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PROJECT INFORMA~ION 

Gral}t Numbe.r (s) : FA-47-72, FA-31-73, 74-081, 75-052, 
76-008, 76-009, 77-071 

Grant Title: Family COurt Substance Abuse 

Implementing Age.ncy: 
Project Director: 
project Period: 

Assessment Project 
Bureau of Substance Abuse 
Marcia Ferriera 
July 1, 1972 to September 30, 1978* 

Budget: 

category 

Personnel 
.·Trave1 
. Supplies 

Total 

Federal: 
Match: 

New Castle 
County 

$64,793 
2,BOO 
1,000 

$68,593 

$60,910 
$29,262 

Kent 
county 

$21,579 
0 
0 

$21,579 

Total Expenditu~ 

$86,372 $73,122 
2,800 2., BOO 
1,000 .1/000 

$90,172 $76,922 

The Bureau of Subst,ance Abuse also contributed an additional 
$53,...295 in salaries for project staff. 

.J 
Qrg:aniz_ation: 

Non-Grant 
Positions ~ure~uof Drug Abuse 

Director 

Crimina},. Justice Coordinator 

l Drug Counselor superviso:] 
. . . (Project Director) 

- - - -- --- - - -
.Grant Funde d Positions 

,~-

lQr 

31-73 r 

Drug Caunse 
(N. c. C~ ) 

F1\ .... 42-72, FA-
74-081, 75 

;6-00B 
.-052, 

.. ' 

Drug Counselor 
,'. eN.C.C.) 

FA-,42-7:d , FA-31-73, 
,74-·081 f 75-052 

-- ~ - - - -

I 
Drug Counselor 

(Kent Coupty) 
; . 76-·009 

-;-- * The project operated in Ne,~ Castle County from July 1, 1.972 
• throngh August 31, 1977. It" \""as funded to operate in Kent County 

from May 1, 1976 to September 30, 1978. 
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The following persons were employed ill this proj ect: * 

J. Stanley (2-1-73 to 8-31-77) . 

R. Kranz/Hutchings (7-1-72 to 8-10-73 and 12-16-74 to 8-29-75) 

M. Varnadoe (3-1-74 to 10-15-74) 

F. DiDomenicus (3-16-75 to 9-30-76) 

J. Masten (10-1-76 to 9-30-77) 

J. Nutter (6-1-72 to 8-24-73) 

N. Moyer (7-5-72 to 9-29-72) 

M. Ferriera (7-1-72 to 9-30-77) 

..... , .. ,. 

* As of 8-31-77, GCCJ funds supported only one position, 
'v.lhich was ;in Kent county. That f~osi~ion has beeJ1 vacant since 
9-30--77, and the Burea.' u of SllbS1t:anc. e -Abuse Control is currently 
attempting to fill it through a it-ransfer. 
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I. Introduction 

In June of 1972, the Family Court'of the State of Delaware 

received jurisdiction over all juveniles arrested on drug charges. 

Prior to that date, all drug cases regardless of age, were 

under the jurisdic'cion of the Superior Court. Family Court had 

no oounselors trained to deal with this ne,v population and it 

was felt by both the court and the Office of Drug Abuse Control 

(now the Bureau of Substance Abuse) that a unit which could 

specialize in the assessment, evaluation and treatment of juven­

iles involved in drug' abuse was needed. The Office of Drug 

Abuse Control applied to the Governor's Commission on Criminal 

Justice (then the Delaware Agency to Reduce Crime) for funds to 

support such a unit for the New Castle County Family Court, and 

in Jtme 1972 the application was approved. Since then ( GCCJ has 

a''1arded a total of $68,593 to the New Castle County Family Court 

Substance Abuse Assessment Project. In April of 1976, the con-
" 

cept "laS expanded to Kent County Fa.mily Court and GCCJ has 

awarded $21,579 to enable that project to opera.te from 5-1-76 to 

6-30--78. 

The purpose of this report was to evaluate the performance 

and impact of both t)he New Castle. County and Kent County Family 

Cqurt Substance Abuse. Assess'men:t. Proj ect tht'ough Septeu'lber 30, 

19?7,)- The;, q)valuatiol1 "laS based on a review of archival materials 

and intervie'i'1s w'bih persons who had had contact with the project. 

1 As py"eviously mentioned" "the one position \",111ich GCCJ cur­
rentl.y funds has been.vacant since 9-30-77. 'Llherefore I no activity 
has occ-'\..trrod i,n the project since that date. 
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II. Project Description 

The original project application (FA-47-72) proposed to 

provide intensive counseling and follow-up services to juven'" 

iles involved with drug abuse who would be referred to the unit 

rather than being sent to an institution. The unit consisted 

of three drug counselors (two funded through GCCJ), and one drug 

counselor supervisor and was housed in Family Court. A secondary 

purpose of the project was to provide evaluations2 of youth com .... 

ing into the court in order to determine the nature and extent 

of their involvement with drugs. 

During the second year of operation the project began to 

shift its emphasis from providing inteflsive counseling to a 
r==' " 

limited caseload to becoming a liaison service for coordinating 

the needs of the court with available drug abuse alternatives 
, ..... :, 

and facilities. The project also began to place more emphasis 

on providing evaluations and consultations for the court. The 

pr)ject. continued in this manner through 'the third year of ope:r:-
\,_,r 

ation and much of the fourt~9 In the fourth year t the proj ect 

introduced the concept of monitoring clients. 

In response to the services most requested by the court, 

the project shifted its emphasis to primarily providing evalu­

ation::.; and consultations during the final year, and active 

case load counseling was cont:iJ;l-ued only on a limited basis. 

During 1976, the concept of the substance ~buse fessment 

project '\',Tas introduced into the Kent County Fami'1.y Court. The 

2Definitions of evaluation, active case load, cons~~tation 
and moni taring ~.S 'Qsed in this report are provided in the 
Appendix, page 7. 
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accomplishment of ~n~ stated objectives of each application is 
(e 

J . ~ 

described in Table ~. 

As friable I ind~)ates, the project more than met its stated 
o II 

objectives. The sUbg:CQl1tee should be conunended for changing 

" the proj ect to meet the abtual needs of t,he court. Further, the 

project was not content with performing at the same level each 

year. Rather, proposed levels of performance were increased 

with each year of funding with no concurrent increase in requested 

staff. 

III. Project Impact 

It was difficult to assess the impact of this project. 

No follow-up was done on clients who received direct counselling 

to determine if these clients had any further contact w'i th the 

juvetlile ju?tice system. The other aspects of the p'roject em­

phasized providing information to decision makers, and it is 

extremely difficult to objectively determine if such information 

led to better decisions. 

Since obj ecti ve measures oi the proj ect 's imp.act. were not 

available, subj ecti ve measures, i. e. opinion of p:~rsons '\\'ho had 

had contact \'1i th the proj ect ~<Jere examined. Such \'J?ersons voiced 
\ 

unanimous support for both the concept, i. e.. having the"uni t. 

housed in the court, and for the people '''ho worked in the unit. 

',\ 
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FA-47-72 
Objective 

#' # . 
Proposed Provided 

,1. I '.!'o activoly counsel c:H- 50 I 87 
I ants referred by Fanily f 

12. 
Court: 

Tf,) I'o!litvr clients 0 I 0 
I rnfarred by Fanily I 
I I Court I 

L i 
I 

I 3. To previao evalu~tions 0 \ 0 
.lnd/or con::;ul t3.tions as I " rt'qunstad by l>all'ily I 
Court I 

4. To sc=~a" re£!\r~als 
, 

0 0 i 
fro~ Fa~ily Court for 

I suhstance abu:;a in-
volvarncmt: I 

5. '1'0 provide linason and 0 0 
TeferrtV~ services be-
tween Fa~i1y Court and 
:;tci's t:ll:ce .abuse trcat-
I':'cnt p;:'oqralr.n 

Total '" SO 87 

-

o 

TABLE ! 

Accomplishment ~f objectives of 
Family Court SubstanceilbUse Assessment Project 

7-1-7~ to 9-30-77 

Fi'l.-31-73 74-081 75-052 

# ,# It 1# # '# 
pro~or.ed!proVided propu~ed;provided Proposed.Drovidud , 

I ! I 80 87 80 84 90 145 
I I 

I 
0 0 0 I 21 0 75 

t 
I ,I I 
I 

I 100 I 439 200 830 250 938 

! 

0 I 0 0 o· 0 0 
I 

I i 

20 45 30 42 30 63 

I I. 977 I 
,-;~/' 

200 571 310 370 1221 
.. 

;, 

.. I 

76-008 76-009 'rotal 0 

# 1# proposed ,provided 
# 1# 
Proposed ! Provided 

# !,if 
P~oposod~provided 

I ; 
0 23 0 0 300 426 

I 
85 144 10 62 95 302 

., 

85 814 40 134 " 675 3155 

.,. 

85 100 40 66 125 166 

" " 

1/ 

,," 

25 

I 
89 10 61 ll5 300 

" 

" 

" " . 
280 1176 100 323 1310° 4349. 
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IV. Conclusions and Recommendations 

A. Conclusions 

It was the opinion of the author that this was a well oper­

ated project which prov:i.ded a needed service. As mentioned above, 

the proj ect changed to reflect actual needs of the. court, yet 

the gel'Lera~ concept of the project was not changed substantially. 

It was to the project's credit that there was a relatj:vely 

low turnover of personnel. Despite low salaries (drug counselor 

I's were a pay grade 13 [salary range $7,686 to $11,473J compared 

to a pay grade 19 [salary range $9,793 to $14,941] for counselor 
. .' 

trainees in Family Court), the project employed competent, quali-

fied staff. Four of the counselors who left the project returned 

to graduate school, and one left through transfer and promotion . . 
to another department. 

The project further demonstrated that different parts of the 

criminal. justice syst-em, in this case l!'amily Court, and the 

Bureau of Substanco Abuse Control, can cooperate to the mutua). 

benefit of both parties. Family Court contributed mutJh f.lUpport 
• to the project. in terms of providing space, supplies and secretar-

ial' services when needed. In l;,etur:n , tJ"i'bl court. gJ~.,;r. ~xpe;r.tise in 
I ~. . . ..' '. " 

the area of drug abuse they did not have. This cO{iperatiCln may 

in a large part:. be a result of the staff. employed by the project. 

Despite the increasing usc 0:1: the pl~oject, it "1ill not be 

continued in New Castle County due to drastic staf;!: rCQuctions 

in the Bureau of Substance Abuse Control. The future of the Kent 
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county project is unknown. GCCJ has funded t.he project through 

at least Septemher 30, 1978. Although the project per se has 

been discontinued in New Castle County, the project director is 

currently developing a referral procedure~for the court to follow 

so tha-I: many of the services vrill still be provid~d. 3 However, 

this procedure will not permit the timellness nor .convenience 

of having the services ';'1ithin the court facility t which was one 

c)f the most important aspects of the project. 

B. Recommendations 

/£" . The following recommendations were made based on the:.::"fl.nd-

ings in this report: 

1. The position of drug counselor has been changed to 

Human Service Worker. Classifying drug counselors in this posi· .. 

tion ~hould be revie''led. If it is found that drug counselors 

perform duties similar to those of other counselors, the posit.ion 

should be reclassified so that qualifications and salaries are 

comparable to other counselors in the merit system. 

2. GCCJ should support either Family Court or the Bureau of 

if 

subst.ano0, Abuse Control in obtaining other funds so that a special- ~'" I 

::Ized drug unit vlithin the COUI't facilit.y,can be continued. 

3. GCCJ should rt,lonitor the project close.1y to assure the 

vacancy in l{ent county is filled. 

3 It should be noted thut althougl; GCCJ funding for the New 
Castle County projoct terminateaSeptembe:r 30 , 1977, a staff 
member from the Bureau of Substance Abuse Control remained'i.n 
Family Court thx'ough December 30, 1977. However, she was a 
drug counselor supervisor and there '!,1as" no staff for her t.o 
supervise in the court so she had to be tra.nsferred. 
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Term --
Active Caseload 

Monitoring 

Evaluation/ 
Consultation 

Appendix 

Definition of Terms* 

Definition 
0...-;;...-.;;;;,;;...-. ..... ,'_ 

Once the drug counselor is active with a 
case, he/she handles all aspects of the 
case, I).'he counselor works ,\Tith the indi­
vidual and the family. Intensiveindiv.id­
ual counseling and/or group counseling is 
provided, depending on the client's needs. 

The counselors may monitor clients who are 
attending other drug treatment facilities 
or other oounseling services and receiving 
services from this project as well. Con­
tacts with these clients will vary in 
quantity and content depending on the needs 
of the client. 

Evaluations or conSUltations are provided 
to both the jUdiciary and counseling staff 
for th.ose juveniles not referred to the 
Drug Counseling Project staff. The Drug 
Counseling Staff is available on an on-call 
basis as \'1e11 as a scheduled ba&is. The 
difference between an evaluation and a con­
sultation is that in the evaluation the 
counselor interviews the olient "1hile in 
the consultation, he/she talks only to the 
counselor or judge. A consultation Can 
also be informational rather than about s 
specifio client. 

* These definitions \>Jc.re contained in the quarterly reports 
submi ttcd by the subgraIl1.:ce • 
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FA-47-72 
FA-31-73 
74-081 
75-052 
76-008 
76-009 
77-071 

($60,910 ) 

A. Purposes: 

Family Court Substance Abuse Assessment 
Project 
Bureau of Substance Abuse Control 
7-1~72 to 9-30-78 

January 1978 

1. To actively counsel 300 clients referred to the project 
by Family Court., 

2. To monitor 95 clients referred by Family Court. 

3. To provide 675 evaluations and/or consultations as re­
quested by Family Court. 

4. To screen 125 referrals from Family Court for "substance 
abuse involvement. 

5. To provide liaison and referral services between Family 
Court ,and substance abuse treatment programs for 115 clients. 

B. Finding:s: 

1. The project p:rov~dec1 active cOllnseling for 425 youth 
referred by Family Court. 

2. The project mOl'litored 302 youth referred by Faml.ly Court. 

3.\rhe project provided 3155 evaluations and/or cOl:isultations 
as requested by Fal\'tily Court. staff. ' 

4. The project screcnGd 16t5 referrals from Family Court 
for substctl1ce abuse involvement. 

5. <,rhe project providoCl. liaision and referral services 
beb·men FaJTIily court and substance abuse treatment pro\i1rams for 
300 yot-'tth. " C' 

G. .. Subj ccti va mea,surEI!s, i. e. opj,nions of persons \-'Vho had . 
had con tact ,,,i th the proj cct wer(!> examined. c;::;:'5l,1ch persons voicEt.d 
unanimous support .ofor both the c011cept Ii. c. he:ving the unit: 
housed :in the court, and for the per0~e who \V'erked in the unit., 
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7. It was the r9pinion of the evaluator that this was a well 
operated project which provided a needed service. The project 
changed to reflect actual needs of the court, yet the general 
concept of the project was not changed,substantially. Also, 
the project increased the proposed level of performance each 
year without requesting additional funding. 

8. The proje.ct demonstrated that different parts of the 
driminal justice system, ill this case;-Family Court and the 
Bureau of Substance Abuse Control, can cooperate to the mutual 
benefit of both parties. 

C. Recommendations: 
, 

1. The position of drug counselor has been changed to 
Human Service Worker. Classifying drug counselors in this 
position should be reviewed. If it is found that drug counselors 
perform duties similar to those of other counselors, the position 
should be reclassified so that qualifications and salaries are 
pomparable to other counselors in the merit system. 

2. GCCJ should support either Family Court or the Burec::u 
of Substance Abuse Control in obtaining other funds so that a 
specialized drug unit within the court facility can be continued. 

3. GCCJ should monitor the project closely to assure the 
vacancy in Kent County is filled • 
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