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ég u: : ,i:& SR ,'PurSuant.to the contract agreément dated'September Zﬁth."

*% between Callfornla Taxpayers' Assoc1atlon and CCCJ for the cluster

evaluatlon of four dlvers1on projects the consultants are Ppleased t

submlt the follow1ng status report in Cncordance W1th 1tem four of the

. X‘\\ :

o Kcontract.z
R 1 Lo .
*n,x ‘ﬁ; Of the 23§work1ng days since the 1nceptlon of the evaluatlon
;i3' ﬂhe study team has spent 16 days in the fleld among the four dlfferent
’d progects. The bulk of our work, however, has been concentrated 1n +he
Ydlo and Rlchmond projects. .. - o 1 k L e
f,"_ Lot i %’ ” r"hje purpose of these 1n1t1al fleldkvﬁ51ts Was to 1ntroduce 'u‘
.tf!" : | the study team to the progect personnel and orlent them to the purpose
c N and obgectlve of CCLJ'S evaluatlon effort., The study team is pleased
-hd SRR ‘ to reﬂort that our on-slte work over the past month has largely vaJldated

the early observatlons and.assessments whlch e made of the proaects f
’ ~prlorht0'the award of the contract ~Except for the changes dlscussed in
this report the study team does not foresee ‘any major: problems in carrylng
out the assessment methodology ve. outllned in our July llth detalled
| amendments T " ,
We haNevspent a cons1derable amounquf tlme w1th each progect

o

dlrector and. hawe managed to 1nterv1eW'most of the full-tlme personnel

t\

{ 1n everv progect ‘ It 1s our 1mpres51on that our research team 1s well
accepted in the progects and that the progect personnel understands the

: neces51ty for the evaluatlon. Tn every case we have found the progect

yfpersonnel completely cooperatlve and w1111ng to dlscuss the stren th

'j: and weaknesses of thelr varlous programs 1n a frank and.honest manner)

R
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- / We are thoroughly familiar noW’with the content;‘procedures,f-f

and,def1C1enc1es in the record systems of each progect In'no 1nstance o

" have we encountered any reluctance about glVlng us access to 1nd1v1dual

'Vycase records or any other materlal that we have requesteds Durlng thls ’

perlod we have also collected and done some very prellmlnary evaluatlon

of some admlnlstratlve reports, monthly act1v1ty reports, and other

studles whlch have been done by the progect

Some of the early reservatlons we had about our proposed research

desmgn 1nvolved questlons about whether or not enough data was avallable o

©

in Rlchmond and Yolo on 1nd1v1dual cases to permlt an assessment of program

~accomplishment. Thls was the prlmary reason for eoncentratlng most of our

~and probatlon reférrals the case records do show‘, . o g

- o

time in this flrst phase of the study 1n these tiio Dlaces. Based on the

abssrects that we have already made of several hundred 1nd1v1dual case

/

records the study teamils‘ofsthe oplnlon.now that, at least, the pollee\andw o

probationrreferrals'have been documented to the extent necessary- for us to 1‘1'

Lmake’certain reliable.key‘judgments sbout each case thatﬁwill~be extremeyyfr

important in assessing projeCt's‘program Fordall of the law enforcement
a N
'l. Dates of referral DI

2, Reasons‘fOr referrals.' o ‘ TR
_ o s

B ~,3;' Term of treatment or servmce;:
- M,V‘Intens1ty of treatment or serv1ce (measured
| by the number of contacts) t ’: i wf“a'”f‘
:14  5}-;Term1nat1on date. -j» néf "d 55 o
‘f‘>< ~.;’6;f,F1nal d1spos1tlon of case (1n Yolo and Rlchmond
v”; d'iwe have found that the flnal dlspos1t10ns on all :; .
e
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et it the cases were con81stent enough to eneble us.
g - to class1fy all the“cases in one of about 10 B
e i ol s t : : : RS R . yf,
O . " categories of outcome). y
o in light of the exg;%ence of this data the study ﬁeam now !

+feels thax the evaluatlon can proceed with a heav1er rellance on

i o,

g 1nternal data . actually developed from the projects rather than solely

kon comparlsons to outs1de, 1nd1rectly related reference groups It is

-stlll our plan to mahe the comparlsons we outllned in our proposal but

e »
R we would expect our flnal report to also 1nclude certeln anaLytlcal
D "1nformatlon about the characterlstlcs of casework practlces in these:

projects that was not orlglnally antlclpated

' Beyond this statement of our progress to date we belleve it

L “is preferable to discuss our progress in terms of what we have accompllshed-‘
. g : o ; o EE ':‘ s O : . ) .

in each p;ogect i

o

ih Y010 YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU

v To spare the small Yolo ‘bureau the dlsruptlon of hev1ng us in
il ",fthelr crowded headquarters any more than(necessary we concentrated on g
?D‘? ; ! “maklng our. prlmury flle sedrch as rapld ds pos31ble We were also
é;f{~>. o concerned w1th flndlng out as much as we could about the extent and  »"‘
’.sﬁ ' ;!qual1ty of the data 1n order to alert CCCJ to any changes in the proposal

,p-',&y‘c \ '}/

»;:l ?";that may be necessary due to the iack of data. In a week the research

o

'”f“team, Wlth two asslstants, ‘were able to collect for evpry law enforcement

re7tji and probatlon referral the 31x polnts of 1nformatlon mentloned on page ;

J';f;; \ 1 There were 225 laa enforcement acd probation referrels wh1ch  ¢O‘
 2&i:was Ebout the number wenhad estlmeted An our July llth amendments.v,The; *‘_
L éﬁ B 09 '{ [ _;_;3% g e~ ; b D h; S i.;% 
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data: cards,. llke the one attached are now<completed on every law

r'/

enforcement probatlon referral and are ready to be keypunched coded 8 .

and.turned over to the sherlff's department for the file search we

outllned in our original plan We 'do not anblclpate hav1ng to make any

o ]
of the referrals whlch have ‘dome from law enforcement and probatlon

agencles.

| /The remalnder of tne total caseload handled by the Yolo bureau

E " since 1ts 1ncept10n consists- of h68 school referrais and 187 mlscellaneous

e U

» N

referrals represented by a mixture of self, parent and other agencles.

To follow our orlglnal proposal we would now-have bcen ready 1n the YOlo

proaectsto select & Sample of~these school and m;scellaneous‘referrals
and would have con&ucted.an in-depth followFup study of the case outcomes
w1th schools, parents, and other agenc1es.,

‘For reasons whlch we belreve are understood by CCCJ the Progect

which called for dlrect follow-up contact w1th_schoo¢s, parents, orreven

]

”‘bureeu 's workload over the past three years. Recent‘changes‘in the‘bureau

¥

oW, concentrates attentlon on programs almost exclus1vely concerned w1th :

| able to follow-up on the school referrals 1s that 1t w1ll place most of

‘ythe“etudy effort on evaluatlng a type of referral whlch,has largely'been '

kS

‘abandoned

ot

R e N ; i L W 2 : 2
. ) B . ‘ 8 . ) s RRAREY

‘ changes in the methodology that we have descrlbed for assessing the segment

 public egencies. The nonelaweenforcement‘referralsfcompriséi?Q% of the

o ment:referrals, One of the maln reservatlons that we hawe about not be1ngf~

,Dlrector is very reluctant to haye us proceed with the part of our proposal

_counselllng and tutorlng in the school settlng rather than on law enforce-'
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’z« o To preclude us entirely fram dlrect access to the schools and
Fal

o other agency sources whlch we con51dered necessary in evaluating thls

\\

| ‘1mportant coonnent of the progect simply means that the maJor part of the

i ment w1th a bureau matter. We are, however, ‘unable to thlnk of a substitute\v. =

'bureau's past program cannot be evaluated . ; ‘”ff.? 5

We are entlrely sympathetlc to the. Dlrector s concern about
PR ; .

ﬁrotecting the bureau s delicate standlng'ln the communlty.atjthe moment f,

] a

iy
wo

and she would also llke to spare school officials any Unnecessary 1nvolve-

a o

| methodology for evaluatlng this . 1mportant phase of. the bureau s program 1f

we are precluded from follow1ng the methodology in our orlglnal proposal.
There are at 1east two prlnclpal reasons why we thlnk it w1ll be‘
almost impossible to assess school and'mlscellaneous,referrals ‘without the

i}

benefit of some direct contact withaschools,vagencies and possibly a select

fwsample of* parents. - The-first is that, unlikefthe'law enforcement‘and

113

‘probatlon reférrals the case documentatlon on school referrals is
Vextremely lxmlted Many of the ‘school referrals, We thlnk, were handled

-as group 51tuat10ns w1thout the beneflt of case, wrlte-up. Secondly, in~

RS Q

conszderlng the poss1b111ty of trylng to reconstruct case. outcomes through

the case aldes we. flnd that it would be v1rtually 1mpos51ble to determ1ne~_7'

=}

what cases hawe been ass1gned to partlcular case aldes. Addltlonally, ‘there

‘“;s the problem of locatlng the case alde who most prcbabky has flnlshed ‘fk
school and moved from the area.‘_ e jl

Our thought about 1nterv1ew1ng parents for thelr observatlors on

“ ».oo ¥ R e (/ \'547 ’
‘ the bureau 8 effort was frustrated because many of the chlldren were 7

i?

counselled?by the bureau‘W1thout any knowledge of the parents. It 1sythe '; ‘

’m‘
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e
T tbe parenus would breach -an J.nformal understandlng between case alde and
o ‘ b ° .;

'bhe sbudent whlch would undermlne the confldence a.nd. trust in the burea.u SR
s
(3 .
L |

1

proba.tlon referrals in Yolo has now been completed for ’th:l.S um.t of th
é S Rleg;mnnd proaect Data on uhese referralb is now in a Ponda.'blon to be HD,
- .‘ ”

key‘p\mched processed a.nd turned over to pollce departments for ‘bhe pre-

i B
' amd post :f:‘:Lle search we descrlbed in our omg:.nal methudology.~

e ‘.I.‘he dlrector Qf the um.t and a s‘ba:f‘f of" three deputy probata.on N

offa.cers ha.ve been 1nterv1ewed at length. We have alscl had. occagion to

<
, tsﬂk to the chief of the wes+ern d:Lv:Ls:J.on of the p*'obation depa:z"oment who
. R s Vg g‘ p : 3 ‘ ‘;v :.,_“:
. - N 1!: jblechmca.lzy in charge of 'bhe youth serv1ces proéram. o T
‘ ' After severa.l dqys work in th:.s progect we f:mt\i ’chat our

= u - \\ .

eAs;sentJ.ally ccrrect ’J?he case i‘: les and documentatn.on abou‘b the. case work

a@ '\ g ,;

) A

’ I
lS e.{-:cellent We had no def:Lculty whatsoever 1n search:.ng the :Lnd:Lvidua.‘L




1\h progec‘bs .

3 C‘) : ) :
o :nlainﬁained?‘ by ”f’he' ‘probafion o?ficers. a0 ‘l‘o a large degree we a.t‘br.v.bute
. f ,‘k w) -: the h:.gh quallty of the documentat:.on in th)e records to ‘bhe 1fact that
i }‘ ‘ the ehtlre caseload 18 handled by tra:.ned \full—tlme professmnal deputy
o o ,.;! probatlon offlcers. A‘b th:Ls po:Ln‘b we can foresee no diffi culty in
e e i
.» ) carry:mg ou'b ‘b/he me'bhodology descrlbed in our research plan for ‘bhe pol:.ce |
: : - and proba’olon referrals to the Richmond prlogect The staff of the unit
’ i has‘ been coxmole‘l:elyu coo;erat:we and seemed 'to welcome some- outs:.de ’
, ‘ exam:l.natn.onj wh:Lch mlgh‘b 1ead to some f'urther J.mprovements“n.n E{l'xelr prr*gram. |
e 'RICHYOND OUTREACH war I R
‘ “ ) :'>"£/.‘he pr:an:Lpal staff in the two unl?//s of the- youtn‘\\serv1ces program

. we are evs lua‘blng have admm:/ ‘orat:we respons:.bllltles to Do

\

o Consequenrtly, the receptlon and ass:Lstance extended *bo us in thls unit was

jus’p-_as /igood'as it w‘afs‘ 1‘n-the 1ntervent:.on unit. The s‘b‘aff is ‘frlend.ly,

N ¢ L . ’ oy

’ SRR cooperaji,/lve and qult' candid in dlSCU.SS:Lng all facets of 'bhe outreach _program.
‘ S Yo i x\‘ ) //

O ~ They ha}ve g.::ven us//every ass1stance in openlng up ‘bhe proaect for evaluatlon.

1nsur/j/ ! untable problem 1n trylng to conduc'b a qual:.ty assessment o:E' the
T o J y o

B RO op‘rogram s aeffféctn.veness. Because. of the way thls um.’c has documented their

i S case flles we are of the op:.nlon now that the assessment which can “be

. g . .

: carrled ou'b on: t‘he outreach un:Lfﬂ is likely ‘bo be the lowest in the ent:Lre

w2

clu.:’cer of proaects. We re ached th:.s conclus:Lon after worklng w:.’bh the |

L proaec‘b staff a.nd rev:Lewmg the:.r cases over a fn.ve-day per:Lod

ey

- These are the magor deflcn.ences we find in the un:.'b's recordsn e

, 1 Absolu‘tely no case flles ex1st for re:t‘e»ggélfj | i » .

handled by outreach 'before August 1972

[l
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. Most of the referrals taken after January, 1973 S, B

seem to still be 1n actn.ve sta.tus.
Even the docMentatJ.ons on cases closed between
August, 1972 and, Ja.nuary, 1973 is poor. Case

workers have not consistently recorded even such

) ”rfunda.lnental actlons a8 termlna.tlon date or reasons ,
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‘mation is indi‘cated gbout the nature of ‘l}'he

referrals.

‘ "Case f:l.les are not kent on recreat:l.on ‘or activity

f jabout 30% of the pro,}ect's workload Recogm.z:.ng

i‘or refez:ral; few contain any statement about

, Lo . Y P R . :
outcome and in most instances very little infor-

£

service prov:Lded D ' s Ty

A very high percentage of the referrals (probsbly. -

\ S

l&(ﬁ%) ere for employment which we think at the
moment should more accqrat'ely .be ycons'.%aere_d as
job applicants rather than bonafide service

The ef‘.'.ectwof this latter problem is ’co d;stont*f

- or at least 1nterfere 5 w:.th an accurate a.ccount of

oy . . .
e o

the overall number of referrals wh:.ch can properly

.,p

be cons:.deved servmce cases. - S ({

i\

At

9,
©

@l

r‘eferral‘* '_ These referrals probably a.ccoun'b for\ '

S

| _agam that another 1;0% of employment cases, on Whlch Ry

very httle analys:.s can be done e are. lefc wiﬁh

&
\‘ - "y

only 140 to SO counselllng and utorlnv cases Whlch B c

8 . E
B o C R

are subgect to ana.lys:.s. S S o e




'?reports ,“ at the moment it appears that they might prov:Lde some of the | )
4 ; AN

A . | Ly §
- T Unless spec.,.a;l. Justlflca’clon is given, a case is
. ; norma:L'Ly closed in six months. We find, hovever,
that most of the referrals received Cbe‘b'ween
S Ja.nuary and June are still in an ac‘blv\k\ tatus.
. ' Unless we can get the unit to close the cases r
‘they haw;'e handled between fanuary, 1973:’,“~and»‘ﬁ‘3une,
f\'j%::;, 1973, which have not been .closed, the cases’
.\ { | a.vallable f‘or a.nalys:.s LS going to be ex‘bremely R
“T:- small (100 ‘bo 125) If' the January to June cases
o ~can be closed the sample can be expanded 'to
.’ : ijerheps 200.
= | Offset‘bing our disejppointment about the condi‘bion of the T J
| | ‘ reguler cases, we have fonnd some monthly activity reports which seem | ;
P ° k‘ x o nave been kept rather faithfully by the unit's staff since August, j
: e 31‘ 1972 Although we ha.ve some reservations about the validi ty of the- (

best 1nformatlon we have :t‘or analytlcal purposes. These might prov:.de‘
better :Lns:Lght 1nto the unit's program and what ‘bhey have trn.ed to

~ ‘accomplish as any assessmen_p that can be made hy working with 1nd11p.dd‘;al

case record informa.tion. |

o . ’ ! ) ‘
i * b

The other i‘ac’cor that seems to ”be emerglng as being very

v ) ‘J.mportant in assess:.ng the 1mpac‘b of these volunteer programs like the
- | one 1n Yolo a.nd Rlchmond outrea.ch, which we ha.d never taken 1nto account

. R s that the prlmary group of services o:f.' a direct na'bure a.re to avery

T Ly _large extent dependent on the number 5 tralnlng, and avallablllty of
Sl rvolunteers a.nd not the core sta.ff employed 'by the progec‘bs.
| ‘..”9-‘ S 5‘7' ‘ R

o




Neither Yolo nor Richmo d outreach have their corps of

@

vq}unteers put together for this yéar. rThe wvallablllty and terms

on which they get their volunteers is more. 1mportant to these communlty

\

type effer ts then whab is done by the\full-tlme coordinators. This was °
‘\ -

8 problem never mentloned in any of the\orlglual grant. proposals but

from our observations so far it is becomlng one of the key issues to be

acoouhtedrfor in our evaluation as well as building the evaluabive model

for funding fubure projects. -

=

x
N
b

To summarize the main problems we foresée in carrying out the
research contemplated in our proposal is getting thé unit to bring the}rj
files up to date in order to expand the sample to a meanlngful srze., The

\» second is that we are essentially dealing with a type or program where
the largest number of the referrals are for employment oj\rec reational

act1vrt1es which are hardly approprlate for the kind of analvsms called

kY
for con51dering the project's main objective of "preventing de&;nqpency.

ALAMEDA COUNTY FROBATION DEPARTMENTffELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRXM
Because of the initial problems we encountered ih the’Yo&o
project and the excessive amount of time required in reviewing and \\\
1n1t1ating data collectlon in both the Richmond and Yolo county progect
the study'team has only been able to spend two days in the Alameda progect
In these two days, however, we have 1nterv1ewgﬂ all the principal personnel
~in the project‘and haveﬁbeen able to mske a thorough review of existing
progect data.“ - - 0 |
We have had occasion to talk %o the chief of the guvenlle d1v1s1on

of" the prObatlon department who has dlrect supervusorlal respon31b111t1es

for all facets of the program, ‘the anlt superv1sor, as well as the 1n-house

O 5
I . : o

0=

O.‘v
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~ descriptive characteristic could very likely prove to be 34
o . . . IR o -

5

0

T

staff evaluator. The project personnel have been completely cooperatiée.

 and as in the case of the Richmond project seemed to welcome’ an outside

‘agsessment of their unit's sctivities.

The staff has furnished us direct access to all individual case
files. In addition, they have supplied a variety of supporting monthly
summery case reports, ineluding all evalﬁaﬁive data collected to date on
‘the project, | “

With this information and a review of several case files we

“

vare confident that the documentatiqn that has been maintained on an oﬁi

golog basis for each case in the project will furnish most of the data

necessary to complete the da€é~requirements that we have specified in our:

<
¢ 1%

3 originei,evaluation plan. Initially, we Telt we could rely strictly on

summary EDP reports- available for each individual referral. However, in

reviewing the several case files that we have seen and comparing them wiﬁh

these summarles 1tcls obv1ous that we will still need to correlate these

computer summarles on each case W1ﬁh the original 1nd1v1dual case record

-In a couple of 1nstances complete probation histories that have been

documented in the case folder do not appear on the summary EDP skeebts kept
. IS ' e !
on each referral.

N o4

i More 1mportant v, in reviewing individual case files it 3s

RS

apparent that:project staff haye not documented the frequency w1th wh;ch

(S . /

they have counseiled each famlky 1ncludeu in ‘the program. Because of uhe

=

| - specific, de31gn and‘goal of the progect the absence of such &ﬁ 1mportant

. | /

limiting factor

Q-

Lt s Vs : - I R S .
in our ‘assessment of the program's effectiveness.. 1n_§%scuss1ng this,

o

particular point With the unit supervisor he has ind%ﬂ%ted,%hat because of

’



/} . ) ‘ ' . @ - ) o
the small caseloads handled by his two probation deputies this problem
can be alieviated by an individual case-by-case review‘with'the~deput&

who has provmded the counselling qerv:Lce to each famlly o

the quality of the evaluation is that out of the total paseloadohandled

kinjthepprogect since its inception only 30% of theiéases have- been closed.
. ¥nk2%4ye&rs 130 families have been referred to the project, Out'ofrtheseﬁ 7

oniy 34 families’yave been accepted for thejprogram.” Of these 34 families,

- 20 still remein in active status. Beeeuee of “the long-term, imbensive
casework condiicted on each referral we will be forced to limit our review-
of case oubcomes to less than one-third of ‘the total:cases includea in the

mtrea&meot populatioe: A semple of this size will uhdoubtedly restrict a
great manyiof the gegeralizations that cen be made about the project‘s

(}b’ " eiTéctmveness. Even more iﬁportantly, 8, geod po¢Sibilify existe that with
) such a small sample 1n the Alameda ‘project that the quality of any cross-
proaect-compar;sons $hat could be made in the cluster will be slgnlflcantly

¥ o w

reduced.

LN
&

| SACRAMENTO COUNTY. 601 DIVERSI(SN PROJECT -
”G - After 1nterv1ew1ng proaect Personnel and rev1ew1ng a variety /

of evaluatlve data that has been malntaaned .on. the Sacramento d1versmon
| progect“ the study team is completely eenfldent that all. the base-line

o

daxa %ecessary %o carry oat our original research methodology does exist

L}/ﬁ/ The case documentatlon that we haxe fOLnd.ln selected“sample

\

of 1nd1v1dual case flles/ls undoubtedly the best of any of the progects @

Lo X 1n the Cluuter' The prq%ect staff has made a systematlc effort to

3
¢

S L completely documentJk cas\ actlvaty and progress of eachxgeferral L

o S L r’r// = c 0 o
o 5 o . . i

Rl

" The main problem we have fcund in this proaect which may affect ”bﬁe

R



STl

e has been collected no effort has been made to verlfy 1ts accuracy.

K‘:\’ "O;:' K S o . * . #
- : :

Lo
t

In the short tlme that ‘we have been able to- spend in the proaect

we have had the opportunlty to 1nterv1ew all key admlnlstratlve personnel

- as well as flve of the nine full-time probatlon offlcers who donduct the

shortdtlme famlly CrlSlS counselllng in the unit. As in the case of the

| Rlchmond and Alameds, progects the staff of thls progect have dlsplayed a

complete W1111ngness to ass1st 1n thls evaluatlon effort

In ourforlglnal,plan for evaluatlng thls‘progect we indicated

that we»would'include all the first year's referrdls to the unit in our

police department file search. 'After considering thewproblems we have

?

| ~encountered in way of avallablllty of data for two of the proaects in +he‘

\x

cluster, aﬁd in llght of “the volume of referrals that have been handled

1n +this progect the study team is now of the opinion tha£ the best approach

L)

;for completlng our assessment of this progect will be to conduct a random,

selected sample of first year referrals for the pollce flle search. we
have dlscussed‘thls w1th the proaect's unlt superv1sor and he is 1n complete
agreement with substltutlng this procedure.

In addltlon to substltnllng 4 random samnle Procedure in the

progect we are forced to forego the poss1b111ty of collectrng s1b11ng

data on referrals to the»unlt In dlscus31ons with progect staff they
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«have 1nd1cabed that 51b11ng data has not. been collected on a regular ba31S'

for any of the three years of referrals to the proaect and that wren it
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| SCHOOL & OTHER REFERRALS

Name Age
Last First Middle

A Sex: ;
Address Male : i
Female

. Race:

Date of Referral Caucasian
Month Day Year Mex. -Am.

Negro

, Oriental

Reason for Referral ' ' Other:

(Specify)

School

Service Provided (Brief Statement) '

Teacher

No. of Contacts

Case Aid (Name)






