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‘fromxdemonstrably serious and dangerous juvenile offenders

‘and at the same time, provide humane care and treatment

. major systemic change threaten the form and substance of

 the community-based reform approach.

- and issue~of security; The Task Force was composed of

versy and the administrative problems which attend any

-

THE ISSUE OF SECURITY IN A
(F .
COMMUNITY-BASED JUVENILE CORRECTIONS K SYSTEM:

THE FINAL REPORT OF THE

TASK FORCE ON SECURE FAQILITIES

2
v .
e

I. INTRODUCTION e

i
’ : P

For the past eight years, the Commonwealth has been

engaged in a dramatic experimental approach to juvenile

corrections which is unique in this country. The tradi-
tional state institutional sjstem, dominated by large,
centrally administered youth facilities, has been disman-

tleda In its place, the Department of Youth Services (DYS)

i

it

administers a regional, community-~based program network

consisting of a broad and diverse range of placement and

open setting options, ‘the vast majority of which are pri-

- vately-run. ‘mhis comprehensive reform effort is now being

/"*’ 1

challenged by a renewed concern focused on, and symbolized

-

by, the issue of security. Can the community—based system
[

accomodate effectively the public's right to protection

geared to the indiv1dualized needs of youth? This contro-

“
v, N -
o e T oW
5 E . . L = eced coen 4

The Task Forcevon Secure Facilities was appointed in
thls context in April, 1976,,bj the then new CommiSSioner

Cof DYS to serve as an 1ndependent adVisor on the problems

J ’ : - : ‘ 1 ‘ ’ ‘ SR
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.form, ﬁhe nature, content and quallty of , secure prog ax

a v;able netwo:k of non;secu:e program alternatives,

A -
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individuals representlng a broad spectr&m of 1nterests and
persoectlves. All members had substantlal experlence and *
recognized expertise in the field of juvenile justlce.“ The
Task Force process was designed to draw‘uponhtHeAbackgroﬁnds'
and observations o£ tnis group and to provide practical and .
meeningful assistence to the Commissioner.

Thls Report is the product of that process and the con-
sensus which emerged in the course of a l4~month reV1ew.F;It‘
represents the.collective wiedom and best ﬁudgment of the

TaskfForge on the problems.and issyes which must je adaree%ed

in ‘connection with security. ' It is a measured, COmprehensive

‘response'to this important but highly politicized ‘subject.¥

The Report bavmtwo dominant‘themes. First, theeissue‘e
of securlty is not merely a matter of(%umbers. Like the
underlying problem of 1uven11e VLOlence, the issue of secur-
ity is complex and multi—faceted; neither can be adﬂressed
responsibly in akvacuum’nor’are there simple sOlntions;or
panacéas. Security-must be addresSed compfehensively in a

context whlch recognizes the 1ntegral relatlonshlp of ' -

artlculated principles and objectives, admlnlstratlve re-

G

*In July, 1976, the Task Force issued a 35-page Prellmln—

. ary Report which was the product of an intensive three—month

ssioner at the earliest possible time. The primary focus was .
on the admlnlstratlon by DYS of its securevsystem The Task

Force recommended more than 70 reforms as pre-condltlons for °
- DYS to address the issue of securlty effectlvely The sub-~ -
v;«stance of that prellmlnary review is lncorporated in this m;,
~ Final Report, prlmarwly in Section IITI. 'The remalndenmof the

Report addresses issues the Task,Forﬁe could not review ade~

fquatelj in the ‘initial phase of 1ts work. (continued) - .

2
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effort to arwive at conclu51ons@and offer adwvice to the Commi- o
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efchtlve public protqu}on. Second, the-communitfebased
5ystem is a V1able approach to juvenile correctlons which
can dnlquely balanoe, accomodate and moderate the competing
concerne’about, and inherent tensions between, public pro-
tection and individualized care and tredtment. The reforms
that are needed can and should be effected within the exist—
ing structure. However, prompt aotlon by all concerned 1s§
reqguired to implemeﬁt these reforme. | ‘|
The Task Force recognlzes clearly that the issue of i
securlty and the problems involved in addressing it are of

long~stand1ng, are not unlque to this jurisdiction, and are\

G0

,not solely the respon51blllty of DYS. In the past year, DY%

has made real progress and should be allowed additional tlme

to eifect the remedies. The case should be continued for one
S ’ '
more year. The best advice the Task Force can offer the

Commissioner is that, thereafter, there can be "no more
’\‘\ .

continuances". If substantial progress is not made, regard-

less of the reason, the justification for the approach advo-

cated by the Task Force will inevitably bevweakened’andrﬁay

give way to more drastic and less des%;able alternatives.
°  This Introduction concludes with an emphatic tribute

to the efforts of the Task Force members and the DYS parti-

cipants. The time and energy expended by the members 'and

the‘dedicationﬂthey exhibitedk&as clearly unique. Theix

o o

El

(*oontlnued footnote from page 2)
)

The speclflc issues addressed by the Task Force, together

:with its general objectives and the process used to arrive at
the flndlngs and recommendatlons of thls Report, are summar-

ized in the Ampendlx.
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commitment was total and their cohtribution in the pu}%l.l.c
‘interest is significant. The Comxj}xissioner and his staff
i .
earned the respect of the Task Force. Their dedication, - e
effort and w:.l1 ingness to be open and candid was impressive.
Theixr approach and attltude is the( ' best hope for change. ¢
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youth for 1nd1v1duallzed care and treatment.

- ‘and have greater potential for success. Increases in secure -
programs -at the'expense, or in the absence, of a concomitant

most DYS youth.

II. SUMMARY OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIQNS, 0
THEMES AND CONCLUSIONS

Y

N.B.:. This section summarizes many of the key aspects of the
. Final Report of the Task Force. It is primarily a
guide to, not~& Comprehensive review of, the approxi-
mately 100 éages which follow.

\JENERAL OVERVIEW

The~Task‘Force recommendatlons are designed to imple-

ment the following’ general conclu51ons~ a

*The Commonwealth's commitment to the de~institu-
tlonallzed community-based approach to juvenile corrections
should be preserved and strengthened. A viable balance can
be maintained in the existing system between the need for
security for purposes of public protection and the needs of

i}

*The vast majorlty of DYS youth can be effectlvely
and appropriately placed in the broad and diverse range of
non-secure community-based se%tzngs and alternatives with-’
out detriment to .public protection. However, while, the
number is clearly limited, a. small percentage of DYS youth

*do need secure placements of some kind. for some period of

time for purposes of public protection. To meet this need,
anplncreased empha51s on securlty by DYS is requlred

- *An increased emphasis on securlty Wthh focuses

;‘prlmarlly on the number of secure placements is inappro-

priate and may well be counterproductive. ' Therefore, the

- Task Force recommended a multi-pronged approach which con-

ifioned an increase. in the number of secure placements on

1 admln1strat1ve reform the avallablllfy of a range of qual—

5secure programs, and significant increases in the re-

saiirces avallable for non-secure program alternatlves.

*Secure and non-secure programs are 1ntegrally and

E 1nextr1cably linked in terms of success, eLfecelveness and
* quality. The need for a secure placement often results from .
“ the absence or 1nadequacy in the past of othgr alternatives,

alternatives which are less costly in human and fiscal terms

development and expans1on of nen-secure programs will be
detrimental both to publlc protectlon and to the needs of

)

]

/
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,stratlve reform as the\most crltlcal imediate neéd in ad~'
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- DYS ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM

¢ The Preliminarz,Report (July, 1976) focused ﬁn admini#h

dressing the issue of security. More than 70 charges wereau'

recommended Since then, DYS has ‘begun to Implement mahy

r

of the lecommendatlons and must continue to give prlorlty

to thesé reforms.“ Some of the key ones. are noted here and

'\\

o . “

in SECUI PROGRAMS below. (

: *Organlzatlonal and managerlal changes, and artI— RN
culatlon of the framework and prInCIples for the administra-: '
tion ot“securlty, to permltwposrtIve problem—501VIng Instead
of CrlSLS management.,

l

o .

*The development and appllcatlon of minimum stand~ 5

~ ards and uniform pollc1es and procedures., , - ”‘73%9‘

*A dramatac upgradIng of the Intake, assessment,'
placement and review processes to ensure effectlve and appro— ‘
priate placements of youth. = ; : :

i ‘ ‘ ‘ SR ,
M;é *The Implementatlon of a rellable system of data- S
gatherlng, monltorlng, evaluation and quality control in PR
the Interest of accountablilty and effectIVe plannlng.»
\‘ . B
| *Effectlve personnel recrultment, selectlon, traln-:

Ing, superVISIOn ‘and performance review programs and polICIes.k

‘ SECURE PROGRAMS

‘Secure programs In the communlty—based system have the S

© dual purposes of publlc protectlon and quallty care,‘both
- geared to the lnlelduallZEd needs of youth.. The'Task‘Force
rIdentIerd the elements whlch are crltlcal to.- the achlevement

of these objectlves.etg . S '}‘f ‘; o ;‘*‘xf : "xgk,f,

#The- Intake crlterra must be. clearly dellneated

' The ellglblllty of a- youth for a secure placement should be’

determined by demonstrable, cbjective criteris ,whlch
relate directly to public protection concerns. Al% youths

‘who meet these criteria may not need seture placements; how-

ever, a secure placement is not approprlate unless these

.criteria are met.




T S : *No-one level &r type of placement is appropriate

o or necessary for all.youths in need of security. Security

W can generally be provided without a primary reliance on tra- _ ‘
o ditional high-level security designs. Therefore, there should qi

s

{

~J

i

o
[ ‘ b

o T be a gradated range "of secure placements which 1ncludes a var-
R - lety of levels and types of programs. "
*Indrvrduallzed plans and goals for services and
‘care must“exrst for each youth placed .in a sectire program
and effective after-~care planning and communlty rewlntegra~

- tion services must be proV1ded

+
Sk

g

: , *The quality of the secure programs is the 51ng1e

-most important factor. The essential ingredients for gual-
ity programs, ccn51stent with public protection, reasonable
costs, and decent khumane care, are the following:

S e e ~ An, adequate number of trained and qualified

. ~staff is requlred to address constructively the needs
of the most difficult youth in non-institutional
gsettings. Staff/youth ratios should range from 1 1/2-
to~l to an optimum of 2 to~-1.

g f;f’.k,:' "~ Youth populatlons in each program must be small
: : " in number. Large populations in secure settings inevi-
‘tably result in the "warehousing"” of youth, a primary
reliance on traditional, de-~humanizing custodial con=-
trol, excessive costs and do not necessarily enhance’
physical securlty. To avoid these negatlve effects

~and to achieve positive resu1ts, the populatlon size
should be llmlted to- 12~15 Voutns.

R Mlnlmum standards for program content and qual-
ity control methods must be establlshed and applled
by D¥S to every program

ig!g}

‘- The program fac111tle= must afford a decent,~
humane living environment. This requires adequate

interior and exterior space and the maintenance of
a low-profile security de51gn. ‘Security is prlmar-
ily a function of program size, staff and content,
not the physrcal character of the facrllty,

-

THE NUMBER OF SECURE PLACEMENTS

S ¢
. K - 7
o - -

In the Prellmlnary Report the)Task Force concluded that»

=

Py

(R

t B
Rt A

eventhough only a small percentage and a llmlted number of

youth needed secure placements, there was a need for ‘an

R e o
- increase. However, there was no ratlonal ‘or respon51ble‘ o

o

j
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~undertook an 1ndependent study - theifiret objective ekamiwyn‘
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baLi§yfor quantlfylng thlS need. Therefore, the TaskfForce

] . ‘\

~ nation of the controversial subject of the secure plapement"f'

eeds of DYS. '“‘

 *The study, based on 4 10% sample of DYS youths,‘
was designed to establish the presumptive eligibility of a
youth for a secure placement, using only public protection
criteria, i.e. offenses involving violence toward others

and/or a pattern of other serious offenses. The study also

included a determlnatlon in each"case of the level and type
of security required. ;

*The TaSk Force concluded that the vast majority oﬂ[

'DYS youth (88.7%) were not even presumptlvely eligible for

&3

~vdec181ons.k , e

secure placements. ' Secure treatment placements were needed
for a maximum of 11.2% of DYS youths. Since DYS had secure

- ‘'placements for only 3% of its youths (49), 1ncreases were

needed.

*In terms of numbers, deoendlng upon the DYS popu-‘
‘latlon, a maximum of 129-to-168 secure tréatment placements.éﬁ
are needed for DYS youth, but 25% of them should be in Depart-
ment of Mental Health secure programs. DYS itself needs to
provide only 100-to-130. Of this number, apprOX1mately 40% 51
(46~to=-60) only need a "light" level of security for publlc,{

protection purposes, and the majorlty of the new pladements.
should be of this type. DYS is now meeting most of the need
for youths requlrlng a "heavy" level of security. :

*DYS now has 114 secure detention placemeﬁts. ;Thét‘*
number is clearly adequate and should not be increased. Any

need in this area can be met by reforms of the 1ntake/place—’r}i'

ment process to ensure appropriate uses of these placements,

‘and to limit the duration of a detention placement. The
majority of youths in secure detentlon,are there only because

of the lack of other secure or non secure’ alternatlves.‘

*The Task Force "numbers" are not targets. They

. represent the maximum, or outer limit, of the secure place-

ment needs of DYS. In a viable and effective system, the
number of secure placements actually needed should be lower,

since the study did not consider whether an approprlate”non—,
secure placement, based on comprehen51ve case-by-case assess-..

ments, could be made without detriment to public protegtion.
Such con51deratlons are highly- relevant to actual placement

©



, were,needed,'and recommended guidel]

- security on (a) administrative reform, (b) quality programs

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF SECURITY

o
I

Thefreformsvregommended by the Task Force will reguire

budget increases because security is an expensive proposition

in any system and DYS has been srgnlflcantly underfunded 1n

'ﬁi.ﬁj

the past., The Task Force analyzed the DYS budget for Fiscal

Led

Year 1977 and the 1978 approprlatlon. Tt estimated the maxi-
mum amounr of 1ncreased fundlng DYS needed to addreSs securlty’

effectlvely, identified tﬁe spec1f E‘areas where the increases

\
ITues, conditions and alter-
natrves'to ensure-the most efficient use of these funds. Some‘

of the salient fearures of the budget review iﬁ@ludedp

\r

*Gecure programs are far more expensive than any
other DYS program level or type.ﬁ Secure programs in the
institutions and those which are! .predominantly "state-run”
have the highest average: costs, even with larger. populatlons.
In general, purchase-of-service and nonsgecure programs are

\\\galtlcantly more economlcal g e

.
e

*Even w1th limited resource DYS has been accord--
1ng priority in funding to secure programs.‘ In Fiscal Year
1977, DYS devoted 25-30% of its program resources to secure
detention and treatment placements for 12. 5% of the DYS
youth,populat;on.

: *The 1978 DYS appropriation dramatically 1ncreased ‘
the amount and percentage of funds for security. Of the $2.5
million increase from 1977 ($15.9 million to $18.4 million),
92% was for security. As a result of this increase, 35% of-
the program resources of DYS will be devoted to securlty.'
Thls should be the max imum percentage. '

*Non-secure prOgram funds contlnued to - decrease as
- a percentage of the budget; eventhough they are far more ‘eco-
nomical and.provide appropriate services to the vast majority
of: DYS youth.v To preserve a viable program balance in the
communlty-based system, the 656 dllocation to thls area should
be the mlnlmum

6"

: *Throughout the Report, the Task Force SpeCWflCallj
condltlons its recommendation for an increased emphasis on

‘-.

and (c) a proportlonate emphasis on non-secure programs. While Ir;
the 1978 approprlatlon Wlll permlt DYS to lncrease 1ts securek }

B
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'based system is the need for clear accountablllty. The :
"present DYS budget is a maze which deters 1ndependent angly-
sis; yet 1t is requlred by the appiropriations process and e
not SubJEC'(' to remedy by DYS alone. However, DYS should |

supplement‘lts budget subm1351ons wrth‘a clear, comprehensiVe;'

R
s

whlch can be substantlally 1mplemented w1thln one<year.

¢

"placements to the number recommended it does not permlt

to do that and comply ply with the conditions the Task Force

DYS

deemed critical to an effective and economical approach to,

security. The unmet needs include adequate pre~place—

ment, "llght",secure and after-care programs; increases 1n the -
average cost of secure programs necessary to meet the recom—

mended quality standards; and funding increases Eor nothecure

programs. Therefore, to address security effectlvely, D
should have a budget of $22.5 mllllon, an increase of $ﬂ
mllllon : : : , N;E

' 1

ST
.

e

*A corollary to the max imum fley&blllty DYS s
have 1n regource allocations to admlnlste: the communntyi

budget overview. .
THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF OTHERS .
J:

In rev1ew1ng the problems and issues of securlty ln
‘i
the Task Force repeatedly encountered problem areas' which

|

a

S

Wit -

E o]

either cannot be remedled by DYS alone or for whlch{
A f”

; ,‘
b ki

*In addreDSLng those problem areas, DYS s enit

not have the prlmary remedlal responsablllty

to the support and assistance of a variety of state agefcres

and officials, 1nclud1ng the Governor, the Leglslature #nd

the Judlclary

othets is both feasible and necessary;and sets forth a/“e
mendhd agenda for each one, con31stent Wlth their respe

‘roles and responsibilities. Their re«ponse may well behr
the *apac1ty of DY¥S to .meet 1ts obllgatlons to youth a%d_

Publ;'c' . i SR B : . ) '/ o cﬁ

| IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REPORT

responSLblllty must be afflxed to 1nd1v1dua§s ln specrflck@%_'

pOSlthnS, rather than to corporate entltles, lL that goal'isf

to be met

i

| 1 *The Report ldentlfles the areas where actlo fby&f\

" The Report sets forth a comprehen51ve agenda for change:

pYS,

i

yafgg%;;;pfgesr%
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*The prlmary and flnalj

1
j - S :
responsibility must rest

Wlth the Comm1551oner of D¥S.
| 4
- : *The Secretarz}of Human, Services must assume the
critical, secondary raspon51bllltles for general oversight

B
I - of DYS and fac1lltat1ng 1nter-agency coordination.
' #The Chairman of the DXS Advisory Committee must
ensure that that group performs the role of the Task Force
that of a .reasonably- 1ndependent ally

on an on-going basis,
and advisor and a constructlve critics
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III. THE ADMINISTRATION OF SECURITY

IN THE DYS syTEM o °

INTRODUCTION
;. ;

i

In 1969, a major reform in appﬂoach to juvenlle
correotlons was 1n1t1ated in Massachusetts, Through a

comblnatlon of statutory changes andvaggre551ve admini—5

strative action, the ex1st1ng system of juvenlle correc-

tions was radically de—lqstltutlonallzed. From a. prlmary
reliance on large, centrally administered 1nst1tutlons , ‘_‘v'°f o

empha5171ng Physical securlty, DYS shifted to a reglon—

alized, communlty—based system empha5121ng 1nd1v1duallzedw

care and treatment through a dlverse mix of programs, the

vast majority of which arL prlvately admlnlstered *
|

|

i

*The reforms were anloutgrowth of several years of
controversy surrounding the ex1st1ng ingtitutional system.
The critics included fedeial agencies, citizens' groups,

.daw enforcement and judicial personnel, the Governor and ”} l\
members of the legislature. The criticism focused on. a o
~diverse set of factors, including: increases in juvenile

violence and delln/pency,.lncredlbly high recidivism rates
among youth prev1ously conmitted to the youth authority;:

" documentation of Adramatic overcrowdlng and abuse of youth

in institutions; “the oppressive and deteriorating state of
these facilities; the custodial attitude and approach of
personnel, rampant inefficiency and political patronage; 'g,
and, in general, the failure, if not outright counter-pro-
duct1v1ty, of the 1nst1tutlonal approach as a method of

. By statute, the mandate and structure of the youth
authorlty was altered and a new Department of Youth Ser—
vices was created. In the early 1970's, the traditional
status offenses ("truancy", "stubborn child@", and "runaway"),

_the basis for institutionalizing a large percentage of o julg

youth, were decriminalized. Administrative -action by DYS
resulted in the closing of most of the remaining traditional
institutions. For a ‘detailed review of the background and
impleméntation of these’ reforms, See Ohlln, Coates and
Miller, "Radical Correctional Reform: A Case Study o the

Massachusetts Youth Correctlonal System", Harvard Eaucatlon
‘ReV1ew, (1974) Volume 44, #1 dt 74 e :

:'G( o
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In this community-based system, there are several pro-~

e Q;am levels:and tyées‘and a variety of placement alternatives
| »available,' Apﬁtoxiﬁately 90% of DY¥S youth, either in:e de~
tained or,commi%tedvstatus, are‘placed in “opeh" or non-
 secure settlngs, ranglng from non—re51dentlal and foster~
care to grcupwhome res1dentlal prog;ams. Sectrebor "closea"
detention and tgeatment programsrtepresent only»one'level
~and type of plasement within the‘community—hased system.4
They constitute;ohlyva'small percentage of the total place-
LA | meﬂ%stavailable'in DYSvand are used for slightly more than

&

10%. of DYS youth ) ' . et

The effectlveness of thls system depends upon malntaln—
ing an appropriate balance between sécure and non-secure
kprograms‘to ensure a broad and diverse range of non-
vseéureealterhativesjfor the svast majoritygof youth and an

" efficient and effective use of security for the limited

%% number whq need such placements. They are-.integrally re-
lated to each~dthet~and interdependent,in every respect

o Por example, on a contlnuum of youth needs, early interven-
Qtlon and approprlate non~secure placements may ellmlnate a
later need for'securlty; effective secure placement decisions

k"and programs can reduce the demands on,- and freehthe're—
sources of, knen-secﬁfe‘pregrams- and close cootdination'be—
,tween the two is essential for re—lntegratlng youths 1nto

- the. communlty when they leave secure programs.

| k’The Task‘Force focused on the DYS administration of
seCurity in this ¢ontext‘v The issues.andvproblems thatk

' iexlst in connectlon w1th securlty, many of Wthh are a

- functlon of the speed and scope of tne ‘reform ltself,

: i
/ ; g
B e ! - .
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permeate the DYS system and only gystemwide remedies will
be‘effecﬁive. By segregating the secure-aspects of the
system for analysis, the Task Force does not support aj

"secure system” which is administered or functions autono-
) ono

mously within oxr from the community-~based eyétem.

The term "secure system“, when used in this SeCfion;
describes two DYS’proggam areas, §ggg£§ detention‘ahd‘secure
treatment. All programs in the secure system are fundedvand'
adminiStered bykthe central office as part”of‘a'eeparate unit
under'the jurisdic%ion ofethe Assistant Cq@missiener for Clin-d
jcal Services. - In practl,e, the two program areas have fuﬁc-‘
tloned, and been admln%fteced, separately. Thisvoperetional
autonomy, now being curtalled should be’ eliminate%fentirely‘
so that the issues,gproblems and rolelef the seeqrg system
can be addressed in a uniform and unified manner .

In the Preliminary Report, the Task -Force streesed that

dm*nlstratlve reform was essentlal to enable DYS to addxess

the issue of securlty effectlvely The 1mplementatlon of

identifies those elements which are of criticel importance'to‘

s < ] m . . .. i
the issue andeadmlnlstratlon of security in the context of a

communlty-based system Most are cdmmon to both secure deten—“

tlon and secure treatment and are addressed together, unless
gﬂmnusendmdlndmetaw. A ;  »3 ' ‘/‘

N.B. The rema1nder of thls sectlon 1ncorporates ,
the substance of the Preliminary Report, pages 6-28,;,,.
“with some modifications to ref] ect the progress DYS-
- has made since July, 1976. 7 sifiée the Commissioner

has chosen not to enlarge this. Repomt by appendlng a'~

U

4

,these_refgrms continues to be the,top priorityf: This sectiont§;~'
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© progress repoft from DYS, those Recommendations
on which substantlal progress has been made are
0 L : ,

noted.
| . DEFINITIONAL FRAMEWORK

N

- s e

The Task Force found that DYS did not have

‘  Comments:
adequate definitions of some of the key terms being used

in the secure sﬁ%tem,nor had it articulated the concepts

and objectives which should govern the.administration of
Consequently, DYS had no framework in which ‘

that system.
to develop and apply a uniform and coherent set of standards,

The number of secure placements

"~ policies and procedures.
available in DYS and the eligibility of youths for secure

v detention or treatment were determined primarily on the
ba51s of ad hoc judgments, the availability‘of fiscal re-

sources and a very llmlted definition and concept of "secur-
The Task Force believed that an anal-

ity" and its purposes.
y51s of the issues relating to security in DYS in this context

would serve no purpose since it would be, simply put, like

comparing apples and oranges,
The following prlnc1p1es are central to the deflnlelons

>y

formulated bv the Task Force and to the admlnlstratlon of a
‘ ' 5;1 v ,»h ,‘

system based,on them..
in the interest of care and treatment for youth

and protection of the public, the secure system should have

the following basic objectives:
Ensuring that the availability and use of

W

secure placements are strictly regulated and narrowly cif-

cumscrlbed so ‘that they are not just fliled lf ava11able

B s
. R o .
- - ‘- ! ! -

but are fllled only because securlty is requlred

B
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b. Determlnlng the presumptive ellglellty of a
youth for a secure placement primarily on the basis of demon-

strable, objective criteria geared to the need for security

‘as a matter of ‘public protection.
o c. Plac1ng ellglble youths in security only after
comprehens1ve ‘assessments anﬁ then pursuant to an individual-

ized plan or program of care and/or treatment des;gned to

D

achieve certain goals or purposes.

d. Establishing and maintain?hg constraints and

limits onh the freedom of youths to leave the placement, the /f
level 'and type of which should vary widely because security,/
can be proviaed in a variety of’ways for different types gf

youth.

Second, security.shouldknot be defined or character-
ized primarily in limited or negative terms such as p;;in:i..‘sl?l..~

ment, bricks and bars, cusgodial Errangements, fixed/%ime,
isolation or hardWare.“ In%kead, consistent with the objec-

tives of the secure system,i H x
placement purpose, aCcopnt %or the conduct of ysuth and. .

it must reflect some positive
. e 0 : ;

staff during the placement and, in the case of treatment,

after it as well. There shpuld be continueg.experimenta~

tion and careful monltorlng of the extent to which intensive

stafflng and programmlng, one-to-one individual supervision

or "tracklng" geogxaphlc lacatlon, or some camblnatlan Of

i
H

one or more of these can re?uce the rellance on mechanlcal
‘constralnts.! '
=

- E e

Q
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gﬁiEéi ‘the nature of the care ané treatmenﬁ prbvidéd
is critiéal to an gffective secure system. Humane, decent
care, a rangé of planned program services geared to indiviQ
dual needs, administered by qualified staff in an apprOprié%e

l{ﬁing environment, must be afforded all youths and may‘bé

a)

jéll»the "care and treatment" that is appropriate. More spec1al—

fvized, intensive "treatment" modes must be strictly regulated

_and used circumspectly.

a

Fourth, adegquate procedures and pr0cesses must exist
to ensure that decisions to move a youth from a less to a
more secure settlng are jUStlfléd and reviewed. The crlteria

‘and standards should be;more;stringent'as the level of secur-

“ity increases. In addition, the following presumptions should

be applied: (a) a youth will be transferred from a heavier

to a ld@e; lével of security, or out of the sec&re*system,

as soon &s it is feasible; and (b) no youth should remain in a
program once that program has Been "completed", even though
some level of security may still be required.

Fifth, effective administration of the secure system re-

&}

quires:

a. Clear and‘effective intake policies to reason-
éblyiensure that only- dppropriate youths are placed in secure
programs; | |

b. Defined conditions and times, directly related

~ to intake crirteria and termination and after-care plans, for

dlscharg;ng youths,
c. Minimum standards relating to the procedural

and substantive aspects of the secure program system; and

-
L . P
- - -,‘ .

2 -
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"= d. Aan effective, on7go;ng monitoring'aod review
process to ensure responsibility and accountablllty.

The Task Force recognlzes that the development of corm~
prehensive definitions, based on these prlnc;ples, whlch
serve normative, descriptive and operational purposes ls'
not a simple matter. It is a complex process and it should
be an on-going and evolving one. However,; it is éesential.
The definitions proposed here are intended to assist DYS‘ae

a flrst step. The principles and defiﬁﬁtiOns aleo served as

the frdmework “for the comments and recommendations in thl;//ﬂ
Report; th%)latter further\exnlaln and elaborate upon the

definitions. T, : i

Proposed Definitions:

1. A Secure Detention Program 15 one 'which provides
short term care and custody for those. youths who have
demonstrated, in prior commitments to DYS or by.. ‘
actions which are the basis for their present detentlon,
that no other detention placement can reasonably ensure
- their appearance in court. Youths may be detained in a
~.secure-detention program only if they have been arrested -
and “charged with delmnquency and have been placed with
D¥YS pendlng {a) arralcnment {but only if held separately, f
if held in police stations én "overnight arrest", the B
facility must be approved by DVS), (b) trial or (c) dis-
p051t10n in court.

\\\ : o
.

S,

2. A Secure Treatment Program\is one which provides
the care, maintenance and treatment foL« and which contains
or holds, youths who have demonstrated, in prior commit~ _ s
ments to DYS or by the actions which are the -basis for -
their present commltment, that~ :

a. They pose a dange* of serious bodily harm ,
to others, which cannot be averted or controlled in -
a less secureqsetting; or T

7 b. They engage in a pattern of persistent, 4

uncontrollable and serious offenses and it has been
demonstrated that a less securensetting cannot con-
trol and treaF them. SR o : ~

e
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, 3. Care and Treatment, in the context of a secure
system, is the provision Of appropriate professional e eE
services geared to the special and different needs of L
‘each youtﬁ\\mWhile the provision of these services in a
secure systém is a complex 1ssue, involving a broad range

_of phllosophlcal p01nts and practical pOSSlbllltles,Q
. A these services include, but are not limited to, the \
W T following: Medical and psychiatric care, educational
BT and vocational training, counselling (individual, groupj.
e v o family), trained supervision and guidance, recreational
L ’ programming, minimum nutritional requirements, those ser-
vices necessary to ensure the re-integration of the .
- youth into the community, and a physical envmrcnment ‘ o
suited to the render:ng of these services. l

0 . :
harer bamae~ s o _— Y i

. .4. A Graded Secure System is one which sets llmlts R

, o and Imposes constraints on youth. for care and treatment
‘ ‘ '~ and for protection of the public. It involves several -
W ’ levels and types of secure settlngs and programs. ;
"Security", within this system, should be defined in **
terms of outcome or result. While the setting of limits
is an essential part of this system,,6 the most desirable
and effective-method of maintaining security is through
programs and staff which attract and involve youth
- rather than through a primary reliance upon mechanical
constraints.

%t

i

SECURE DETENTION: PROGRAM INTAKE AND PLACEMENT
: —

o ﬁ'v Comments-; Zecure detention is one of three p0881ble

ki,

levels of plaCement of youth in DYS on detention status.

The other two levels are shelter-care (generally 1nvolv1ng

placements in group homes ‘or residential faClllLleS> and

foster-care (placements with 1nd1v1duals) Shelter-care énd

. . foster-care are conSLdered to be non-secure placements.

In t@eory,_a program or facility is'inClgded in the secure

o

system’on the basis of its capacitytto proVide physical

"securlty and the type of youth for which the program is

e U

de51gned o ' {

g . : : . @

At present, DYS has 114 placements in flve programs for

%secure detentlon. They range in type from the large,

o

SlE : *For a complete llst of all D¥YS secure programs,vsee the
: u ,‘ : i table, :Lnfra, P 71 C:j ;
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: Youths in thls category are not detalnees; they are already EURETIE S

-20-

e

i
cd

n

much publicized, institutionlat Roslindale where short-

term detalnees and long-term blnd—overs are 1nterm1ngled,

tp the Charlestown wyn Overnlght Arrest Unlt, a locked

;ettlng where youth are. only to be placed pendlng arralgn—' s
; N

I o :

nent. Inc¢ fact, several non—secure programs seem to be

e

8 s

Ldentlcal to some of the secure detentlon fac1llt1es ln ;

terms of thelr capac1ty to prov1de phy51cal securlcy and
the characterlstlcs of the youth placed in them.

As is the case w1th the other placement levels, flve‘

categorles of youths may be placed imr secure detentlon. : ":.c_’lf

Four of them 001nc1de w1th a youth s court status, i.e.

detained by DYS in default of ball.» These are:

_(a)vRegular Detention (placedvpepdihc_the}neXt,

court appearance),

(b) Double Status (51mllarly placed on a pendlng 2 pf
case but also with: a prev1ous outstandlng commltment),;
(c) Bind-Over Status (placed pendlng trial 1n

| SR
Superlor COurt asﬁan adult), and o S

(d) Children 1n Need of SerV1ces (placed pendlng :

determlnatlon of a. so—called CHINS petltlon) LI S
Il e
The flftu category ls called Receptlon/Transfer Status.

committed to DYS and are awaltlng a program placement or a ;t

transfer of the placement. o o

o

o

*As of July 1, 1977, the juris dlctlon for CHINS deten-u

-~ tion was transferred to the Department of Public Welfare, L Qj;
'pas sought by DYS and - recommended by the Task Force. G '
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This detalnee placement m)x is ‘highly questlonable.
Youuhs in each category have, as a general rule, substan—
tlally different needs and reasons for‘being detainedkand””
require substantially different types of services and

approaches. Of the fiﬁe‘categories of detainees who may

~‘1};Jresbently be placed in secure detention, only those in a

' regular, double or bind-over status are appropriately ,

- placed there. CHINS youth have engaged in acts which have

8] I .;,

 been de—crlmlnallzed and should not be placed with the other

securefdetentlon youth, if only for their own protectlon._

Comﬁitteé youth on reception/pransfer status need treat-

ment program placements, not detention care and services.

The intake and placement process in a system of this

complexity must nECessarily be, strictly regulated. ‘At the,

y Tl * - \‘y L) . : ‘ } ) » d '
present tlmey dec151ons are made on a‘reglonal basis through

a process whlch is not uniform andfls substantlally unregu-

'lated by ‘any central authority. *

o

Secure detentlon posrtlons are allocated on a monthly
basrs among uhe seven reglons by +he reglonal dlrectors
and coordlnated by the central office. Individual~secure'l

placements are known as "slots" and they are allocated in

'accordance w1th the prOJected needs of each reglon. ‘These

slots can be re~allocated or traded if a reglon needs

«addlt;onal‘placements, The number of p051tlons avallable

//

*DYS has taken several actions which are deslgned to

; -regulate this process more closely whlle preserVLng reglonal o
, flexmblllty g ,

[

o s W B Ey an G o EBE o s e
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to ‘each reglon, and the method by Wthh the placement dé01-‘

’[

‘sions are made within each ‘region, vary dramatlcally The

dec1s10n may depend upon time of day, volume, and the 1nd13,,

vidual deciding. A placement declslon may often be made
solely on the baSlS of a telephone call from the court o

which sets ball. Once a placement is made, there is no

provision for a comprehensivé formal review of that deci-

vsionuby anyone, unless the duration of the placement exceeds

thirty days. | Ll n , @
The Task Force recognizes‘theflegitimateﬂneed~for ex—

peditious action in placing detained youth. ' However, the

- informality of this intake process and the crisis environ-

ment in which it must often operate seem primarily designed
to ensure that any avallable secure placement posmtlons w1ll
be LlllEd it does not reasonably ensure an effective andf/\
efflclent use of those pOSlthnS; and the potentlal for “

1nappropr1ate placements seems nlear. , ‘d : _‘\J

The reform of this 1ntake and placement process is an

essentlal pre- condltlon for other needed reforms.f The cate—
' gories of youth ellglble for secure;placements must be

: limited and the Characferistics‘of youth‘appropriate'EOr

such placements dellneated B pre-placement rev1ew prccess

‘and a formal 1ntake mechanlsm should be lmplemented in each

‘ reglon whlch can serve to ratlonallze placement declslons ;

D

w~and ensure some measure of unlformlty.

RECOMMENDATIONS'

- 1. DYS must develop and implement. uniform °

S pollc1es and procedures governing the secure deten~-
- tion 1ntake and placement process to ‘ensure - that only L

:,‘Q

oo
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youths in need of secure detentlon are placed at that
level and then only for the shortest possible time.
The Roslindale Consent Decree could serve as a guide-
line for these policies and procedures. Among othexr
things, the policies must delineate with some speci-
ficity the profiles of youth who are appropriate for
secure placement.

[

: 2. At the same tlme, DYS should expand its
concept of secure detention to permit and include a
graded system involving a range of program levels and
types. This system would include existing programs
which rely on methods other than mechanical constraints

alone to set limits on the freedom of a youth's move-
ment. ;. :

. : , 3. The allocatlon of secure placements

LR ’ among -regions should be made on the basis of a ratio-

R R ! nal and systematic determination of need which is con-
sistent with uniform standards..

, <//\\L 4, Absent an emergency 81tuatlon, no o w
, \ﬁyouth should be placed in a secure placement with-
Ss=—""5out a thorough intake evaluatlon, interview and
" assessment which covers at\a minimum: (a) the
severity of the charges, (b) the probation record,

o ~(¢) the recommendation, if any, of the court, ;
(d) physical and emotional condition, (&) physical
size and age, (f) ties to the community, (g) like-
lihood of appearing for trial, (h) prior DYS history
and contact, (1) information available from commun-
ity agenc1es and resources, and (3j) 1nput from the pa-

rents and a representatlve of the youth (attorney or
advocate).

; *5‘, Each region should have an 1ntake—recep-
tlon center, program or fac111ty which has the capacity
to evaluate detained youths prior to placement and to
‘make determinationsas to the most appropriate placement.

b These programs should also be capable of meeting the need
for emergency placements in the case of overnight arrests.
Whether the programs are administered and staffed by DYS,
privately, or by the combination of the two, they should be
Patterned after the Community Advancement Program (CAP)
in Reglon II and the Center for Human Development (CHD)
‘program in Region I. In addition, these intake-reception
- programs must have the capac1ty to do the following, at a

‘ mlnlmum. : : .

g

S}

. - Operate 24 hours per day;

: these programs.‘~

S0

. *Programs de31gned +o 1mplement this recommendatlon have
~been initiated in at least 5 of the 7 DYS regions. Significant
- progrggs in Recommendatlons s l - 4 turns on effectlve use of
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- Accekt youth upon referral from
courts and, in overhight arrests,
from“pollce departments;

h

—'Furnlsh all‘transportatlon services;

- Conduct-the intake interview of each
' youth in accordance with Recommenda-
tion #4. :

- Maintain complete records and docu-
- mentation relating to each youth
referred to 1t‘ ‘

= Notify the court (probatlon offlce)
of each placement made and the reasons
therefor within 24 hours, and there-
after, keep the court advised of the -
placement status of the youth dLrlng
the detentlon perlod

- Collect and malutaln information con-
cerning proflle] of youth as a basis
for planning and program development
by DYS and for,routlne monltorlng of
the 1ntake prouess. :

6. All secure placement dec131ons of the

reglons should be subjecited to a system of . formal
review within 24 hours of’the platement. :
O

7,, The categorles of youth ellglble for

placement in the secure system should be limited to‘d

Regular, Bind—OVer~and DOuble’Status detainees.

*8. ‘CHINS youth should not be detalned or

placed in any D¥S program or fac1llty. (See foot-‘
.note at p. 20 supra ) :

£ n .
9. Youths in receptlon/transfer status

~should not be con31dered, or dealt with, as detain-

ees and should not be 1n secure detentlon place—"

2

W

18 Youths on a blnd—over status should

ﬂnot be detalned in facilities with other detalned

or committed youth uffless thosé programs can

effectively address thelir needs without adverse .-

consequences to others 1n those programs or fac-
llltlES. :

/\. hoi
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11. Youths who are in different status

or Who are to be detained for significantly dif-

erent lengths of time should not be placed in
the same program except on an emergency basis un-~

less an individual assessment 1nd1cates that would
be effectlve.

_ 12. The fact that a youth is a "runner",
or clearly manifests a refasal to return home should
not alone support a secure detention placement when
the character of the offense charged or the youth's
general behavior pattern would not 1ndependently
warrant such a placement :

SECURE TREATMENT' PROGRAMWINTAKE PLACEMENT

~AND REINTEGRATION

2 u

Comments - The Secure treatment intake and placement

process is more formal than that for secure detention.

,Central team review of regional referrals for placement

affords a>method for making final placement decisions uni-

~gform.' In addition DYS has developedvpolicy guideiines

for thls 1ntake and placement process However, there is

also more time avallable to make. a reasoned placement de-

.ccls1on and a'greater opportunity to ensure that the process

funcpgons effectively. While the model is better, the
limitations in performance are more pronounced and less

juStifiable.. Since the Prelimiﬁary Report, DYS has radi—

cally revised thlS process and these changes are ref1ected

in these comments.

The informality of the regional referral‘process poses

:-the Same kinds of potential_problems here as in Securekde—

tention. The regions are the primary source of referrals

for placement. The decision to refer, or not to refer, a

“particuiar,YOuth is generally made by theiregional‘case—

e
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worker subject to review by a regional sdpervisor} In rhe
”past, these practices were substantially undocumenﬁed:and -
this low visibility precluded review or a demonstration
' thaﬁ‘only those youth who were‘appropriate for;security’
ndwere being'referred; Reasons for referral decisions mﬁSt‘k
now be documented,and the'case~fiies now indicate if Secﬁr;{
ity‘was considered:but rejected byithekregion and‘Why.
However; the latter decision is still no£ subjeot‘toyeen;
tral review.#* G | k

The actual intake and placement deoisionfis made‘by
the. central team under the- Dlrector of Secure Treatment

This team is composed of representatlves of each reglon

I
!

and of each secure program. It meets on a WEER1Y or bi-
weekly baSlS. The placement decwslons are by majorltyA
Vote. The team procedures and role had several l_mlta—
htions. Except where noted, all of them have'been.addrese-'
ed. | |

a. The crlterla by which a placement.decmslon
was made was unclear other than some determination
of "heaviness" or program preferences for certain
types of youth; further, there seemed to be a signi-
ficant variation among Team members as to the welght
accorded various factors. »

‘ ~b. There was no formal method for lncludlng L
representatlves of the youth or outs;de profe551on~~‘
al assessments. v o

. *The de0151on not to refer to. the central team should
be rev;ewed ‘at least in the case of a youth who, using ERIE
Task Force crlterla, is presumptlvely ellglble for securlty.ys
Such a review would assist in monitoring and, more Jimportant,
could serve to demonstrate the. capacity of an appropriate
non-secure placement to meet the need for publlc protectlor

ER
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c. The ektent to Wthh the Team had a compre—h

hensive proflle of each youth depended primarily on
‘the reglon.

-d. No formal record was maintained of each
placement decision; nor was there a systematic
: effort to monitor the progress of a youth placed
@ - by the Team. The Team still does not review period-
S 1cally youths it rejected for secure placements.

<]

e. The Team still can only place a youth in
- _programs presently labelled by DYS as "secure"..
Any other placement alternatlve is left for reglonal
decision. °

!

£, The Team did not review those decisions
whlch end the stay of a youth in a secure program;
nor did they review whether re-integration plans
were in place or the resources available.

R : 'bl'The‘last two limitations underline the two major‘sub—e
blqiy' o . stantive defects which still exist in the secure treat-
ment placement‘system;. Both can be immediately addressed

by DYS. The first one is the limited definition of a "sé-

cure program, A,"§raded system of security" with a variety

Offpregram leVels‘andltypes, ranging from light to heavy,
l,sheuld exist. There are seve;al "non-secure" programs

which clearly‘fit within the definitions proposed by the

Task Forcekand'sQould be used as secure‘placeﬁent alternaQ

tives fof appropriate youths* | o

i vThe‘seeond'majOr defect is the lack of adequate follow-

up‘planning-ahd”serv1ces once a yogth leaves a secure pro-

eygfam to return‘to the community It is one of the best

examples of the lack of coordlnatlon and 1ntegratlon among

‘@sﬁg‘_,js,i#ll:

,the parts of the communlty—based system Coordinated plQn-‘

nlng for re- 1ntegratlon ‘should begln the day a youth enters

b'l a secure Drogram. At the tlme of the Prellmlnary Report

!

Q
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the amount and guality of the contact maintained between the

'regional caseworker, the youth and thevprogram varied siqni-

ficantly from region to region and program,to program. ‘In‘

a

addition, the procedures and policies for dlscharglng youths,p

from secure programs and the follow-up methods used,also

,varied significantly.

‘DYS has taken steps to ensure thatkthe‘decision to

~ "graduate", or "terminate" a youth is made by both DYS and

* the programs and that the responsibility for afker-care

planning, follow-up and services is assumed by the'iegiOnsa:'
The quality of these plans and serbides‘may Weil7determine”
whether the youth will haveafuture contact With,tpe juvenile
or adult system - one of the criteria by whidhtt?e publissz

and the courts may appropriately judge DYS'pperformance;sEt

. is also a:relevant criteria for DYS to use to evaluate its:

own performasnce.

RECOMMENDATIONS'_

C*1L DYS must tlghten, upgrade and standard-£/¢é%
ize the criteria for referral to and intake into Y4 e
secure programs. DYS should adopt the definition of o
"Secure Treatment Program" proposed by the Task Force S

as a flrst step in establlshlnc these crlterla.

*2. Reglonal personnel must understand these

criteria, and their decisions to refer and not to refer

youths for a secure placement must be mOnltored on a

mregular ba51s to ensure compliance.

3. The present comp051tlon, size and struc—’

: fture of the central team should be evaluated to deter—

mine if it is the best method for making placement deci-
sions and for assuming the expanded role contemplated

for it by these Recommendations. *In any event, the

Team should include qualified profess10nal persorimel
who are not affiliated with the regions or the pro-
grams and the placement process must be regularly

. reviewed by the A551stant Commmss;oner for Cllnlcal

Serv1ces.
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4., Upon referral by the region, the Team
should consider programs other than those presently
designated as secure as being among the placement
alternatives available to it. It should not be
limited to either placing a youth in a secure'plaee*
ment or rejecting;the youth and leaving further
placement to the region. Such a broadened range of
~placements ls essential to the implementation of a

graded secure system".

*5. Before it makes a decision, the Team
must ensure that it has before it a complete history
of every yvouth and an assessment based on detailed
"core-type" evaluations which addresses 1nd1vxdual
‘needs and includes an individualized treatment plan.
It should reject any regional referral which does
not include this history and assessment, or any
other information the Team deems necessary for
making a responsible decision. Standardized forms
must be developed and promulgated by DYS to ensure
regions understand what will be required.

+ *¥6. The Team must ensure that each case
before it is effectively presented. The presenta-
tion should be made by the regional caseworker and
must include evidence that there has been an adequate
opportunlty at thexreglonal level for advocacy by the,
. youth's attorneyw ﬂarents or other representatlve.

*7. The voting process should be formal-
ized so that there are complete written minutes for
each meeting which include each member's vote and
~reasons for it. No decision should be made without

a guorum. ’ :

8. The Assistant Commissioner must develop
a method for regularly monitoring the eventudl place-
ment and progress of each youth the Team rejects.* The
progress of each youth placed by the Team should be
- formally monitored on a monthly basis.

"9, D¥YS must establlsh Standards, pollcles
,and procedures relating to caseworker/program/youth
contact, support, after-care planning and a monitor-
ing and review method for discharge/termination.* The
Assistant Commissioner and the Team should review
any decision by-a program to terminate, graduate,
transfer or otherwise change the program status of
any youth, lt has placed.~

*The Recommendatlon, or the part follow1ng the asterlsk,
has been substantlally 1mplemented

”‘ —— cao — 7 . . )
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*10. The Regions must be held accountable
and responsible for youths placed in secure programs.
In the absence of any other continuous system of advo-
cacy for youth, regional caseworkers must be responsi-
ble for the youth from commitment until termination ]
from DYS. : - &
11. Discharge policies and procedures must
be directly tied to intake criteria and procedures
and treatment plans and goals. No youth, other than
by voluntary act after leaving the jurisdiction of DYS,

-.should leave any program or the graded sgecure program

system without adequate plans being made for re—inte~
gration and follow-up over time. ' .
®#12. The Assistant Commissioner must be re-f~
sponsible for ensuring that adequate plans exist for
re~integrating every youth placed by the Tear. '
3

SECURE PROGRAMS : NATURE AND CONTENT

. Comments: The effectiveness of DYS in meeting its

- statutory obligations to provide care and treatment is

dependent upon the quality of a broad and diverse range

of programs. These programs, whethercadministered ox
funded directly by DYS, or through a system of purchase~
of-services, vary substantially in philosophy, content,
size and.quality,. Much of}this variety is consistent with
the need for flexi?ilitydindare and treatment recognizing ’
both Ehe‘diversity’of needs and thevreality that there is i
no simple or single panacea. Theivariations in’quality are,

however, inconsistent‘with~and undercut- the strengths of the

‘diverse sysﬁem of community—based pqograms.

The Task Force has no simple prescription for remedy-

ing this very complicated problem. However, the most criti-‘f

cal factors in creating a context in which quality orograms

are pOSSible con51stent Wlth security are readily identifi~

O

able. (The Single most importantwfactor - staff quality -

is addressed separately infra )

/,
I
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adverse effects of size. They must resort to extraordinary

ey

L3

1. Population Size. Programs which are small in size

have the greatest potenﬁial for providing quality care. in a

securelsetting. The placement of iarge numbers. of youtﬁ in
one&eecure environmen(i however humane, inevitably results
Oin”an institutional atmosphere and pattern of con@éct and,
‘igmgeneral, is neither more secure nor more economical.
Beyoﬂd a cfitical population mass, program sfaff, howevei

dedicated and skilled, expend a significant amount of their

time and ‘resources exercising control and neutralizing the

methods to the detriment of either decent.and humane care er
security. The youth population of any secure program shoulé
riot exceed 12 - 15 unless there is clear proof that the
quallty of care and services afforded each youth would be
slgnlflcantly enhanced by.a larger population.

‘2. The Nature of the Facility. The performance record

of juvenlle custodial fa01llt1es designed to provide, and
relying prlmarlly upon, traditional high-level security pro-
files is replete with examples of wasted resources, oppressive
treaﬁment ana counter—productive‘results.v The ine}itutionalwd
past &% DYS is just one example of this pattern'wégch is
replicated in.almost every jurisdiction:in this country.*
Security is not primarily a matter of‘briCks, mortar,
locks and bars. Programs utilizing a low-profile security

‘design, with a limited population, innovative and effective

*See Supra, p. 12.
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programming, in an environment which affords decent ihterior

and exterior space, represent the optimum for egen the most

difficult youth in a graded secure system. These modelS'
eXISt in the community-based system and they should be up-
graded and supported. “ o

The fact that a proeramﬁis lodged in a state facility

‘does not mean it will inevitably assume the negative charac-

teristics associated with institutional*care. Howevé%,'the
level of expendlture reguired to renovate and maintain many

of these facilities in order to provide decent living envir-

onments may often far exceed their utility. For these reasons,

the use of facilities like Roslindale and Worcester should
) :

not be replicated If they must be used in the absence of
other avallable alternatives, DYS must ensure that the

secure program provided complies with the optlmum model

o

described above. . R ¢

3. Quality comtrol and Program Content. One of the

mayor strengths of the DYS communlty-based system is the

- potential to evolve a multltude of care and servxce approaches

=

adapted to the needs of youth instead of adapting youths to
the mold requlred by a unltary system Flexibility im re-~
source allocatlons, purchaseﬁof serv1ce contraetlng, reglone
alized needs assessments, and the 1nvolvement of private: pro~

v1ders, are just some of the factors whlch.contrlbutesto the

unique mix of programs administered under she'bYS*umbrella.

B}

o

However, the corollary to flexibilify'End‘miX*is the'aemaqﬁ
on DYS to~provideaqua;;ty control and program content“"
standaras and. to apply them inka way'yhieh'aVOids hbmogen;,

- : o i
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izing‘prograﬂs while ensuring a baseline of quality and -

full accountablllty

5 Quallty control begins with the initial fundlng de01~

sion process‘and-contanes through the technloal assistance,

monitoring and evaluation phases. In each phase, DYS'”

o

methods have” been inconsistent and 1ts capa01ty inadequate. -

£
©

Its program specifications and contracts have been vague,

aev01d of standards andwcompetence measures, and llmlted in

oo x

statements about the services to be provided and the types of

o youth to be\served »Monitoring and evaluatlon,occurred on

an gélhog and'subjective-basis and came to be perceived as

"spying'-and lacked internal credibility. Gi%en this state

Bl

~of affairs, programs could rarely be held accountable

sxcept through bombshefls. The Commissioner does not need

‘this legacy toiburden him ‘and DYS has revised its methods,

but its technical capac1ty ig still inadequate.

Effectlve quallty control ultlmately depends upon pro—

) gram development and content. Too often DYS has

L

: RS ‘i N s
funded:a,good(idea,.an innovative concept or a dynamic

individual in order to get programs in place without an

adequate assessment of thelr viability, whether thev met

e e
,/

a general need and/or the manner of 1mplementatlon The

respon51b111ty for program types and thelr programmatic .

»content must be assumed by‘and rest with DYS, not the

1nd1v1dual program. A crucial first step is the ﬁromulga~

tion of specific and comprehensive minimum standards cover-

i
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~ing the subjects recommended by the Task Force. The sub-
}%\stance of the'standards could be'readlly deliheated on the

vrbasis of, inter alia, (a) a review of existing programslkv

which provide quality content, (b) the detailed reporfs”bn |

" . programs prepared by the DYS Evaluatlon Team, and (c) the

“Rosllndale Consent Decree.*r These standards Wlll also

assist DYS to evaluate and justify the,resourceigueeded to

develop and sustain a“good program, a'pre~condition?not only

for program development but’ also for solid fundingngeclsionsf"

and credlble budget requests
Even w1th the- general dlverSlty and - adaptablllty of the
DYS system, spec1al attentlon will be requlred 1nfaddres51ng :

program cohtent and development for s@cure detentlon and

young women, two areas whlch nave presented partlcularly dlffr-

e

‘cult problems in the past. Program development 1n,secure de~"

, e
tention must be geared to the unique problems posed by the

gréikt variations in, and the uncertainty of, the duration

latlons composed of youths of markedly dlfferent statuses.j

This - mix places an even greater straln on programs and staff

-already overburdened by llmlted resources and the demands

i

upon them.;d

el

.*DYS has now oompieted'drafts of sfaudardslfor +wo of
its levels of care. Foster—care standards were drafted by

a DYS staff group headed by Regfina Mandl. Standards for o
group resrdentlal homes were prepared by the DYS Monltorlng

Board, a- group app01nted by the Commissioner which included
directors of a variety of private residential Programs,
chaired by Crawg Burger of Anker House and staffed by Jean
Bellow. oo : T . e : S

o : ; - i

o%;a youth's'stay7in a prOgram and is”compoundedsby popu47:1 P

i
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"obstacle,)DYS has made a reasonable amount of progress.*

o

. purposes of public protection.

~lation.

is the subject of a separate study now being conducted by the

| _sentatlve Barbara Gray.

35—

The'numﬁer‘and range of program alternatives geared‘tod
the needs of young women has been 1nadequate generally. |
Themr care and treatment seenms to have been relegated. to a
in the course of the past two

second—class status. However,

v}
years, DYS has been attemptlng to address this Crltlcal ser-

Vlce‘gap. Whlle funding limitations continue tOjbe‘an

DYS,must,continue‘to experiment with, and accept the challenge
'to'provide, innovative but effective programs for young women.
it also must ensure young women are not relegated to a "second-
kclass"istatus and tbat different,‘more "protective", criteria
are notkapplied to them in terms of-their eligibility for
secure placements. | o

Flnally, there are certain DYS youths who pose specral—
1zed treatment and care problems which clearly can and‘ should
not be met by even the most effective DYS programs. They are
bthe youths who, based on conduct and clinical assessments,
are prlmarlly either "dangerous to themselves" or in need of
‘spec;allzed'psychlatrlc treatment in a secure setting for
These youths require treat-?
ment services which should be prov1ded by the Department of "

Mental Health

C]

*£pprox1mately 18 of DYS' program resources are now
devoted to young women, who constitute 12% of the DYS popu-
In addition, the Commissioner has app01nted several
women to major admlnlstratlve/pollcy positions in DYS, and
created the position of Assistant Commissioner for Girls' Serv1ces

‘A general examination of the needs of young women in DYS

¥

Task Force on Girls' Most In Need of Serv1ces chalred by Repre-~

IS
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S RECOMMENDATIONS :

1. No secure program should have a populatlon of
more than 12 - 15 youths.

2.  Bach program fac1llty mus t. prov1de a decent,

- humane living environment, including substantial internal

and external space and a low profile security design con-
sistent with the need for quallty care and securlty. '

3. DYS and the Office for Children (OFC) must
ensure that DYS program facilities comply with OFC lic-
ensing standards and all appllcable state and local health

‘and safety laws.

4. DYS must ensure that all of its programs
have adequate assistance in site location, communlty rela-

:tlons and hou51ng fundlng.

a'J NN S : :
*5,- The DYS central offlce should ‘be respon-
sible for all contracting and funding decisions for
secure programs.

*6. ‘DYS should make consistent ﬁse of more

~detailed RFP's to develop program prototypes, ensure.

meanlngful competltlon and later accountablllty.~
o ox7, All program contracts should contain e
minimum standards and be detailed as to the expected

‘services to be provided. MNo contract or graﬁt"should

be made without a detailed review of the capacity of
the prxogram to 1mplement its object1Ves and of DYS‘
need for such a program. ,

%8, DYS should establrsh a tlmetable for ' : f§~”

program 1mplementatlon witich includes clear provi-
sions for technical a551stance, monltorlng and eval~,

,uatlon. . e

*9.' DYS must establlch minimum standards'
for every program which clearly set forth what is

- reguired and what is prohibited in order to estab-

lish the rahges within which variety and flex1b111ty

- may be offered by DYS. programs.

10. The mlnlmum standards should cover nutrl—

+tion, living conditions, education, clinical servrces,‘k

counselling, vocational skills, program incentive. ;
systems; controls, schedules, reportlng, accountablllty,

‘legal rights, rules and regulatlons, recreation, staff

selection, tralnﬂng, superv1s10n, quallflcatlons and
performance rev1ew.-

o

~ *Substantial progress has been made = .

e
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, 11. Every program must provide at least the
following:  (a) 24-hour emergency medical, psychiatric
and dental treatment and daily monltorlng, (b) adequate
opportunlty and space for internal &dnd external recrea-
tional adtivities; (c) adequate edupatlonal testing,
development and skills programs and personnel, and (d) an
effectlve educational and recreatlonal component.

12. DYS should establish dlfferent categories
of detention programs according to’the status of youth
and the duration of the detention.; The program content

»-of these programs should adhere tol the same standards that

are applicable to treatment programs, subject to appro-
priate adaptations geared to the different status of de-
talnees. ,

13. Within practical and legal llmltS, DYS
"should, within 24 hours of placement, ensure that at
least some preliminary assessment i1s made of each
detained youth regarding any physical, medical or
fpsychologlcal disabilities or problems which either
reqguire immediate attention or would affect the
‘placement decision. Records must be kept and pro-
cedures for follow-up testing and diagnosis must be
1mp1emented for youths subsequently commltted to DYS.

- 14, The care- and/or treatment services available
in programs and placement decisions must be coordinated
and “understood. No youth should be placed in a program
without an 1nd1V1dual plan of care and a determination
that that{program can address that plan in accordance with

- specific timetables and goals. Programs should be re-

"quired to further refine and develop those timetables and
goals for each youth and should be subject to reqular com~—

~.pliance reVlews,

: 15 Every treatment program must be responsible.
for ensuring that re- integration plans are made for each
‘youth 1nMconjunct;on with the appropriate DYS personnel. .

*16. DYS and DMH must cooperate to ensure that
- DMH treatment services are available for appropriate :
~.DYS youth.. Until DMH has secure facilities available for
placement, DMH should make the necessary personnel avail-~
able on a regular basis to DYS and its programs. Similar
"kinds of cocperatlve arrangements should be developed with
other agenCLes who share with DYS the respons1blllty for.
provxdlng services to DYS youth

*Substantial progress Hxs been made.
; - ;
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*17. DYS must develop adequate "secure programs
in both treatment and detention which are geared to the | ,
particular needs of young women. Until DYS resolves e
the problem of how to address the very small percentage
of young women who may be ellglble for secure treatment,
using the same criteria that are applied to young meﬂ

- additional alternative program models patterned af

the detention programs which have proven to be ef the e
with young women must be developed and funded. - :

18. The DYS budget for secure progranms must be-
increased to include and permit meanlngful program, treat-

‘ment, assessment and stafflng conteni.

‘STAFF QUALITY

Comments: The single most important factor in the

‘sucoess of any program isfthe quality and competence'of'

its staff. The multi-faceted roles and responSibilities
of a secure'program staff are particularly aemanding;v They
requlre a range of skills and experiences 1n establlshlng
relatlonshlps of trust with difficult and‘aggre551ve youthk

in order to~involve;them in programs, While, at the;same

rlme, beitlg able and w1lllng to set llmlts, and. to confront«

' kthese ‘youth in a rlsk situaticn w1thout 1051ng control. 'I‘h‘e’_1

staff of every program must be large enough to (a) encompassk

¢l

a broad range of skil ls and experlence and (b). ensure a capac-

1ty to deal w1th youth in a 24% hour per day, 7—day per week

LE

jie]

secure envrronment w1thout relylng on custodlal attltudes- gik

and practlces.

Whlle there are many dedlcated skllled people employed

- by DYS and the programs who con51stently perform effectlvely
&nd professlonally,»a 51gn1f1cant mlnorlty stlll lack theybhk“kh'.hfﬂ
: necessary quallflcatlonsr tralnlng and/or attltudes. ‘The.‘

“comblnatlon of quallty personnel stralned to thelr llmlts



‘in_plaCe, manyvstaff preﬁiéms will either remedy4themselves

,,,,,

and unquallfled or unproductlve personnel fllllng desparately
needed positions and performing critical roles is a situation
which must be addressed and’remedied Some of these problems

are caused by the state civil, serv1ce system and generally

y

low salary levels.~ More upgraded p031tlons and fundlng

- increases are clearly needed to permlt DYS and the programs

tQ'attract and retain quallfled staff, and greater flexibi-
lityfiﬁ dealing with state employee'personnel‘mattefs would
be useful. | |

| Mo:e/funes and flexibility alone, however, are just as |
clearlj not the answer. The develepment of gquality staff is
accomplishedbprimarily by systematic and comprehensive train-
ing effotts and a material upgrading of personnel selection,
supervision and performahce reVieW'praetices. Once these are
or there will be a basis for action by DY¥S. These self-~help

efforts are pre-conditions for credible requests‘for'additional

A

rasources.

RECOMMENDATIONS:.

*1, Job descriptions and mlnlmum quallflcatlons

for every posmtlon must be developed.

: *2 The salaries of line and supervisory staff
must be upgraded to correspond to the level of skill and
experience requlred for each p051tlon and a salary schedule.
provided which allows for merit increases. In no event'

- should staff salaries be lower than comparable personnel
in the adult correctional system or other SLmllar state
;agenc1es>provld;ng equivalent professional serv1ces.

| , s
-*3. DYS should engage in a full review of

1ts personnel to determine whether reduction in staff

is pgsslble‘ln areas not related to the provision of

b

@ - ; . B
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direct services and the necessary support staff However,~

no position should be eliminated if it can be restructuredvf

to meet 1mmed1ate and emerglng DYS needs.

*4. The present total staff- to~youth ratlo rn
secuite programs of one-to-one is inadequate. Secure pro-
grams require staffing 24 hours a day, 7 days a week; and
a program staff must perform a variety of functions and:'
have a variety of skills. The present ratio must be imme-

diately raised to at least 1 l/2-to—l with an optimum goal‘

of 2-to-1.

*5. ©No line or superv1sory staff p051tlon should

exist for, or be filled by, a person whose skills, attitude

and functions are primarily those of a. "guard" and who is
not gualified to constructively address the problems and
needs of youths in secure settings.

*6, Each program.must'inCIude as part of its
staff individuals with specific experience and skills in

counselling, education,'psychology and“physical eduCation; -

*7, DYS must develop and 1mplement recrultment,

“selection, hiring and firing procedures which are uniform
and subject to review. In partlcular, emphasis must contlnue

to be placed on the development of effective and aggressive
affirmative action programs to ensure that minorities and
women are adequately represented ln DYS and 1ts programs at
all levels. y :

*8. DYS must establlsh a formal program of orlen—

tatlon, initial and in-service training and reviews of :staff

performance. Tralnlng should include emphasis on behavior °

‘management, crisis intervention and counselling, basic: safety d A

and medical emergency procedures and DYS pollcres, standards

"and procedures. Participation in these programs should be

a condltlon of continued employment

*9. DYS should develop effectlve methods and
standards for monltorlng and reviewing the pérformance of

atic program of performance review and evaluation must be

- all staff on at least a quarterly basis. @ formal, system-

required for. every program.and be regularly monitored. DYSk

should provide technical assistance to reglonal offite and
program directors in developing supervision and evaantlon

%10, Even lf funds are avallable, no new seoure

,procedures Eor,; and in evaluatlng the performance of, superwjpr‘”
~_v1sors and staff 2 : SN

kprogram should be initiated unless the recommendatlons con~

tained 'in this sectlon are 1nplemented at. least as. to that

‘ ~program

Mo

*Progress is belng ‘made, however fundlng llmltatlons do

7o

;slegltlmately affect the capacmty of DYS to" 1mplement parts of el
- many of - these recommendatlons.; S : s
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MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION

[P .
Comments : The management and organizational problems
and issues facing DXSrare the products of a reform effort

which placed a premium on changing the nature of the system l

as quickly as possiJle, an organizational s*ructure which

has not kept pace w:Lth the transition of DY from a central- I

ized, institutional system to one which is regional and l
2

‘communitY—based, and the lack of a managerral sophisti=-

cation and capapity'to administer a new aﬁd complex system. 3 \\m
The problems,'i.e. crisis management; coorddnation, account-—

| ability, control, autonomy, etc., ”Xare inevitable, but they ' I
must be addressed both in order to stabilize the reform
| and because they are the source of much of the criticism 4! |
of DYS | ‘

P
s

L

The Task Force has not attempted/an rn—depth rev1ew of

the management and organlzatlonal structure of DYS. * The

Task Force comments are conflned to those major probler/§7
areas Wthh relate dlrectly to the capac1ty of DYSs to\hdélnle
;ster a system ofksecurlty egfectlvely. From th;s perspeétlve,
the following measures would address the management needs of

DYS and the bases for much of the external critique:

‘at all times.';This requrres up~to-date information;and
doeumentatiCn of praetieesrand actions at every level on ét
regular basis. ‘For'example, current, aggregate data onV
all youth ln the secdre system at any one time should be

' avallable in one place.

pr——

*This subject was addressed in 1975 by the Governorﬁs
‘Management Task Force and is currently the subject of a

proaect funded by the Commlttee on Criminal Justice. -

- F;'Lrst, DYS must know what is happening‘ in its system ' I



. @

Second, operationai procedures and controls neeé to
be in place to ensure that this information is generated

and that policies are adhered to. The procedures and

controls set forth in the Roslindale Consent,Decree afford

an‘example whfch“could be adapted ahd applied throughout
the secure system. ° ﬁ

Third, responsibility must be clearlyvaffixed’atﬂ
every point in the system. For example, it must be'cleark
who is respon51ble for malntalnlng contact with . every

youth and for ensuring that all 1nformatlon about each
youth is avallable at every stage of the process._ What

happens to a youth in DYS can depend as much on whet?er
the youth has an advocate, or external pressure; as on:
judgments made by DYS. e - o R

Fourth, There must be a clear dEllDEathn of the:“’A
relationship'between the reglonal and central offlces.‘

The regional concept is desi&ned to max1mlze commuglty~g

based efforts and meet “the program needs of each area

- of the state. Yet no region has rullkadmlnlstratlve or' ’
funding control, responsibility or accountability for all

,yoqths,“programs or*services‘within itSfjurisdiction.

Fifth, the”administration of the-community—baSedT

'oeystem requlres the 1ntegratlon of all of its parts in an

overall contlnuum. Yet the semantlc and organlzatlonal

differentiation between "secure" an@ "non-secure" programs

B

rtreatment" can have the adverse functlonal effect of segre~'»i

gatlng the parts 1nto automous entltes."

ol

o

'and'operatiOns and between "secure detention" and "secure

ok
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The Task Force has not specifically prioritized its
recommendations for administrative reform nor prescribed

detailed'timetables for implementation. These are the

I

- responsibility of the Commissioner. The Task Force has

sought to provide “structure without stricture". However,

members have also expressed concern that making recommenda--

tions is not the same as making them happen, no matter how -

merltorlous they may be ox how much DYS is in agreement.

As’one member put it: "Who will dec;de to do it? When

will the decision be made? What will happen in DYS to

‘make sure an answer is given and then it is implemented?"

The Task Force is fully convinced that the task is
manageable and‘that DYS and the community-based system are
viable.’ Whéthefjreform will occur depends upon how speci-
fically and when DYS can answer the questions just ?osed;

and;how aggressively DYS continues to develop the organiza-

~ tional and management capacity necessary to the admini-

.stration of security as part of this unique approach to

.

juvenile corrections.

RECOMMENDATIONS ;

B *]1 .,  DYS must develop s record-keeping system

‘which is uniform and current and which provides it with
- management,; program and monitoring information. This

system is essential for planning and budget purposes.

: 2. Current, comprehensive records on each
youth must be maintained and be readily available to per-
sonnel at every decision point in the DYS system. Current,
aggregate data on all youths must be avallable in one
place at all times, .

a8

*Progress is being made.

N

.
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*3. Spe01flc responsibility for continuity of
contact with, and advocacy faqr, youths and their progress
in the secure system must beg§ffixed”at the regional and
program level and be monltore at the supervisory and.

~management level. : o

: 4, " DYS must address the problems and issues
posed by its regional system and begin the process of
determining the appropriate role of the regional and
central offices and their inter-relationship. If the
regional offices continue to be the primary operating

"entities, they must be given the resources necessary '
and be held strictly account table. The central' office,
‘however , musit retain primary responsibility for general

‘program, planning and policy dec151ons, development and
enforcement of standards, general training, supervision

and review, monitoring and evaluation. :

5. If the central office is also to continue
to administer some programs, particularly the "secure"
ones, then the interface with the regions must be clear-
ly delineated and coordinated to ensure accountability.

6. - Regional offices and programs must be
required to submlt progress reports on a monthly and
quarterly basis.

; *7. Regional offices and, programs must be
monitored on a regular basis and technical assistance
must be available to them whenever it is needed. The
performance of regional offices and programs should be
evaluated annually on the basis of explicit standards,
policies and procedures. :

*#8. DYS must conform its job descrlptlons and
titles at the administrative level to the actual respon—‘
sibilities of the positions and reform its organiza-
-tional structure to address the management needs of the
system. It must also ensure %hat qualified persons are
selected to flll the p051tlon :

9. In order to ensure a management system :
exists which provides clear accoﬂntablllty and effective
policy development, DYS must upgrade certain existing
administrative positidns in order to develop an adequate
technical capacity in plannlng,,evaluation, data collec=
tion, budgeting and training. These functions are far too -
lmportant to be performed as secondary. reepon51blllt1es by
the major deputies and assistants who have other prlmary
- operational and pollcy respons;bllltles.

-

e



e

W —45-

The following Sections IV through VI address the

secure placement and budgetary needs of DYS and the
yresponsibilities of others. These subjects were the
primary focus of the secpﬁd phase of the work of the
Task Force which began in September, 1976, and ended
in June, 1977. In this-second phase, thée Task’Force
also conducted a(series of meetings throughout the

state to obtain public comment on the work of the

Task Force and continued to monitor the performaﬁée

of DYS in implementing the,recommendations for admini-
strative reform set forth in Section III. The pro-
cess used by the Task Force in tﬁis phase is also de-

Agéribed in the Appendix.

o
{I
Q
B

I

1

=

;
S
@l



N

B
-

El

o

‘ I~ - ‘ . . - . — J
b S
o

"

-46- % \ >

'IV. THE SECURE PLACEMENT NEEDS OF DYS

b

. INTRODUCTION o 4

a

One of the primary reasons for the cfeatien of the
Task Force was’to determine the number of secure placements
needed by DYS. Historically, this issue of "numbers" has |
been one ©f the most politicized, controversial and sym-
bolic aspects of the de—institutienal reforms of DYS. It

has become the focus of the debate about, and th@ 1nherent

‘tension between, public protectlon and 1nd1v1dua112ed care

pd L\K
and treatment of ycuth in a community-based context. In " °

the main, the controversy, involving all segments ef the
ideological spectrum, has generated far more heat than .
light. E |

The Task Force review has been unigue in terms 55 the
consensus that emérged,fromca membership with a variety Qf‘
pé?%pectives, on he issues and problemg of, aﬁd the
approach to, securlty in DYS. This Report reflec%s a
detalled consensus about, and clear recognltlon of the o ; ®
complex and multi-faceted pature of securlty.; The ?ask‘ |

i

Force's dominant theme is that the secure placementxneeds'

i

of DYS cannot be reasonably or respons1bly deter&aned in

G¥

a Vacuum! These determlnatlons require a framework and o

context in Wthh the key terms are defined, the underlylng

principles articulated, thHe administration of the system

Pl

analyzed, -and the objectives, nature and content of secure ' 5

#

. programs considered. Without such a framework, there can

LN
K]



R R

a.

S 47—~

be 1o certalnty that secure placements will be used appro-

prlately, the only 1nev1table result is that any available

) o
\ secure placement w111 be filled.

N gpoThe Task Force consensus was that secure placement

:, Bt

i ;
S .ﬁ intake should be strictly regulated, governed by uniform

)

1 criteria, and based on'comprehensive,assessments. Dembn—v
) . kstrable, objectlve crlterla geared to the use of securlty
A u' '‘as a matter Jf publlc protectlon shoulad determlne the pre—
usumptlve ellglblllty of a youth for a secure placement.
Thereafter, ithe actual need for a secure placement shoulq
be based on- assessments both of the youth and the capacity

e of a non—secure placement to mitigate dancer tO”tﬁe publlc

In a v1able and effective system, the n.mber of youths

=
1) =

@placed in® securltv should never exceed, and should generally
R " be below, the,max1mUm ‘number. identified as being Pregsump-

-utlvely ellglble by appllcatlon of the Task Force crlterla.

In the Prellmznary Report, the Task Force concluded

AR _ that edenthough only a small percentage and a limited

number of DYS youth needed security for pub11c protectlon _

7

‘,purposes, there clear]y was a need to increase the number

i o of secure placements»avallable. However, there;was no

@

ratlonal or respons1ble basis for accurately quant1fv1ng
the present or prOJetted number and type of secure-place~
y.gments needed by DYS, glven thexlnadequacy and llmltatlons
-, ~of (a) available data or documentatlon from any source on
s DYS YQuth in need of'securlty and (b) the DYS framework

v 5 Q;for, and ‘the admlnlstratlve state of, the system of secur-.

RIS ity," Therefore, the Task Force recommended that an inde-
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pendent, objective stud& be undertaken during theisecohd

Phase based on the pr1n01ples and criteria set forth ln ;

the greliminary,Report. The Task ForcekapprovedlendzadOPted L

the findings of that-study. This Section sSummarizes those -
! o o7 g ‘ amr s P s L

findings and sets forth the conclusions and recommendations
<’;j,‘> S

- of the Task Force on the issue of numbers.

ME}}I‘?(.)DOLOGY OF_THE STUDY = N -
1;7 TherTasb Force studyowas prepared‘end implemehred Qbf“
by a sevenéberson subcompittee and the Planning Unit of |
DYS.* The TastForce members‘represented a Cross;sectioﬁ‘

- . . L o . S N
of views and experience including research;experts, child .

& ; Dé}k %

advocates,ksocial services, law enforcement, probetlon, Eiijfﬁﬁgé .
[} i :

and state agency personnel. In view of the llmlted data e

and resources avallable, the time constralnts and the Task LA

o

'rForce objectlves,,the meihod‘chosen representedf 1nktbe
opinion of the experts inVolved; the best available valid

approach. #¥ | , : : : ';vwg; R B : \ R
2. A cowputer prlnt-out of all commltted youth*** in .
the DYS system as of September 21 1976, was dbtalned llsted

by,reg;on,kfrom @he DYS central office computer. The number‘of

3

g *The Task Force members were L. Scott Harshbarger, Chair-
‘man, Department of the Attorney General; Joseph Toppin, Assist~ .
“ant Secretary of Public Safety, ‘Joseph Foley, Deputy Comm1551onerv“~

of Probation; David Dayis, Massachusetts Defenders ‘Committee; [

Stephen Bing,  Massachusetts Advocacy Center; Robert Bruzzese, . ..

~0ffice for Chlldren, and Dr. Lloyd Ohlln, Harvard Center for f‘fg_f

5Cr1m1nal Justlce L S S B

. **More detalled lnformatlon about any aspect of the meth~’,*» e
‘odology described in this gection is available from Joseph

‘Cullen, DYS Planning Unit, or Dr, Lloyd Ohlin, Harvard Center s
for.Crimirnal Justice. The methodology, was also. chosen because:f"ﬁi
"1t can- be readlly testedu adapted and repllcated S
G ***Except where specrflcally noted the numbers and per—
. centages in this section do hot 1nclude youth 1n DYS on a.

Byl L M e & S 8 Sl S
i ¥ s T 0 » - . ers B DR A ] W e P
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TOTAL - 1501

" TOTAL - 151 o« Rk ~ ”s

youth Ain each region, llsted by the computer was as follows:

o

T~ 211 | . III - 223 v - 120
I - 159 LI w - 33  vI-33  °
T VII - 113

&

<

-y

*o,k A table of random numbers was used to select the

vsample from the chron010g1cal numbered listings of youth by

kregion;‘ The sample size wids 10% of the populatlon as follows-

=22 . III - 22 ; vV - 12
Ir~-1%6 IV - 33 VI - 34
’ VII - 12

oy
g
i

This 10% xrandom sample was used as the core group for arerlng
at dec151ons about secure placement numbers.
4, In order to e11c1t 1nformatlon the subcommittee

<

'felt to be essentlal to make de01s1ons about which youth

- _needed a secure prOgram placement, a three—page survey form

was desrgned to be completed on each youth in the sample.

’ The survey forms were dlstrlbuted to each reglon and were

completed by the 1nd1v1dual caseworkers based on thelr

'flles and/or knowledge bf each youth

The survey form ellclted X the followrng lnformatlon

‘“vsummary on each youth*r (a) juvenlle record w1th dates and

‘and (g) ﬂhe actual Dlacement plan.:

) - : s o

' offenses; (b) most serlous adjudlcated offense, (c) number

of commitments to DYS; (d) any clinical dlagnosls, (e) place—

vmentthstoryfin DYS»»includipg.aates,‘nature and type of

t,program, and reasons fo“ leav1ng placements, (£) a statement

RIS

.ln narratrve form of the caseworker s preferred placement plan,~

L

ST
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ychanges in outcome.

a Secure placementf the;subcommlttee applled;the.crlterla‘

5. The votes of the subCOmmittee were based solely on

the 1nformatlon contalned in thls form. The'VOtes OCCurredw

-3

in a series of meetlngs over a two—month perlod through mld—

(,’

December, 1976. Votes on youth from varlous regions ‘were

”interspersedg Each member had an opportunity'to review’eaoh:

survey form in advance of these meetings. Each member voted

- orally, and the order of votlng rotated, on each case.

The subcommittee took two-kinds of votes. The first ,

was to determine whether the youth‘Was'appropriate for a

 secure placement of some kind.. If so, a second vote was

taken to determine the type or level of,secure plaCenent. At
the endjofvthe proCess, 1n an attempt to further ensure unl—ﬂt
formity, the subcommittee rev1ewed all of 1ts afflrmatlve
votes‘on.secure“placements and all close negative Votes.

This revieW>confirmed;the originalovotes‘ahd'resulted in no
v6,, In determlnlng whether a youth was appropllate ﬁor

recommended”by the Task‘Force, broadlyicategorized as

v1olence and chron1c1ty, - Consistent with the,randomjsampleef

method used each1case,wasgevaluated'on.aa"hereiand now”
basls,‘l e.'does the youth‘need a secure placement atcther i
present tlme for purposes of publlc protectlon°

In;essence, the votlng crlterla reflected prlmarlly a-

preSentlpublic protect;on concern, determlned by reasonably

D LS e “ o RIETN , &

-*Youthe,who have demonstrated that they'"bose a danger ‘ﬂétf

"of serious bodily harm to others" or "engage in 'a pattern
“of per51stent. uncontrollable and: serious offenses."; Seej,

Sectlon ITI Proposed DeflnlthPS, r2, sugra, p 18

a
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demonstrable, objective criteria. A yes" vote was appro-
prlate 1f a youth met one or both of the objectlve criteria:
now. An afflrmatlve vote for securlty, therefore, dld not
take into con51deratlon whether anﬂapproprlate non~secure
‘placement now, based on comprehen81ve assessments and more~’
| detaaled knowledge of the case and youth, couId meet publlc
protection concerns and mitigate danoer to the publlc.
'Conversely, a "no" vote was approprlate not only if there
kwere no need for securlty now for publlc protection, even-

though a youth mlght have met one of the criteria at some

{prlor tlme, but also if the offenses, even if repeated and

‘~on—g01ng, were minor 1n -nature.**

7. Once a youth was deemed appropriate for secure

placement, the subcommittee’voted on the 1ev§£ and type

of seourity which seemed to be’ required. *** Given the

summary nature of the 1nformatlon avallable and the limited

*Such con51deratlons are obv1ously highly relevant to a
secure placement decision and they should be applied by DYS.
In many cases, the result would be a reasoned and reasonable
= judgment that a youth, presumptlvely eligible for securlty
using the Task Force criteria only, could be placed in a
non= secure settlng w1thout detriment to publlc protection.

**The Task Force consensus was that pragmatically, the
(securlty prlorlty of DYS should be on the "heavy hitter",
TMhard-core”, visible repeater type of juvenile offenders'

- who pose danger to the public, rather than on those, for
example, whose "acting=-out" may be an irritant or an indica-
tor of a need, or call, for assistance or recognition, but

does not pose an equlvalent klnd of threat or danger.

***Thls vote responded to the Task Force recommendatlon
that the DYS secure system should be "graded" and involve
~ "several levels and types of secure -settings and programs.™

See Sectlon III, Proposed Deflnltlons, #4 supra p. 19.
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“type and range of secure program prototypes that now eX1st,

the votes could not be meanlngfully refined beyond "heavy"'
and "llght" gradations, and "DYS" or "DMH" types, of secure

programs. A vote for the latter type was approprlate where

- the information avallable clearly indicated that the prlmary [.‘;_

need was for Department;of Mental Health secure treatment.¥*

THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY sl

1. Of the lSl.caSes in the sample; 35 had been disﬁp;r
Jcharged from DYS for some reason and were stlll belng iR
maintained erroneously on the central DYS . computer as COmmltted
to DYS. This represents 23% of'the-populationlm This disv
crepancy indicates a seriously high rate of computer error.

It does not, however, affect the number of secure placements‘
needed because all votes were on youths actually in DYS |
selected from a pure random sample. - ‘

2. Of the remalnlng 116 cases, 103 were voted not to
be «in need of secure placements of any kind at the present it
tlme., This represents 88. 7 of the populatlonvof DYS.m The o
fsubcommlttee was closely leldEd on less than 3% of 1ts "no

a

votes.

: '*The DMH vote total was a conservatlve one. A more ¢ .
clinical, diagnostic assessment based on more detalled al ey
’1nformatlon would probably expand the:-number of DYS youth -~
englble for securlty who should be placed 1n DMH secure '
programs. : : S

**Thls dlscrepancy could mean that there are fewer e i
youth actually in DYS than the computer indicates and the ST
"N" \is merely decreased. A review of the more accurate S

‘manual information- system follow;ng the study indicated

that the universe was in fact approx1mately 1500 youths
and" that it could, be assumed that the computer. errQr was ., S A
equally distributed to both undercount active cases and -Q.jﬁ"';x«
retaln inactive onesr “Hence, the sample remains a valld R R
10% sample w1th 23% of the cases belng 1nact1ve.“‘°ee, e
«alSO; P~055 footnote, 1nfra,:_‘ ERRE o
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) WNO" Votes‘By Region
Unanimous %6-1; 5-2 4~3
: 1

oI g | w4 2 1
. II -~ 9 w2 ” 3 —-———
. III 14 | S 1 2
iv 15 : ' 1 L m—— ——
v 9 : o T T
VI 13 ; 7 3 i

S VII 7 = —— 2 —-——
TOTALS 75 B 14 11 3

7

3. Of the 116 cases, 13 were voted to be~in need of a
secure placementJof some kind at the present time. This
represents ll;2% of the population oﬁfDYS} The 'subcommittee

~had no close "yes" votes.

"Yes" Votes/gJ/Reglon

'\A 3

- Unanimous ' 6-1 5~2 - 4-3

S | 1 — —_—

II ——— T 1 -

Iz 1 o —— -—= ——in

v 1 : - - -

v L, e T -

VII —— S 1 1 e

H TOTALS 8 - .3 2 0
© 4. Of the 11.2% of the DYS youth appropriate for
‘:secure placements, the type and level of securlty needed
B and the basis for securlty were as follows:
a. Placements in Department of Mental Health -
secure program types were needed for at least 3 of these
) 13 cases, or\239 of these youths. DYS secure programs
rcannot adequately meet both the publlc protectlon and
' ftreatment needs 1n these cases requlrlng spec1allzed
, e»flong-term gsychlatrlc care., k

S el . . %
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b. A "lidht" secure program level would bevade-

quate to meet the- public preteCtiOn‘éoncern'in‘S of these
A - N
cases, or for 38% of this population. Many of these youth

L

could be placed, without detriment to public protection, in =

certain types of%Qrograms DYS now deems. "non~secure", if the
L ) : ‘ .

- programs were slightly modified to provide, for example, more '

intensive staffing patterns.’

c. The criteria of "violence" was the primary’ basis

for the need for securitykin 7 of Ehe ¢ases; or for 54% of these;h

youth. Those youth meeting this criteria also tended to be
voted as in need of a "hedvy" secure prcgfaﬁ level. ©Only
about 15% of the cases met both the criteria of "violence"

and "chrohicity“

As the table below lndlcates, the votes on the foregolng e
were V1rtually unanlmous._ .
BaSlS For And Type Of Securlty QP
Basis of "Yes" Vote "DMH" Securlty DYS Gradation = Vote
Chronicity _ No . - Light T U
- Chronicity : Yes . . .  Heavy - Unanimou
Violence : No - . Need more 5~2v
n v , L - Information .
Chronicity and Violence No o Heavy 'Unanlmou;
Chronicity and Violence No "' Heavy - Unanimou
,Self-Destructlve S Yes . Light Unanimou
Violence - ' 'No . . Heavy Unanlmouu
Chronicity . _ .. Noe =~ . . Light 6=-1. -
Violence ‘ : . No . _ Heavy . Unanimou.
Violence - No o ; Heavy ~Unanimou.
Violence . y - No . ‘  Heavy - Unanimou.
Chronicity - . No o Light 6-1
Chronlclty . Yes ‘Q"?k‘, ‘Light 35 2

5. 1In order to translate the percentages of youth 1n need \fj'“

of securlty 1nto numbers, a total populatlon range of 1160 ﬁof.
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‘1500 commltted youth was used to aocomodate the fluctuatlon

’iln thls total at various tlmes over a year. * Usrng this
range, the results in terms of the number of DYS youth appro-

'prlate for, and the type and level of, securlty are as

" follows:

~a. Secure placements of some type are needed for k

129~to¥l§8 DYS youths at’ any glven time. e
;b; Placements in DMH secure programs are needed
for at least 29- to 38 of these DYS youth
'c. Of the 100-to-130 secure placements needed
by DYS, “B4~tp-70 placements shouk* he in a “moderate" to

"heavy"klevel of secure program; 46-to—-60 placements should

“be in a "light" level of secure program.

76. The ll 2% represents the maximum percentage of DYS

youth in need of securlty and the 100~to-130 represents the

, maximum number of secure- placements DYS needs to provide.

‘The study methodology 1mplemented the Task Force crlterla

fwhlch were designed to 1dentlfy the outer llmlts of the

ecurlty needs of DYS for public protection purposes. The

presumptlon of approprlateness for securlty is rebuttable

by comprehens1ve 1ndlv1dual assessments ‘which reasonably

; demonstrate that a non-secure placement can be made wrthout

detrrment to public protection.**

*Based on reports generated by the DYS manual informa-

tion system since the study was completed and adopted by the

~Task Force, the weekly totals of committed youth have varied

between 1383 and 1573. Hence, an upward adjustment in the
bottom.number of the range of projected placements needed

, would be appropriate. However, the critical finding is
~ the maximum percentage precisely because it is adaptable
. pto better populatlon lnformatlon or ‘shifts. ‘

| **See p. 47 and footnote on p. 51 supra.

R :‘r;é,i-;
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- ADDITIONAE FINDINGS

l; ‘Secure detention. While the study did not direotlyht
include consideration of the number of secure placements |
needed for detentionrpu;poses, the Taskaorce concluded that‘ t}sf;

‘the present number of positionshDYs now deems secure (114) y;.'bn,fn
is adequate, for the following reasons: y e
a.. In fiscal year 1977 DYS had suff1c1ent capac1ty
to detain some 2,419 youth (one-third of ;ts detalnees) in
secure placements £o6r some’period of-tiﬁe* OThese placement;
numbers are exclusive of the 7ishelter;care p:ogramsnavail~
‘able for boys',detention andkthe 5 detention programsespeciq
fically designed for girls.v,_ : . ‘e‘k ‘ SR | y N
| . b. The Task Force, in Section~iII; guggayfrecommend~ 
" ed a variety of actions DYS could take to sunstantlally upgrade }fl
. secure detentlon.lntake and placement practlces to ensure o
that the_pigcements that now ex;st are used far more effi-
ciently and effectively.' |

Lo

¢c. The 1mplementatlon of the plans for a separate

0

"blnd—over" program for youtns in that status who may need

secure placements in ‘other than exxstlng programs wlllkmake

=]

‘addltlonal secure detentlon placements avallable._

d. - Nearly 80% of the youths detalned in ﬁhe four
‘major DYS secure detentlon’programs have‘already‘been commltefl
ted to DYS, are on a receptlon/transfer or dual status, and/or‘ s
Jare belng held pending appeal or adult blnd—over proceeolngs.
All of these youths are necessarlly 1ncluded ln the total ‘
vpopulatlon from which the study sample was drawn. ’Hence,yés;hnj‘

ol

1f the number of secure treatment programs ls 1ncreased( a o

o

i}

» -
R,
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‘large percentage of the youth now filling secure detention

positions could appropriately be placed in those programs,

thus freeing existing positions for other detainees in

'.'need of security.*

2, Becurity for Girls. A review of the affi;mative

votes for security by the DYS Planning Unit revealed that

. no giris'had‘been found to be presumptively appropriate for.

security at the present time. The fact is that the number
of girls in DYS in need of security, judged by the Task
Force criteria, is small ahd_might validly not be reflected

in a 10% r;ndom sample. A separate study limited to girls

only, usinngask Force criteria, has been conducted by DY¥S. .

It appears»to‘indicate that a maximum of 10% mayvneed some
type of secure placement. These needs can and should be k

met within the secure placement numbers reCommended'by the

‘Task Force.

3. Data Controls. The continuing problems of the

V DYS'data’basevand coiledtion methods re4surfécéd in the

. course of the study. These problems impact not only the

abcuracy-of‘the data but also control and accountability.

For example,

~ *These are January, 1977, statistics, but they are
reasonably constant. If these committed youths are appro-
pr;a?ely in secure detention because of a need for security
‘pendlnggsome other secure or non-secure placement, DYS
shguld consider re-defining these existing programs and
using them as an alternative mode or type of secure care
Pplacement for youths on an interim status or who need
shoter-term secure placements. Then it would be appro-

prilate to review the number of secure detention placements

available. However, if this change occurred, it would ob-

~viously decrease the number of new secure care and treat-

ment‘placements needed as well.

’F
9]
.
R

-
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~ The rate of computer error is a Primary concern
because it is supposed to be the source of current-
information on, and the key central listing of, all
youth in DY¥S, Its primary function is to qenerate,
information. for purposes of billing and invoices, and
allocation of flexible purchase~of*serv1ces funds among
regions. Its unrellablllty requires DYS to maintain
manual back-up data to ensure fair budget allocations
and fiscal accuracy.

- The computer theoretlcally contains a varlety of,
additional information about DYS youth which could S
bave been useful in the study. However, this supple- “’
mentary data was incomplete and out-of-date. As a i
result, the survey form was designed and the 1nforma-" !
tion retrieved manually’ |

i

- Distributing and explaining the form to regions,
and reviewing and obtaining the completed ones, was a
time~consuming task for .the DYS staff assigned to the
study. Substantial extra effort was also required of
the caseworkers themselves, in part because this
information was not always readily available in their
files. The process reflected the difficulty the
central office would have at the present time in ob- -
taining expeditiously any kind of detailed information
on cases on a systematic basis for any purpose.

—~ The data retrieved on the survey form underscored
the need for greater uniformity in case file record-
keeping procedures among and within regions. There are
significant regional disparities in the quality and
quantlty of the information available on youths and
in the placement practlces and policies. DYS is now
working on two major projects, a casework management
system and a manual information system upgrading,
which are designed to address the quality of case
records and the information generated.

RECOMMENDATIONS : -

1. Based .on the Task Force crlterla, a maximum

of 11: 2% of the youth commltted to DYS need secure care

and treatment placements of some kind for public protection:
purposes. In terms of numbers, depending on the total popu-
lation at any g3 iven time, a maximum of 129-to-168 DYS youth
are in need of secure placements. DYS itself should</pq
vide no more than 75% of these secure placements, or ~to~
130 ; : w
2. Since DYS now has only 49 care and treatment
placements it deems secure, the number of secure placements . .
should be increased. This increaséd need can be met by a
comblnatlon of the follow1ng methods- :
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a. Of the DYS youth needlng security, at
least 23% (29~-to-38 in number) need secure place-
ments in Department of Mental Health programs.
Therefore, most of these youth should be placed
Now. 1n existing DMH secure programs.

b.i Of the DYS youth needing. secwrlty, 38%
appear ‘to need only a "light" level of secure
placement. A majority of these 46-to-60:youth
could be placed without detriment to public
protection, in structured residential programs.
Viable models already exist and several of
these programs have already demonstrated a
capacity to meet the secure treatment needs of-
these youth. However, some new programs are.
needed and the upgrading of both the ex1st1ng
and new programs would bhe desirable. :

¢. The secure placement needs of yoﬁths

" needing a "heavy" level of security are now being

met by the existing secure programs. The imple~--
mentatior of DYS' plans for 3 or 4 new 1l2-bed
securxe programs should permit (i) an expansion
of the levels and types of secure programs avail-

‘able; (ii) the approprlate placement of youth who
‘might otherwise be in secure detentlon programs ;
-and (iii) any need for securlty for young women

+to be met.

d. The contlnued 1mplementatlon and applica-
tion of the recommendations for administrative
reform of the secure treatment intake, placement,
review and after-care/re-integration process set
forth 1n Section III of thlS Report.

3. The present secure detentlon capa01ty of D¥YS

)

ls adequate. There is no basis at this time for increas-
ing the number of these placements. The following actions

are necessary to ensure that they are used as efficiently
- and effectlvely as possible:

a. The 1mplementatlon of the already planned
and funded 12-bed program for those. youths who
are in a "bind-over" status who need a secure
placement andhwhose needs cannot bhe met in exist-
ing secure programs..

b. The removal of youths on receptlon/trans—
fer status from detention placements‘ ©

c. Implementatlon of the Task Force recommend-
ations in Section III of this Report in order to
reform and upgrade the intake, placement and re-
view process, with a particular emphasis on a re-

duction in the length of time any youth is held. .4in
a secure detentlcn placement '
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@ 4, Notwithstanding the foregolhg recommendatlons,
no secure program should continue to exist, no program
should be used for secure placements, nor should new pro-
grams be implemented, unless and until DYS can ensure that
these programs will be administered in compliance with the
recommendations of this Task Force regarding the size,
nature, content, staff and fundlng levels of secure pro-
grams. ) =

5. DYS should implement a graded system of
security with a range of levels and types of: programs far
more bread and diverse than the present system, Wlthi%
each level, there should be a dlverSLty of program types
and alternatlves and some variation in program duratlon\

6. Any increase in the number of secure d@tentﬁpn
and treatment placements needed for young women can be = |
readily met w1th1n the framework of Recommendations #3 and

B4,

7. The agﬁa and informationiéystems in DYS shouldk‘

be upgraded dramatically and DYS should be provided with
adequate resources ‘and expertise to design and administex
these systems. o , o

8. Each year, DYS should conduct a study 51mllar
to that undertaken by the Task Force. In addition to using

/T%\,

it to update,. review and refine the analysis of secure place-

“ment needs, this annual study should serve as a method for

analyzing other program needs, guality control and general
monitoring. :
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,(a) ensure a more efflclent and effectlve use of resource

S
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V. THE BUDGETARY NEEDS OF DYS

&

" INTRODUCTION

L /

The Prellmlnary Report contalned no specrflc flndlg
Q B :

[

and recommendatlons on the fundlng 16VL1 DYS needs to-

address the issue of securlty effectlvely The Task rorce

F

dfdbldentlfy a few specrflc program areas where increased

f.fundlng was . neededgand generally endorsed the view that

DYS appeared to be srgnlflcantly underfunded - 8till, it

concluded that moneyjalone was clearly not the primaryﬁ

solution to the problems and issues. facing .DYS. 'The most

rmmedlate need was: admlnlstratlve reform, reforms whlch

‘&;

gm

B J

falready avallable, (b) create'the framework for a more dis-

hcrlmlnatlng analysis of fundlng needs, and (c) serve to

ijustlfy an anreased funding level. .

<

The Task Force recommendatr@ns for reforms do, however,

have a flscal 1mpact

in any system. There is little Lo be galned from maklng

recommendatlons 1: a legltlmate fundlng obstaole precludes

thelr"lmplementatlon.~ Therefore, in the secondvphase.of

its work,‘the TasknForcequndertook a'detailéd iﬁdependent
7 \] )

&
analy51s of the actual flscal 1mpact on DYS of the approach

y o

Securlty is ‘an expensrve prop051tlonw

k3

o

Q :

%

é) to the 1ssue of secur y recommended in this Report.* This

¢

e T . ‘
own evaluation

*The Task Force chose not to rely on DYS

, _iof its budget needs because a
'fugmore ‘funds are needed.

The 1
rationale in-‘any bureaucracy

tos Provade Services efficient
IS - (contlnued)

P
RN

gencies will always find that
ack of money is a traditional

for a failure or an- "inability

ly anad effectlvely. Even -

[
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section summarizes the Task Force findings on (a) the ©on- .

ftent‘ofqthe DYS budget for fiscal year 1977, (b) the effect'

of the 1ncreased approprlatlon fé%}DYS for 1978, and (c) the

:.fs .

budgetary needs of DYS in connectlon w1th securlty.

THE STRUCTURE AND CONTENT OF THE DYS BUDGET

E'The first objective of the Task Force was to review

" _ .
. X )
. N . 84 W
[~

the DYS budget for flscal year 1977 in order to understend ny‘

(=
£

how DYS was spendlng the resources currently avallable to 5 g
it ThlS budget would then serve as a baseline for evalua-

@} Svo

ting the recommended approprlatlon level ror 1978 and the,

- fiscal impact of the Task‘Fcrceﬁrecomméﬁdations.**YIt‘became

w .

':readlly apparent that, unless one is 1nt1matelv famrilar with

o

/r
[

e
o3

'DYS and the approprlatlons process, the very structure of the

[

*{continued from p. 61) . S SR e
. in those instances where their assessment is correct o
. they lack the standing to assert their lnterests w1th credlw
bility in a skepticdl public fqrum. In an ‘era of ‘fiscal ~con-
SO straints and conservatlsm, thede problems are partlcﬁiarly
g exacerbated for agencies. dealing in the soft goods of ‘human
. services where cost-benefit analysis is more. dlfflcult and S
_performance measurementa are’ less. tanglble.v =

12}

EEAN

", *The concluSLQn thathYS needs an 1ncreased fundlng o

level may seem foreordained. However, the Task Force has.

fixed the maximum amount DYS should need to address security
'.effectlvely within the communlty—based system. Further, the
= basis for the Task Force conclusions is clearly foted; the:
“areas where 1ncreases are needed and the reasons are gpecified;

the recommendations are conditioned. on administrative reformsv;

and adherence to clear spending guidelines, all of which' are
subject to external monitoring; and the object:LVes to be S
BN achleved are measurable. SR : _ B o

: -**The Task Force: buﬁget review was conducted in the course'
of Fiscal Year 1977 and prior to finad action by the Legisla- . . ¢
ture on the Governor' sorecommendatlcns for 19787 References, . . -
thererore, to the present DYS budget mean the 1977 apprppr1a~.'v'fﬁ“
tion. ' Except where noted in the text, ‘the Task Force analysrs
is not affected<py the new budget year and approprlatlon 1eve1

| EN AR
. 4 -

,@

g . . 5 . - S
M AR IR W s s

B
Fas

<]

]

g e e e B e



BT

_budget and the

; Subjegt to remedy by it alone. However, the budget is a

- by -the present,budgetary maze which_detersgand'Virtually

defies independent review.

~€3~

nature of that process pose'significant

obstacles to efforts to understand and,evaluate,the budget

and the mannér in which it is allocated. For example:

. = the official budget documents are complicated
and confusing and the major budget accounts do not
fully coincide with the actual program and opera-
‘tional structure of DYS; ‘ '

~» = the actual budget expendifures on a program
‘bagis cannot be determined without reviewing a ple-
- thora of background materials and cross-referencing
among accounts, source and types of funds and terms
of art; N : e ~ :

, - the budget materials are Iéss than uniform,
are often not internally consistent, and appear to
vary depending upon who,prepared the material, when

+and fo¥ what purpose; /[

- = none of the budget documents, standing alone,
~presents a comprehensive and definitive budgetary
overview of DYS.¥ ' ‘

vThis problem seems to be endémic to the appropriations
processigenerally and is not unique to DYS, or totally

4

concretepstatement from and about an agehcy. The budget

. A3

proceéé is»often the only real opportunity an agency has to
state its case, or.for‘others to review the agency's perfor-

mance. DY55Cannot ultimately benefit in this public,forﬁm'

"

v ;*Thése obstacles are oftenijuStified by‘DYS Edvocates‘
on the basis that they afford DYS the flexibility in resource

~allocations needed to administer a community-based system and

that greater clarity would inevitably result in more re-

strictive appropriations. There is no question that flexi-
“bility is critical to permit DYS to adapt to changing needs
and that the restrictions that do exist are inconsistent with

this objective. However, the position of the Commissioner -

and the Task Force is that the need for f£lexibility does not

. excuse nor justify a’ lack of accountability for, and a clear ™
_explanation of, resource allocations, that they are legiti-
mate sources of concern to those who recommend and"appropriate .

‘7f§und$; and;should be addressed by DYS.

=N .
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caseload, thefstate-funds:available~to~DYS>ino1977<were¥sigﬁf " gkf

nificantly less than.in 1974. =

_54* n‘v

For the Task Force,. the primary problem was that‘the;‘
variety and complexity of the DYS system - the source of

its greatest strengths and the cause oéjnany of its admini-

- strative weaknesses - is mirrored in this budget.® Secure

and nonésecure‘program expenditures are not the subject of

discretebud‘get‘a‘cﬁcc)un‘ts° Budget action 1n any program

it

area fiﬁples\ for gocd or ill, throughout the system. There~

fore, a detaﬁled review of the entlre budget was requlred
The Tasﬂ Force flndlngs on the DYS budget are outllned
below. B

l. State Approprlatlon. In fiscal year 1977 DYS

recelved $15. 9 mllllon in state funds. In 1974,‘the appro—
prlatlon level was $l7 6 mllllon.k In the same‘period,athe
budgets for the Departments of Mental Health and Correctlons,

(1<}

agencies malntalnlng a large number of 1nst1 utlonal fac111~.

ties and state personnel, increased,substantially;"Hence,f

in spite of an inflation economy and an overall increase in

<

ool

A S a .

L S gy
2. Budget,Accounts. “The DYS budget apbroprlatlon is

; made in elght general accounts, each of Wthh is further

'~broken down 1nto a serles of sub~accounts and llne ltems.

The accounts, the 1977 approPrlatlon, and a descrlptlon of

»each are as follows:

- - Administration ($1,411,193) - all central office:
 personnel and operations; S e e
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able for all programs and sexrvices in the seven (7)
DYS reglons throughout the state,

- LEAA Match ($200,000) - the state appropriation’
necessary to generate the block and discretionary
grant funds from the Committee on Crimihal Justice;;

- The Connelly Youth Center- ($960 634), Hampden
County Detention Center ($372,385), Worcester County
- Detention Center ($380,792), and French Forestry Camp
-~ ($390,688) - the state costs for® personnel and admini-
stration of four specific institutional facilities.

- Regional Services ($3,559, 633) - the personnel
and operatlons of the regional offlces.. o

3.‘ Reg;onal folces. The primary vehlcle for the
-.administration ofjthe communlty—based‘system is the reglonal
L'ofﬁice. mThe.seven offices are geographically dispersed
athroughoutjthe'state,and.the persbnnei and operation o%
theSe offices accounted for»approximatelyj23% of the 1977
k:aépropriation;' In addition~t0‘the supervisory responsibi¥
lltLeS and services of the reglonal caseworkers, the g

lregvons dlrectly control the allocatlon and expendlture

'»'?‘of approxrmately 60% of the DYS purchase—of~serv1ce funds

R

availahle forhprograms~and servlces.l The centralﬁoffrce,i

cohtrolS‘the allocation of the remainder, including~the

fundlng of all of the detentlon and treatment programs now .

L

‘deemed secure.

4. Purchase of Services. In 1977, 55%, or $8.7 million,

; of the budget was approprlated for purchase—of—servrces.f

’j‘These funds are used to purchase program servrces for- DYS

- ' 72
'youth on a contract bégrs from prlvate agenc1es., Approx1—

mately 95% of these funds are used for non—secure programs

D . J

;and serv1ces; Purchase-of- ervzce funds are expended by

';fDYS ln.two ways- f~

- Purchase of Care ($8,650, OOO) - the funds avail— )



a. Flexible Regional Budget‘ In 1977, approx1-

mately $5.9 mllllon was allocated by DYS to the reglonal

offices for their dlscretronary use to purchase serv1ces

.for detained or commltted youth through 1nd1v1dual con-

tracts. The types of placements range from,group homes, <
foster-care and non-residential for the majorlty of the
youth to a\limited'use in aépropriate cases of special~
ized facilities and schools. The amount allQCatéd to -
each reglon is determined by a needs\‘ sessment formula;

The placements and services purchased by the regions

with these "flex1ble" funds are the most economlcal of alliy

®

DYS placement funding methods_’ In terms of average costs

per year per youth, non*residential placements are $4,000,

residential foster-care is $3,600, and group-home residen-

tlal programs are $11,000. : | £

we

b. leed-cost Contracts. Some $2.8 million of the

purchase—ofeservice*funds were expended by the central‘officed«

through fixed—cost contracts. Under this method, DYS pur~

fchases a fixed number of pos1tlons, or amount of serv1ce,,

from\a prlvate agency on an annual ba51s. ~In 1977, s1xteen

~DYS programs or. facrlltles were fully or partly funged by

'these kinds of COntracts, in addltlon to dlagnostlc and -

screeningrserviCes;' They were the prlmary fundlng source
for the DYS shelter—care and glrls' programs and one secure

treatment program, and they supplemented funds approprlated

in one of the other general aCtounts in flve programs or A

&

fa0111t1es,_1nclud;ng two‘of,the secure detentlon programs.j7

)
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of the secure.placemq

‘ staffed and malnta;ned;by state personnel and funds. All
-'account, DYS exﬁLnds a substantlal amount of Funds from othexr

~and federal SPec1al education funds. DYS has also requested

:aboutv$l million in state capital outlay funds for general,,v

1pr1marlly staFe staff averages $19,100. Also, compare the

Center" is a secure treatment program (23 posrtlons), the ,
E French,Forestry Camp has 32 re51dent1al‘non-secure posltlons;‘

: 67-;

On the whole, in each program‘type} those‘prOgrams

.’funded prlmarlly by flxed—cost contracts have lower annudl

average costs per youth than equrvalent'programs which are

fully or primarily funded by state appropriatiOns in
‘accounts other than purchase—of—servroes *

5. Approprlatlons for SPElelC Facrlltles. Approxr—

vnately $2 1 mllllon, or 13. 25 of the DYS budget, was specr—
flcally approprlated by account for four 1nst1tutlonal facl-

lity programs. Three of these facilities are consrdered to

j

be secure procrams anZ they account for approxrmately 50%

t‘capac1ty ‘of DYS in both detention

ana treatment. The fourth facility is used for residential

non-secure placemenrs *k These facilities are funded and

‘admlnlstered through the central office and are predomlnantly
,7 .

'are‘considered to/be'"state-run" programs.

‘In addltlon/to the approprlatlon levels provrded in each

i i
sources on thes@ fa0111tles, 1ncludlng flxed—contracL, LEAA,

i

), , , .
‘renovation work needed to upgrade each of these facilities,

!!

*For example, the general range in shelter-care programs
is $13,300 to|$16,000; cne of the two programs utilizing

,1th Worcester and Madonna Hall on the table,

‘**The "Ctnnelly" is the Rosllndale secure detentlon pro—'
gram (35 positions); "Hampden" is the Westfield secure deten-
tion program;(Zl posrtlons), Worcester "County ‘Detention

1
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both to meet physical standards DYS believes to¥be desirable.'
and to obtaln and maintain compliance with state 11censrng

standards and federal law. Eventhough the youth wopulatlon@

F

of alﬂ/but one of these Facrlltles is nearly double that of ;;@b
\\;-1;1'? s
d

other*programs funded or used by pDYs, these fac1llt1e5'are

still more expensive on an annual per youth cost basis than

L S
PR S ¥

“and are exceeded iﬁ oost on;y by fixed~-cost programs which
R R -

programs of the same type Which do rnot involve state berebnnei;ofat
are staffed predominantly by state personnel.*#

These facilities, their budgetary titles and the appro-
priation method by which tﬁey'are’funded are remnants of the’
"institutional" paetfoftDYS. While in operational ahd‘pro~

gram terms DYS has adapted their role and function to tbe S

- reformed 3ystem, their instititutional phyeical characteris~

tics (prior to extensive renovaticns) were, and their budget.
titles are, anachronisms. ,There is no operational justifi-

cation forktheir‘status asfthe subjects of special budget -

haccounts. Continuing that status further exacerbates the

problem whlch permeates the DYS budget, i.e. the perceptlon

and fact that there is a 51gn1flcant dlsorepancy‘between

the official budget and the reality of agency operations

i =

'*Exceptifor French, each of the facilities has been the
subject of controversy in recent years in terms of their
physical structure and conditions. Substantial funds have
been required, together with -staff increases and youth popu--
lation reductlons,,to enable the facilities to meet the
licensing standards of the state Office for Children for amy

o fagility - state or private - used for the placement.of youth.;ee;ee

Roslindale itself is also the subject of a federal court -
consent decree (1976) which requlres 1t to. be closed or

' comprehensrvely upgraded

 #%The French is $13 000 compared to & general DYS re51-f?_ s
dential program “average of $11,000. Comparative costs on

~ the othergfacllltles’are set forth on the,tabler;EEEEE:,p, 7l€‘;d

RO

S
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;“programs in Brockton and WOrcester and the Charlestown YMCA ,

About $1.3 mllllon of the central.and reglonal office
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and funding allocations. More importantly( from a budgetary/

managerial perspective, specifid account appropriations for

these faciliities substantially‘and unreasonably restrict the

flexible'use of a significant percentage of DYS' limited re-

6. State ProgramfPersonnel. The budget creates a per-

ception that, except for institutional facilities, no DYS
personnel are involved directly in programs. In fact, a

subtantial number of state personnel included in the central

and reglonal offlce accounts are dlrectly involved as staff

in a verlety-of "pr1vately~runf programs funded in part by

/’,

fixed-cost contracts or LEAA. k'tete personnel, for example,

(O o ; ;

constitute a majority of the staff of the YMCA shelter—care
Danvers I-3 and Taunton CIC secure detentlon programs.
accounts are for state program personnel, in.addition to the

state employee costs included in the approprlatlons for the

institutional facilities.*

~and Means Committee finally approved a major re-~classifica-

‘old "institutional" job labels. These discrepancies existed

- alter this situation and to avoid being functlonally hampered
. by making 1nternal adjustments.

*In addition, until January, 1977, when the House Ways
tlon, there was often little relationship between an employ—
ee's budget title and actual function, assignment, responsi-
blllty, or physical location, and many still reflected the

through no fault of DYS which for years had attempted to

o~
s

-

i
i
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7. LEBRA/CCJ Funds. One critical source of funds
is notébly abs%nt from the state budget documents, i.e.
LEAA funds provided through the Committee on Criminal
Justice. Except for the state matdhing funds,'nohqgaf
thé LEAA funds or their allogation among prograﬁ areas O”
appear in the s;ate budget materials. For séﬁeral yéérs,‘o
CCJ has been a"ééjor source of funds‘for secure programs.
In 1977, DYS had available some,$900,000 iﬁ LEAA funds
for programs of which $711,000 were used to $upplement
state funds for secure programs. Because of its contin-
kﬁation/termination policies, CCJ will fund only one Di%

secure program in 1978. Therefore,'a substantial percentage

of the CCJ funds must be absorbed in the state budget fdr,

Fiscal Year 1978 just to enable DYS to maintain its present

level ofk£Unding for security.

SECURE PROGRAMS

The Task Force reﬁiewed‘all‘of the budgetmaccounts in
order‘to{gegregate; for ahalytical purposes, the actual"
expendit&ies DYS now makes iﬁ connection with éecurity'
yand the approximate’ percentage or ratio of funds,now
'expendéd for non—seéure programs. The“findi;gé'are sum~ -
marized below. ) )
’?or reference pﬁrpﬁses;‘the following table sets

forth the DYS secure programs, the funding source, the num-

-+ ber of positions, and the average annual cost per youth:

4

)



v

o ! gb
N
\ 1}“»\ ’ 5 // 4 : . b ’ 2
D State Staff/d FPiyed-Cost cca/ Total Positions Average
- . Program Maintenance Contract LEAA Cost Staff Youth Cost
‘Secure Détention :
. Danvers I-3 §229,000 - $ 50,000 $279,000 24 12 $23,250
Roslindale 760,000 - - 760,000 58 - 35 21,715
o Taunton CIC 150,000 - 330,000 480,000 46 22 21,818
Westfield 324,000 $ 91,000 - 415,000 35 21 19,747
Charlestown YMCB B
(Boys and Girls) 315,000 136,000 - 451,000 32 24 18,792
¥ , =~ — : ‘ — . = fi
TOTAL $1,778,000 $227,000 $380,000 $2,385,000 ; L
Secure Treatment . . N
: s . (B : E T
.Madonna Hall  $215,000 - 91,000 - - '$306,000 21 - 12 $25,500
(Girls) e
0 Worcester 461,000 = 92,000 553,000 41 23 23,035~
Boston YMCA - - 239,000 239,000 18 12 19,917
° DARE Chelmsford - 261,000 - 261,000 18 14 18,643
o S ~ | ' 9
TOTAL $676,000 $352,000 - $331,000 $1,359,000  ° T
\é/ ] ) £
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the relevant budget facts were: v

o) 2,_ o - ~ °
5 7

A. For secure treatment in Fiscal Year 1977,

* DYS had ég_positiohs for~seoure'treat4

n

ment for boys in 3 programs.

Q

* The total cost of thesh programg was

/
$1,052, 800 of which about%one—thlrd was
federally~funded
*" About one-~half of the positions are in,

and more than one-half of the funds were for,

.the state-run Worcester program.

P

A

4

Vo Worcester was also the most expenSlve

program, aVeraglng $23, 033 per youth, "and had

the highest staff-~ to—youth ratio, The prlvately~

run DARE and Greater Boston YMCA programs average

"$19,240 per youth. o K

* The overall average cost of secure trest-

ment was $21,056.

D
B. For secure detentlon, “the relevant budget

facts were:

* DYS had 114 positions for secure dete?tion
in five programs. ®
_* fge total cost was §$2,385, OOO, of whlch
about 17% is federally-funded

* About one-thlrd of the 9031tlons are in,

and one—thlrd of the funds allocated gc, the

‘ostate~run program at Rosllndele.

* The most expens ive program was the state—

run Danvers program at $23,250 per youth w;th a

two-to-one staff/youthwratio{ éThe:least_expen—"

e " c et . @

T . S

3
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o d‘“.‘ fﬁThe overall average cost of secure -
. 7 detention wasoszo 918- excl udrng the Charles—
town program, the average was $21 485. s s;f:" . s
Vi # Co There were only two secure programs for glrrs.

= - i > -7 3 o= ° ’
::} [
T sive programs} Westfield and CharleStowﬁf(an o

”&1; OVernlght arrest unit), are/administered by -

¢

‘prlvate agen01es under flxed—cost contracts,

It

although the majorlty/,f;the staff are state

employeesrkv

* The only secure programs for boys pro—

5\
v1ddng two-to-one stafr/youth‘ratlos were.

,*‘J\

(\detentlon programs and they were both recr— L

plents or federal funds.

Madonna Hall'ls a secure detentlon and;treatment program; At o

o

525 500 per youth, it 1s the most expensxve DYS secure programf

‘and rr”two-thlrds state staffed | The costs of the Charlestown

the boys' program.

was alrocated to secure programs, and seventv~one percent

kA

v

YMCA glrls‘ detentlon.program are not“detalled ‘separa tely‘from

7 N i

P

D. DYS. expended approx1mately $3 7 mllllon, includ~-
ing federal funds,‘on the nine detenflon and treatment pro~¢

grams it deemed secure. It expended about $9.0 mlllion on”

L.

nonﬂsecure programs. aIn‘terms of percentages of\the total

‘dget, approxrmately twenty~n1ne percent i29%)

5y
(71%) was allocated to non—secure programs. Excluulng the

"") SR

$90Q,Q00 federal CPJ/LEAA funds,’ gecure programs accounted

‘fOr ?5%, ank non-secure programs 759g of the state Tunded _
.' ;Y'v 1 Q Q‘?’, " e
DYS proqram*budget Of the total DYS 5tate Budget for 1977 g
Seeure progﬁ@ms represented 19/4 and non—secure programs : 'ii'
[I ",\ : = . R :
; \\ (\,“f‘,‘,w po : T ° R : . . Yo : R g -
;0@,-‘ R : o e Q' R e TR
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represented 57%.% o ' f o el e

P

E.;xInv1977,vD¥S provided some le&el of program

care to about 1400 youths on a‘daily aVeragewbasisi(exolué

o

- "sive of an additional 600 receiving caseworker services

* network which is an integral part of the community=-base 5

I

only) . _Secure placements in detention or treatment were

used for 175 of these youths, or about 12.5%, Yet between

25 - 30% of DYS budget resourCeSQfor PrOgrams were alloca~'

ted for this purpose. Given the;limited'resources of the P

agency, this was not an unreasonable allocatiOn nor“does it

reflect a- fallure to be cognlzant of the need for securlty..vff

©
P

Instead,zlt reflects an effort to malnta;n a reasonable bal~

Lo

(v

ance in the allocation of scarce resources.
It seems clear from thecforegoing review that secure"

grodrams even now are the . most expen51ve of all DYS proqrams’

and that those that are de51gned +0 be the‘mo=c phy51cally

,secure are among the. most expen51ve, even w:th‘larqer popula~

o

\«/

.tioms. DYS is also now spendlng, proportlonatelyr double the

‘ -

i H o R ]
1 ; } . Lo y o

*The totals and percentages in. the text vary to some extent
from similar -calculations done by DYS at various times in‘the

"course of their budget presentations for fiscal year 1978, and

‘gg§y and how much has in fact been spent and where. Yet these .

some off those vary as well depending, upon. the DYS ‘personnel e
involved, the time the analy51s was made, and for what purpose.‘
In general, the variances are minor and some- result simply from
differences as to what funds  should be 1nclpded in which cate—v »

D

iances can be red flags for the cri " and DYS ust-ensure
t its own internal calculations are unlfOIm ang conSLGtent L
a all times. S T

The major varlable excluded in the Task Force calcula- e
tibn is the reglonal office caseworker/auperv1=or} personnel "}if%
system. Including these ;funds would increase the percentages s
and total DYS allocatlon”tOﬁthe pon-secure area. -They were
not included because (a) it would require a complex dnalysis -
of the functions of all DYS personnel, (b) the <Task Forte s

‘analysis was solely ‘confined td program ﬁunds, and  (c) ‘these el
‘personnel should beqlntegrally involved at-least proportlon*;'-‘

atély with DYS youths in sécure as» well as: non—securelplace—”*
‘omeﬁts tb avoid: a segregatedoand dlstlnct secureosystem.~ .

B LI : ’ ;,\ & ‘ ; ’ . T S L
‘gi"\’ . e L »:‘L g R %(N B B " . B SN




“amount onrthe youths“itgnow placessin secure‘setting.m In-
e&itably, in”rhe absenoe"of'a subsﬁartially increased total
budget appropriation, an increase iu«the number of secure
‘]élacemeuts'must either occurvat the'direct expensegof non-
~ secure program funds or result in actions de51gned to re-—
gduce average costs, actlons whlch could qulckly 1ead once
. again toward large, 1nst1tutlonal custodlal settlngs for

YOuths. Elther course of actlon must be flrmly reJected

%

i
1Y

A as an acceprable eiternatlve.,

e e

p

THE 1978 APPROPRIATION

In Septenber, 1976, DYS Submitted a formal budget

:reguest of $19.2 mllllon for fiscal year 1978 The major

emphaSLS of thlS request was on lncreased expenses for

. Falls
s Q\\' securlty., The Governor, in December, recommended to the

N : S P

g 7 Legislature a budget of $l7 6 mllllon, an increase of .11%
e o @ ‘

and equal to . the DYS budget for 1974. In June, 1977, the

s ”‘i

> Législature appropriated $18.4 million, an increase of

16%9* R ol . | \\ ‘ ’_ ‘ P - [
f;f The 1ncreased apploprlatlon of some $2.- mllllon was
o allocated as follows-'

B

e For the flrst tlme, by approprlati@n, a‘specifio &

-account gas establlshed for secure purchase—of serv1crsgunds

, o i . et S E ; : 2
G S : *The DYS budget request was' 51gn1f1oantly lower than
its edtimate of the funds needed to adequately fulfill all f
of its statutory obligations. That $26.0 million estimate |
1ncluded over $11.0 million for flex1ble purchase~of~serv1c@
. funds and nearly $1 million in preventive court~referral
Vgprograms. Once the $19 2 million figure was set, the sub-

- sequent deliberations in the Executive focused on negotia- i
tions relating to inflation and salary allowances, phase-in #','
‘costs, etc. In general, tHese ‘reductions affected both - : »ﬂii{
secure and non-secure program areas, but 1nev1tably the et
»"softer" eflexible,non-secure program expansion areas “ 'ﬁ# ®

suffered the most as a result ofvthe appllcation of flsoal . fﬁ

i
/

$

=)
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and S$1. 2 mllllon, or ioo,'of the ificrease was appropriated
by the Legislature in this account.

- Of the $753,0003increase appropriated for the

reqular purchase—of—servioe;aCcount, DYS hasg allocated about B

77%4for”secure ptogramsithrough fixed;cost contracts.

v - The remalnlng $450 000 of. the increase was
‘generally approprlated among the other seven accounts to
tover state employee pay raises and,other 1nflatlon,cost
adjustments. However, one-third of tbis increase was speoi—

flcally approprlated for Rosllndale,

- Of the increase approprlated or alloeated for ‘,%“'w

Security, $485,000 was to absorb eYlStlnq CCA/LEAA funded

program aspects which would otherwise terminate and, hence,}tl
do not represent additional fundsvavailable,to pYs for -
security.

- Only about $184 OOO, or less +han 8% ‘of?the

flncrease was for non—secure oroqramsf of that amount about

$100 OOO was to absorb an exmstlng CCJ/LEAA funded prOJect.

&

In +terfis of secure treatment, the 1mpact is as follows- N

o

- The new secure account w111 permlt.DYS to add

o (\“‘

C_one -secure program for glrls (lO pos1tlons), to shase~ln
_three new secure treatment programs for boys (42 pos1tlons}

and to begln to develop formal atter—care programs fox

youths leavlng secure treatment placements.

- From- the regul x purchase—of-serv1ce account

L : R
increase, DYS will add two additional secure pPrograms ﬁor‘
' ' : \ ool - 4 S SRR i ’

girls (10 positions).

) ‘ ‘ Sl
Sa . X R
= - : R ST o ; . L [(/ ]
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= 1In terﬁé of increased:numbers avallable,lDYS
'will increase itevsecure program capacity for boys to 91 andg
rfor girls to 20 (not 1nclud1Pg Madonna Hall)
- Comblned with the current and progected capac1ty
'k“;e.‘ : “of DMH secure programs (about 72 of whlch 50% will be avail-=
jable for DYS youth), DYS will have a eufflclent capa01ty
v,(l47) to meet the recommendations of the “Task Force as to the
- ’.m; ‘“:’number of secure treatment placements needed"

In secureadetentlon,cDYS will add a néw "bind-over"

program,'a~joint;Hurricane Island/Roslindale project, for
boye funded b§'the’regular purchase—gf—service’account and
the Rosllndale approprlatlon. The addition o% this program-
‘type was the only increase in Secure detentlon capac1ty
'recommended byrthe Task rorce. -

'Thei1978 appropriatioantherefore; dramatically increasea

~ the amount and percentage of state DYS program funds allocated

to securltv. More than 92% of the anrease is . for secure 4;5

 programs. As a result, of the Sl .1 million DYS program bud- R
. get for 1,978, 35% will be related to securlty, compalced : e !

to 29% in,197?; |Of the total budget, 27% _will be allocated ﬁil‘lh
) o . ; L oSy
to . seCurity, conpared to 19¢ in 1977. In actual dollars,; 1

'the fundsﬂavallable for non-secure programs not only remalned

s
¢y

constant in splte of 1nflatlon and increased caseloads but also

c » &
& f ~decreased s1gn1£10antly as a percentage of tne DYS:program and
: L . ’ . - u
SR C;btal_budget. . 'vgz ' ' k |
: o = . T ‘ |
R , : g o
L S g I RIEELY- S i T S ,
: g o /; . g
G e . *The Task Force recommended a total range of 329-1e8,

- of which DYS needed to provide 100-13C. See Sectuon 1v,-
Anfra, p. s8-59. . B |

oA : 1 s .- . : n &




- o |
. The “fI'a'sk Force is acutely concerned. abgut the Iza,t'u:re : ‘
» and amount of this,Significant inCreasefin'fundsvallocated‘

§i¢ fto security because it has occurred ig the absehoe of a -

CM proportlonate lncrease in non- secure program funds.§>Thefv

imks hope or expectatlon that the- avallablllty of more. secure ; *,f;"-%j
| ‘placements will "free—up“ ex1st1ng non-secure funds to be

applledgln new or expanded serv1ces is, slmply not an adequate'

5ml ratlonale. It 1s demonstrable that a reductlon 1n the qual-d, :
;2;V-k ity and gquantity of effectlve non-secure program SerV1ces d~#; ‘;
ll :» Slgnlflcantly increases the need for secure%programs. 71
Ir‘< Increases in security‘at thekexpense of ﬁdn¥sed£§é prOgram ?
- k ' v S

a- - 3 - R . = (":S - 2 5 “, ‘ - . V‘, ' . P ‘ " »
‘services, and the failure *to maintain an appropriate balance -

‘jiibt

between thevtwo,‘are COunterproduCtive in every respect.

a

CONCLUSIONS ON_THE BUDGET NEEDS OF DYS.IN  °

CONNEC“ION NITH SECURITY d' T

<]

— o ; "
- e
\

The Task Force has,repéatedly-conditioned its conclu~

.sions and recommendations for an increased emphasis on secw .

urity in DYS to three critical factors: (a) DYS administra- — >
» : . ; . . ) ' e |

Eﬂ!it”i'i

® . e
. . B

%tive reform,,(b) guality,secure“programs“andﬁcare,,ahd'

S (c) a proportlonate emphas"s oﬁ'hon—secure programs. ey g'kll,
: . o Ry
R These factors are the essentlal 1ngredlents of an effectlve “

a

- = !é) i ! j . lI-w— “'««dl‘
s ©o :

2/

]

v

i

,lsystem’of‘securlty'rorjpurposes of publlr protectlon and foxiﬂ

”"care and treatment of youtks. Based on 1ts rev1ew, the T%skﬁ)?

1 A

e’ 1978 budgetzapproprlatlon, whrle ' Q;U

Force has concluded that tr

1 B A e

=N - o7 SRS # I :

representlng a SLgnlflcantqs tep . forward,{does not meet the f~9f,'“*

, security needs of DYS 1n terms of these crlterla. f;gk': oo
8 : L iy

i . | )

N\
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£

s centers, modeled after the ex1st1ng CAP and CHD programs

\should exist in ‘each reglon.‘ They are critical to enable

rof youtns to ensure approprlate and uniform placements geared’

.'varlety of placement alternatlves Wthh exrst, or should

1

~J

[Se)

i

*
-

In'this section, the Task Force outlinés the pridrity
program areas which are not adeguately met‘bygthis appro-
kprlatlon level and estlmates the funds needed. In order to

[

lmplement the recommendatlons of the Task Force, DYSQshouId'

{ii? - i!l.r

J
have a/fundlng level of approx1mately $22.# -million.

'l. Reglonal Pre—Placement Intake Cen{ers. One of tﬁese
IR

.)

; _
e

Ao 5 i

DYS to

- effrcrently and effectively utilize the secure

detentlon placements now avallable,

- perform comprehen51ve, early lntake ~assessments

y

B

=

to rndlvlduallzed needs,

1- (('_,"

- make effectlve decisions about appropr1ate”place~

ments in terms of type and level of care from among the wide

R

: ex1st, in communlty~based programs 1n eaeh reglon, and _‘jd o leg
r; ~- more clos.el.y coordlnaate w:Lth, and be’ more: ‘ " . ,. ~
'7kaccountable to, the juvenlle courts. | , | -~
One of these centers should be 1or*ated in each megion. "
kThe two program modelc cost $93, 000 and Sllo 000 per year, § 5
The 1978 approprlatlon;permlts the funding of two more pro~‘ , ? ]i{
grams. Three more are needed "At an "”average costof $100 000, i

|
{ggdtstecurity?>towprovidefagflight"~secﬁre”programamodalityw -j{:k ‘ﬁi

Vthe budget should be lncreased $300 000 to address thls need

2. Structured Group Re51dent1al Programs.v Each regron i ”i!if

sshould have at least one lz~bed program of thls type for !’f ’ wfv

i

care and treatment tocserVe~as-an alternative placement prior.




l [ = .
;jp ‘ as part of a gradated secure Systeﬁ> and/or to meet the
Iﬁ ‘need for an ihtermediate after-care placement for youths
'4‘ ' léaving more secure programs. There ie’a;ordtical servioe'
s o gap and demonstrahle need for ‘this type of strong,‘longere ‘
kiB 'termjcare program'forpyouths in each of theee‘categgriee.
ﬁ‘ ' . Prototypes already exist both among programs=now~deemed o ‘u o
'ii!h "non-secure" by DYS and in the shorter-term shelterLcare )

programs. Several of these programs have demonstrated

-

their capacity to meet the needs of these klnds of youth.v.,

In addition, the Task Force has concluded that as,many as

'38% of the youth who needed some typg of secure placement

¥57

5y
.

were only in.need of ”1ightﬁ seCﬁritYZ and the vast majority

of these youth could effectively be plaoed inktheee settings.u ;

In order to meet the objectives of rhls kind of program,

the ex1st1ng programs and models should be "shored-up" in

e terms of’staff ratids, program content’ and a capacrty ta

]F‘ - ( prov1de,some addltlonal measure of restralnt Therpresent Mfa;
»pli*f v  average cost for resrdentlal‘programs rangesvfr0m~$ll,0b0.ék

e $15(000'per‘yohth. GiVenfa,§outh populatioh of'12 - 14; .

'E : ~ these programs shouldvhe bﬁdgeted’ateabout $2251000 pex
B S R year, or about $16, ooo ‘to $18,500 per youth * The 1978 .
- ! . R "appropz.latlon does not allow for any of these program types .
02 . ’ b ‘ : L ‘. Q, J}Lﬁ k RN .‘ 3 o : y :

o E v *This flgure was determlned by revmew1pg budgets of . L
R S - VEXlStlnq residential programs DYS deemed éeffective. and the ., R
"Ev "1 budgets of fixed-cost contract shelter-care programs., Pro~:a~
b , ‘totypes were developed which‘included the follOW1ng com-" R

-ponents: administration, houaehold, clerical, medical,:
“clinical, education and youth supervision and counaelllng.
The qgsts assume adequate salaries for each poeltlon but

only. lwto—l staff/youth ratlos.

S oo N T R s "'. .
;
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"fhnds for DYS to develop programs which meetftﬁe‘siZe, pro-

existing secure programs, and would be far more economical -

adequately funded.. The budget should bé lncreased by about

mit DYS to prov1de the number of secure detentlon and treat-

ment placements the Task Force recommended.** It will also

sus of ' he ‘Tagk *Force (which included 1nd1v1duals with exper-

was that the~secure program staﬁgardskset by the Task Force

need estimates in those areas. If these programs were new,

the net increase required would be somewhat greater (the
‘gross. total mlnus the resources freed-up in the next lower

i
(se]
=
i
5
;

Yet even with substantial upgrading: t%ey are clheaper than

]

than any other secure program type,‘lf the latter were

$500 000 to meet this need.¥* 'é;

= Y &

“7 3. Secure Programs. The 1978 approprlatlon will per-

o el W

fo

_ﬂ
-

ey

permit the development of a more gradated secure program

system. However, the appropriation does not provide’enough

gram content, staff ratio and guality standards the Task

= .t
-_

Force deens e?Sential.***

The avera\e\annual per youth cost of a secure detentlon

or: treatment placement is approx1mately $21,000. The consen-

., gl -
iy N

ience and expertlse in care and treatment and security in a .

varlety of flPldS), and DYS ani&prlvate program admlnlstrators)

»
-

could be met ohly in exceptlonal aé“ps at hlS average cost
3 :
i
level A§Qmpllance w1th the recommended staff(quallflcatlons

*Since these programs would meet some of”the needs for
secure placements and after-~care services, a proportionate
amount of this incréase should be deducted from the funding -

level of care) .

1)
Y

\**Section‘IVf/supgg, P 58459.

**#¥geption III, supra, p. 3Q540,
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g by the Task Force since 1t does not permlt an . average stafg/

*-82- o

o

o8

Bl

and the staff/youth ratios alone would require an increase.

The average cost per yvouth should befbetween $26, OOOkand

$28, OOO *  This average is deemed adequate, not optlmum, e

<
R )

youth ratio of 2-to-1. However, given a range of program

levels and types, it serves as a reasonable midpoint average

- which will permit D¥S to provide effective humane care and

security. T | I SR

Therefore, the average cost of each secure placement

should be increased by a mlnlmum of $5,000 from-the'present.

average of $21 000. The necessary budget increase to ensure

that DYS secure programs: can pro&&de qﬁaliﬁy care is $935, OOO;** 

;4- After-Care Services. The lack of efiectlve after-

care planning and follow—up servicdes for youths Who have

successfully oompleted'secure programs 1is One‘of,the most %

obvious and critical gaps in the DYS program system. The

t

*Thisg range was based on a review of existing programs

 and models developed to meet Task Force standards. It in-

cludes 18 direct staff positions (a staff/youth ratio of 1.
1/2 to 1), including a Director, social worker, vocational
and educational coordinators, and supervisory and line staff/
counselors. It also includes the supportive administrative/

~maintenance staff necessary to operate a residential program

plus medical/psychiatric services on ja part~time basis. This.

$50,000) and prov151onsosor famlly/cqmmunlty/after care
workers or liaisons. :
‘ This average cost is substantlal y lewexr than the average
cost of a DMH secure program ($31, OQQ g\us a ‘59
al component) and lower than a varleg OF model\ from other
jurlsdlctlons which utilize larger lnstltutlonal-type fac:ll-
ties w1th larger populatlons. : , ,
0 ‘ ,
**This flgure assumes the neeg fo& 100 "moderate” to "heavy
secure treatment positions eventhough ithe Task Force @id not
recommend that number at these levels. (See, Section IV, supra,
p.58~ 59)"L1ght" secure programs could meet some of this nee
and would be less expenslve ‘per vouth. - The Budget findings - ‘*F
earlier in this section also indicate that a qreater rellance
on’ prlvately—run secure pPrograms. ma} “educe these coLf :
. : Pk o
~ 1 , ( contlnued) > :

. . : By "o.,'
DT . R L ,

000 educaulon—” e

e

average cost excludes renovatlon/staﬁt-up costs (estimated at ¢
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i

vlnextrlcable llnk between the effectiveness,

K

» Section IV,

- tHese services.

for 75 of the existing secure detention and 1
“placements.
‘secure positions used for short-term pure detainees and assumr

;_1ng that 80% of the remaining positions-:atre ﬁllled by you»hs i

D e e

@ -83-

1978 %ppropriation includes $147,000 for DYS to provide

Since there are now no programrservices, it
was dlfflcult for the Task Force to arrive 1ndependently at
a reasonabre estlmate of this cost. Also, the amount needed
here is dlrectly related to the otner recommended 1ncreases)
and admlnlstratlve reform; ' DYS has estlmated that $500 000
would be the minimum requlred to prov1de these serv1ces
effectlvelyr Using thelr estlmate, the budget should be

increaSed’by $350,000.

;5 .’

‘Non-Secure Programs. The gaps that exist in the

[~

non-secure program and service network in the community-

- based system have been consistently noted by a:variety of

staté agencies and studies, and all members of the Task

Force, .they were a dominant theme.of the public meetings
conducted by the Tash‘Force following the issuance of the

Preliminary Report.f A, specific identification. of the needs

in thlS area should be a major pr1or1ty not only of DYS but

of all concerned with yOuth servlces kIn,terms of care and

;4\
reatment and publlc protectlon, there is anwlntegral and

\

‘quar;ty and

quantity of secure and non—secure programs jThe.maintenance‘

: of an approprlate resource barance,between these two areas”

il‘

i

{**Iootnote on P 82 contlnued) ' : ﬂ

 The figure also includes a similar average cost increase

"bind-over"
This number was de termlned,by-ellmlnatlng the

s,ﬂthereﬁore, crltlcal.

who may remain in a program for as much as 3( days. (See

h
ion in!
? these place-

e
E

Leduc

ments for pure detalnees,

s

0 Q\ ” ‘ 0:

‘ supra, p.56-57).This flgure, thlrefore, wouLd “ﬂ"
also be reduced in direct. proportion to. the

lengths of stay and an 1ncrease in the use of

L LA . St T B : - o . -
<-:} - f‘: : o
ndll a =4 SR cad
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Approximately 92% of the 1978vappropriationkincrease

was for secure programs, resulting in a ratio-of secure to

20

non~-secure program expenditures in DYS of 35%—to—65% An

increase in secure programming should not occ¢ur at the ex~:s

S A S A A DT

pense of non~secure programs nor should-® the growth level :

X3
i

w&w

of the latterﬁcontlnue~to remain static, thereby "starving"
them into extinction. 1In purely'finaroial terms; non—secore
programs of every level and tfpe'are far more economical andr s
are the appropriate placement alternagive for the overwhelm-

lng majorlty of DYS youth; only a small percéntage of the

non-s ecure\placements even approach 50% of themoost of & e
secure placement at the present time, Uéing this 3§%—to~65%L‘

as the baseline, the budget inoreases'recommended by the

Task Force for security ghould at least be proportionately c‘ s

matched by increases in non-secure program services. The

DYS budget should, therefore, be further increased by a

O

o mlnlmum of 2 GﬂnllllOn for non—secure programs*»r‘

.
- . X ~ 7 3 = g A 3
; : ¥ § Lo :
o

H

i

I

fes

\\ Yy

In sunmary, ene bndgeu lﬁYEl of DYS should be approx1—3

mately $22.5 mllllon, an 1ncrease of $2._ mllllon for secure

and $2 0 mi lllon for non-secure prodgrams, to enable DYS to
0

adequately meet the needs 1dent1f1ed by the Task Force in S

connectlon w1th securlty.

it

*Thls minimum’ flgure was calculated by flret reducrng (T
the $2 1 million budget increase for security proposed by T
the Task Force by those component increases which also T
enhance non-secure program services, i.e. pre-placement. . : »
intake centers ($300, 000) , one-half of the structured resi-"
dential programs ($250 -000) , and after-~care serv1ces ($350,000),
to $L. 20 mllllon, then applylng the 35 to 65 ratro to thatg
figure. ; % : :

¢ e

u;f
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, RECOMMENDATIONS.

; 1. Max1mum flex1b111ty in the allocatlon of re-
sources is critical to the administration of the DYS commu-
nity-based system and to ensure that these resources are
used efflclentlz and effectively. Therefore, the structure
‘and content of the DYS budget should reflect the organlza~ >
R : tlonal ‘and® program structure of the agency. The major -bud-
... get accounts should be consolidated into the primary program/
7.9 s4 7 administrative elements of the agency and restrictive account/

.+ 'and line item. approprlatlons,partlcularly for speclflc insti-
BTV BN ’tutlonal faCllltleS, should be ellmlnated '

W S “‘- 2. Consistent Wlth thls need ‘for flex1b111ty,‘
‘ ’ DYS must account specifically for its resource allocations.
:  DYS should ensure that at least one set of budget materials
g ' is prepared on an annual basis which provides a definitive
"ta~ o and ‘comprehensive overview of its budget appropriation, ex-
- ,pendltures and needs. The material should address the topics
PR analyzed by the Task Force in this section, 1nclud1ng but not
, “llmlted to.. the following prlorltv areasz: ~

sl , a. The plannlng, policies, priorities and
e ‘cost—beneflt analy51s applled by DYS to its budget
o ‘;de0151ons, : :

. ‘ “b. The amount and percentages of funds applled

e B L in each program area, including secure and non-secure

¢.  The budget source and fundlng methods for

~all program types and levels, together with the total
and average per youth costs of programs w1th1n each
level and type of care;

—-amuaneiai,

d. The program funds and balances provided .
on a reglonal ba51s, and .= S

o =y

. e. The amount and aDpllCathn of all non~
state budget funds avallable to DYS. ‘

: 2

3. In the allocatlon of its 1978 Flscal Year bud-
. get approprlatlon and any budget increases in subsequent
_ ~years, DYS should adhere to the following guldellnes, prior-
"4 .. ities and conditions in order to comply w1th the conclu51onsw'
[EEE L ;and recommendatlons of the Task Force:

- a." Ex1st1ng and new secure pPrograms should be
AT i fffunded at an annual average per youth cost of at least
.. .o .o ... .$26,000 and should comply with the secure program. stan—‘ b
T g S e ~gijdards recommended by the. Task Force. ST

i

B St P R ‘ b., The program budget should be - allocated ‘SO
Ceenmes s Vthat a maximunt’of 35% of the total funds available are
S expended on- secure programs and a mlnlmum of 659 on

: non—secure programs.. [ ,

e
T T L < J’R : T S e . o

O

S

5
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c. Each region should have a: V1able program E

balance in terms of a range of levels and types of care,
in accordance with standards established by the centralf.

offlce.

&

e

d. Except to- complj w1th (a) above, no add1~

tlonal'program funds should be expended for the ex1st»"

ing secure institutional programs or any new programs

of a similar institutional type.  DYS should also
“evaluate whether its secure program needs now and in

the future could be more effectively and efficiently SO

met if the funds expended on these facilities could

“be allocated to smaller programs geographlcally dls-'
,persed throughout the state.v

tion

e. Each of the prlorlty program areas ldentl—‘"x

fied by the Task Force should be addressed and phased-

in simultaneously with, and in proportion to, implemen=~-

tation of increases in the number offseCure plaOements.

4. DYS should contlnue and expand Ats efforts to

ensure that all of its programs - state and prrvatel;;admlnlw»
stered - are held accountable through (a) detailed r#
prior to funding or re-funding, (b) perlodlc monltéka‘q

evaluation and contract compliance reviews, (c) the appllca— i

'.}ew S

of uniform standards and cost—-effectiveness measures,

and (c) the use of "sunset" and "zerOwbased" budget prlnc1~f

ples.»

‘upon

»guldellnes in’ Recommendation

.5, To enable DYS to meet adequately the briority

-~ areas which are frltlcal to effective security, quality pro-
grams and admindil

shonld be increased from $18.4 million to approxrmately $22.5
million. Such an increase represents the maximum amount DYS
" should need for these purposes and it should be conditioned

strative reform, the approprlatlon level

S o

(a) substantial progress in lmplementlng the recommenda—»~]
tions- for administrative reform and db)'compllance with the

ation 4 above,

43 and the controls in Recommend~ L
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. °VI. THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF OTHERS

o

INTRODUCTION

The central focus and concern of the Task Force and

: thls Report is DYS and the actlons 1t should take to address

‘the lssue of securlty in the context of the communlty—based

system of care and treatment of juvenlles. DYS has the

. primary respons1blllty and most of the major changes that

‘are needed can be effected by it alone through prompt and

aggresslve admlnlstratlve action. Yet, obviously, the
admlnlstratlve and flnan01al capac1ty of DYS to. address

certain problem areas would be enhanced if approprlate;

'_support and,a551stance were ayallableefrom other agencies

‘and'officials.

In'thevcourse of its review, the Task Force‘repeatedly

' encountered problem areas which either cannot be remedied
‘by DYS alone,or,ﬁor'which it may not have the primary re-

medial responsibility. DYS is entitled to assistance from

others in these areas as a supplement'to'its-own efforts.

~ However, this traditional finding and exhortation doesnnot.

relleve DYS of 1ts resgons1b111ty, nor in any way dlvert
the focus of thlS Report It 1s-relevantfonly as. the
flnal plece in the formulation of a comprehen51ve remedy.

Thls sectlon is addressed to agencmes and offlc1als

‘ whose respectlve respon51b111t1es and jurlsdlctlon relate

to DYu. It sets forth for each one, a serles of recommendedl

‘X
actlons whlch the Task Force concluded were de51rable and .

ﬁeas1bler. The tasks are broken down thelr 1mplementatlon'

IS
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can and must be monitored. They constitute a blueprint for

~coordinated and cooperative EEEEQQ on behalf'of,DYS;

THE COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE (CCJ)

COMM@E@é: Since .1970, CCJ‘has been a critical resouroe‘,

for DYS in its efforts&to implement a de?institutiOnalized,f

communlty-based system of juvenlle correctlons.v With federal

LEAA funds, CCJ has always been on the forefront supportlng a

varlety of essential admlnlstratlve and’ program services tO"

meet emergenlng needs of the reformed system. :Many’were
innovative and experlmental such as communlty—based programs
in the early years~of the reform. Others have been comgﬁn—
satory but were funded in the absence of adequate state
appropriations. In partlcular, until mid- 1977 CCJ funded

a major portlon of the DYS secure programs. | ;

| In 1977, as a result of a reductlon 1n LEAA funds and
the adoptlon of strlct contlnuatlon/termrnatlon pollc1es’ufi

applicable to all grantees, CCJ is no longer able to fund

ness or new pro]ects which are prlmarlly compensatory but

are not funded by the state. In the Prellmlnary Report the

- of proven effectlveness should.be funded by the state and

CCJ should concentrate the resources avallable to DYS on the
g v

'fdevelopment of prototypes and models 1n key areas of the

o R L 7

Consrstent w1th the pOllCleS and objectlves of CCJ

:o

vprogects which have demonstrated Lh81r Ltlllty and effeotlve—

® Task Fot be recommended that. those DYS/CCJ prOJects whlch are ’:f

and the reform efforts DYS has 1n1t1ated, CCJ should contlnue jff7tf

e
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to givekpriority to the needs of DYS in allocating the funds
aVailable-for juvenile justiCe‘programs in 1978. The Task
Force recommendatlons could serve as the prlmary guldellnes
for CCJ plannlng and funding dec1510ns,' In addltlon, CCJ
should requlre;all grantees of juvenile justice funds to

show a reasonable and measurable connection between their

‘projects and problem areas in the DYS community-based system.

Keying grants‘to some showing of thiS‘kind would facilitate

‘Coordination among CCJ projects, result in greater systemic

- impact, and afford a baseline for evaluating projects in a

D

ran e’frOm " reVentiOn" through "rehabilitation":
g P E1

RECOMMENDATIONS. e

~

~ 1. ccJ should continue its support -of the DY¥S
communlty~based system by funding projects in areas where
experimentation, prototypes, and/or demonstration efforts
are needed. CCJ should not:continue t6 fund projects which

address areas where the need is clear and the implementation

‘method has been fully demonstrated ‘The funding for these
progects is a state or 1ocal respon51blllty

SR

VJ

2. ~CCJ should consrder the follOW1ng kinds of -
projects, all of which are the subject of recommendations
of the Task Force, appropriate for fundlng through DYS or
others agencies: (a) management reforms in key areas (e.g.
program development and evaluation, budget and data con-

" trols, and standards implementation); (b) administration
of a graded system of security; (c) quality "light" secure

programs; (4) innovative non-secure programs; (e) pre-place~
~ment and after-care program models, (£) programsvforvgirls; :
and {g) a model region. i : L

S

',3 Fundlng dec1szons for DYS each year should be

, made by a process geared to a definite time schedule begln—"
»ning no later than June 1 in order to permit a full review

"of the priorities of CCJ and DYS and CCJ guldellnes, early
~planning and the preparation of detailed- ‘proposals; ahd an

early 1dent1f1catlon by DYS of lts state budget needs for :
each flscal year.r . ; ‘

4, The federal Juvenlle Justlce Dellnquency Pre—_

: ventlon Act (JJDPA) funds provide an additional source for

‘the ‘development of community-based’ programs. CCJ and D¥S;
with the assistance of the state JIDPA Advisory Committee,
. should develop a jOlnt plan for the use of these funds for
quallty demonstratlon programs for DYS youth Tl

j!gl .-[, -Il} ‘-
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THE OFFICE FOR CHILDREN (OFC)

COMMENTS: The Office for Children (OFC) was created |

.as a special state agency to perform, in the nature of an

Y !-.pvlll,dll“‘

~ombudsman, several unique funotions regardingfpublic and

.

prlvate agenc1es prov1d1ng servzces to chlldren. ‘The regu~
latorv, quallty control advocacy, information ahd referral
functlons of OFC lnclude program licensing; local program
needs assessments, priorities and evaluation; analysis of -

' .the childrens' services budgets of state agencies; indivi-

-

dual advocacy for placements; and‘coordination.of regional"‘
- | ipter—agenoy teams. | | | | | »

| In the Prellmlnary Report, the Task FOrce'récomméndsddsdi
that OFC a551st DYS to develop standards -and methods for

monltorlng and evaluatlon, ensurp that all state/ﬁgency

kS -
i
N "

/-
programs and serv1ces’for prov1dlng chlldran ariyalso mon1~

toredF and soek to 1dentlfy avallable servlves for DYS youth\

. i . " s

- minimize dupllcatlon of services among agsncles, and focusv\

responsmblllty on SpElelC agen01es for fllllng serV1ce

gaps-~ In response, QFC has (a) prlOrltlZEd Lhe approval/

‘R Yy ey

problems of overlapplng and dupllcatlve seIV1ces, (c) devel- -

e

-

lloen51ng of DYS purchase-of—serv1ce and dlrect care programs,

-
-

ﬂ;oped plans to ass1st DYS in creatlng an 1nternal advocacy

szstem, and (d) coordlnated the evaluatlon of DYS programs

{b) 1ncluded DYS-ln OFC RegLOnal Dlrectors meetlngs to addresf:f

Pf s el . . : IO L g

, w1th OFC local counclii;/ e

;
.

S
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RECOMMENDATIONS.

e e

it

l. OFC should spec1flcally assmst DYS in the
followlng ways:

o a. Report to DYS by December l 1977
’ on the extent to which DYS secure programs comply
with existing OFC licensing and placement stand—
ards, rules and regulations;

g!gflj.!,

k b.' Designate specrflc personnel to work
with DYS and its regional offices to assist in the
implementation of program standards and monitoring
: and evaluation processes;
¢. Ensure that the OFC actively partlcl—
'pates on the DYS Adv1sory Commlttee,

d. Refuse to issue any license of any
"kind to any new DYS program unless and until lt
complies w1th OFC regulatlons. ;

L

S ' | 2. Given 1ts mandate and role, OFC should inde-
. pendently monitor the implementation of the Task Force
o 0recommendatlons by D¥S and other state agencies.

: 3. Each year, OFC should review the state budget
. _ e approprlatlons for childrens' services, 1dent1fy the major
BN X  need/deficiency areas, and report to the Governor, the

A " Legislature and the public with recommendatlons for future
actlon. :

ts
L EF
Sl

' DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH (DMH)

COMMENTS~ The Department, of.Mental Health has general

'\responsablllty for the prov1s1on of spec1allzed, profe551ona1

: mental health care and treatment servmces., A spec1f1c

”(7 B ;,‘percentage of DMH programs and services are devoted to e ]I*
§ : . | |
1 ' .

f“dxtd chlldren and young adults. Its mental health and retarda—'

tlon serv;ces for chlldren range from profe551ona1 psychla—

> care and out~reach programs, to group re51dences and in-

"‘3, . S

«-"'tr:l.c care, communlty and court mental health cl:LnJ.cs, day- o l
‘patlent fac111t1es., These serv1ces are avallable on a l[

1gtlreglonal ba51s throughout the state. i  ‘*'17 e %
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The Task Force found that there are many DYS youth in

. . ) L ) ) : . 'Tn«?
need of DMH-type services. ;The need may be short or long- ‘kl

term and may require full oﬁ'part—time attention. These'

i : ) ' ‘ Oy

youth are often those diagnosed as being "dangerous’to

‘ themselves"v DYS does not have the resources or expertise

'to address these needs nor should it seek to become a:"mlnlé

1,

'DMH" DMH should be respons&ble for provmdlng these services

!
on=a coordlnated cooperatlve basis. The allocatlon or a:

7

( /,)"} "

mlnlmal amount of DMH resources and serV1ces to DYS on a
: N
prlorlty basis for purposes f dlagn051s/assessment, short~‘

o

term re51dent1al emergency care, and long~term re51dent1al
T

placement would be of major a351stanoe. Thelr avallablllty i

\\
on a regular bas1s would mlnlmlze the potentlal for lnappro— :

priate placements and avoid aq excessive oommltment of DYS

\l
resources for services it is nPt geared to provide,

In general, DMH and DYS should have coordlnated work-k

. \1 .

ing relatlonshlps at every levél focu51ng partlcularly on,.
ﬁ~ :

'secure program development, acqess to communlty/reglonal

CllnlCS, prov1510nvof‘spec1allzed treatment services and-

'coordlnatlon and interface w1t§ﬁ urts. Such»a relation«,.ef

\

shlp should be fea51ble and mut ly benef1c1a1 because

~ of thelr common pollcles Whlch stress placement 1n the least

restrlctlve alternatlve, a prlmary empha51s on communlty—

| based care, and the 11m1ted use of a graded, multl—modal-'“

1g1ty secure program syscem.

In the past year, DMH has taken steps to respond to~

: the needs of DYS youth and to coordlnate lts efforts Wlth

fbysQ These lnclude‘_hr

S
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xproblem does not exist. DYS and the Task Force consider
effective and adequate “treatment" for most youth to con-.
'slst of humane care and maintenance, a range of program
‘services planned and geared to 1nd1v1duallzed needs and
. goals, and: admlnlstered by qualified staff. The main
: problem 1s ensurlng that these are. prov1ded. .

o
; -93=

o

. - implementation of a statewide Reglonal Ado-~

< lescent Program (RAP) flor M'severely disturbed, highly
‘assaultive adolescents", with onel2-bed unit in each of
the 7 DMH-regitns. Four of these "secure" programs are
now operatlonal and three more are scheduled for early
1978 opening dates. These programs are being developed
.on a cooperative regional inter-agency basis. DMH will
allocate at least 50% of these positions for DYS youth.*

= a commltment to assume an active second- >

ary role in DY$ secure programs in the provision of
diagnostic and evaluation services, training, and
some direct clinical services.

- the dovelopment of residential community-
based group homes for adolescents leaving secure pro-
grams, beginning in 1978.

'~ plans exist for a variety of non-secure
treatment programs ranging from pre-screening to
emergency shelter—-care which will include counselling,
training and family'serVicés. ‘These programs will be
available to DYS youth in need of mental health ser-
vices, the wvast majority of whom do not reguire secure
'placements.~ :

- - greater use of court cllnlcal personnel for
diagnostic evaluations, and increased use of community

mental health care facilities for in and out patlent
services.

4):

®

One additional area where DMH could assist DY¥S is in the
definition and regulation of "treatment" to avoid ﬁHe‘potential
for abuse‘Which may occur uﬁéér tﬁat rubric. ’This pofentiai
pfoblem exists in those limited number of'DYS cases where.
placeﬁents‘in specialized therapeutic contexts and modali-

ties‘yaykbe;appropriate‘to address specialized needs.**

*Thls DMH secure program capacity w1ll meet. the re-
commendations of the Task Force on the number of such place-
ments needed for DYS youth in need of securlty. See, Sectlon_

*%Tn the vast majorlty of DYS cases and programs, this

. &
FA
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

l. Based on the Task Force recommendations on
the Secure Placement Needs of DYS, at least 23% of the
DYS youth in need of secure placements should be in DMH
secure programs. In terms of numbers, therefore, DMH
should provide secure program placements for 29-to-38
DYS youth at any one time. | >

2. BAmong these DYS youth, placement priority
in existing DMH secure programs should go to those who are
now in (a) DYS secure programs, (b) highly specialized
and/or expensive DYS non-secure placements, and (c¢) alterna-
tive placements because of the lack of appropriate programs,
provided that such re~placements gan be made without detri-
ment to the youth's treatment progress and does not unduly
interfere with the RAP intake criteria and process. A pro- .
gress/status report on the placement of DYS youth in need o
of DMH secure care should be filed jointly by the two
agencies with the Secretary of Human Serv1ces by January 1,

- 1978.

3. Implementation plans should exist by that
date for coordination between DYS and DMH programs and
personnel at every JEVEI/ln terms of (a) the range of ser-
vices to be available to DYS programs and youth from DMH
community mental health and court clinics, and (b) the
type and nature of the dlagnostlc/assessment, shont~term
residential emergency care and long~-term treatment services
and resources that will be available.

4. DMH, through the D¥S A551stant Commissioner
for Clinical Services, should assist and participate with
DYS in (a) the development dnd evaluation of "treatment”
plans, modes and standards; (b) the training of personnel
and (c) evaluating the placement decisions and review
efforts of the secure placement team. Y

THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELEAREv(DPW)

COMMENTS : TherDepartment of Public Welfare administers

a comprehen51ve ramlly and child welfare program 1nvolv1ng

approx1mately 30,000 chlldren, The DBPW OFrlce of 8001al

~ Services (OSS), in addltlon to prov1d1ng direct support

serv1ces, day care’ and counselllng for families in crisis,
and monltorlng~the DPW purchase-of~serv1ce program, has

spec1f1c statutory respon51b111ty for/care<and serv1ces to

,abused neglected or abandoned chlldren. vAppr0X1mately

LT

Y
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8,000 children are in the care df 088, including foster

care, adoption services, protection and care, and Children

I
i

in Need of Services (CHINS). 5

The primary recommendation to DPW in the Preliminary
Rebort was that the responsibility and jurisdiction for the
placement and care of CHINS on detention status be trans-
ferred from DYS to DPW/0SS. In the summer of 1976, at the
urging of the Commissioner of DYS, the Secretary of Human
Services took administrative action to begin the transi-

tion, with the agreement of DPW, and transferred $600,000

from the DYS 1978 budget regquest te DPW. Nevertheless, the

planning and transition process was agonizingly slow and

marked by bureaucratic obstacles, delays and warnings of

dire qqpsequencesﬁfo the children involved. However, in

early 1977, the new leadership at 0SS committed itself to
thé transiti;n which, in coordination with DYS, occurred

on July 1, 1977.

'The transfer of responsibility will not sclve the

administrative and placement problems and issues posed by

CHINS cases. These cases are often, by their nature,

tricky and complicated and there is a continuing problem of
'adequate funding. However, the transfer is consistent wiih

the statutory purpose of de-criminalizing the status offenses

underlying a CHINS petition and will assist DYS administra-
tively by limiting its placement responsibilities to youths
charged with delinquency offenses.

The CHINS issue is just one example of a range of

common concerns which exist between these two agencies
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which shquld be approached in a uniform way whenever possible.
Other examples include: assessment and placement practices;
monitoring/evaluation procedures and standards for private,g
community-based programs; the approprlate use of foster-
home placements; approaches and pollcles in addressmng
families; developing effective relationships/liaisons with
courts; and evaluating the possible stigma of a plaéement
mix involving youths with different legal statuses.

The duplication, conflicts and gaps that may exist

because DYS and DPW often act separately in the same arena

=

dan be remedied effectively and expeditiously without a
méjor structural re-organization. The primary need is for

a strong and firm insistence on inter~agency coordination

in appropriate areas and the exercise of administrative
authority by the respective Commissioners and the Secretary
of Human Services. Such action woéid positively impact most
of the problems that exist, while preserving the discrete

and unique mandate and role of each agency in relation to.the
children/youth committed to its care. |

RECOMMENDATIONS :

1. DYS and DPW should continue to coordinate their
efforts in implementing the transfer of CHINS detention to
DPW. Both agencies should periodically evaluate and report
on the progress and problems of the transition, including
whether the transfer of CHINS results in an increased number
of delinquency proceedings in this area.

2. The DYS and DPW placement policies and pxoce~
dures, program standards and the methods used to hold pri-
vate programs accountable, should be uniform and coordlnated,
consistent with the independent mandate of each agency, in
order to minimize duplication, conflicts and gaps in each of
these areas. .

3. The Social Services Policy Planning Committee
established by +the Secretary of Human Services affords a
useful vehicle for addressing these and other matters which
require coordlnated system-wide, 1nter—agency approaches.

o
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However, to be effective, it must have the capacity to act
expeditiously on a wide range of issues.

THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (DED)

COMMENTS : The Task Force has repeatedly streseed the
need for DYS to upgrade the quality and expand the quantity
and variety of the educational and vocational services and
programs avai;able for youth at every program level. The
state Department of Education has the reguletory authority
to ensure that state and local agencies pfoviding educa=-
tional services comply with the applicable laws. It also
Qrovides technical resources, assistance and expertise and,
in sometcases, funds to theee agenciee.

The delivery of educational and vocational services by

DYS programs is not a simple matter. It requires a capacity

to make competent professional judgments about the range

and type of services that should be available and the staff
and fuhding resources which are needed for effective imple~q
mentation. Further, DYS programs mustkbe able to utilize
local educational agency (LEA) programs and resources in
appropriate cases and effect'the necessary linkages. The
diversity of the DYS programs and youth population com-
pounds these probiems.

In the Preliminary Report, the Task Force identified a
variety o£ areas where action by DED could be of most imme-
diefe assistance. These included implementing Chapter 766
programs, monitoring and evaluating educational programs,
technical assistance in program development and standards,
the provision of a variety of resoﬁrces to progfems, and

staff training. To date, DED has taken the following action:

, ,
;
* . . . ‘:
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- to ensure the stability of a fixed educational
budget, DED will establish special education programs in
gseven DYS secure programs for one year with federal funds,
in the course of fiscal year 1978.

~ in monitoring the special education programs
of LEAs, DED will attempt to monitor specifically the ser-
vices provided by LEAS to appropriate DYS youths compared
with the actual number of referrals made by DYS o the
respective LEA. DED will attempt to ensure that there is
a DYS liaison in each of its regional offices to assist
DYS in obtaining LEA cooperation.

- DED will assist DYS in having LEAs assume their
appropriate responsibilities for the funding and implementa-
tion of educational programs under Chapter 766 for eligible
DYS youth in foster, group home or residential secure or
non-secure programs. .

- DED, through Project CORE, has assisted DYS$S in
the design and implementation of a pilot project for edu-
cational services for DY¥S secure programs. An operational
prototype is in place at Roslindale which may prove to pe
a model for all DYS residential programs.

- To ensure more comprehensive and better quality
programs, the Division of Occupational Education will fund
certain vocational educational programs fox DYS youth.

While DYS clearly has the primary responsibility for pro-
viding educational services, DED has the necessary expértise;'
The complexity of the problem, combined with the critical need
for improved educational services, requires theﬂinvolvement

and assistance of DED.

RECOMMENDATIONS: '

Y

1. DES c'houlci assist DYS by (a) providing in-sexr-
vice orientation and training on Chapter 766, the CORE process,
and the criteria and methods foxr establlshlng linkages with
LEAs; (b) identifying the funding and othex serv1ces/resources
available from thé¢ LEAs or DED; and (¢) ensuring that liaisons
exist to provide assistance in problem p“ﬁglutlon.

Y &

2. DED should advise DYS of all programs certified
for LEA 766. placements. DED should ensure that certified
programs comply with DED regulations and are periodically
monitored.

3. The DED fundlng £or special educational services
in DYS secure programs should be #vailable to all program
types, not just the state~run programs in lnstltutlonal faci-
lities. o

&
[



S ‘ 4. DED should contlnue to provide technlcal ass1st—
o R ance, and fundlng where appropriate, to DYS for:

fead

By monltorlng and evaluatlng the educa-
tlonal/occupatlonal components of ex1st1ng DYS o
programs.‘ -
s b developlng standards, performance
measures and cost gurdellnes for viable program
componentsﬂl

!

: . assessing the klnds of programs
and ‘services that reasonably can and should
R ' be provided by each level and type of DYS pro—
e RN gram, and :

d. §évelop1nq and implementing proto-
type educatlonal and occupatlonal components.

: 5. DED should prov1de technlcal assrstance for
“ : e a jOlnt progect to develop and implement within one year a
IR AR ~"™anified plan for educatlonal and vocatlonal serv1ces for
S DYS youth. t \

o L ""‘\\,
THE JUVENILE COURTS AND PROBATION

. " ‘ )
o R ' - : . s

COMMENTS#NkThe'juvenile’courts; probation and DYS have -

a special and inter-dependent relationsﬁip;withﬂrolesiaad

”;vresponsibilities that are'central‘in the adminiifration>of

i
:
i
i::l; o s¢ the juvenlle justice system. Tt is critical that theseb' : l ll’
i | ‘ | actors Work out methods for productlvely coordlnatlng thelr l
‘ relatrgishlps and addressrng‘the problems,‘lssues and con-
| cerns that ex:.st, many of Wh.'LCh are common to each. | I
. The Task Force recommendatlons focus in large part on- l
f,substantlve and procedural changes in DYS whlch Wlll 1f
;0 } ‘mplemenl_ed remedy many of the problems identified by the. l
‘ .lcourts and<probatlon, and@result in greater accountablllty,y‘

fbétter communlcatlon and closer coordlnatlon. 'A 31mllar

'.J!klnd of comprehens1ve revlew of the adm:) stratlon of the' e 'lllf
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Courts (Boston, Worcester, Springfield and'Bristol Coﬂgty),,

tion or treatment purposes.**

,_effected admlnlstratlvely.

,,tlon to act or to act;

~100~

fie court and probatlon system would also be de51rabre ' ‘~‘:]

but lt is clearly beyond the bounds or capacity of thls'

Task Force.* However, the Task Force has noted some of the

’general problems and issues DYS eﬂcounters in 1nterfa01ng

wwlth the court system and over which DYS ‘has no control
l.; Iin the Commonwealth's two tiered, de~centrallzed

courthystem,‘ghere are fourfsgeolally~created Juvenlle :

g

some 70 juvenlle SeSSlonS in the dlStIlCt courts, an Appell- i

ate D1V151on of the Boston Juvenlle Court, -and juvenlle

se551ons in each of fourtéen County Superlor‘Courts. ’EaCh‘ SRS d*
of these courts has a juvenile probatlon offlce These ‘ :

reographlcally dlspersed courts and probatlon offlces are

the initial 1ntake pornt for DYSxand they determlne the

number;and type of youths to be,:ommltted to DYS for deten—'

25 As a~practical matter;

*The excellent- report of the Governor s Select Commlttee
on Judicial Needs -in 1976 (The Cdx Committee) identifies a

~ number of the general problems of the Massachusetts court

- system and proposes a structural reorganlzatlon of the Judi~
ciary. However, it does not reviéw the juvenile court and *
probation system in detail noxr suggest changes that can be

B .

i

*FTIn the Prellmlnary Report, the Task Force urged juvenlle

',courts to recognize the reality that there are limits to the

capacity of DYS to address the problems and needs - of . every youth S
eligible for DYS detentlon or treatment who is in need of assrst—hﬁ,

. ance, eventhough no other resource is available. Just as D¥S
- must rationalize its secure program intake process, so ‘the

courts and probation must attempt to. ensure that- their commltf‘
ment practlces are as unlform as- p0351ble, ‘both at the time of

- a first commitment and- at the p01nt where adult crlmlnal pro-g5]f1°

ceedings are required.
by courts for the fallure

3,
)



_Probatioﬁ, and the Commissioner of Probation,‘appear o be’
" more theoretical thankreal ‘ Inevitably, each court differs,

; often dramatlcally, in terms of demands and expectatlons of

| entlrely approprlate, that each court, judge and probatlon

f[%general or widespread, can be addressed or resolyed, in most
: . h, . .
rather than on a system-wide basis.
lstatutory framework and approach to juvenile'corrections,
cial consensus"is often fostered andﬁenhanced by a surpris-‘
lng lack of understandlng by judges and probatlon offlcers

aof the DYS system, how it is admlnlstered the range and

otype of programS'avallable on a statew1de basis, and_the

- defWciencies the Task Force has identified in7DYS§0 The'im—t

;1fls almost four tlmes that of DYS _Wh;le thereﬁare"several.

~101-

,LDYS, and lnycommltment and detentlon practlces. This "system"'

o . : ‘ .
laoks‘uniform, coordinated, commonly:understood and~aCCepted

poliéies)'guidelines and standards; It is a fact, even if

department has dlfferent approaches to most, if not all
phases of dellnquency and commltment proreedlngs. Any cdn—

cerns, complalnts, or problems DYS may have, no matter how
cases, only by each individual court and probation office
3. Wiile there is a general support for the present

there are strong, dissenting voices.ﬁ The absence of "judi-'

llmlted amount of DYS*" flscal resources,
4._ Many of these problems could be remedled by an
effectlve probatlon system. Yet, thls system seems to

\)

suffer»from almost,exactly‘the,same kinds of administrative,

pact on the effectlveness of the juvenlle justlce system,v'“

4vahlle less v1s1ble and dramatlc, is of a greater magnltude«'

¥
=

di~ since the number of youths for whlcb probatlon is respon51ble E
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. the Juvenlle Courts are- 1nvolved 1n thls process as welle-ff'

102~

. R

"model" juyenile'probation offices and of#icers,\the absenCe'."
of a: stateW1de system subject to centrallzed controls pre— o

cludes a general 1mplementatlon of the competency and qualltyyﬁy

standards set by these departments. g

f5. The“quallty and competencewof the prosecutlon<and

defense in juvenile cases varles markedly. The need for,

»able, knowledgeable counsel on. both sides wvth spe01al ex—‘v,y;

pertlse in the juvenlle area is partlcularly 1mportant.p’A"

lack cf competent representatlon of thefCommonWealth and the‘,

youth affects not only publlc protectlon and due process,*'h
but also the roles courts, probatlon.and DYS perform, many
of Wthh are the respon51blllty of counsel,-

RECOMMENDATIONS:>

l.' DYS should ensure that juvenlle courts and

,probatlon officers are regularly and routinely advised

as to placement decisions both in detention and treatment,

and that probation officers and the information and knowledge
they have about individual youths are included in the assess~
ment/placement process. The probatlon departments and courts
- .must actlvely partlclpate 1n reV1ew PIOCESSGS of thls type.

2. The Chlef Justlce of the. Dlstrlct Pourts and

'the Comm1551oner of Probation shouldkmeet with the Comm1—*~

ssioner of DYS to develop methods for ensuring a review of

 common problems and issues and the particular problems of

eachvon‘a.regularfand.expedited basis. It should be the
responsibility of the Chief Justice and Commissioner of %
Probation to ensure that appropriate representatlves of

3; The Chlef Justlce and the Comm1551oner of

* Prdbation should ‘endeavor. to ensure that procedures and

practlceq of juvenile courts and probation offices are-”

“as unlrorm and conSLStent as p0351ble.

5, ' : e

4.k ‘The Dlstrlct Attorneys of the Commonwealth

uashould prQV1de full- tlme prosecutors for all juvenile -

courts and sessions.  Several model prOJects have been
funded by CCJ with LEAA funds, These models should be

‘\_generally applled, and funded by the state.‘ R

&



g

T quallty defense services to the poor in the Commonwealth,
‘developed by the Massachusetts Defenders Commlttee, Greater

;Boston Legal Serv1ces and others."

"partlcularly in cases involving youths held in secure place-
- ments pending trlal, dlSpOSltlon or bind- over proceedangs.

jaddressedfwh;ch are the exclﬁsive'responsibility of +the
and‘proposed‘legislatiVe\amendments'affecting,the'statutory

o ,the Task Force on the budgetary needs of DYS are ‘detailed in

~Sectlon v of this Report *
‘legislature‘tWO~generic types of proposals whicn would, ifu

'enacted 51gn1flcantly alter the statutory jurlsdlctlon,

structure and framework of DYS *%

i( permlt or mandate juvenlle courts in approprlate cases to

‘vorder DYs-to place;youths ln speclf;c facr;rtles~or programs

ylntended to be broadly descrlptlve only, not judgmental or

v-103-f
°%; 5. Whlle part of an overall problem of providing
the resources needed to ensure competent representation by

defense counsel in all juvenile proceedings must be provided
by the state. The methods and models have already been

‘6.‘ Efforts must be made to limit court delays,

THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATURE

COMMENTS- There are two‘areas the Task'Force has
Governor and the’Legislature:. The DYS budget appropriation

jnriSdiction of DYS. The comments and recommendations of

BN In terms~of‘leg1slatlon, there are now pending in the

Ehe Judiclal Senten01ng proposals would eliminate‘the

exclusive'placement'jurisdiction of DYS oVer youthskcommitted 2

by courts for detentlon or care and treatment.k They wou1d~

for prescribedyperiods of~time;"These‘proposals addresS con-

E ag, pa 61

**The ‘summaries of the two proposals Wthh follow are-

deflnltlve., The summaries are provided prlmallly as a. frame
of reference for the subsequent comments. :



'adequacy of the DYS placement process, partlcalarly 1n terms

- merger with some or all of the parts of other state agencies

‘;For example, 1n terms of publlc protectlon, the statlstlcs on

ki} rlghts, lb 1s more equltable, falr and humane.,

Lo-104- '“ ’
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cerns about the acdountability’othYS'to the courtsrand the -

of security and publlc protectlon.

The Reorganization proposals_wouldiinclude DYS ih al

prov1d1ng serv1ces to chlldren and/or famllles.‘ Tﬁey Woﬁido
eliminate DYS as ‘an lndependent state aqency deallng solely
with youths lnvolved in dellnquency proceedlngs in the juvenlle
justlce system. These proposals.seek to,femedy the dupllca~ f;
tion, gaps and jurlsdlctlonal confllcts Wthh exzst in the |

state seerce dellvery system and to achleve a system,whlch

"is more coordinated, efflclent,fcomprehensive and accountable."°

In evaluating both types of legislation, the;fbllowing

consmderatlons are relevant,

;l. They would radlcally alter the concept and role of

DYS. The present statutory scheme ls the product of a major

- reform effort. It represents a ploneerlngfapproach to juvenlleVﬁ'

5correctlons, not slmplv an alternatlve form of serV1ce dellvery

or sentenc:mng;1 The concept lS a v1able one whlch affords a. o

unlque and reallstlc opportunlty to balance and accommodate"f*

competlng concerns and 1nterests.‘,ln addltlon, in splte of

,admlnlstratlve weaknesses, the DYS system.appears to- compare

favorably W1th youth correctlonal systems in every other state.»i,f75

juvenlle crlme, v1olence and rec1d1v1sm 1nd1cate no 51gn1f1cant

‘differences~1n Massachusetts;vln flscal terms, the DYS system

©

is more efflclent and economlcal 'and in terms of fundamental

4 REER
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' ‘and issues that must be addressed now. - It nelther ensures, ';

2. Legislationalone is not a panacea for the problems l

nor is it a substltute for, 1ncreased resources and expedltlous

‘ adm:LnJ.strat:Lve reform. In fact, leg:.slat::.on may postpone actlonsl

ot that can and must !be taken, regardless of the nature of the DY¥YS

system,‘ and 1t coula compound the problems that ex:.st." The

pr:LorJ.ty and effort requlred for adm:l_nlstratlve reform Wlll ; |
p _
b4= subsumed by' -the demands and details involved in implementing

n e:t.ther a merger of agenc:.es or judicial sentencing orders

' F‘urther, the agenc:.es which may be 1nvolved in a merger dwarf

DYS in size and have s:.mllar, if not greater, adnlnlstratlve

iyely to sp’ecific placement'Orders emanating’ from more than 70 |

‘autonomous courts utilizing different sentencing triteria and

standards.

3. The concerns and objectlves of the re-organlzatlon and

| bkjudlClal sentenc:.ng leglslatlon can be addressed ‘and achleved

_w:Lthout statutory changes. There is no qu.estlon that there are

| Its performance can be readlly monltored and evaluated In “’

',th:.s context, the leglslatlve proposals seem premature ' ‘ l

_‘,problems; and DYS clearly lacks the capacity to respond effect~ I ‘

'problems in the present system and that the leglslatlve proposals

raise ,lng.'t.:Lmate issues and ‘concerns.‘ Yet all of them have been ” l 2

&

‘identified by thefTaskaorce; each one has been addressed dlrect—‘“

ly i,nthe recommend.ations in this Report; and these recommenda-f .

tions can be substantially implemented by prompt _administrative ;
"aCtion by, RYS ,and ‘others. ,/DYS is fully cOgniZant "of the con- ' '

‘cerns and has begun to respond to the ‘Task Force reconunendat:.ons.

i
i
i
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RECOMMENDATIONS'

1. The budget approprlatlon for DYS should be
increased to $22.5 million for the reasons and purposes
detailed in the Budgetary Needs of DYS, Section V of this
Report '

2. Legislation modlfylng the exclusive place~i'
ment jurlsdlctlon/authorlty of DY¥S, or merging DY¥S with
other agencies, should not be enacted unless substantial
progress, by prompt administrative action in implementing = -
the recommendatlons of this Report, is not made w1thln one
year. -

3. The Secretary of Human Services and the Commis-
sioner of DY¥S should submit a report to the Governor and
Legislature on,or<pe;ore January 1, 1978, detailing the
actions and progress of DYS and others. '

&
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION

The primary objective of the Task Force has been to
- offer the collectivé,wisdom and best judgment of its members
to‘the‘CommissiQner in an advisory_capacity, Witﬁ the sub-

mission of this Report, the Task Force concludes its work.

“As has beén‘noted'repeatedly, this Reportyconstituteska feas-

Aible’aCtion'agénda for DYS and others. Therefore, this final
"séCtion'is éddressed solely to the responsibiiity for imple-
‘mentation. FIt is short but it is~probably‘the most important
section of all.
‘There are three critical implementation“roles and levels
7'of‘résponéibility: N
vg}ggg, the“primary responsibility for implementation of
all-thé”tecommendatiéns,in this Report rests squarély on DYS
and specificélly on the Commissioner. DYS has Egg‘ctitical
interest and stake in,ﬁhe fesults. The Cbmﬁiséioner’should
- ,pfépare~and_impi§ment a'cne;year plan to‘addresé every
rebomméndaﬁion, including,those:add:essed to other agencies
" and officials. |
|  Second,'the performande 6f DYS and gpe Commissionér in
fulfiliing their primary responsibilities Will.be influenced
by regular reV1ew and oversight by credlble off101als with
 td1rect llne respon51blllty The Secretary of Human Services
alone. has ‘the 1nterest, competence and authority. to fulflll
vthis responsibility. The Secretary is also in.a posmtlon

o C’j & L ‘
- to 1n51st u?if and e;fect the kind of 1nter-agency admlnl—’

s stratlve assy tance requlred to make "coordlnatlon" an
'actlon worézlnstead of a bureaucratlc explanatlon for an

lnablllty to act.' -
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ggigg, there is é legitimate néed for an ihdependent}
advisory perspective in the implementation process. ~ The
statutory DYS Adviéory gcmmittee should f£ill this role.
Itkhas not done so .in the past; and it will be an ﬁnﬁeceSSafy
appendage in the fﬁture unless it is radically re—organizéd.
It must have the capacity to serve DYS as ah ally and advisecr,
an independent but cfedible‘and informed monitor, and a

constructive critic with clout. The key to its effectiveness

- will be (a) the qualitykof the public membérs\appointed.by‘

the Governor and the individuals designated to‘represent the
agencies,. (b) the commitment of time and energz'each'member
makes to the task at hand, and (c) the competencé of théf o
staff the Commissioner assigns to the Committeei ’. |
The performance of this triad,;joinﬁly ané §ave£aily,

will be the single most impoftant factor in determining ' <

" whether the hopes of the Task Force will be reglized.otywhether‘ 

this Report will be relegated to a library shelf as one more

"study" relic. The future of DYS will be affected~eith§r

way.
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APPENDIX

The Task Force Process

The Preliminary and Final Reports are the products of
a process which was designed to provide practical advice and
credible assistance to the Commissioner of DYS on the issue
of security. The process required the active part1c1patlon
of every member. Itidrew upon the collective experience and
expertise of a group of individuals representing a cross-
section of perspectives on DYS and the issue of security.
The result is a comprehensive set of recommendations which
build within and upon the existing community-based approach
and framework, a system which can be implemented, supported,
monitored and held accountable.

‘This Appendix summarizes the elements of the process as

- background for this Report. It may serve as a useful guide

for others undertaking similar efforts. However, neither
the Report nor this Appendix can adequately describe the
spirit and dynamic which permeated the Task Force process,
the educational and sensitizing value of the experience,
and the mutuail respect and credibility that emerged from
the interaction of the members.

Issues and Objectives

In furtherance of its general mandate, the Task Force
identified a set of specific objectives and issues, based
on interviews with the individual members and discussions
in plenary sessions in April, 1976. They included the
following:

*Definition of the terms related to security and
a determination of the types of youths who are appro-
vpriate for secure placements;;

" *The number and type of sacure detentlen and
treatment programs DYS needs,

*The appropriate criteria, procedures and stan-
dards for determining entry into, and exwt.from, a
- secure setting of any kind;

*The appropriate size, location and physical
attributes of any secure program;

*The program care and treatment content and
staffing gupport which should be required in any
secure program;

i

2 N T S .
e CONEG - -



‘

: \ : !

+

A-2

*A substantive and procedural statement of the
rights of youths placed in secure settings and of
the obligations of DYS toward them;

*The fiscal implications and impact of any se-
cure program system or policies.

*The appropriate roles and responsibilities of
other agencies and officials.

The Task Force was determined to arrive at its conclu~

-sions and offer its advice - whatever that might be and in

whatever form - as quickly as p9531ble. It set a target
date of July 1, 1976.

The Preliminary Phase

‘The Task Force held its first plenary session on
April 15, 1976. It held its final plenary session on
the findings and recommendations of its subcommittees on
July 8. On-that date, it approved the preparation of the
Preliminary Report by the Chairman. Between April 15 and
July 8, the Task Force met in plenary session tliree times
and. each of the subcommittees met at least once a week
for six weeks.¥* )

R e

\l , .
The first three plenary sessions were devoted /o @
general topics which included:

- an overview of the structure and procedures
.of DYS with specific reference to its present secure
system and programs and DYS' analysis of problem
areas;

~ a presentation by each Task Force member of
his/her perspective on the key issues fa01ng DYS and
the Task Force; and
- a review ofLDYS' information on the' profiles
of youth presently in secure programs, together with
an assessment of the present policies relating to
them.

- ¢ e N , . '
The remaining plenary sessions involved discussion and re-

view of subcommittee reports.

The Task Force divided itself intp three prlmary sub~
committees: Secure Detention, Secure Treatment, and Data

R

*These sessions averaged at‘least three hours each dgd 7
the average attendance was between 80-90%. Summaries of eac@

“meeting were distributed to all members of the Task Force.

L
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and Definitional Overview.* FEach Subcommittee included
a reporter and DYS staff participants with specific respon-

 sibility in the subject area. The subcommittees on Secure

Detention and Secure Treatment had a two-part agenda:

First, educate themselves about, and analyze, the
present “procedures, policies, programs and structure
of DYS in each of the areas. Each subcommittee held
meetings on the sites of at least two of the DYS pro-
grams; heard presentations from program and DYS staff;
reviewed material generated by DYS at the request of
the subcommittee; and discussed their observations.

Second, based on their review and evaluation of
the current situation, they were to provide the Task

. Force with operational recommendations for action by
DYS. '

The substantial overlap and commonality of the findings and

-recommendations in each area was indicative of the consensus
~that emerged based on this review and deliberation.**

The primary objective of the subcommittee on Data and
Definitional Overview was to provide a framework for the
empirical review and recommendations of the other subcom-
mittes by

- defining the key terms and analyzing the data
dvailable on youth presently viewed as needing secure
settings by DYS and by others, including the courts;

~ developing criteria and profiles which could
be used to determine the number of secure placements
needed; and

Y,

*There was also a subcommittee on Young Women whose mem-
bers also served on one of the other subcommittees. They met
twice. Their conclusions were (a) that the separate existence
of a subcommittee on this subject sanctioned the continued
separate, second-class treatment of the needs of girls in DYS;

.(b) the issues and problems were intimately tied to the gen-

eral ones being examined by other Task Force subcommittees
and should be addressed as part of this systemic reform; and
(c) the general needs of young women in DYS should be the
subject of a review lndependent of this Task Force.

**The subcommlttee reports ‘were products of the Task Force
members based on the summaries of their meetings and discus-
sions.  The Task Force had no paid or full-time staff. The
staffing/reporting function was performed by members of the

‘staffs of the Commissioner and the Attorney General, both of
whom-accorded priority to the Task Force effort and encouragea

individuals with other primary respOnsibilities to devote as
much time as possible to this work. The absence of a formal
staff requlred full participation by members. It worked, how-

ever,‘only because the members were commltted enough to 1nvolve
thenselves this way. .
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- analyzing the budgetary impact of a v1able secire
program system.

This subcommittee was most directly affected by (a) the ab-
sence of any reasonable or useful form of commonly accepted
definitional principles, standards or policies and (b) the
paucity of reliable and adeguate data, information and/or
profiles on youth in or out of DYS who may need secure set-
tings. They recommended the definitional principles and
framework. However, in the time available, and given the
need for administrative reform articulated by the other sub-
committees, any reasonable numbers projections or budget-
ary analyses were impossible,

The Task Force determined that & report should be pre-
pared and issued based on this three-month effort. The
35-page Preliminary Report reviewed and analyzed in detail
the status and problems of the DYS administration of its
secure program system and made more than 70 specific recom-
mendations for change * By collective agreement, the Task
Force continued in existence to address matters which were
not fully resolved or covered given time constraints, din-
sufficient information, or the need to await DYS' response
to recommendations.

The Final Phase

The Task Force reconvened in September, 1976, and set
the following agenda for the second phase of its work:

- Monitor the response of DYS to the Prellmlnary
Report; . o

- Conduct a series of public hearlngs on that
Report;

- Determine, based on its own s+udy, the number
of secure placements DYS needed, u51ng the Prellmlnary
Report as thﬂ framework;

- Analyze the budgetary impact -of the Task FOICu
regommendations; . . b

" = Review what other agencies and oftlclals could
reasonably do to assist DYS.

*The Report was drafted’ by thae Chalrman.‘ It took about
three weeks on a full-time basisg, wsth the full-time assist~
ance of Susan Stone, then a volunteer attorney in the Depart~

ment of the Attorney General.

,,,,,
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- 'the study on the secure placement needs of DYS. They met at

- The Task Force hoped to concldde itsework within siy months.‘

',drafts of each section of the flnal report.¥*

c\ The Secure Detentlon.and Treatment suboommlttees had a

’,pThe subcommlttee reviews were the ba51s for the approach taken

@ | The Data and Deflnltlonal subcommlttee, with a reVlsed

. final phase not directly covered in the Final Report. They

- childrens services network at the regional and local levels
- were invited to discuss the. Prellmlnary Report and té pro-

EUR RN

‘ tions of the Task Force took a smgnlflcant amount of time
- from March through early June, 1977. The budget section was

SAON
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During this phase, the Task Force and the subcommittees
each met only once a month. The plenary sessions were devoted

to (a) the implementation performance of DYS, (b) the response

of other agenc1es to the preliminary recommendations made to
‘them, (c) interim subcommittee reports, and (d) reviews of

hree«part agenda in thls\phase~

- review the 1mplementatlon efforts of DYS in
each area and prov1de adv1ce on spec1f1c problem areas;

.\\

““,v - ﬁurther reflne the prlorlty areas which should
- be addressed~ and \

e develop recommendations on the budget needs of
. DYS in each area based on program- prototypes developed
‘to meet Task Force standards. '

by the Task Force .in each area., .

'membershlp, undertook the development and implementation of

least: once a week. In addition, small, three-person special
~subcommittees were formed to develop specific‘recdmmendations
for action by each of the agencies and officials identified
in the Preliminary Report. Each such subcommittee included
a T/sk Force member’who represented the agency - addressed

L

The publlc meetlng results were the only aspect of the

‘dld, however, 1nfluence the outcome of the Task Force review.
on the issue of security. Public meetings were held in
‘three areas of the state during the Fall of 1976. Represen—
tatives of all segments of the juvenile justlce system and

vide thelr views on the 1ssues belng addressed by the Task
Force. el , ‘

~ *Finalizing the substantive conclusions and recommenda~—

‘difficult because of,the problems- in obtalnlng firm figures
and analyzing present expenditures. The section on the re-

j‘sponslbllltles of others consumed-an inordinate amount of tlme»”*
‘_because it was obviously far easier for the Task Force to -
agree on critiques of DYS- than to agree on comments. and recom—_‘
- mendations that were impliedly critical of agencies and offi-

als represented on the Task Force, or. whlch would requlre :
ﬁ
~ b (contlnued) : o e , «
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. These meetlngs conformed tqét (a) the Task Force con~,
sensus on the issue of gecurity is uniformly shared at the
regional and local level, (b) the TaskiForce had considered,

reviewed and addressed almost every issue and probleém 1dent1— '
ﬁfled, and (c) its membership fairly. represented .the perspeo— :

tives and interests of the system. In' addition, the Task
Force concluded that this public meeting format: should be =
used on a regular basis by the Commissioner of DYS and the

- heads of other agen01es gs a method of communwcatlon.b'

~Conolusion~

i

The process used may not havo been perfeot but 1t does

have several positive aspects whlcn appear to be unigque.
The -Report is clear to those to whom it is directed and it

is ‘the product of the members .themselves. They have invested

heavily in it and, since they are all a part of the system in:

which DYS must functlon, they are in a position to evaluate

the response to it. It does  represent.a consqnsus - one-

. forged out of a process of debate, dlscuSSLOnj disagreement -
" and a common concern. ~No one member agrees WLth the Report:
;1n in all respects. Honest disagreements remai
members respected each other and the process enough to agree .

"However, the
on the major substantlve aspects. Finally, at bottom, the

of the participants. This Task Porce had no peers. They

~were, and continue to be, an invaluable resource ‘to DYS.

$ : : S Ll L L
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(*contlnued from page A~5) e g e

action by them, instead of just DYS. waever, the longest ST L
~delay was the respon51b111ty of the Chalrman._ The drafting -
- of a final product which. adeqliately presented the comprehen~\5r.

‘sive work of the Task:Force, oh- a- part~t1me basis amidst S ,

other pressing time demandss and w1thout a full-time a551stant?‘j_:;z:

s1mply took much longer than anyone reasonablg ant1c1pated :

e ,'A'm;‘ s

Zo

el

“success of any process depends on the quality and dedlcatlon“"'v'
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