 F example' 
some of the data that is provided in the Manua. or . 

••• (p.16) 

• •• (p.16) 

••• (p. 7) 

••. (p.22) 

None of the subscales differentiate between d~li~que~ts 
and non-delinquents very much except the asoc~al~zat~on 
scale. 

. and the size of the standard deviations Given the means 
15 year old males, the variability of scores 

reported for , " 1 t 
, ~ ~ve since + 1 standard dev2at20n ~s equa 0 
2S excebS'" , ' b' 1 ' t would e obtained score. Th2s var~a 2 2 Y 
~he,averag , b'lity to differentiate effectively from 
2nd2cate an 2na 2 osite 

, n groupS except in the most extreme opp 
compar~so I' b'l'ty , b'l'ty also suggests low re 2a ~ ~ • cases. The var2a ~. 2 

d l' bilities are not very impressive, 
The uncorrecte re ~a d ones are satisfactory. 
although most of the corre~t7 us of corrected reliabilities 

, reason to be susp~c~o , 
There ~s thetical Greater confidence 2S 
because ~h~~ ~~: ~~~~allY obt~ined reliabilities, which 
warrante t 11 significantly below usually accepted 
are almos a 

. standards. 

, cale scores and delinquent/vs. 
The correlat20n betweenls for purposes of differentiation 
non-deli~gu:nt ar:it~~ee~Wout of 22 items (82%) show 
and pred~ct20n. g tha 25 which roughlY speaking, 
correlations of less ~~'of'the variance in test scores. 
accounts for about only'" 
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(e) Relevance. Most of the subscales on the Jesness deal with what are 
essentially personality variables, i.e., enduring, deep-seated 
characteristics of ~~e respondents. One would have to question the 
presumption that in 30 or even l20-day treatment one could reasonably 
~r;1?ect to impact the personalities of "unrulies ll to the extent that 
significant changes are likely to occur. More to the point is the fact 
that the treatment orientation of the Crisis Center, and, the Supporting 
Units as well, is not to effect personality change but to effect 
behavioral adjustments, which may only be minor adjustments at that. 
Without gettL~g into the semantics of personality vs. behavioral change 
it seems clear that it is very likely that the Jesness would consistently 
produce "no change" results on the personality factors being assessed 
because the variables that are measured are not very likely to either 
be relevant to treatment efforts or, if relevant, affected during the 
time constraints of treatment in the project. 

TO: 

FROM: 
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APPENDIX 

ATTACHMENT #2 

UNRULY YOUTH POLICY AND PROCEDURES STATEMENT 
OF FRANKLIN COUNTY JUVENILE COURT 

MEMO 

ALL COURT PERSONNEL 

BOB HARDEN, DIRECTOR OF COURT SERVICES 

RE: TREATMENT OF UNRULY CHILDREN 

June 9, 1975 

Be advised that effective July 1, 1975, the FCCCP-CDR - Juvenile Court will not 
be housing unruly children in t.he detention home. 

The Court is responding to tj~e national move (and anticipated legislation) to 
separate status offenders frc.w! delinquent offenders. 

A meeting was held June 5 with Referee Foley to explain the ramifications of 
this decision. Attached to this memo is a copy of the working definition of 
unruly children (status offenders). The following are notes from the above 
mentioned meeting. You are urged to carefully read all material. 

The Court will no longer detain in detenti~n home or commit to O.Y.C. those 
children defined as unruly. It is anticipated that all such cases will be 
referred to FCCS ~. Unruly Crisis Unit. 

PROBATION SUPERVISION: 

When a child is still on 
offense - a child cannot 
another status offense . 
placed on official court 

probation (under court jurisdiction) for a status 
be locked up for violation where the violation is 
It is anticipated that few status offenders will be 
probation in the future • 

If the child has been terminated from probation for a delinquent act and is 
subsequently charged with a status offense slhe is a status offender. 

COURT ORDERS: 

The referees are attempting to eliminate placing court orders on status 
offenders. A child cannot be detained for violation of court order where the 
orders were made on a status offense charge and the violation is by commitment 
of status offense. 
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APPENDIX 

ATTACHMENT # 2{~o~tinued) 

t t rmanently commit an unruly child. Tempo. raries Every effort will be made 0 no pe . dm" t th 
if the ch~ld is not detained pend~ng a ~ss~on 0 e can be made for diagnosis .... 

child study oenter. 

If a child is on parole to oye and he was committed for a sta~us 
violates parole by commitment of another status offense, we w~ll 
up in the detention home. 

offense, and 
not lock him 

SCHOOL TRUANTS: 

As it is the end of the school year no problems with this 
By September r arrangements will he made with the Board of 
to set up a new method of handling truants. 

,\!ARRANTS: 

will occur at present. 
Education and Fees 

No '¥arrant will he issued for unruly kids who don I t show for preliminary hearing 
unless there are arrangements for Fces to house the juvenile. 

OUT OF TO\mS~ 

OUt of 'County runaways ,.;ill be referred to Fecs Unruly Unit and will not be 
detained in the detention heme. 

:PROJECTION: 

FCCS will need to e..xpand housing facilities to deal with these children. It 
is anticipated that we 'will receive many of the same children only under a 
delinquency charge, i.e. r assault rather than incorrigibility and/or as 
dependent juveniles. 

YOU ARE URGED TO DISCUSS ~~Y QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS WITH YOUR SUPERVISOR. 

THE '1'Eru-~ STATUS OFFENSS :AND UNRUIIY CHARGE ARE USED INTERCHANGEABLY. 

'(\fORKING DEFINITION OF UNRULY CHILD 
June 9, 1975 

'1'he 'F+ankiin County Court of Common Pleas - Division of Domestic Relations and 
Juvenile COurt has adopted a \«>rkable definition of status offenders to assist 
in making consistent intake, det~ntion; court process and. statistical decisions. 
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APPENDIX 

ATTACHME~~' # 2 (continued) 

This definition and related classifications have been adopted from the position 
paper developed and prepared by the Council of State Governments entitled, 
lOA Working Definition of Status Offenders," and the O.Y.C. working Definition. 

The following charges are unruly (status offense) charges: 

TRUANT FROM HOME, SCHOOL & PLACEMENT, CURFEW VIOLATIONS, ENDANGERING 
HEALTH & MORALS, INCORRIGIBILITY. 

THESE ARE ACTS WHICH WOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED CRIMES IF COMMITTED 
BY ADULTS AND WHICH ARE SPECIFICALLY APPLICABLE TO YOUTH BECAUSE 
OF THEIR MINORITY. 

Keep in mind that these guidelines are intended to be comp:::-ehensive, but due to 
the uncertainty of the outcome of the court's treatment of unrulies effective 
July 1, they may be modified by administrative decision. 

CLASSIFICATION-

UNRULY OFFENDERS: 

1) A youth is charged with a status offense. 

2) A youth is charged with multiple status offenses. 

3) A youth is made a ward of the Court for neglect or dependency, is 
temporarily committed to FCCS and is charged with a status offense. 

4) A youth is charged with a delinquent offense which is reduced to a 
status offense and is found guilty for st~tus offense. 

5) A youth commits a status offense and is placed on probation. While 
on probation he commits a status offense. 

6) A youth commits a delinquent offense that is informally (non-judicially) 
closed. He later commits a status offense. (NOTE: No official 
adjudication as a delinquent minor.) 

DELINQUENT OFFENDERS: 

1) A youth is found to have committed or been charged with a delinquent 
offense. 

2) A youth is found guilty of or charged with at the same time a series of 
offenses, some unruly, some delinquent. 

3) A youth commits a delinquent offense and is placed on probation. While 
on probation he commits a status offense. 
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APPENDIX ;. ~ .. 

ATTAcm~NT # 2 (continued) 

4} A youth commits a status offense and is placec!, on probation and 
terminated. He subsequently is charged with a delinquent offense. 

YOUR COOPERATION AND CONSISTENT EFFORTS TO OPERATE AND WORK FROM THE ABOVE 
CLASSIFICATIONS WILL BE GREATLY APPRECIATED. 

11.25 
COMMUNITY AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE APPENDIX 

ATTACHMENT #3 
Name of agency ______________________________ ~ ____________________________ --_ 

Address· ________________________________________________ ~Phone.~ ____ . ________ __ 

Name of agency executive or 
person completing this form. _____________________________________________ _ 

A. Complete this section for all types of service your agency provides 
for unruly youth. Do not include services that your agency obtains 
from others unless the cost of these services comes from your budget. 
Report the number of staff in terms of full-time equivalencies for 
each activity; i. e. if three individuals ea,ch spend one-half their 
time on a particular activity, report this as 1.5 positions. Include 
the pro-rated time of administrative and support staff for each type 
of service. Report for the 1974 calendar year or your 1974 program 
year. 

Information and referral service. 

24 hrs/day, 7 days a week 
a-hour day, weekdays only 
Other (specify) 

Emergency services. (30 days or less) 

Crisis counseling 

24 hrs/day, 7 days a week 
a-hour day, weekdays only ==== Other (specify) 

Temporary shelter and food 
---Medical care (staff or $ spent) 

Legal services 
Other (specify) 

Ongoing services. (over 30 days) 

Counseling, youth 
Counseling, families 
Shelter and food, residential 
Shelter and food, foster family 

---- Medical (staff or $ expenditures) 
---- Employment training 
==== Tutoring 
___ . Legal services 

Other (specify) 

Number Number of 
of Staff Youth Served 
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COMMUNITY AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 

B. Please check the column that most clearly describes the extent of Use 
of those services you reported for your agency in Section A. For 
example, if your agenoy had the capability with existing resources to 
handle twice as many youth in your counseling program, check the 50% 
column on the "youth counseling line". 

0% 25% 50% 100% 

Information and referral 

Emergency Services (30 days or less) 

Crisis counseling 

p. 2 

------
Shelter and food, temporary 

Medical care 

Legal services 

Other (specify) 

On-going Services (OVer 30 days) 

Counseling, youth 

Counseling, families 

Shelter and food, residential 

Shelter and food, foster family 

Medical care 

--Employment training 

Tutoring 

Legal services 

Other (specify) 

For any items above which are checked 
they were used at less than 100%. at less than 100% please comment why 

Please indicate Whether you have waiting 
B, above. lists for any of the services in 

11.27 
COMMUNITY AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE p. '3 

E. Please comment on any experience you have had with the Franklin County 
Children's Service Unruly Project to date. Distinguish between your 
experience with the Crisis Unit, Support Unit and central office ad.mini-
stration, if possible.· . 

F. For those units of service for unruly youth you reported in Section A., 
please provide your unit cost and the basis of your computation. Include 
all cost factors. 

EXAMPLES: 

Service Basis of Computati~ 

1. Counseling Budget $39,600/year - = $22 1800 intervie\'ls/year 

2. Shelter care Group home $27,375/yr
c 

$15 
1825 child care days 

Service Basis of Computation 

unit Cost 

$22/interview 

$15/day/child 

Unit Cost 

G. What categories of service for unruly youth that you do ~~ provide 
would you be interested in developing? 

H. For whom would you like to provide such servicesi i.e. age, sex, types 
of problems, geographic area to be served, any other special eligibility 
conditions? 

• ? 
I. What would be the total unit cost for these serv~ces. ~ 

~----.. --.-------------' 
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COMMUNITY AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 

J. What proportion of the cost of these ser\Tices could be met from your 
agency budget %? What proportion would have to come from 
outside source-s------- %? M1at do you anticipate the unit cost of 
these services to be: 

First year: Second year: 

K. What unmet needs do you currently see,in services for unruly youth 
in Franklin County? 

Type of service 
Estimated volume of need 

L. What has been your agency's experience to date in efforts to plan and/or 
coordinate services for unruly youth in Franklin County? 

1. Involvement: ____ No experience ____ Minimal ____ Moderate _____ Heavy 

2. Satisfaction with results: 
Lit tle Some Maximu.'ll - -

M. Do you think there should be a single agenc~ in the community with the 
responsibility and power to: 

1. Plan services for unruly youth? Yes 
No -

2. Coordinate services for unruly youth? Yes 
No -

3. Allocate funds for services for unruly youth? Yes ____ No _____ 

COMMENTS ON 1, 2, 3. 

N. OTHER COMMENTS OR SUGGESTIONS CONCERNING SERVICES FOR UNRULY YOUTH: 
(Include information concerning POSsible improvements in handling these 
problems e~ther by ~our ?wn agencies or others, including law enforce
ment agenc~es, the Juven~le court, children's services or the public schools) 

". " 
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