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BACKGROUND 

Prior to the beginning of Discretionary Grant #71-DF-807 the South Carolina 

Department of Vocational Rehabilitation had been involved in a cooperative program 

vith the Richland County Family Court. This program was designed to assist the 

Court in meeting the needs of handicapped youth on probation. The basic design 

was to prepare adolescents for entering employment after successfully completing 

a planned group of services designed for the individual. The types of services 

offered included maintenance, public or private residential school training, speech 

or language therapy, family counseling, psychological or psychiatric diagnosis and 

treatment, physical restoration and work related training or placement. Services 

were basically designed around individual needs. This program has been in exist-

ence since August of 1968. 

In a report to the Richland County Board of Commissioners, conducted by the 

National Council of Crime and Delinquency which surveyed the services for children 

and the needs of the Family Court of Richland County, the following >vas said of thp. 

program: 

"Unlike many cooperative programs that characterize juvenile 
and family courts nationally, this particular program appears 
to be well planned and well implemented. The policies, pro­
cedures, and processes are spelled out, as are all agreements 
betw'een the two agencies concerned. II 

"Conceptually the program is outstanding,1I The report went on to describe the 

most important factor which lessened its effectiveness. The referral system developed 

at that time had not yet been perfected. Probation personnel had referred only the 

children considered hard-core problems. As a result many children who could have 

benefited from the program were not given'the opportunity to participate. Service 

deve10pmen: and Vocational Rehabilitation counselor efforts were thus dissipated 

on a few relatively hard-core children. It was recommended that a new system of 

referral be developed. 
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Other invo"lvement vlith the Juvenile Justice System by Vocational Rehabili­

tation involved services to clients institutionalized in the Youth Services 

Department. Range of services offered were similar to that of the Family Court 

project in Richland County. Follow-up services from institutionalization occurred 

through transfer to general case load carrying counselors of Vocational Rehabili­

tation who had a multiplicity oi: disabilities on their case load and no specialized 

training for treatment of youth. Total funding for the program within institutions 

in FY 70 was $105,767 of which the Vocational Rehabilitation agency contributed 

$79,460. The Family Court Program in Richland County operated on a budget of 

$60,605 and consisted of one full time counselor, one part time counselor and two 

counselor assistants. Involvement of the Vocational Rehabilitation Department 

with other Court Systems >"as on a traditional referral method. 

PROBLEMS AVVRESSED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BASIC PROGRAM DESIGN 

Vocational Rehabilitation saw the need to develop solutions to the follo~"ing 

impediments to services for youth in trouble: 

a) The need to develop a referral system for non-juvenile justice 

agencies ,,,hich could react efficiently and meet volume demands and 

time constraints imposed by the Court process. 

b) 'fhe development of an evaluation process which concisely described 

the child's physical,mental and environmental status at the time of 

trial and offered realistic recommendations as to the" community agencies 

capaci ty for dealing ,vi th the individual's problems. 

c) The need to focus community agencies resources in a coordinated 

effort focusing on the individual's needs ,,,hich would reduce un­

necessary duplication and help create cooperative service efforts. 

d) The need to develop a clear understanding as to the gaps of services 
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Cont. d) within the individual communities which help to contribute 

to the youth delinquency problem. 

e) The need to evaluate the Court population as a whole and allow 

experimental treatment efforts to be tested at a minimum of cost 

and maximum of benefit to Court connected youth. 

f) The need to develop techniques for educating the community pro­

fessionals and non-professionals in establishing projects and 

services that are capable of financial continuation after federal 

implementation funding sources have been exhausted. 

g) The need for a mechanism to focus traditional services of established 

social services and Courts so that a minimum amount of defense 

barriers are erected and clients receive rational services based 

on their needs rather than services which are created because of 

the child's status as a delinquent referred for services from a 

justice agency. 

h) The need to develop a method of consumer input into the service 

delivery system which allows a reasonable amount of cooperation 

in the development of services to be imposed on the client during 

his probation. 

i) An ability to complete the rehabilitative program in a cooperative 

effort ,\1ith the client without the necessity to extend the length 

of time he would normally be held accountable to supervision by 

a juvenile justice agency. 

It was with these problem areas in mind that the basic project structure was 

developed. The results of our structure and the successes and failures of our 

attempts are the subject of this Final Report. 
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The prima~y elelnents of the Juvenile Justice System in South Carolina are: 

Law Enforcement agencies; the Family Courts; in jurisdictions having Family Courts, 

the Probate Court and Circuit Court; the South Carolina Department of Youth Services 

and the South Carolina Department of Juvenile Placement & Aftercare. Of these 

four primary elements charged with the responsibilities of apprehension, adjudi­

cation and rehabilitation Vocat~onal Rehabilitation decided to interphase with the 

Juvenile Justice System at the Court Intake level. The Courts selected were Courts 

with a history of high volume need and demonstrated ability to harness cOll!munity 

resources in a rehabilitative fashion. Due to the revised intake procedure which 

vlOuld occur ~.,ithin the program an additional counselor was added to the :Family 

Court Progral. in Richland County and specialist counselors with secretarial 

assistants \'7ere to be hired in Spartanburg, Charleston) Rock Hill and Florence. 

The client selection process within each Court was to be determined on two factors 

alone by the Family Court Intake Officer: 

1) Client was to be at least 14 years old and coming to the 

attention of the Court on a current violation needing adjudication. 

2) The severity of the charges and the facts substantiating the charges 

would in the Intake Officer's judgement result in the need for 

probation or incarceration. 

~~at was to follow the initial selection is one of the unique qualities of the 

program. The Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor would intervi~w clients from the 

previous \oleek in a one day evaluation process at Vocational Rehabilitation facilities. 

The youth and his family would be interviewed, a social history would be taken, 

and the client would receive initial screening tests to determine basic intelligence, 

and educational achievement levels. After testing and interviewing the youth then 

would receive a complete medical examination and psychological or psychiatric 

examination as the individual needs dictated. At the completion of all necessary 
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testing by the Vocational Rehabilitation Department the clients case would then 

be staffed within the same week of the evalu.ation by a community screenir:g and 

treatment team made up of psychologists, public sch001 counselors, police depart­

ment juvenile officers, Family Court Counselors, Department of Social Services, 

Dep.artment of Mental Health, and any cOllLlJluni ty agency having services which might 

be able to offer assistance to the Youth. Included on the community treatment team 

would be private organizations or individuals involved in volunteer work or offering 

special community services to youth connected with the Court. The teams purpose. 

would be to evaluate the individual needs of the youth and bring out any involve­

ment with their Agency that the youth or his family may have had in the past and 

help to formulate a realistic recommendation of services available to the Court 

for the client. The team would also act as a nucleus of experts within the community 

that would become aware of the gaps in communit} services and the general overall 

need for services within their community which could effectively cope with local 

delinquenc~ problems. Once a need for a specific service Was established and the 

number of clients needing such services were estimated, the Vocational Rehabilitation 

Counselor, acting in coordination with the recommendations of the screening staff 

was to develop the service component which met the needs of the client population. 

Recommendations would be made on a client-by-client basis with four general 

categories in mind: 

CategoEY One -- involving minimum services by Vocational Rehabilitation. 

Services offered ~vill be of a strictly supportive nature to the probation 

counselor, such as: purchase of school books, or minor articles of 

clothing where it is impossible to obtain them quickly elsewhere, minor 

medical needs such as - glasses, minor dental problems and other supportive 

type services. 
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Category Two -- consisting of a more intense involvement with the 

youth by the Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor, i.e., arranging 

for psychological treatment, educational tutoring, minor maintenance 
~. 

needs for participation in school related programs. Counseling and 

guidance '"ould be primarily provided by the court probation counselors. 

Category Three involving the development of group home placement 

for youth on a short term basis, psychological services and vocational 

and educational counseling and guidance. This would also include parent-

youth counseling services and development of vocational and recreational 

activities for the youth. 

Category. Four -- is of a long-term intensive nature in which the youth 

would be sponsored in foster home placement, boarding school, or other 

long-term educational and vocational training aVlay from home environment. 

7he recommendations of the screening team would then be placed in the youth's 

court folder and made available to the Judge prior to the disposition of the case. 

All services after evaluation would not begin until after the youth was placed on 

probation by the Court. If a youth was not placed on probation, but Vocational 

Rehabilitation services were indicated in the team summary, his case ,.;ould be 

referred to a school counselor in the ·General Vocational Rehabilitation Program. 

However) if he was placed on probation he would remain with the Vocational 

Rehabilitation Family Court Counselor throughout his rehabilitation process. 

This policy would limit the population within the program to youth who had 

severe behavioral adjustment problems that had been identified through their Court 

involvement. If the information obtained prior to screening indicated a need for 

a more extensive evaluatio~ referral to the Reception ,and Evaluation Center 
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in Columbia, operated by the Department of Youth Services, would be recommended 

to the court. A working arrangement with the Vocational Rehabilitation Counselpr 

in that institution would allow services to be initiated by Vocational Rehabilitation 

prior to release. Upon returning to the community the case again is handled by 

the Family Court Counselor. 

OVERVIEW OF CLIEWT ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE PROGRAM 

During the project period, tHO hundred seventeen youth have been closed durir],g 

the evaluation phase of the program. Eighty-five youth were closed for various 

reasons such as loss of contact, failure to cooperate, movement from the state, etc. 

after service programs were initiated. These cases did not necessarily reflect 

success or failure on the youth's part in rehabilitating his behavior to one of less 

need for court supervision. One hundred seventy-one cases Here transfe1:'red to ar.eas 

or counselors 'vithin the Vocational Rehabilitation Agency for more appropriate 

services and Here not followed after transfer by project staff. Finally, three 

hundred twenty-seven youth were closed by the Agency as successfully, vocationally 

rehabilitated. These c.ases represented clients who had proceeded through the 

Agency program of services and had been successfully employed without further in­

cident with the court. Many of these youth cooperated in their O,ffi rehabilitation 

after court probation had ceased. The average client rehabilitated was with the 

program eighteen months while the average client was on probation only six ~onths. 

During the last fifteen months of the program, the caseload overall average 

was two hundred fifteen clients per counselor with thirty-three per cent of the 

case10ad receiving evaluation services and sixty-seven per cent receiving planned 

rehabilitation services. Of the nineteen hundred sixty-six clients that were re­

ceiving services during the project period, el~ven hundred sixty-nine are continuing 

to receive Vocational Rehabilitation services within the project. 
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The Columbia Family Court Program 

Through LEAP funds, the Columbia Family Court Unit expanded to its current 

staff of three full-time counselors, one social worker, and three secretarial 

assis tants. Community services in the greater metropolitan area of Columbia have 

e:;panded and the court now has many alternatives to incarceration available ~vithin 

the community. Since the expanded program began in July of 1971, six hundred 

twenty-one clients have been referred to the unit as of September 30, 1973, and an 

additional t\vO hundred eight:r-four were carried over from the previous year, bring-

ing to a total of nine hundred five youth worked with during the project period. 

These youth were evaluated prior to trial and then proceeded into planned services 

with Vocational Rehabilitation. (See Appendix A for case flow chart.) The sta-

tistical an'alysis of this population produced the following results: 

a. Twenty-seven per cent of the court population referred to Vocational 
Rehabilitation had had some type of public assistance at the time 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

of ref erral. 

Over 80 per cent of the children referred were considered to have 
average, or above average, intelligence. 

seventy-five per cent of the population were from poor, white 
families from Columbia's inner-city. 

Seven per cent of the population had parents with an education 
above the high school level, -and over fifty per cent came irc;>m 
families \vith an elementary education level. 

The youth referred to the program, although having average 
intelligence, \vere far below their fellow students in general 
educational skills, with the majority of them falling below 
the sixth grade level on achievement tests. 

The majority of the population referred to Vocational Rehabilita­
tion were 14 and 15 years aJ.d, with a tapering off at age 16. 

The type 0:: offenses cOlmnitted showed that the major offenses 
committed by these children ~vere: 1. Breaking and entering; 2. 
Grand l~rceny; 3. Incorrigibility; 4. Shoplifting; and 5. Larceny. 
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ho Of all the crimes committed by this population, 60 per cent fell 
within the general category of crimes against property, 14 per cent 
involved some type of assault, with the remaining 26 per cent 
essentially crimes having no victim other than the child himself. 

The Charleston Family Court Program 

At the time of program initiation, the Charleston Family Court had a highly 

sophisticated legal court structure. Services within the probation area weze re-

stricted to that of control techniques and traditional probation reporting services. 

There were two judges in the Charleston area, both having jurisdiction in juvenile 

delinquency cases and domestic relation cases. The court already had a detention 

center separate from an adult detention unit, and had helped establish Horizon 

House, A community day treatment and education program. Horizon House acts as an 

alternative to public school training for the youth with exceptional behavior 

problems. Services beyond these facilities depended upon traditional referral pro-

cess to other agencies. Foster home care for adolescent delinquents was non-

existent and services continuing beyond probation, such as special education, edu-

cational training, or vocational placement, were very limited. 

Concurrently \Vith our program, the Department of Youth Services initiated a 

non-residential evaluation unit at the Charleston Detention Center. This unit has 

largely concentrated upon counseling and referral services for the child below 14, 

"rita some overlap in evaluation for the 14 and above population. Our program 

counselor has w'Orked cooperatively with this unit wherever services were available. 

The service delivery system in the Charleston area has been somewhat slower 

in developing. This, however, is deceptive in that the development of community 

acceptance of the exceptional problems of these youth has brought about more 

.,.. 
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appropriate placement of clients within the Charleston County school system. Train­

ing and job placement opportunities are now being developed for both the male and 

female within the community agencies and through ind ividual employers. The 115 e of 

residential facilities at the Opportunity School and placement in foster homes has 

been utilized on a more extensive basis than ever before possible for juveniles 

needing removal from their homes. A volunteer recreation program is beginning ~vith 

coordination of effort with Horizon House Program and students at the Citadel. 

The slowness of development of services for youth connected \vith the Family 

Court has essentially been the lack of monies available to initiate unique, new 

programs within state and local service delivery agencies outside the juvenile 

justice system. The Charleston Unit became active on September 1, 1971, and has 

served three hundred eighty-five youth. Fifty-five have been closed during the 

evaluation phase of the program. Four youth were closed for various reasons such 

as loss of contact, failure to cooperate, movement from the state, etc. after 

service programs were initiated. These cases did not necessarily reflect success 

or failure on the youth's part in rehabilitating his behavior to one of less need 

for court supervision. Thirty-seven cases were transferred to areas or counselors 

within the Vocational Rehabilitation Agency for more appropriate services and were 

not followed after transfer by project staff. Finally, thirty-one youth were 

closed by the Agency as successfully, vocationally rehabilitated. 

The Florence Family Court Program 

The Florence Family Court, in comparison with the o~her courts in the program, 

could be considered in its mvn infancy at the time our Un:.t.t was introduced. At the 

present time, there is one probation officer to handle delinquency cases, one Family 
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Court Judge, and two constables who act primarily in the area of collection for 

child support and other domestic issues. Services available to the delinquent, 

other than report and counseling in the office, were necessarily based on the tra-

ditional referral system to other agencies in the community. Because of its new-

ness, the court still maintained a high community interest and the development of 

Vocational Rehabilitation services has, therefore, been accelerated. 

A recreational program for court connected youth has been designed and operated 

within the community through the use of volunteer school personnel, college students, 

and teachers at Frances Marion College. A night school has been developed in co­

operation with the adult edu~ation program for the dropout and a similar type pro-

gram is offered in the public school for the potential dropout. 

Job L~~llling and vocational adjustment courses are being provided through the 

Florence Vocational Rehabilitation Workshop and placement of youth in part-time em-

ploymen t af ter school has helped to develop more s tabili ty wi thin the elien t popula-

tion as well as increase their lmowledge of the work-a-day world. 

The Florence Unit became active on September 1, 1971, and has served two 

hundred t\venty-eight youth. Fifty have been closed during the evaluation phase of 

the program. Eight youth were closed for various reasons such as loss of contact, 

failure to cooperate, movement from the state, etc. after service programs were 

initiated. These cases did not necessarily reflect success or failure on the youth's 

part in rehabilitating his behavior to one of less need for court supervision. 

-
Fifteen cases were transferred to areas or counselors within the Vocational Reha-

hilitation Agency for more appropriate services and were not followed after transfer 

by project staff. Flllally, thirty-nine youth were closed by the Agency as success-

fully, vocationally rehabilitated. 
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The Rock Hill Family Court Program 

The Vocational Rehabilitation program began in Rock Hill ~vhen the court was 

facing major changes itself. A new judge was appointed between the planning and 

implementation stage of the project, putting service delivery alignments within 

the community in a state of flux. The syst"em within the area for providing the 

exceptional child needed services had become much more sophisticated due to MOdel 

Cities funding. A detention hqme was already in operation, \-7hieh dealt with 

children of all ages. A group home for boys, in its third year, was attempting to 

make adjustments in funding and, in fact, ceased operations approximately eight 

months after our program was initiated. Efforts at reopening the home are currently 

under way, b,asing funding on more local community resources and less :t~liance on 

temporary funds. 

A girls h,ome began operation concurrently with our program and has operated in 

conjunction with our program quite successfully. Again, major funding problems 

have plagued the home due to uncertainty of the federal monies available in Hodel 

Cities. 

Tutorial programs for children in Model Cities area were beginning to be de·­

veloped and volunteer services were being attempted. The basic contribution made 

by our unit has been to bring about inter-&gency cooperation and coordination of 

services within the ccmmunity and to offer supplemental services for individual 

children needing attention not covered in the design of the services above 

mentioned. 

Our effort at bringing about community cooperation is just now beginning to 

IIbear fruit". Services within Vocational Rehabilitation have been initiated in its 

., 
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workshop facilities and the development of pre-vocational training placement in 

boarding schools outside the commlliLity, physical restoration serVices, as well as 

development of volunteer youth programs, have helped in the development of a total 

treatment program for Rock Hill youth. Client services are now being developed 

on a planned effort whereby several different organizations within the community 

work with the child at a point where it is felt the child can bes t benefit through 

continuous on-going staffing of cases. The child plan of services can be updated 

~ 
to meet the specific needs and to avoid abrupt changes or loss of services in be-

tween one agency's participation and another's services necessary for rehabilitation. 

The Rock Hill Unit becam'e operational in January of 1972, and has served two 

hundred two youth. Fifteen have been closed during the evaluation phase of the 

program. Five youth were closed for various reasons such as loss of contact, 

failure to cooperate, movement from the state, etc. after service programs were 

initiated. These cases did not necessarily reflect success or failure on the youth's 

part in rehabilitating his behavior to one of less need for court supervision. 

Twenty-three cases were transferred to areas or counselors within the Vocational Re-

habilitation Agency for more appropriate services and were not followed after trans-

fer by proj ect staff. Finally, thirty youth were closed by the Agency as success-

fully, vocationally rehabilitated. 

l!le Spartanburg Family Court Program 

The Spartanburg Family Court Unit entered a court system that had similar ad-

vantages to the Rock Hill system, in that Hodel Cities money had already played a 

major part in the establishment of services for court connected youth. A group 

home for boys had been established by the court for youth needing long term treatment 
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without institutionalization. The probation staff had been increased through the 

use of Model Cities money. A tutorial program utilizing technical education center 

teachers had been established at the Group Home, and a volunteer program was being 

initiated in connection with the group home. Other services for youth were still 

relying on the traditional referral services to courts through state and local 

agencies. 

The concept of an individualized treatment plan for each probationer had not yet 
,) 

developed. Coordination of services were only possible for children needing place-

ment in the group home and the maj ority of services which the court offered con-

sisted of a very sma,ll portion of court connected children, in that the group home 

acted as the "hub" of all treatment services. Since the beginning of our program, 

:the Vocational Rehabilitation counselor has placed emphasis on the development of a 

cooperative team effort within all existing units and encouraged the expansion of 

s'ervices to as many court connected children as possible under a realignment of 

services effort. The result of such efforts is seen in: 1. Support of the Volunteer 

Recreational Program in developing its services for non-residential youth; and 2. 

l~e tutorial programs (originally established at the group home) are being en-

couraged and helped through offering specific individualized supplies to Vocational 

Rehabilitation clients, which would encourage a community based school available to 

more of the court connected population in Spartanburg. 

It is felt that a movement of this nature is necessary, in that many problems 

of this age group center around special needs. Again, as in all other units, services 

of a lorig term nature such as training and technical education courses, placement and 

boarding homes, and pre-vocational adjustment services are being developed as part 

of a total. treatment package, offering the court as many alternatives for rehabilitation 
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for the individual as budgetary constraints will allow. Part-time employment and 

work adjustment efforts have helped many children to see the practical side of con-

tinued education and has helped to remotivate many children to return to some form 

of educational or training program. 

The Spartanburg Unit became operational in October of 1971, and has served 

two hundred forty-six youth. Thirty-five have been closed during the evaluation 

phase of the program. Seventeen youth were closed for various reasons such as loss 
"J 

of contact, failure to cooperate, movement from the state 1 etc. after service pro-

grams were initiated. These cases did not necessarily reflect success or failure on 

the youth's part Ll1rehabilit'ating his behavior to one of less need for court super-

vision. Twenty cases were transferred to areas or counselors ~.;rithin the Vocational 

Rehabilitation Agency for more appropriate services and were not followed after 

transfer by project staff. Finally, fifty-three youth were closed by the Agency as 

successfully, vocationally rehabilitated. 

PROGRAAf RESULTS 

The primary goal of Vocational Rehabilitation in establishing specialized case-

loads for Family Court referrals was to increase the capacity of the agency in meet-

ing the volume needs of the court and provide the agency an opportunity for evalu-

ating the court youth population to determine the extent to which youth could be 

served by our agency. In the year prior to the establishment of the discretionary 

grant, Vocational Rehabilitation served approximately four hundred fifty clients in 

community programs in the five city area covered by the grant. The maj ority of these 

cases came from the specialized unit in Columbia. Identification of client needs 

received no specialized treatment, and clients were handled throughout the state hy 
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general caseload counselors who were primarily interested in providing Vocational 

Rehabilitation services to handicapped adults. 

After one year, tlle project had identified one thousand twenty-three youth that 

the agency had served in the five city area. At the end of the second fiscal year, 

that number had grown to one thousand six hundred thirty-two. The agency has been 

pleased with the results of our specialized program in establishing an intake proce-

dure which has allowed us to meet the volume demands of the court and provide the 

agency with a balanced caseload reflective of the courts' older youth population. 

The evaluation process has been greatly streamlined through the use of the community 

treatment team concept which has helped with the collection of vital information 

necessary in analyses of clients' problems. These teams have also provided a working 

forum for professionals to analyze the fragmental nature of all the efforts in pro-

viding community support services. As a result of the team approach, many services 

within our agency include close coordination and cooperation with other community 

agencies. The oneweabless noted by this approach is the need for specialized case-

workers in other agencies who can devote more time streamlining their own agency 

services to meet the special needs of youth in trouble. The dramatic growth of clients 

being served in our agency is demonstrative of the effectiveness of specialized units 

in increasing agency involvement in community agencies not directly involved with the 

Juvenile Justice System. 

The low recidivism rate throughout the program, which is now approximately ten 

percent of all referrals, is supportive of the approach to divert cases to non-juvenile 

justice 'service delivery agencies. However, while many youth ultimately cooperate 

in their rehabilitation beyond their court probation, the Vocational Rehabilitation 

staff feels that an initial period of enforcement by the court probation staff 
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increased the initial cooperation by the youth and their families and enabled the 

agency to develop the necessary cooperation with the youth to render meaningful 

services. 

Looking at the characteristics of the majority of youth within the program show 

that their initial reaction to new relationships is one of suspicion and withdrawal, 

thus making it extremely difficult to establish cooperation in their environmental 

setting which is supportive of suspicion and withdrawal. The length of court super-

vision should only be determined after complete diagnosis of the individual's cir-

cumstances and behavior. }~ny cases placed on probation could have been diverted 

without probation; however, fuitial diversion should only be tentative and based 

upon full cooperation with service agencies having resources to meet the clients' 

needs. In most instances where services have been lacking, it has resulted from a 

lack of specialized personnel translating clients' needs within the community service 

delivery system. TILe hesitancy of most non-justice agencies in delivery services to 

the court connected population can be traceable in a large part to a lack of under-

standing of the court processes in which court clients find themselves. Thus, clients 

with a multiplicity of personal and environmental problems are rejected from 

normalized agency services due to their status as court connected clients. Our ex-

periences over the past twenty-seven months have proven to us that once the initial 

court connected needs and time constraints are dealt with, services offered these 

clients do not differ from services offered to non-court connected clients with 

similar disabilities. 



COLUMBIA UNIT 

. June 30,1971 Carried Over 

284 

Worked Hi th FY 1972 551 

Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Planned Service 

Referrals In FY 1972 

267 

Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project WJ:hin VR 

36 
26 
66 
16 

Clients As Of June 30, 1972 

Referral 74 

~ 
Total 

407 

W 
June 30, 1972 Carried Over 

407 

Worked With FY 1973 

Active 333 

Referrals In FY 1973 

323 

Closed During Evaluation Process 18 
Closed During Planned Services 25 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 101 
Transferred Out Of Project Within VR 47 

~ 



COLUMBIA UNIT (Cant.) 

Clients As Of June 30, 1973 

.~ Referral 230 Active 309 

Total 

539 

\v 
June 30, 1973 Carried Over Referrals 

L 539 

Worked With FY 1974 ~ __ 57-70 __ J 

1 
Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Plan Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project Vlrhin VR 

Clients As Of September 30, 1973 

As Of 9/73 

31 I 

6 
o 
7 

13 

__ ~ __________ AC_.t_i_v_e~ 
~ 

r 
~ferY'a1 189 

Total 

EJ 



-------~- - -

CHARLESTON UN IT 

. June 30, 1971 Carried Over Referrals In FY 1972 

o 

Horked Hi th FY 1972 I 145 I L--_...;..,:-: __ -t 

\' 

Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Planned Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project Ijthin VR 

145 

3 
a 
o 
5 

Clients As Of June 30, 1972 

Referral 77 

t 
Total 

137 

,J 
June 30, 1972 Carried Over 

137 

~I 

Horked With FY 1973 340 

1 

Active 60 

Referrals In FY 1973 

203 

Closed During Evaluation Process 32 
Closed During Planned Services 4 
Closed Successfully Rehdbil itated 20 
Transferred Out Of Proj ect Hith in VR 28 

t 



CHARLESTON UNIT (Cant.) 

Clients As Of June 30, 1973 

Referral 107 Active 149 

J 
Total 

256 

'It 
June 30, 1973 Carried Over Referrals As Of 9/73 

256 

Worked With FY 1974 293 

r 
Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Plan Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project HiTin VR 

37 

20 
o 

11 
4 

Clients As Of September 30, 1973 

Referral 112 Active 146 

t 
Total 



rLORENCE UN IT 

June 30, 1971 Carried Over Referrals In FY 1972 

o 

Worked With FY 1972 121 

J 
Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Planned Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabil itated 
Transferred Out Of Project Wrhin VR 

121 

22 
o 
6 
1 

Clients As Of June 30, 1972 

Referral 26 Active 64 ~ 

Total 

90 

V' 
June 30, 1972 Carried Over Referrals In FY 1973 

90 

Worked With FY 1973 

Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Planned Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project wJ~hin VR 

85 

18 
7 

27 
12 

.. 



r 

FLORENCE UNIT (Cant.) 

Clients As Of June 30, 1973 

Referral 21 . Active 93 

t 
Total 

114 

~I 

June 30, 1973 Carried Over Referrals As Of 9/73 

114 22 

Harked With FY 1974 136 

JI 
Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Plan Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Proj ect H1hin VR 

10 
1 
6 
2 

Clients As Of September 30, 1973 

Referral 19 Active 98 

1 
Total 



ROCK HILL UNIT 

June 30, 1971 Carried Over Referrals In FY 1972 

o 

Worked With FY 1972 70 

Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Planned Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project ]thin VR 

70 

2 
1 
o 
o 

Clients As Of June 30, 1972 

Referral 27 Active 40 

67 

~, 

June 30, 1972 Carried Over Referrals In FY 1973 
r=~~~~6~7~~--~----~~~- 111 I 

,I 
Worked ~l1th FY 1973 l 178 I '-----..:..r-=-----I 

Closed During Evaluation Process 11 
Closed During Planned Services 4 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 20 
Transferred Out Of Project Within VR 18 

f 



--------

ROCK HILL UNIT (Cant.) 

Clients As Of June 30, 1973 

I ~ _____ Re_f_e_r_ra_1 __ 32 ________ ~ ________ A_ct_i_v_e_9_3 ____ ~ 
~ 

Total 

125 

~ 
June 30, 1973 Ca rri ed Over 

I &' 
125 

,I 

Horked With FY 1974 I 146 

Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Plan Services 

Referrals 

'. I 

Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project 'Jthin VR 

Clients As Of September 30, 1973 

As Of 9/73 

21 

2 
o 

10 
5 

['-----.-------' Referral 28 Active 101 

J 
Total 

B 



SPARTANBURG UNIT 

June 30, 1971 Ca rri ed Over Referrals In FY 1972 

o 

Worked With FY 1972 136 

Closed During Eval uation Process 
Closed During Planned Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project 11thin VR 

136 

11 
3 

14 
o 

Clients as of June 30, 1972 

Refen~al 43 

J 
Total 

108 

.. v 
June 30 1972 Carried Over 

108 

Worked With FY 1973 209 

1 

Active 65 

Referrals In FY 1973 

101 I 

Closed During Evaluation Process 22 
Closed During Planned Services 14 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 30 
Transferred Out Of Project Within VR 17 

~ 
., 



. ! 

• 
SPARTANBURG UNIT (Cant.) 

Clients As Of June 30, 1973 

'lb _____ Re_f_e_r_r_al __ 2_0 __ ~ __ ~~----------A-ct-l-.v-e--10-6--__ ~ 
Total 

126 

'V 
, I 

June 30, 1973 Carried Over Referrals As Of 9/73 

126 

Worked With FY 1974 

Closed During Evaluation Process 
Closed During Planned Services 
Closed Successfully Rehabilitated 
Transferred Out Of Project Within VR 

9 

2' 
o 
9 
3 

Cl i ents As Of September 30, 1973 

Referral 18 Active 103 

i 
Total 



• 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

STATEWIDE COURT INVOLVEMENT PROFILE 

Court rnvolvement (Prior) 
56% 

Probation (Prior) 
40% 

Incarceration(Prio ) 
4% 

-.--...~--

'" 



• 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARnlENT 

FA~lILY COURT PROGRAM 

"CHARLESTON" 

CLIENT I S POPULATION MAKEUP 

Black Males 
127 

Offenses': 
204 

White Females 
38 

Offenses 70 

B1 ack Females 
35 

Offenses 
48 

" 

White Males 
182 

Offenses 
311 

i 
J 

" 

1 , 
i 
J , 

" . 



• 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARH1ENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

"CHARLESTON" 

NUMBER OF FAMILIES RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

Receiving 
28.6% 

Not Receiving 
71 .4% 
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MOTHER 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL RElUillILITATION FAMILY COURt PROGRAM 

"CHARLESTON" 

PARENTS DISABILITIES 

- - -ALCOHOL 

- - -MENTAL - - -

- - - PHYSICAL - -

Hi thout 
91.8% 

FATHER 
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• 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FN1ILY COURT PROGRAM 

II CHARLESTON II 

PARENTS EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

HOTHER - - - :.... - - - -

Elementary 
53.3% 

Seconda ry 
37.4% 

Coll ege 
9.3% 

Secon'da ry 
34.6% 

Elementary 
60% 

- - - - - - - - FATHER 

Coll ege 
5.4% 



• 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAr1 

PRIMARY SIBLING OCCUPATION 

IICHARLESTON II 

Student 
87.30% 

Labor 
7.27%· 

Semi -Skill ed 
4.93% 

= 



• 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

Cl.Ir.NT'S NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT ~--.--- --=-:-~-
"CHARLESTON" 

Upper 
2.02% 

Lower Mi ddl e 
27.27% 

Slum 
50.70% 

.' 

Lower M1 dd1e 
20.01% 



-
00 

. . 
~ 

o· 

0 

0 

". 

• 
·soum CAROLINA .vOCAIIO~AL RElL\BILI'!ATION FANILY COURT PROGRAH 

• 

. " . 
• 

---Cli~nt Population TO 

I 
8 
I 
! 

I 
I 

I 
.1 . 

S 

• 
C 
I 

~ 
G) 

t'lr-! 
-4J P. 
~ E 
Cl) t;:! 

-.( iJ:l 
1'-1 
to) 

C· 
I 

60 - ,... .. F. '''' ".' •..• »'", 

, 
I 

50 
R 
I 

." 40 

I 
. I. 

30 
. I " 

I 
20 

I 
I .~'. 

10 

--48-70 71-80 

-
: 

.. 

"CHARLESTON" 

" . " . 

Sl-90 

• 
• 

91-100 

RANGE 

" " 

• 
" . 

: .. 
". 

"-101-110 111-120 121-140 

.. 

.. . ..... 

., ..... 



'~SOlJIH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

IIFLORENCE II 

PARENTS DISABILITIES 

- - -ALCOHOL 

- - -l-fENTAL - - -

Without 
86.9% 

FATHER 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION OEPARH1ENT 

FANI L Y COURT PROGRAM 

CLIENT'S POPULATION MAKEUP 

Black t·1ales 
60 

Offenses 
91 

"FLORENCE II 

Whi te Females 
31 

Offenses 
67 

Black Females 
20 

Offenses 
15 ./ 

White Males 
112 

Offenses 
213 
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SOUTH CJI.ROLINA VOCATIONAL REHAB I LITATION DEPARTMENT 

FA~HLY COURT PROGRAM 

IIFLORENCEII 

FAMILIES RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

Not Recei ving 
83.7% 

Receiving 
16.3% 

I 
t 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

Secondary 
45.2% 

II FLORENCE II 

PARENTS EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

MOTHER - - - ~ - - - -

Elementary 
41.8% 

Coll ege 
, 13% 

Secondary 
56.4% 

E1 ementary 
.' 38.1% 

- ~ - - - - - - FATHER 

- -----~ 

" 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAHILY COURT PROGRAM 

IIFLORENCE" 

PBJ1:1f\RY SIBLING OCCUPATION 

Labor 
6.6% 

.- ".' , '. . , . 

.' 

Student$ 
89.3% 

" 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

CLIENT'S NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT 

Slum 
21.6% 

Lowe r ~1i ddl e 
63.3% 

"FLORENCE" 

Upper 
1.2% 

Upper Middle 
13.9% 

/ 



• 

'. 

• 

" 
,'. 

.. -

.. 
',-

" 

Ages 40~50 
52'.2%, 

. , 
! 
" 

" . -
. '. 

,', 

, ' 

" " 

'I 

" ", 

.-: 
•• CO'. .. ' 

'. 

MOTHER'S AGE 

'·u 

". 
~: .. 

.. . ~ 
" "0 \', 

" . 

. ' .. ' ....... , 

", , ' 

. ' " . ,; , " ,', ", i 'j,.~ ,~; . -~.,~/ '''i'~:-';-'::'~~ -:,.~., 

"~~: ... ,'~.~ "-:""" . 
'. 

" 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

: . 

" 

" ,', 

. / ": 

. ':. 
• ~. 0" .. ': •• 

•• 't 

~ ." .. -
'. 

.' 

" 

.~ fa." 
,- ."+ 

. . ' 

"FLORENC(" 
':. 

," '. : ...... 
, .. " ~ 

.' ,: . 

". .-.. ~ 

• (~.. ! . 

" " 
" ',1 

.., 
". ',' t·· '.' 

; .' 
.. ,I '.' ~.' 

... 

" 

" i·. 
•• 0" 

" 

• 1. 
.. ":" . , . 

". .:;:.:' ':"":'>"'\ '. :~ . ~ .. :.; 
,'. I' 

, " 

. ~.' ", 

'. 

Age~, 6Q-7.Q 
~' .7 :2%, 
" i' 

" , 

, , ... :. ~ ~ 
• t ... 

'", . 
'.' 

·::.·Ag~~'· :·2'O'~·.3·O . 
. . ' . 4o',~6% "':'.' , 

, , 

,,' 

" , '. . ',. ' . . ,". 'Jr . .. 
. ' . 

t· 'I 
i 

•. J •••• I ~.' 

, . . ... ~ :.. • .,' : • .'~. 9 

, 
" 

, .' .~ 

_o_! 

" , , . 

I' 
I 

"f t 
I ,', 

:; ... ~ 

... '0 ••• 

.' .' 
:::. ... 

\' ... " : "", .' 
4. .. ~ .'~ .. 

\. 

',:' .' v:· 

," 
: ' 

ot' 
': .: '.' 

... ........ ), 
.... 

, 
" 

.. 

" .. 
«.:'! . 

.' 
.,' 

... ~ . 
" 

'/ ... , .. ; 
~ .:- h ~: 
•• ; f 

.'." . 
:~, :,' ;;';;' 

.' 
0' 

1\1 • 

I~, • .'. t 11 
" I 

" 

, . 
".'f 

.' I 

.. :: . 
;' 

I : 

. '. 
Ages 40-'50 

60.,9'%" 
',t' 

.:. 
.' 

'0, • 

~~ ~ ,. 
i' 

..... ", 
" 

" I':' :",>:: :';"':':' :-;'-' 
'.. : I \ ~ t 

I',' • 
' .. ': ,.. 

1 t" :, .. 

','" . 
.. '. '" 

';." ·1 

, ,I, 

, , ,. 
,f 

\. 

. ( 

" ", 

FATl-fE.R'S AGE 

,'. 

,) 

, ' 

': 

" 

.' 

Ages'60-70' 
11:4,% 

" 

, : 

Ag~s. '20":30. 
27.7% ' 

',j 

.,' . 
" 

" 

.... 
.' 

.. ' 
\ . .' 

'. 

" 

,. 
'J>' 

.. 

,r 

~ 
r 



" 

, ' 
.. . ' 

. 

c. 

e. 

. 
· 
" 

• 
• 

~ 

" 

C.l 
COr-{ 

""' p., 

5 s 
Cj 

o.nta 
.... t 
0 

I, 

I 
I 

r 
I 
I 
t 

· I. 

· I 

"-:'. 

. . 

SOtml CAROLI~tA VOCxrIONAL REHABILITATION FAt-lILY COURT PROGRAH 

" o .. .. 
flient Population IQ 

150 

140 -
' . ... 

130 

120 

110 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

'50 

40 

30 

20 

\ 

... eO:-

. . 

" . 
• "FLO~ENCE" 

.- , 

• , 

.. , 
•• I ~ .• 

" ' 

... 

" .. .,. ''''f''l';''''l 
'fj , 

• 

" 

, . , . '. 

, . 

:.-, 

48-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 '-101-110 11f-120 121-140 

RANGE --
. . 

, . 

. . 

• ... 01 ..... 

,I 



SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHAB I L ITATI ON DEPARTMENT 

FAHILY COURT PROGRAt1 

"ROCK HILL" 

CLIENT'S POPULATION MAKEU~ 

Black Males 
36 

O.ffenses 156 

White Males 
105 

Offenses 
322 

Wh ite Fema 1 e'~ 
36 

Offenses 
67 

Black Females 
24 

Offenses 48 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAHI L Y COURT P ROGRAr1 

"ROCK HILL" 

NUMBER OF FAMILIES RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

.~ 

~ecei vi ng 
25.8% 

'. 

Not Receiving 
74.2% 

: 

) 



'-. ."':" .. "f- .-, , , ~ f· //~~~!.' .. ·~:,:r~·:·.~~'J!,~';: ~ :: .. :":' ~:, :-:~'/: .. :4,': ':', .":, !: i'f I :.'1'1 y~' r,. II! 4:. './, '.- '. \' .. ,·'l ... ~ '.!~'~f;l· I "', :~,<,.: . ''-.~.: ./:~~:. 
'. ' 

, ,.." '\' , ... ' t' ., ..... ~ .. " .. , • \" ~.' . •. ',. '. .I. ', •. " .... ., ........ ,,, •. I.t '"" ':' ...... :t ........... ,~' .. t .. ,...'V' • .r ... , ... '.,.: .. -.....1¥ ...... h ... "I •• ' ... fl'~~;.~ ...... ~ •• ~~.\'~,.>.._ ... [ . ., > .. , ...... " .. ; ..... ," ~' .. :./: .. :;:': .. ~:: ... :.: ·· .. 'i; .... :.,~' .,,'.' "",.,.:' "::'~~'~.':::' .... " f 
/. 

,!, .• " • 

.... 

I , 
SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION fAMILY CqURT PROGRAM .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

• '. 
• 

to .... 

.'. . : 

" 

. . -: 

'j' _. ~ 

!, 

.. " 

-. 
" 

'. 

. , 
. ' 

...,'. 
~ " 

. ', 

. ' 

.. '" 

, . 
. ' 

.. 

'. 

'. 

" 

. ,:,' 

, . 
• 0'. 

'. 

",', . 

,:' :. 
, :; . 

. ' 
• : MOTHER ',S AGE' 

; I 

Ages 40-50 
"., 50.9% 

, .'. 

. ' .... 

.. '.:"" .... 

" 

.. 
. " 

, 

J • 

Ages 20-30 
47~2% 

\. 

.'. .' '. ..... 

..".' .... " 

. ' ' .; ,.: ..... 

.' ' 
.' . 

• '11 ROCK .. HnL ,I" . .' ... , 
'i, ". _. • ',! 
.. \ .... ..,: . ". '.: 

' •• : t, ' ~ " " . " ,', ,,' 

,,* .. 

',' 
,.' .. 

, '. '. . ... ' .... ... ': ' ..... '. ':. 
".' ,'.' 

'}. '.' ': '. 
" \ .;: -: :.:~':s. 

': .~. ',' 

." ... ': 
:.' '. <, 

j' 

" 

.... 

" . ..... 
, "" ..... 

'. 

, . , . '/ 

. " ';Y, ... 

" 

" •.. ,.., ': 

't' 

" 

.... " .,: .• ..... ,­...... '.' ',' 
,0':. '., , " 

'.' 
': ..... " 

.:! .,'::: ::,~ -." . 
" ~ ' ... 
.' .. ~ ... , 

" I' • 

J~" • 

',., 
•• , 0' 

'.' 

f·j • 

.: ,',' ..... 
~: t. 

.;' '. .. ," 

" :,: !.':' 
l' , 

,,, 
: ' 

'. 

-.. . ' .' 'j 
" "0 

" . ;. '. : 

. ..... 

.:>':'/ 

.. ~ , . ' 
~, .... , " " , ' 

J tf" 

f.: '. 

. ' 
'" ". 

, .... 
t" 1 
, ' 

" 

, , 
,~-'~' ~~ 

'. 

'," f .... : 
tt ~ .•• 

.. 
'" t' '-. ~. 

,.~, .. ~ ~:: ': 

''',0, • ..... 

',",' 

" 

't. - :. 

'. 

' . 

.' 

I- • I. 

' . 

' . 

: .. ~~;;~. ~ :t~'::' .~. 
j- • 1 f

t
, 

I , ' 
.. ,t' :, -(. "" •• 

.1 i:" ':! ." l1 
,,!. 

' I' 

..... " " . ~ . .... 

" .. 
.' 

" 

'. 

.. " . '.' ~ . j • 

.; 

.. ;. 

\. 

., 

" 

.., 

, ,-
',' 

'. ' 

'. 
FATHER!.S AGE' 

,Ages' 20":30 
,.1.8%; 

.' . 

';1 

Ages 40-50 
72.6% .. ~ . 

. , . .' 

" 

' . 

" 

. . 

.' 

'.' 
' . 

. ....... '" 
':,.' . 

.' 
: . 

. . 

1'. 

. " 
.:.:. ' 

' . 

Ages' 6D-70:~,:' . 
• <l, 4%" : ..... ";..! 

:;. Q' • \' • 

.,' 

.. 

'., !" 

! • , 

(.: 

~ 

'I" 

t· 

1. 
I 

~ 
i' 
I 
i 
r , . t' 

~: 
I 

t 

t, 
I 
• 

I. 
I 



MOTIIER 

• < 

SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

"ROCK HILL!' 

PARENTS DISABILITIES 

- - -ALCOHOL _. - -

- - -l-rENTAL - - -

- - - PHYSICAL - -

FATHER 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FPJlILY COURT PROGRAt1 

"ROCK HILLIl 

PRIMARY SIBLING OCCUPATION 

" 

Professional 1.70% 

Labor 9.82% 
Students 76.95% 

Semi-Skilled 11.53% 
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~OUTH.CAROLINA VO~ATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPAR1MENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

CLIENT'S NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT 

Upper 
3.94% 

Uppe r Mi ddl e 
10.53% 

tower Middle 
57.90% 
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Slum 
27.63% 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAMILY COURT PROGRAM 

CLIENT1S POPULATION MAKEUP 

~Jhite Males 
98 

Offenses 
301 

IISPARTANBURG" 

: 

White Females 
34 

Offenses 
64 

Black Males 
69 

Offense::; 
260 

j .. 
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SOUTH CAROLI NA VOCATIONAL REHAB I LIT A TI ON DE PARTMENT 

FANIlY COURT PROGRAM 

"SPARTANBURG II 

NUMBER OF FAr~ILIES RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

Recei vi n 9 
16.2% 

" 

Not Recei ving 
83.8% ) 
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SOUTH. CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FAHILY COURT PROGRAM 

"SPARTANBURG" 

HOTHER PARENTS DISABILITIES FATHER 

- - -ALCOHOL 

- - -}ffiNTAL - - -

- - - PHYSICAL - - './ 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION FAMILY CQURT PROGRAJI 

"SPARTANBURG" 

PARENTS EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 

MOTHER - - - - - - - -

E1 ementary 
54% 

Secondary 
41.2% 

Coll ege 
4.8% 

Secondary 
48% 

El ementa ry 
49.9% . 

- - - - - - - - FATHER 

-Co 11 ege 
2.1% 
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SOUTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABI LITATION DEPARTMENT 

FAHILY COURT PROGRAr1 

PRIMARY SIBLING OCCUPATION 

Labor 
l?Ol% 

Semi -Sk i 11 ed 
6.16% 

"SPARTANBURG" 

Student 
78.56% 
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SOlfTH CAROLINA VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DEPARTNENT 

FMlILY COURT PROGRAM 

"SPARTANBURG II . 

CLIENT I S NEl GHBORHOOD ENVI RONMENT 

-

Slum 
24.22% 

Lower Middle 
61 .46% 

Upper 
1.56% 

Upper Mjddle 
12.76% 
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