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Introduction

The Juvenile Offender Project is one component of Renewal
Unlimited, a multi-funded work experience program in Sauk
County. Renewal Unlimited is located in Baraboo, Wisconsin
and is directed by Ron Sommer. The program has been in
operation since April of 1977.

According to their program brochure, Renewal Unlimited is
described as follows:

"Renewal Unlimited, Inc. is a job training program that
provides rehabilitation services to people and houses.
We seek rundown housing and restore it to a good quality,
marketable structure. The property is then sold at no
profit to low or moderate income families. In addition,
we offer home maintenance and winterization services

to low income/elderly individuals.

Aside from improving the physical appearance of the
community, we take unskilled and hard to employ
individuals and offer them a systematic and structured
training program in the building trades and related
fields. We promg te their employment potential by not
only increasing 7he1r basic work skills but through the
offering of an opportunlty to complete their basic
education. Incorforatlng this special blend of work
experience and GED attainment in our program provides
the individual with a more positive self awareness of
their ability to change his/her situation. Using a
group format for peer support, the indiwvidual trainee
learns to emphasize strengths and minimize weaknesses
in seeking these alternatives."
The Juvenile Offender Project offers two primary sexrvices to
juvenile clients: 1) a work experience program, and 2) an £
individualized General Educational Development (GED)
educational program. Throughout the training process
juveniles each receive a $2.65 per hour stipend. The
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice (WCCJ) funds pay this
stipend for four juvenile client slots; the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA) and/or Division of
Corrections (DOC) pay this stipend for the other clients.
This grant also pays a portion of staff salaries for clientks

not receiving DOC funds.

The project began receiving WCCJ funds in April of 1978 under
the program area addressing local dispositional alternatives
(Grant #78-15C(9a)-5C~06~7). The first-year approved fundlng
level was $70,000 (federal - $63,000; state - $3,500;

match -~ $3, 500) w1tn the followmng budget breakdown: i
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- Additionally, in cooperation with the Division of Corrections,

]
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Personnel costs $41,498
Tralué\\costs 12,402
Travel costs 5,200
Equipment costs 5,300
Supplies/Operating costs 3,800
Professional Services/Contracts 1,800 1

The project is currently seeking second-year funding in

Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice (WCCJ) Subprogram .
9A-Local Dispositional Alternatives (Grant #79-9A-SW-3299-9).

The amount of funds being requested is $70,089 (federal -

$56,071; state - $3,112; match -~ $10,906) with the following

budget breakdown:

Personnel costs $47,380
Trainee costs 11,023
Travel costs 5,360
Equipment costs NA

Supplies/Operating costs 4,526
Professional Services/Contracts 1,800

In addition to WCCJ funds, the Renewal Unlimited program,
receives funding support from a number of other sources:

- CETA Title I - Adult Work Experience Program ($179,000);
- CETA Title I - On-Job-Training ($64,000);
- CETA Title III - Youth Community Conservation Improve-
ment Program ($63,000);
- CETA Title VI ~ Public Service Employee ($34,000);
- Department of Local Affairs and Development -
Division of Housing ($12,000 plus $8,000 "seed"
money) ;
-~ Department of Health and Social Services - program
for AFDC clients ($45,000 of which $33,750 is for
participant wages and $500 is for tools and materials);
~ Department of Health and Social Services -~ Division
of Corrections purchase of services ($15,000);
-~ A capital improvements loan - construction ($256,000);
- Total equals $676,000.

Renewal Unlimited hopes to open an eight-bed group home in I
Sauk City for older juvenile offenders ($54,000). In late

February Renewal Unlimited plans to file a group home

related "wellness" grant with the Department of Health and

Social Services ($55,000 over a three-year period). Two

other grants are pending a spring decision: an energy grant .
from the Department of Administration for about $32,000

s

These figures are approximate. <
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($10,000 of which is for salaries) and a Xerox grant for
tools ($2,000).

If these grants materialize, Renewal Unlimited will be
administering a grand total of about $780,500.

The current project director was hired in May 1978; preceding
him were John Ramer, Mary Bennett and Marcus Jensen (acting
director). As of January 22, 1979 the Juvenile Offender
Project had a partial Advisory Committee composed of four
members: Lois Drapin (University of Wisconsin-Baraboo),
Michael Sickles (former program participant), Joseph

Viney (attorney), and Steve Sardeson (Sauk County Social
Services).

Project Goals and Objectives

A. Client Information

Since April 1, 1978 the Renewal Unlimited juvenile
program has served 41 juveniles. Eight of these

clients were in the WCCJ-funded Juvenlle Offender Project.
Table 1 summarizes characteristics of the eight WCCJ
clients. Additional client information is presented

in Appendix A.

Three project clients were adjudicated delinguents.

Mone of these three was referred to the Juvenile Offender
Proiject by the Sauk County Court. One was referred

by the Sauk County Department of Social Services, one

was a transfer from the Sunburst Youth Home in Neillsville,
Wisconsin, and one was referred by the Sauk City Police
Department. None of the other five project clients,

all referred by police departments, was an adjudicated
delinquent.

As can be noted from Table 1, three clients have
completed their General Educational Development (GED)
(one more will complete a GED in February 1979); none
of the eight clients has had contact with the Juvenile
Justice System while in the project; three clients
secured employment upon leaving the project; the mean
number of months of project participation has been
approximately three and one half months per client;
and two clients are currently in the project.

There is a relatively high per client cost. Over

the first six months of operation, assuming the project
spent one~half of its 11rSt~year WCCJ funds on these
eight clients, the per client cost would be about $4,000.
However, with a multi-funded program such as Renewal
Unlimited, it is difficult to accurately separate out




a per client cost without a full system audit. This
money was used to pay the hourly stipend for five

WCCJ clients, plus a portion of the staff salaries*,
travel expenses, and supply costs. Mr. Sommer projects
that he can at least double the number of juvenile
clients during the second six months of operation.

Progress Toward Achieving Project Goals and Objectivesl

The following goals and objectives, which are summarized
in the front of this report, are discussed in terms

of how they were measured, and the definitions used

in measuring.

Goal #l: To provide a dispositional alternative to the
Juvenile Court of Sauk County.

Objective #l: To have 85% of all clients accepted
into the project develop no additional contacts
with the Juvenile Justice System while involved

in the project. ‘ ‘

The Director of Personnel Services makes
bi-weekly contact with the Sauk County
Sheriff's Department and the Police Depart-
ments of Baraboo and Sauk City. Any charge
against a client is counted as a Juvenile
Justice System contact. ©None of the eight
clients (over an average period of three
and one-half months) has had any reported
Juvenile Justice System contacts while in
the project. (Achievement level for Objective
#1 = 100%.)

Objective #2: To increase the percentage of
juvenile offenders completing the program from
(its present rate of) 17% to 33.3%.

Sce Appendix C for a copy of the employee timesheet
which shows how Renewal Unlimited staff account for time
spent with each program client.

This data was collected by Program Evaluation and Program
Planning staff in cooperation with Judith Dynia of the
Southwest Regional Criminal Justice Planning Council.

The collection process consisted of reviewing the client
files, as well as discussing cases with the Director

of Personnel Services.



Internal project records are checked quarterly
. by the Director of Personnel Services.
Project completion was defined as leaving
the project with either a GED or a job or
. both. 8ix clients have left the project;
four of these clients (67%) have "completed"
the project.

Objective #3: To reduce by 40% the proportion of
adjudicated delinquents sentenced to correctional
institutions compared to the closest comparable
pre-project period 1n areas receiving funds.

This information is obtained guarterly

from Judge Karch's office (Sauk County
Court). The time periods used were April 1
through December 31, 1977 and April 1 through
December 31, 1978. As seen on the summary
chart in the front of this report, there

has been about a 30% reduction, 10% short

of the objective.

NOTE: Two of the three objectives under

the first goal have been met. However, the

numbers used in establishing the achievement

levels are very small, which raises a

question of the validity of the results.

Also, it is guestionable whether the objectives
- accurately measure the goal, when in fact,

none of the project clients was court-referred.

- Goal #2: To reducé.the level of recidivism Q§ Renewal
Unlimited juveniles, A\
Objective #4: To have 70% of all clients\\uccessw&
fully completing the project remain withouth "
Juvenile Justice System contact for a periodyof =
elght months after discharge from this prgject\wg

As of December 31, 1978, it was too early

to measure this objective. However, a system
of telephone follow-up has been designed and
implemented by the Director of Personnel
Services. Of the four clients who have
successfully completed the project (left
with either a GED or a job or both), none

has had contact with the Juvenile Justice
System since leaving the project.

"

Goal #3: To increase the employability and education
of juvenile offenders in Sauk County.

Vo




Objective #5: Through employment, 75% of the
restitution clients will have the ability to
complete their restitution contracts successfully.

None of the eight clients was a restitution
client.

Objective #6: Of the juvenile offenders who
complete the Renewal Unlimited training progran,
60% will leave having completed their GED.

Internal project records are checked quarterly
by the Director of Personnel Services. Six
clients have left the project; of those six,
three clients (50%) had completed a GED
program.

Objective #7: To increase the percentage of
positive placements of juvenile offenders from
0% to 50% by providing them with work experience.

All clients entering the project are provided
with work experience. "Positive placements"
was defined as securing employment upon
leaving the project. Six clients have left
the project; three of those six (50%) secured
employment.

III. Summary

In the process of compiling infoymation for this report,
PES staff heard favorable commentis regarding the value of
Renewal Unlimited's overall program for the area it serves,
since Sauk County has no other local program serving
delinquents and/or offenders.

However, PES staff identified two major issues regarding

the WCCJ~funded Juvenile Offender Project. First, both

in terms of the cost per client and for the measurement of
objectives, the number of clients involved in this project

is small. As stated in the grant application, Sauk County
h#s a juvenile crime problem, but it has very few adjudicated
‘deiinquents. This fact leads to the second issue.

The Juvenile Offender Project has been funded as a local
dispositional alternative to juvenile institutionalization.
However, there is no indication the project has been used

as such by the Sauk County Court, and little indication
there are enough adjudicated delinguents in Sauk County

to warrant a project funded as a dispgsitional alternative.
Since Judge Karch of Sauk County has written a lettex
stpporting the project, PES staff contacted him to determine

»*



his level of support. His comments have been summarized
in Appendix B of this report. He gave his "wholehearted
support" to the program as a diversion alternative but
could not say he had used the program as a dispositional
alternative to institutionalization.




Table 1

Summary of WCCJ-Funded Clients¥
(As of January 26, 1979)

Client Entered Referral 7 GED Juvenile Justice System Left Positive Placement (Job)
Numbexr Project Source Completion Contacts While; in Project  Project Upon Leaving Project
1 11-30-78 Police No No Still in -
Project
2 6~21-78 Palice No No 7-24-78 Yes
3 8-14~78 Police No No 11~ 3-78 No
4 /’6— 5-78 Police Yes No 1-11-79%* *%
5 / 8-14-78  Police Yes No 11-30-78 ' Yes
7
6 // 12-18-78  Department of No No | Still in -
(( Social Services Project .
7 7~ 6-78 Transfer from Yes No 8-28-78 Yes
4 Sunburst Group Home
8 12- 1-77 _Police No No 7-14-78 No

I\

*Note: Clients #1 - #5 are not adjudicated delinguents, Clients #6 ~ #8 are adjudicated delinquents. None
of the eight clients has been referred by the Sauk County Court as a dispositional alternative. All of these
clients received work training and GED services,

*%This client became a CETA-funded client upon reaching age of majority (1-11-79} and is still participating
in the Renewal Unlimited program.

&

3

-8.—



)

Yo




-9- Appendix A

RENEWAL UNLIMITED, INC.

Tel, 608/356.8764
147 Water Street . Baraboo, Wisconsin 53913

January 16, 1979

Jan Benda

Program Evaluation Section

Wiscongin Council on Criminal Justice
122 W. Washington Avenue

Madison, WI

Dear Jan:

As a result of our meeting, my staff has thoroughly combed files and
o gleaned data to address the questions raised. I am presenting the data
here as the items relate to the funded grant application. The overall
assumption of this presentation is our belief that we have appropriately
addressed the grant application as approved and funded and will be judged
L by the definitions and goals and objectives internal to the application
as approved.

E
Since April 1, 1978, Renewal Unlimited has admitted 41 juveniles. Of
those 41 juveniles, 9 were offenders referred by police departments or
. the gheriff's department. Of the 9 offenders, 5 were paid training
A galaries with WCCY funds and four were paid from CETA funds. Other
information about the total juvenile populatlon admitted which may be
of interest is:
b a. Female - 6
b. Offenders ~ 10
c¢. Ex-offenders - 4 i
H d. In counseling for emotional/chemical problems -4
e e. Physically handicapped -~ I
o f. Recipients of income maintenancs - 4
g. Defined as economically disadvantaged - 33
v’ h. High school dropouts = 37
5 By referral source, the information is:

a. Referred by sheriff's department as individuwals displaying
delinquent or potential deviant behavier without an

8 alternative ~ 5

b. Others refarred by police/sheriff's depariments - &

4
f

e

Contiﬁued v e
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Jan Benda
WCCJT
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Page Two

c. Offenders referres by probation and parole - 6
d. Referred by juveﬁiie supervisor - 2
e. Referred by correctional facility ~ 1

Since April 1, 1978:\participants in Renewal's programs have received

27 GED's. Other additional persons are at various stages of completion
of the testing sequence. Of the 27 GED's, 17 were received by juveniles.
Qf the 17 juveniles receiving GED's, 7 were offenders and of those 7,
three received training wages from WCCJ funds.

An analysis of termination indicates that 6 of the 10 juvenile offenders
entered employment upon termination from the program. One juvenile
offender remained unemployed. The remaining three are still in the pro-
gram, During the same period, 18 juveniles (non-offenders) left the
program, with only 8 leaving for employment.

Data to evaluate the effectiveness of the program eight months after
termination i1s now being gathered. It was impractical to attempt to
gather such data until a significant number of juvenile offenders had
been out of the program for a reasonable period of time. To date, there
has been one additional contact by a juvenile offender with the justice
system. g

Data for non-juveniles consists of:

a. Number served from April 1, 1978 to date - 61

b. Number of offenders served from April 1, 1978 to date -~ 23
¢. Handicapped -~ 12 :

d. Without high school education - 13

e. Economically disadvantaged — 61

Termination data for non—-juveniles indicates:

a. Terminated with employment - 28
b. Terminated due to criminal activity ox revocation of
probation - 3

You further requested that we respond to the question -~ How many juveniles

would have had further contact with the justice system without our inter-

vention? This is a highly judgmental area, subject to gross error. However, .
our best judgment is that as many as eleven of the juveniles might have had

serious difficulties without our intervention.

You have requested that we justify the positions required for this project.
I would start that justification by citing page 6, paragraph 3 of the grant
application, in which it states that the "funds being requested of WCCJ will
be used to facilitate expansion of the Renewal program described in the
previous paragraphs." Note that previous paragraphs define the program on

.

e
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Jan Benda
WCCT

Page Three

an agency wide basis. Additionally, page 7, paragraph 4 states that
"based upon the projection that 1/3 of the working population will con-
sist of juvenile offenders, Renewal Unlimited is asking that 1/3 of

the total operating cost of the agency be funded utlllzing WCCJ funds."
The specific positions funded are:

1. Administrative:
a. Executive Director
b. Technical Supervisor (partial administrative)
c. Bookkeeper
d. Administrative Secretary.
e. Tool and Material Coordinator (partial administrative)

2. Participanf Training
a. Educational Coordimnator
b. Tool and Material Coordinator (partial training)
c. Technical Supervisor (partial training)
d. Group Supervisors (partial training)

3. Participant Services
a. Director of FPersonnel Services
b. OJT Coordinator
¢. OGroup Supervisors {(partial services)

The role of the administrative group is similar to that performed in
other programs except for the Technical Supervisor. The role of that
position is to coordinate the work projects in which the participants
are engaged. Additionally, since the projects are carpentry related,
the position represents the repository of information and expertise
necessary for the group supervisors to perform their jobs. TFurther,
the Technical Supervisor is directly involved in the carpentry related
training of the participants where appropriate.

The Group Supervisors are the direct day-to-day training front of the
program. Each Group Supervisor is in charge of a group of 3 to 9 parti-
cipants, size dependent on the intensity of attention deemed necessary for
the participant. Juvenile offenders are deemed to need more intense effort
than other participants. The role of the supervisor is two-fold: 1) to
teach carpentry skills and to move the participant toward a job completion,
the importance of which is fully explained in the grant application, and 2)
to give direct and immediate feedback on acceptable and unacceptable be-
havior, thus modifying behaviors of the participants and making them more.
employable.

The Tool and Material Coordinator is an essential component of the program.
The roles played by the position are: 1) inventory maintenance, 2) purchas-
ing, 3) vehicle maintenance, 4) some training in tool usage.

The Directox of Personnel Services is the intake point of the program. In
addition to intake, he designs each participant's program individually,
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using such octupational testing instruments as might be appropriate.

Then, an assignment to a Group Supervisor is made. Periodic evaluation

and counseling sessions occur between the participant, the Group Supervisor,
and the Director of Personnel Services thereafter.

The Educational Coordinator is the person who does all tutoring toward the
GED. Additionally, the Educational Coordinator provides direct feedback
within the tutorial setting in much the same way as the Group Supervisor
does in the skill training setting.

The 0JT Coordinator does job development. for program participants. The
results of these efforts can be seen in the relatively higher percentage
of juvenile offenders who leave for employment than the juvenile non-
offenders, who do not have access to this service.

In regard to restitution, three program participants were on court ordered
restitution as a condition of probation. However, one became an adult
prior to the setting of the amount of restitution. A total of $872 has
been collected from the two remaining persons.

Attached please find a letter from Judge Karch. As I have explained, things
are pretty informal in Sauk County. Judge Karch is now reviewing the

files of all of our juvenile offenders to determine which of them would

have been proper subjects for dispositional alternatives if the cases had
reached them. We expect a letter from him on that subject shortly, and it
will be delivered to you as soon as possible.

Sin

Ronald M. Sommer
Execiitlve Director

RMS/1fc
Encl.

-t
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Appendix A
THELERHONE A08 asa-nong

SALUK CDOUNTY CIRCUIT COURT
BRANCH 1

p.0, BOX 30
BARABOD, WISCONSIN 53913

January 15, 1979

Dr. Ronald Sommer
Renewal Unlimited, Inc.
Baraboo, WI 53913

Dear Sir:

In support of your submission of a grant applicatien
to WCCJ, I advise that I have been previously and am now
faniliar with your program. I have on occasion accepted
dispositions in juvenile delinquency matters where the
individual was permitted to remain in the community
conditioned on his continued participation with you.

In the event you can provide for the same, I would

expect to consider your program as a dispositional
alternative in appropriate cagses and would appreciate

having it available.
ery truly your ,c§’*g;L\
. ———

o

ames W. Karch

JWK:cng
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RENEWAL UNLIMITED, INC.

{

Recommend Advisory Committee Personnel to be Submitted to Board of
Directors January 22, 1979.

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Tom Kolb - Probation and Parole

Lois Drapin - U.W. Baraboo (teaching in federal prison)
Michael Sickles ~ former program participant

Joseph Viney -~ attorney

Steve Sardeson -~ Sauk County Social Services

at
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Appendix B

Summary of Telephone Conversation with Judge Karch of
Sauk County Court on January 19, 1979.

Judge Karch was contacted on January 19, 1979 by PES staff
in order to clarify his level of support for Renewal Unlimited's
Juvenile Offender Project. Specifically, since the Juvenile
Offender Project has been receiving WCCJ funds from program
areas addressing local dispositional alternatives, it was
necessary to determine whether or not the Sauk County Court

has been using Renewal Unlimited as a dispositional alternative
to institutionalization for juvenile offenders.

Judge Karch indicated, upon review of a list of nine juvenile
clients sent to him by Ron Sommer, that:

1. Of the nine names, four had been through juvenile court
at some time, and one had been waived to adult court.
However, in no instance involving those nine did Judge
Karch use the Juvenile Offender Project as an alternative
disposition.

2. Of the nine names, Judge Karch believed he could single
out cases where the client was given an informal
disposition, was later referred to the Juvenile Offender
Project by another source (police, social services, etc),
and has not returned to his court. This might indicate
that the Juvenile Offender Project can divert clients
from further juvenile justice contacts. '

3. Judge Karch stated there is no one on the list of nine
with a restitution order from the juvenile court. It
is possible that a juvenile waived to adult court could
be on a restitution contract with the adult court.

4, Those clients referred by probation/parole could have
been waived to adult court or could be juveniles on
after-care from previous institutionalization.

5. It is possible that the Juvenile Offender Project's
clients might have had further juvenile justice contact
with the Sauk County Court if they had not been partici-
pating in the program but there is no way to know this
for sure.

In summary, Judge Karch cannot say he has used the Juvenile
Offender Project as an alternative to juvenile institutional-
ization. However, he reconfirmed his support of the project,
especially as a delinquency diversion program.



'f’,

Copy of Employee Timesheet for Renewal Unlimited

FORM 1

s 19

Wesle Tading

“Tues.

Ved,

_ASa.'b :A

Thurs, *ri,

Title IIT
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13(oeh)
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//
/
,1/ .

.Purchase
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Services

Other

Other

Dail,

| Tot,

-

H = Holiday S = Sick ve
V = Vagation X = Other {specify)

THIS FORM EFFECTIVE 10-1-78
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STATE QF WISCONSIN

File Ref:

{78~9~5C-~3116~7)

Renewal Unlimited, Inc., -~ Trip Summary

On January 10, 1979 an on~site visit was made to Renewal Unlimited in
Baraboo, Wisconsin o discuss their Juvenile Offender Project. The visit
was made by Mike Moskoff and Jan Benda of WCCJI's Program Evaluation

Section, and Barb Franks of WCCJ's Program Planning Section. The purpose

of the vigit was to collect information regarding the project's first-

year activities and progréss toward meeting its stated goals and objectives.
This information will be used in writing a monitoring report and in
formulating refunding recommendations to the Executive Committee for .

their meeting on February 21, 1979. The project has applied for
second-year funding (Grant Application #79-9A-SW~3299-9) and was approved
by the Southwest Regional Criminal Justice Planning Council on November 29,

The Juvenile Offender Project has been in operation (using WCCJ funds)
since April 1, 1978. The last Quarterly Report submission was
September 30, 1978, providing information for six months of operation
from which to analyze data. The functions of the site-visit were to
collect more recent data and to clarify any questions regarding the
project's operations and its refunding grant application. To achieve
these goals, the attached list of questions was used as a bagis oS

In addition to this list of questions, other issues were discussed
during the two and one~half hour visit. WCCJI staff met with the Prodect
Director, Ron Sommer, and the Director of Personnel Services, Marc Jensen.

As a result of the maeting, Ron Sommer agreed to send the following

AN

1. A list of the members of the advisory committee;

2. Clarification of the WCCI~funded pogitions and more specific
job descriptions; g

3. BAn estimate of the number of juveniles the project director
) believed had been diverted from the juvenile justice system
through participation in this project; =

4. Specific client data relating to the pro;ect‘s goals and
objectives; "

Date:
e Januaxy 22, 1979
To:
Grant File #77-15C-5C-06-7 and
N
Erom: Jan Benda [\b
Subject;
1978,
discussion.
information to WCCJ:
AR
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January 22, 1979 i
Page 2

Grant File Memo

5. A discussion of the number of restitution clients and their

contracts; and

6. A letter of support from the sauk Coﬁhiy Court.

ers during this vigit.

Two key issues were of concern to WCCJT staff me
t/p be of a diversionary

One major concern was that the project appears

nature rather than a dispositional alternative,

/yet the project is funded
in WCCJ annual program areas addressing local q%;positional alternatives.
The second concern was with what appeared to bfi a high client cost,

considering the number of juveniles being served. Both of these issues
were discussed at length and will be researched more closely after
receiving the requested information from Ron Sommer.

\
JB:mjn

|
ccs Mike Moskoff
Barb Franks :
Tim Holthaus
Judy Dynia -
Ron Sommier

N

AN

. Appendix D
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10.
l

11.\

12,

14.

15.

16,
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=19~ Aﬁpendix D

summary of Questions Discussed During On-site Visit to Renewal Unlimited

(January 10, 1978)
{1:30 to 4:00 p.m.)

What support does the project receive from the Sauk County Court?

How many juveniles are diverted from the juveénile justice system using
this project as a dispositional alternative?

Why is this project funded under Program 9A-local Dispositional Alter~
natives? ..

Does the project director work 40 hours per week with Renewal Unlimited?

a. What is the proiject director's relationship with the Rock
Valley Metro Council?

b. Does the project director teach at Milton College and/or
Whitewater now?

Why have there been only 4% clients so far?

How many clients have been referred from law enforcement, the courts,
social services, ete.? ‘

It appears that the per client cost is $1,500. 1Is this accurate?

Why does Probation and Parole have fewer than a dozen juvenile cases,
as stated in the grant application? .

Is there really an increase in juvenile crime in Sauk County, as stated
in the grant application? If so, what is the extent of increase?

Why is WCCJT funding this project, rather than total funding coming from
DHSS or the State Manpower Council?

Why is WCCJ paying for the reconstruction of run-down housing?

How many clients have been seen since September 30, 1978 (last Quarterly
Report)?

Why are there so few adjudicated delinquents in Sauk Counly and so few
sent to correctional institutions? (If the numbexs reported are accurate,
are the numbers large enough to stistain this project?)

What types of conferences have the staff attended?
{
Who holds which jobs? (Match resumes with job descriptions.)

%

Were first-year special conditions met?




Fomoce

18.
19.
20.
21,
22,

24,

I}

25,

26,

If clients are still attending schonl, when do they work?
pl

what sort of contracts do the restitution clients have?

£

Quarterly Reports don't mention Objective #7; why\not?

What sort of records are being kept? Whexe?

»

How are WCCJT clients distinquished from other clients?
Has an advisory committee been set up yet?

How is "recidivism" measured?

What sort of staff time sheets have been developed?

Who has referred reastitution clients?

What are other funding sources for the project?
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