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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As part of the B.C. Ministry of Attorney General's Juvenile 

Crime Prevention Project (administered by the Special Projects Branch 

and co-funded with the Solicitor General of Canada) a process and 

impact evaluation study of the Burnaby Youth Services Program was 

conducted. The Burnaby Youth Services Program (BYS) is a youth and 

family counselling service attached to the Burnaby detachment of the 

RCM Police and located in the community of Burnaby, B.C. 

(pop=142,000). Burnaby is a neighboring suburb of the metropolitan 

center of Vancouver, B.C. 

The purpose of the program is to accept referrals of minor 

delinquent and potentially delinquent youths under the age of 

fourteen and, through early intervention short-term family 

counselling techniques, to promote better family relations, improve 

yoath behaviour ,and prevent or reduce involvement by the youths in 

delinquent activities. The program was operationalized in January 

1980 with two staff counsellors ,and a clerical worker. 

To evaluate properly and to promote the efficiency and 

effecti veness of the Burnaby Youth Services program, an interacti ve 

systems evaluation model was adopted. Within this model four 

research questions were formu~lated: (1) To what i' extent does Burnaby 

Youth Services provide services and operate according to the 

conceptual model initially outlined? (2) To what extent are process 

1\, 
objectives, as specified in the conceptual rodel, being me,t? (3) To 

,) , 

what extent does Burnaby Youth, Services meet p1:ogram impact 

objectives for clients? (4) To what extent does the environment and 
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the organizational structure of Burnaby Youth Services facilitate 

effective delivery of services to clients? 

To address these questions, the evaluator interacted continually 

wit;;h program staff in the data collection and analysis stages. As 

information was gathered, it was fed back to program ~taff to 

facilitate increased program efficiency and effectiveness. 

Extensive interviews were conducted with program staff to 

identify measurable program outcome and process objectives, the 

characteristics of the target population, the services to be prov:!.ded 

to clients, the service delivery mechanisms, and elements of the 

soc:lo-political and administrative environment in which the program 

operates that either facilitates or impedes efficient service 

delivery. 

On the basis of this information, an evaluable BYS program model 

was formulated and a data collection strategy was designed. To 

address the first two evaluation research questions, data were 

collected over a six month period from August 1st, 1980 to January 

31st, 1981 on the sex and age of all youths referred to the program, 

the reason for referral, the source of referral, the length of time 

between referral and contact with the youth or family, what kind of 

action was taken with each referral (if any), number of contacts with 

each youth or family, which family individuals participated in 

counselling sessions, and the delinquency and social services history 

of the youth. 

In order to determine the imp~ct of the service on youths and 

families receiving assistance from BYS (Research Question 3): (1) 

clinical judg~JIlents by counsell.ors on family progress were obtained 

, 
" 
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at BYS termination, (2) a telephone follow-up assessment was 

conducted three months following BYS termination to determine family 

self':"report of quality of family functioning and youth behaviour, and 

(3) a check of police files was conducted three to four months 

following BYS termination to determine whether BYS youths had repeat 

contact with the police for delinquent or behavioural problems. In 

addition, assessment of family interaction and youth behaviour, 

before and after BYS intervention, was conducted on a small group of 

youths and their families (N=10) who received more intensive 

counselling. Finally, in order to provide a more reliable analysis 

and valid interpretation of whether the client outcomes are a result 

of BYS intervention and not other extraneous factors, a comparison 

group (N=23) of youths, under 16 years of age and apprehended for a 

first time delinquent offence, was selected from a neighboring 

community. Assessments "of family functioning and youth behaviour 

were conducted at ,the time of police apprehension of these youths and 

three months later. A check of police files for previous youth 

contact with police and for repeat contact with police three to four 

months later also was conducted. 

To address the fourth evaluation research question, question-

naires were sent to the directors or supervisors of all Burnaby 

social service agencies or programs and to the principals of all 

elementary and junior secondary schools in Burnaby. In addition, 

extensive interviews were conducted with twenty general duty police 

constaples of tbe Burnaby RCMP detachment and with all corporals and 

sergeants :J.n charge of general investigation. The purpose of these 

questionnaires" and interviews was to determine the degree of 
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police and community satisfaction (or lack of satisfaction) with the 

BYS program and to determine their level of inter~ction, support, 

knowledge and client referral use of the services for youths and 

families. (Even the best of social service programs or therapeutic 

intervention strategies cannot operate successfully without a 

supportive social services community network.) 

During the six month evaluation period, 118 referrals (115 

youths and three adUlts) were made to Burnaby Youth Services, 72% for 

delinquent offences and 28% for potentially delinquent problem 

behaviour. Of these referrals, 27% were considered inappropriate 

because of age, a multiple delinquency history, non-resident· of 

Burnaby status, or severe emotional disturbance requiri.ng extensive 

mental health treatment. In conformance with the program's 

specification on the appropriate client popluation approximately half 

of these referrals were returned to the referring source and the 

others were referred elsewhere for more intensiv~ services. Of the 

remaining 86 referrals, 37% (N=32) received information/consultation, 

25% (N=22) received brief counselling services of one or two 

sessions, 1.2% (N=10) received short-term counselling (more than 2 and 

less than 12 sessions), 6% (N=5) were assessed and referred elsewhere 

for more intensive services, and 20% (N=17) received. no services or 
\ , 

assistance due to failure to establish contact with "t:he referred 

youth and family. (Feedback of this information to program staff 

resulted in a' ~'eduction over the next four months of the number of 

failures to contact famiiies appropriately referred to the program.) 

Through analysis of biographic data on clients referred to BYS, 

the servi,ces delivered to thes.e youths and families, and the case 

- v -

management procedures for dealing with these referrals, it was 

determined that, for the most part, the program was operating as it 

was initially planned. 

Other data analysis indicated that initially the BYS program was 

meeting in part, or completely, all of its process objectives. Some 

process objectives needed changing. One of these was an objective 

to make contact with all families within two days of the referral. 

Program staff were not able to achieve this 'time' objective with 

many families because both parents worked and were difficult to 

contact by telephone. It was not an objective of BYS to provide an 

emergency crisis intervention service but they did wish to address 

delinquent problems while parents were still concerned. Thus it was 

decided that it would be acceptable in terms of the program 

goals and more realistic to modify this objective and instead aim for 

establishing contact with families within one week. This process 

objective was met in 77% of the referral cases. 

A second process objective o11ly partially met was to establish 

and maintain a strong community referral and information network by 

attending monthly meetings with community social services to share 

information and by conferin.g with community groups about youths and 

families that had come to the attention of other agencies. During 

the six month evaluation period, although BYS staff attended all 

interagency meetin.gs and initiated contact with community service 

agencies regarding youths, these agencies did not reciprocate contact 

and they made few referrals to the program. Following feedback of 

this information to program staff (including a new program 

supervisor) renewed effort was made to strengthen relations with 
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other Burna by Service agencies and communi ty groups. In the six 

months following the evaluation, the new program supervisor met 

regularly with all comm~ity service workers to explain the purpose 

and function of BYS. In addition, e;forts were taken to publicize 

the program to other sectors of the community in order to promote 

family self-referrals and referrals from physicians. 

Through analysis of data collected on family functioning and 

youth behaviour following BYS intervention it was apparent that more 

than half of the youths and families had benefitted substantially 

from assistance provided by BYS counsellors. In 16 out of 28 (57%) 

counselled cases (4 cases were missing) services were terminated 

because the counsellor felt that problems had been fully or partly 

resolved or the family had acquired new or better coping methods to 

deal with their problems. 

Three IOOnths following BYS intervention a follow up assessml;>int 

of 38 families also was conducted. (This included counselled 

families and' some of those provided with consultation or referrt~d 

elsewhere.) Nineteen of these families (50%) reported tl1:at family 

relations and youth behaviour were good or excellent, and another 6 

families (16%) reported that everything was "O.K." or fair. 

Three to four months following BY:!) intervention a check of 

police files was conducted on 38 delinquent and 19 behaviour problem 

youths, all of whom were appropriately referred by the police and 

provided with BYS assistance (another 38 delinquent referrals' were 

made by' police but because they were inappropriate they were not 

provide& with BYS assistance.) 

It was found that only 8 (21%) delinquent youths and 6\~.i (32%) 
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behaviour problem referrals had had repeat contact with police. This 

21% recidivism rate for BYS delinquent youths was substantially 

bl!tter than the 45% (N=9) recidivism rate among the comparison group 

of 20 delinquent youths who were assessed and monitored but not 

provided with social service assistance or counselling. These 

comparison figures must be treated with caution, however, because of 

the possiblity that these groups represent different populations of 

problematic youths. Since it was not possible to match these groups 

of youths perfectly it is possible that the delinquent youth referred 

to BYS and who received assistance would have had less repeat contact 

with police regardless of BYS intervention. 

Finally, evaluation results indicated that the community 

environment and administrative structure of the program had a 

tremendous impact on the efficiency and e.ffectiveness with which 

Burnaby Youth Services could operate. While most community service 

groups and Burnaby schools said they supported the concept of a 

police-based youth and family counselling service, very few of them 

made referrals to the program • In addition, while general 

. 
investigative police (N-28) also said they thought the BYS program 

was a good idea and thought police could play a valuable role in 

identifying potentially delinquent youths, they made few appropriate 

referrals to BYS and. many indicated they did not know much about the 

program's objectives or services. It was apparent that the level of 

trust and communication between Burnaby, police and the BYS 

. counsellors was low. Feedback of this information to both program 

staff and eenior "police led to increased efforts by program staff and 

police to increase police knOWledge, acceptance and referral use of 

. , 
'. ) 
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Burnaby Youth Services. This included reexamining program Other recommendations made (and action has already proceeded on 

objectives and instituting a practice of program staff riding along some) include: 1) locate the program in the police building to 

-~ 

on police patrols and attending watch or zone meetings on a regular increase the opportunity for police and social worker interaction, 2) 

bas.is. These activities were met with some immediate success (Le., 

more appropriate referrals). However, it is recommended that ongoing 

attention be paid by police management and BYS counsellors to 

establishing practices that will promote a closer working and 

trusting relationship between general duty police. and social 

services. Without police support and referral by police 

of potentially delinquent youths, the program cannot possibly 

intervene early to prevent or to reduce involvement of youths in 

delinquent activities. 

In summary, the evaluation results clearly indicate that the 

Burnaby Youth Services program has gone through considerable growing 

pains in the first two years of operation, but despite this it h~s 

provided substantial assistance to some families and youths and has 

been ins trumeiltal in pre.venting ~epeat .invol vement by some youths in 

delinquent activities. Although program benefits have been hampered 

in part by a less than totally supportive police and community 

services environment, program·' staff and Burnaby RCMP senior' 

management are aware of the problems and have taken steps to remove 

the barriers between police and social service programs and to 

increase community utilization of the program. Evaluations of other 

police-based youth and family counselling services have shown that 

these problems reflect the normal growth of this type of program and 

that they can be overcome -- that police and social workers can work 

together cooperat:f,vely to reduce juvenile crime. 
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consider retaining the program and staff on contract so that 

inappropriate union regulations do not restrict program delivery and, 

3) present seminars or workshops for police (by BYS staff or outside 

consultants) on the philosophy and theoretical basis of social 

service early intervention programs and on how the program can 

directly benefit police in their work as well as benefit youths and 

families. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In an effort to develop policy and support the implementation of 

programs for the prevention of juvenile crime, the B.C. Ministry of 

Attorney General undertook a study in the summer of 1980 to evaluate 

the effectiveness of one approach to early intervention and 

prevention of juvenile delinquency: a youth and family counselling 

service. This social service program was different from most social 

service treatment or intervention programs for problem and delinquent 

youths because it was attached to a local RCMP detachment. Although 

the program also was expected to seek and receive referrals of 

minor-delinquent and potentially-delinquent children from ,other 

sources such as schools, human resources, and health departments, it 

was designed specifically to receive referrals from the police. 

Police have been frustrated by the fact that many young 

children, tmder the age of twelve, come to their attention 

repeatedly. These children continue to commit minor offences or 

disturbances until they reach the age of fourteen or fifteen and have 

committed a serious enough offence that they can be charged ~ and 

. sentence.d • It is the. belief of many police and social service 

workers that the child's negative or delinquent behaviour gradually 

becomes firmly entrenched as he or she learns that neither parents 

nor society will control theiribehaviour or punish them. The child's 

belief that his or her deviant or negative behaviour will continue to 

be tolerated becomes established even more firmly when the youth is 

charged and courts take no action except to place the youth on 

supervisory probation. Not only are the youth's problems and 
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acting-out behaviour not treated but the youth learns that there will 

not be any punitive consequences. Knowledge that punitive court 

action may be taken if the youth commits another offence may do 

little to deter his or her immediate behaviour. 

With the awareness that the juvenile justice system is doing 

little to deter or reduce continued juvenile involvement in 

delinquent activities, many social workers and police have turned to 

a corrective, early intervention or prevention approach to juvenile 

crime control. 

It is the assumption of many social workers that there are a 

number of underlying youth and family problems precipitating or 

influencing the young child's involvement in delinquent activities. 

They, therefore, take the position that by providing short-term 

counselling to these youths and their families to resolve I~he 

underlying problems when the youths are in the early stages of 

involvement in delinquent activities, it might be possible to deter 

further delinquent involvement. It is felt also that many youths can 

be identified as "at-risk" for later delinquent involvement by their 

problem behaviour at home, in the schools,or in the community. By 

referring these youths and their families for short-term counselling, 

it is believed also that it may be possible to resolve underlying 

problems and thereby prevent further delinquent behaviour. 

In an attempt to evaluate this theoretical model - that is, 

whether short-term family counselling effectively addresses youth and 

family problems and, thus, effectively prevents or reduces the 

youth's involvement in delinquent activities - Ministry of Attorney 

General researchers chose to examine a model program operating in the 

::.fl\ .& 
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city of Langley, B.C. (population = 50,000). 

Initially, it was intended that the eval':lation study determine 

the effect of the program on clients, and to test the causal 

assumption ths.t family counselling would resolve youth and family 

problems and thereby prevent or reduce involvement in delinquent 

activities. However, it was apparent that this type of impact 

evaluation study would not be possible. The program had been 

operating for over three years and it was decided that not only was 

the existing information system for client data inadequate for 

evaluation purposes but that imposing procedures for a 

quasi-experimental evaluation would be intrusive and non-productive. 

In light of these issues, the resultant study was a process analysis 

of program objectives, procedures and clients to determine whether 

the program waiS operating as conceptually planned. Before one can 

determine whether a program has effectively achieved its objectives, 

such as behavioural changes in clients, it is important to determine 

first that the program activities and services provided to clients to 

affect these changes have in fact been delivered and that the program 

is operating in'the manner planned to achieve specific objectives. 1 

It was the conclusion of the evaluation researcher that the 

program was operating as conceptually planned. Additional data 

collected from a sample of clients and from communi ties, agencies, 

1 A discllssion of issues affecting the evaluation of operational 
programs, particularly juvenile delinquency prevention programs, 
is available in a B.C. Ministry of Attorney General report, 
"Evaluation of Operational Social Service Programs: Major Issues 
and Implications for the Evaluation of Juvenile Delinquency 
Prevent:f,on Programs." (Rowe, 1981) 



" 

-4-

schools, and police who refer youths to the program indicated there 

was considerable client and community satisfaction with the program 

(although not necessarily all juvenile and family problems 

were resolved). No conclusi ve evidence was available to determine 

whether the program effectively reduced or prevented c,ontinued youth 

involvement in delinquent activities. In addition there was no 

empirical evidence available to indicate whether other program 

objecti ves, such as resolution of family-youth communication 

problems, had been achieved. 

A literature review of juvenile delinquency prevention and 

intervention strategies also yielded little conclusive evidence for 

determining the effectiveness of this type of program. . Many 

researchers and reviewers (Romig, 1978; Alexander and Parsons, 1973) 

have argued that family counselling which stresses improved 

communication between parent ana child has promise of success for 

at-risk and minor-delinquent youths. These researchers have 

rejected categorically other approaches to treatment or 

rehabilitation such as social casework, probationary supervision, 
., 

academic educational programs, recreational programs, individual 

counselling, and behaviour modification. S f tli/'i, 1 ome 0 ;:;',:,)e cone: usions, 

however, are challenged by Ted Palmer in a recent review of 

California youth diversion and treatme~<programs (Palmer and Lewis, 
\' 
\1, 

1980). Unlike many other researchers Palmer and Lewis found evidence 

that youths who participate in family counselling performed worse 
."., 

" 

than clients who did not participate. Like other researchers though, 

they also concluded that the academic education programs and the 

recreational programs had little effect on a youth's likeliness to 
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continue involvement in delinquent activities. In their examination 

of three projects that had successfully det,erred continued 

involvement by youth in delinquent activiti,es, Palmer and Lewis 

isolated three factors seen by the youth workers as having the 

largest positive impact on youths: 

'" 
••• informality(e.g. worker minimizes the social 
or personal distance between himself and the 
youth), personal concern for and acceptance of 
the youth (e.g. worker helps the youth feel that 
his concern for the youth is more than a formal, 
"it's my job," concern) and, frequency of contact 
(e.g. worker makes sure that he and the youth 
meet often). (pg. 220) 

Romig (1978) also isolated similar type program elements 

necessary ~or program succeSd in rehabilitating delinquent offenders 

or preventing at-risk youths from later involvement in juvenile crime. 

These are as follows: 

1. Get the youth's attenti:an 
2. Obtain input using staff who have empathy 
3. Objectively diagnose 
4. Eet behavioural goals 
5. Teach youths new behaviours using effective 

teaching methods 

6. 

a. Individ~lized diagnosis 
b. Specific learning goals 
c. Individualized program based upon 

personally relevant material 
d. Teach basic academic skills 
e. Multisensory techniques 
f. Sequential present~tion, breaking complex 

skills into simple ,. step!; 
g. Initially rewarding youths' attention and 

persistence 
h. Differential reinforcement of learning 

performance 
Teach skills in the following areas 
a. Communication skills 
b. Daily 11 ving and survival skills 
c. Educational advancement and study 

result in a diploma or certificc11t'e 
that 
that 

JJ 
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supports career goals 
d. Career skills, such as career decision 

making and career advancement 
7. Practice skills in problem settings 
8. Differentially reinforce 
9. Family training in communication, 

problem-solving, and disciplining skills 
10. FQllow-up skill training and reinforcement 

(pg. 109) 

It is apparent that one cannot determine program success 

in reducing juvenile crime in terms of s,ome categorically defined 

intervention or treatment approach, such as family counselling, 

vocational training or one-on-one individual counselling. The 

factors or program elements necessary for program success are much 

more subtle and idiosyncratic to specific programs. Thus, on.e should 

be very careful about generalizing findings from the evaluation of 

one program to another program. Programs may have a similar 

intervention or treatment approach on the surface but in fact may 

have many very dissimilar treatment or intervention elements. 

The inconclusiveness of these previous evaluation research 

efforts in establishing what works in the area of juvenile crime 

prevention and the limitations inherent in the process evaluation of 

the Langley Youth and Family Services Program prompted the Ministry 

of Attorney General to initiate an evaluation study of a second 

police-based, juvenile crime prevention youth and family counselling 

program - the 'Burnaby Youth Services' program. 

This evaluation study w~s initiated not only to address more 

directly the issue of program impact on youth behaviour: and repeat 

youth contact with police but also to examine more closely some of 
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the socio-political. and environment factors affecting the efficiency 

and effectiveness of program delivery. 

This type of evaluation model is often referred to as 'systems 

evaluation'. This model places its emphaSis on measuring the degree 

to which an organization tealizes its goals under a given set of 

environmental, delivery and resource conditions. It is thus a 

means-oriented model. The systems model for evaluation recognizes 

that a program must fulfil four important functions for continued 

survival: (1) achieving its goals and objectives, (2) coordinating 

all of its program components', (3) acquiring and maintaining 

necessary resources, and (4) continually evolving and adapting the 

Ilrganization to the environment ani) to its own internal demands. 

Information gathered in a systems evaluation can be fed back to 

program managers and funders to facilitate fulfillment of these four 

program functions. 

Time constraints, limited funds, and a dominating concern that 

the study not nter ere w..: i f it h the operational integrity and 

flexibility of program staff til provide services to clients dictated 

the specific design of this 'systems evaluation study.' In light of 

these constraints and limited information available in the literature 

'on the effectiveness of this type of delinquency prevention social 

service, the evaluation of Burnaby Youth Services was undertaken for 

the following broadly described purposes: 

(.1) 

(2) 

to dete.~mine whether the program is operating 
accor~(ngto its conceptual model; 

I( 
'I-

to det~~mine whether the program is achieving 
its sp~bified objectives for dysfunctioning 
famiUeis and for youths with behaviou~ 

'tl 
problems; 

(' 
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(3) to tes~ the theoretical causal assumptions 
underlying the program - that provision of 
short-term counselling to families to resolve 
immediate family disturbances will prevent or 
reduce continued or future involvement of the 
youth 'in deiinqu!nt activities; 

(4) to determine to what degree t:tte environment 
and organizational structure of the program 
(including its physical" and accountability 
relation to the police and the social service 
community) may be influencing program 
efficiency. ' 

·f ~ , 
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CHAPTER II 

DESIGN OF THE BURNABY YOUTH 

SERVICES EVALUATION STUDY 

A., Evaluation Goals and Research Questions 

A systems approach to evaluation takes into consideration that a 

program must operate and achieve its objectives under a specific set 

of conditions. These conditions include sociological, political and 

physical environmental constraints, a finite set of resources, and 
~ 'I 

philosphical or theoretica,l parameters of the program rode!. These 

conditions affect the program's survival in terms of it be.ing an 

effective prevention or treatment strategy and, also, in terms of 
./ " 

satisfying the socio-political concerns of potential ,funders. Thus, 
:I • 

in ord~r to survive, programs must be concerned \;with fulfilling 
• \< 

objectives, coordinating program components and acquiring and 

maintaining adequate resources. To do this they must be continually 

adapting and, 
/ 

evolving to the demands and constraints 

socio-po~;itical environment in which they operate • 

of the 

Thus a systems evaluat:lon of social service or. public sector 

programs must not only explore and examine the entire dynamics of 

program delivery as critical to the achievement of program 

objectives, but must feed this information back to the program in" an 

interactive fasnion to promote continued adaptation of the program~ to 

changing environmeqtal and ope1;"ational cond!tions--conditions that 

can affect progt'am efficiency and effectiveness. 

B. The BYS Evaluation Goals and Research Questions 

One of the first steps in conduct1.ng a systems evaluation of a 

social service program is to consider the" different, reasons for 
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evaluation as expressed by funders, administrators, program staff, 

and sometimes even the concerned citizens of the couununity in which 

the program operates. These groups may also want to place certain 

constraints upon the evaluation process, such as restricting access 

to confidential case files, not interfering or hampering with maximum 

delivery of program services, setting financial or time limitations 

on the study, and specifying a specific process for distributing the 

results and reports. 

Negotiations between the evaluator, representatives of the 

Ministry of Attorney General, representatives of the Burnaby RCMP and 

the program staff of Burnaby Youth Services resulted in a "terms of 

research" contract. (Appendix A). The "terms of resea?;2.h" agreement 

specified the purposes for evaluation, identified general evaluation 

questions, described some of the research tasks to be conducted, and 

specified conditions for reporting and disseminating the results of 

the study. 

The program funders, the B.C. Ministry of Attorney General, 

specified the purpose for evaluation of BYS was to: 

(1) document the process for operating a preventive 
program for juvenile delinquency; 

(2) assess whether a short-term family counselling 
program prevents or reduces delinquent behavior 
in youths; 

(3) identify critical aspects about the BYS program 
that are necessary for program effectiveness; 

(4) determine whether BYS is operating according to 
its conceptual model; 

(5) determine whe~her BYS is'achie.ving its specified 
objectives for BYS dysfunctional fauiilies and 

" c; 

(6) 

-11-

for youths with behaviour problems; and 

determine to what degree the environment 
organizational structure of the program may 
influencing the efficiency and effectiveness 
the program. 

and 
be 
of 

The program administrators, the Burnaby Ret-IP, and the program 

counselling staff had only limited interest in evaluation goals 1 

(i.e., process documentation) and 2 (i.e., assessment of delinquency 

prevention) but they specifically endorsed evaluation goals 3, 4, 5, 

and 6. 

i 1 ti n goals the following In response to these s x eva ua 0 , 

i f ul ted (for clarity the evaluation '.research quest ons c were orm a 

wording has been slightly modified from wording in the original 

'terms of research agreement' contract): 

C. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

To what extent does Burnaby Youth Services pro­
~tde services and operate according to the con­
cept'ual model initially outlined? (Conceptual 
Analysis) 

To what extent are process objectives, as 
specified in the" conceptual model, being met? 
(Process Analysis) 

to what extent does Burnaby Youth Services meet 
program impact objectives for clients? (Impact 
Analysis) 

To what extent does the environment and the 
organizational structure of Burnaby Youth 
Services facilitate effective delivery of 
services to clients? (EnviroI).mental Impact 
Analysis) 

Design and Implementation Plan 

" 1 i 1 ( d the more" specific research Given the" eva uat on~oa s an 

questions), a design for t e eva ua on 0 h . I ti f BYS was developed based 

on a set of procedures (with some modifications) formulated by Joseph 
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Wholey (1979). Very briefy, Wholey's evaluation approach which 

he calls 'Sequential Purchase of Information' involves four stages~ 

"(1) Evaluability assessment: This process tests the 
extent to which managers and policy-makers have 
defined measurable program objectives and 
defined specific uses for information on program 
performance; documents ongoing program 
activities including resource and information 
flows; assesses the plausibility of program 
o bj e cti ves ; and iden tif ies opport uni ties to 
change program activities, objectives, and uses 
of information in ways likely to improve program 
performance. 

(2) Given the results of evaluability assessment, 
rapid feedback evaluation summarizes what is 
known and what is readily knowable about program 
performance in terms of performance indicators 
identified in evaluability assessment; documents 
the cost and value of obtaining additional 
information on program performance; and presents 
deSigns for feaSible, useful "evaluations. 

(3) Given the results of evaluability assessment or 
rapid feedback evaluation, performance 
monitoring measures program performance and 
compares actual program performance with prior 
or expected performance. 

(4) Given the results of evaluability assessment or 
rapid feedback evaluation, intensive .. evaluation 
uses comparison or control groups to estimate 
the extent to which program results were caused 
by program activtties. (p .13) II 

A systems evaluation application of Hholey's stages to the BYS 

evaluation stUdy requi~ed that six general stages of action be 

formulated: 

(1) conducting an assessment of the 'evaluability' 
of the program; 

(2) desig~ing and implementing a program monitoring 
system (to address maintenance of process 
objectives); 

(3) designing and implementing an impact evaluation 
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strategy (to address achievement of program 
impact objectives); 

(4) designing and implementing an assessment of the 
environment and of community resources and 
support; 

(5) analyzing the process an4 impact evaluation data 
and reporting the evaluation results; 

(6) feeding back data to program managers to 
highlight specific areas for program 
modification or future development. 

Evaluation research questions 1 (Conceptual Analysis) and 2 

(Process Analysis) were addressed during the evaluability assessment 

of BYS. This involved first defining the program for evaluation. 

Defining the program required (1) understanding the communities' 
< 

perceived· need for the service, (2) understanding the philosophical 

foundations and theoretical causal assumptions underlying the 

program, (3) determining the program goals, (4) identifying specific 

operational and impact objectives of the program, (5) describing the 

type and range of program services available to clients, (6) 

describing the program case management procedures, (7) describing the 

organizational and administrative structure, (8) id.entifying all 

available program resources such as number of staff and amOmlt of 

funds available, and (9) identifying and understanding the historical 

and current socio-political characteristics of the environment in 

which the program operates. 

The next step in the evaluability assessment of BYS was 

determining the evaluable program IOOdel or, as Wholey calls it, 

formulating the e,quivalency ,model. This invol ved (1) identifying 

which of the planned, theoretical operational and impact program 

objectives were 'evaluable', that is, which objectives or program 
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performance standards were presently being measured or could 

feasibly be measured,· (2) determining what ' program services and case 

management procedures were presently being monitored or needed to be 

monitored as a measure of the program's correspondence with its 

conceptual model and" (3) determining what environmental factors and 

resources were critical for or influential to program efficiency and 

effectiveness and thus needed to be investigated. Completion of the 

'evaluability assessment' of BYS was carried out simultaneously with 

the design of the community assessment process and impact evaluation 

stage of the study. 

The monitoring or process evaluation stage of the study also 

addressed evaluation research questions 1 and 2. This invol ved 

locating data sources and establi hi inf s ng an ormation system to 

collect systematically and record over six months the following data 

elements: 

(1) performance meas ures of 'eval uable ' proce$s 
objectives (as selected during the evaluability 
assessment), 

(2) demographic and biographical characteristics of 
referred clients, 

(3) program case management procedures, that is, 
type of action taken and services provided to 
all clients from referral to termination and 
follow-up. 

The impact evaluation stage (research question 3 [Impact 

Analysis]) of the "BYS eval tio tud i 1 ua n s y nvo ved measurement of 

achievement of 'evaluable' client outcome objectives ,(as selected 
during the evaluability assessment) and the design of a 

quaSi-experimental method for determining whether any observed client 
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changes or reduced delinquent activity is a direct result of program 

services provided to a youth and family not of some other reason. 

To do this, pre-and post-program measurements of expected, 

'evaluable' client objectives were taken on any and all clients who 

were referred over a six month period and provided with full 

assessment and counselling services. A matched sample of 23 youths 

and families was selected from a neighboring community and 

measurements were taken on the evaluable behavioural objectives at 

two different intervals corresponding to the expected duration of 

services being provided to the treatment group of youths. In this 

case, two measurements were taken three months apart on the 

comparison group. Where time permitted and records were available, 

additional measurement of the behaviour of the treatment group 

clients and the comparison group youths were taken at more extended 

intervals from original measurements of the youth's problem or 

,delinquent behaviour. This type of quasi-experimental research 

design can be described by the following diagram:, (X refers to 

services or treatment provided; 0 refers to measurements or 

observations taken) 

TREATMENT GROUP o L-I ___ x:------.ll o 
(3 months) 

COMPARISON GROUP o 11.-_____ ----'1 0 

(3 months) 

(A discussion of the specific data collected and the 

standardized tests used will be available in Chapter IV after the 
« 

'evaluable' impact obj'ectives have been described.) 

Assessment of research question 4 (en,vironmerital impact 
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analysis) specifically, of BYS community resources and support (or 

lack of)>> required a broad questionnaire survey of community referral 

agencies and in-depth interviews with police and some community 

professionals. Questionnaires were sent to: 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

the principals of all elementary and junior secondary 
schools in the Burnaby School district; 

the district supervisor and one or two social workers in 
each Ministry of Human Resources Office in Burnaby; 

the district supervisor and'one or two probation officers 
of all corrections offices in Burnaby; 

the director of Health in Burnaby; 

the director or supervisor of all youth and family 
oriented social service programs operating in Burnaby (Big 
Brothers; YMCA; Burnaby Parks and Recreation). 

These individ~lls were questioned about their perception of the need 

for short-term, counselling services for delinquent youths 'and their 

families in Burnaby, their level of involvement with the program, 

their knowledge of program objectives and the type of youths 

appropriate for referral to BYS, and their awareness of any problems 

affecting the efficiency or effective~ess of the program. Additional 

ques tions were directed to specific problem areas, as identified in 

the 'evaluability assessment' stage of the evaluation study. 

In-dept;h. interviews w~re conducted with a group of 10 police 

constables making referra1.s to the program, a group of 10 not making 

referrals , and all officers at the corporal or sergeant level (N=8), 

of the Burnaby RCMP': These interviews consisted of all questions 

contained in the structured questionnaire sent to communi ty 

professionals, as well as questions concerning each individual 

--~~'----
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officer's perception of the role of the police and specifically his 

or her role in supporting and implementing juvenile crime prevention 

strategies. The police were also questioned about the direct 

benefits of the program to themselves, to youths and families, and to 

the co'mmunity. The police were encouraged to identify problem areas 

with the program and to make recommendations for improvement. (A 

discussion of the specific questions is available in Chapter IV.) 

The analysis and reporting of data f.rom the monitoring, impact, 

and environmental assessment stages of the study was conducted over a 

period of 6 months. During this period, any information received 

indicating that the program was not operating as conceptually planned 

or that it was not operating efficiently or effectively with full 

co'mmunity support was communicated immediately back to program staff 

and the program administrators to assist in the process of program 

modification and stabilization. 
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CHAPTER III 

BURNABY YOUTH SERVICES: EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT 

A. The Planned Conceptual Model 

1. Historical Background : Need for Service and Negotiation for 
Funding 

For a number of years, police, social workers, educators, 

business owners and householders in Burnaby had been extremely 

concerned about the high incidence of shoplifting and vandalism in 

Burnaby by youths under 19 years of age. It was felt that courts 

had exacerbated this problem by declining to prosecute these youths 

for their offences. For these teasons a youth services program was 

implemented in 1975 funded by the Ministry of Human Resources but 

working in concert with the schools and police. This program 

operated a shoplifting program as one attempt to deal with youth 

problems in the cOil1lI1unity. Funding problems led to the decline of 

this program in the spring of 1977. 

For a time~ following the decline of the old program, probation 

workers with the _ Burnaby Corrections Office attempted to provide 

counselling to youths under 13 years who had been apprehended for a 

shoplifting offence or whohaci run away from home. In addition, the 

Burnaby Office of the Ministry of Human Resources (MHR) was 

encouraged to accept referrals from the police, corrections and other 

community agencies of older children apprehended for delinquent 

activities. Within 6 months, however, the Burnaby municipal manager 

and the Det~chment Commander' of the Burnaby RCMP felt t,]:lat Probation 

and MHR were overloaded and not dealing adequately with the problem 

of delinquent offenders. It was the opinion of the DetachDlent 

-.\ .. -

-19-

COIhi1\8nder of the Burnaby RCMP that~'-Probation and Human Resources were 

taking little or no action in regards to the juveniles referred to 

them for shoplifting offences. He commented that: 

"a substantial number of serious juvenile offences for decision 
regarding prosecution had been waiting for 4 to 6 months for a 
decision. This delay appeared to be the result of insufficient 
staff and heavy caseload." [In addition, the Detachment 
Commander emphasized] police have a. responsibility to 
investigate and follow up all complaints of shoplifting 
involving both adult and juvenile offenders. Unless we have an 
agency t;o which we mliY refer the young first offender, then we 
must follow through With a full investigation only to learn that 
in the majority of instances no prosecution action is taken and 
the offending juvenile and parents do not receive the benefit of 
counselling by child care workers or probation workers." 

Ihe Detachment Commander also expressed concern that store 

security officers. were dissatisfied with the current services 

received from child care workers and probation services and thus were 

referring all shoplifting cases to the police for investigation. At 

a meeting on, November 8, 1978 with store- owners, security officers, 

pr~bation, and police, concern was expressed that the old Youth 
(\ 

Services' Shoplifting Program assumed by Probation had now "become 

fragmented and some confusion (ex~sted) as to the process and purpose 

of the program". At his meeting, a proposal was made that the 

"Burnaby Youth Service program be re-established to operate the 

shoplifting program as part of \; their function". 

The Burnaby municipal manager also expressed the opinion that 

there was need for an individual or organiza~ion to co-ordinate and 

liaise with various community groups in order to assess youths and 
~,.) .... 

families and assign them to proper servi'ces. While this manager felt 

that existing resources in the community could be expanded to perform 

this role, the Superintendent of the Burnaby RCMP detachment was 

\ ... 
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convinced" that a new youth services program was needed - one ,~hat 

would be supervised by the police. A decision was made by the 

council to begin negotia~ions immediately with various agencies to 

reestablish a youth and family service for delinquent and problem 

youths. 

Negotiations with the B.C~ Ministry of Attorney General for 

funding continued for a year and a half, leading to a final agreement 

in July 1979. On July 27, 1979 an agreemen~ was signed between the 
Ii 

Justice Development Commission' of British Columbia, Ministry of 

Attorney Ceneral and the Burnaby Municipal Manager, approving an 

estimated budget of $36,361.00 for the first six-month start-up 

period from October 1, 1979 to March 31, 1980. Sources of funds for 

the six-month period were as follows: Jus tice Development Fund -

$26,231.00; Canada Assistance Plan - $5,130.00; and Municipality of 

Burnaby·- $5,000.00. The annual operating budget was estimated at 

$57,000.00. Beginning in April 1980 funding for the next four years 

was arranged on a cost-sharing basis between the Mlmiciparff{:c of 

Burnaby, the B.C. Ministry of Attorney General and grant funds from 

the Canada Assistance Plan (t.A.P.). Government funds would be 

reduced proportionally from 82% the first year to zero by the fourth 

year. 

The Agreement s!igned July 27 specified that the Commanding 

Officer of the Burnaby RCMP detachm~nt would accept responsibility 

for the supervision and control of ~~ Youth Services Program for the 

Municipality. \ It was also specified that once the program became \, 

operational it would be responsible for the following ,types of 

activities: 

\, 

1t1. 
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To intervene with pre-delinquent" and first time offenders 
from the age of 6 years and up who have been identified by 
the schools police and agencies. To provide short term 
counselling ~nd refe;ral services to youth and their families 
at an earlier stage in order to try to break forming juvenile 
crime patterns. 

2. To coordinate vario"UZc municipal, educational and private 
agency services needed to resolve problems identified, or to 
research problematic situations related to youth. 

3. To promote communication amongst agencies serving youth for 
g~eater efficiency in dealing with Juvenile Crime Prevention. 
at a preventive stage. 

4. To encourage citizens' awareness of problems in the 
neighbourhoods in which they li ve and promote their 
participation in community programs through meetings, 
advisory boards, etc. 

5. To arrange for community meetings as needed in relationship 
to Juvenile Crime Prevention information and programs. 

6. To assist in increasing community resources pertaining to 
prevention. These may be recreational,. employment, 
educational, etc. 

7. To carry out research into methods of preventing crisis 
situations. 

8. To evaluate effectiveness of actions taken by the Division." 
(takt:m from Manager's Report No. 59, Council. meeting 
1979 09 04) 

Two social workers (a Yo,~th Services Supervisor and a /;outh 

Services Worker) and a recept~onist/secretary were hired and located 

in the municipal buildings next door to the Burnaby RCMP detachment. 

Burnaby YOluth Services (BYS) became operational Janpary 1, 1980. 

2. Philosophical Foundations and Theoretical Model 

Increa!~in~ numbers of young first I and second offence youths were 

=-'. being chargt~d and 
\\ 

)J cOllulluni ty, social 

processed through the judicial system because 

service agencies and probation office:rs had 

insufficient I)r "inefficient reso'urces to divert these youth from the 
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judicial system. Burnaby Youth Services was created for the purpose 

of preventing or reducing further delillquent inv()lvement by these 

minor-delinquent youths, particularly those with shoplifting 

offences. In addition, Burnaby Youth Services were created to deal 

with potentially delinquent youth like runaways. 

The prevention or intervent:l..otl model adopted by the program is 

based philosophically on the corrective, early intervention approach 

to prevention. This type of prevention or intervention approach is 

often referred to as 'primary' and 'secondary' prevention 

(Brantingham & Faust, 1976) or Level II and III intervention strategy 

in Edelman and Rowe (1982) since young children are identified prior 

to any involvement or only minor involvement in delinquent 

activities. Action is taken at this point to prevent further entry 

of the youth into the criminal justice system and to prevent furtM ,. 

involvement in delinquent activities. The particular type of action 

takE!n is 'corrective' as it presupposes that there are underlying 

factors' causing or precipitating the youth's delinquent activities. 

Intervention is directed at 'correcting' or 'remediating' these 

underlying causal or precipitating factors. 

Many theories exist concerning the determinants of these 

underlying causal or precipitating factors of delinquency; 

Sociologists assume that the causes of delinquency and crime can be 

attributed to deleterious social conditions such as poverty, 

inadequate educCitional opportunities, overcrowdedness, lack of job 

skills and/or employment opportunities, and lack of recreational 

outlets. Psychologists look to psychological factors such as poor~ 

self-worth, poor parent child communication, peer influence, 
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'inadequate' interpersonal relati,ons, and learning disabilities as 

the determinants of anti-social and criminal behaviour in youths. In 

truth, most intervention and treatment strategies assume an eclectic 

theoretical model borrowing from both traditions but with each 

program placing their ,own particular emphasis on addressing or 

resolving specific condition(s) believed to be the primary 

determinant of delinquent behaviour.' 

Borrowing from both these theoretical traditions, Burnaby Youth 

Services is based theoretically on the assumption that breakdown in 

communication in the family (particularly between parent and child) 

and lack of parental and legal accountability for the consequences of 

problem behaviour in youth is. a primary factor influencing or 

precipitating the young child's involvement in anti-s'ocial, 

aggressive and delinquent activities. Treatment or intervention is 

directed at the identification and resolution (or referral for 

resolution) .of parent-child problems. If no action is taken to 

address underlying causal problems, BYS takes the position that the 

Police child's delinquent activities will probably continue. 

apprehensio~ and prosecution is assumed to have limited effect 

on deterring continued involvement in delinquent activities because 

the legal system in B.C. does not hold persons under 17 years of age 

responsible for their behaviour. (This will change with the new 

Young Offenders Act soon to be implemented 0) This theoretical 

treatment model adopted by the Burnaby Youth Services program is 

represented in Figure 1. 
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Fi.gure" 1: Theoretical Model Treatment/Intervention Model Assumed by 
Burnaby Youth Services 
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·"1 

As can be seen from die program model in Figure 1, there are a 

number of key elements or assumptions that are critical links in this 

process of resolving tmderlying causes of delinquent 'behaviour and 

preventing further delinquent behaviour. These are as follows: 

~(. ii 
/ 1) First, the youth must be identifie"d or recognized, either 

by police apprehension for committing a delinquent act, or 
by social services staff, the educational system or parents 
themselves for exhibiting potentially delinquent behaviour. 
If not identified, then referral and intervention is 
irrelevant. 

2) The next step is referral, of the identified youth to .Burnaby 
Youth Services. If not referred to BYS, three options are 
possible. 0 One is that there will be no intervention at all. 
It is assumed that if this is the case, the youth's 
delinquent behavior will likely continue or the potential 
delinquent youth will start delinquent activities. The 
second option is that the youth will be processed through the 
judicial system. This usually results in d.iversion or 
probation and this process takes many mor(ths by which time 
the impact of the offence is forgotten. thus it is assumed 
that there w;HI be little or no deterrent effect on the 
youth's delinquent behavior. The third option is that some 
other action is taken~ The result of this is unknown. 

3) Upon referral to BYS, the next step is for BYS to establish 
contact with the youtn and family. If no contact is 
established, it is assumed that the delinquent behavior will 
likely continue or, in the case of the potentially 
delinquent, start. 

4) If co,ntact is established, the next task for BYS is to 
determine, the underlying causes of the youth's delinquent or 
poten~ially delinquent behavior. If BYS fails in this 
assessment~ it is, assumed that the youth will continue his or 
her delinquent behavior or start exhibiting delinquent 
behaviour. 

5) If BYS accurately determines to their satisfaction the 
underlying c.hlses of the youth's behavior, the next step is 
to decide who best can address these problems. BYS considers 
three,. alternative,l=I: to jiddress the problems themselves, refer 
the youth to other more jippropriate social services or to 
leave the problems with the .family to resolve themselves. In 
the case of youths referred elsewhere for, another social 
service to address the problems ,and delinqui:!nt behavior, it 
is ass.l..uned fl:at BYS cannot realistically hope to resolve the 

'problems tHrough sfiort-terlIl counselling. Where parents are 
left to resolve problems ';themselves", it is ,on the mutual 



· . 

Q 

-26-

judgement of the parent and counsellor that no underlying 
causative factors exist and that the behaviour has been dealt 
with effectively by the parents and perhaps by another 
professional whose help the parents immediately sought (e.g. 
family doctor or clergy). It is not assumed necessarily that 
parents or the other social service will resolve problems or 
prevent further delinquent behavior. 

6) If'it is decided that BYS can appropriately intervene and the 
family accepts assistance from BYS, counselling is expected 
to resolve the family problems which in turn is assumed to 
prevent further involvement by the youth in delinquent 
activities. If problems are not resolved or the family 
refused continued assistance~ it is expected that delinquent 
behavior will likely continue. 

The assumptions underlying this theoretical treatment model are 

reflected in program goals, objectives, operational procedures and 

services. They have important implications for how one determines 

program success (or lack of) in attaining program objectives. 

Program staff were able to formulate program goals and obj ectives 

through a process of interactive probing and feedback provided by ttl 

evaluator. 

3. The Program Mission 

Program staff. describe the overall mission of Burnaby Youth 

Services (in line with police and municipal gUidelines) is to 

identify (or assist in the identification of) early delinquent 

offenders and to prevent or reduce new or continued delinquency among 

·6 to 14 year old first-offender delinquent youths, and 6 to 14 year 

old youths at risk for delinquency (15 and 16 year olds are accepted 

occasionally) by accepting referrals of such youths from police and 

community members, by providing" assessment and short-term family 

counselling services, and by coordinating community and police 

resources to prevent juvenile crime.' 

In order to address this mission, B~S staff have identified a 
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hierarchy of goals and objectives. These are delineated further into 

outcome and p~ocess objectives. 

In most programs, the goals are generally Ulmeasurable and 

unattainable as they are meant to represent an ideal, often abstract 

condition or state of events. A program can have several goals which 

may refer to change or modification of different events or systems 

such as the treatment of individuals or the modification of the 

justice system. Program objectives are more realistic and 

measurable. They are generally the results that programs hope to 

achieve as a measure of program effectiveness and success. 

Process objectives are program services or program procedures 

that are perceived as necessary, or as instrumental to the attainment 

of outcome objectives. Success in meeting process objectives can 

generally be measured directly and quantitatively in terms of yes, 

the action was carried out or, no, it was not. Outcome objectives 

are the effects one desires to achieve as a result of program 

activities or services. These can involve changes in a client's or 

a group of clients' attitudes, behaviours, or knowledge. 

Most programs have several outcome and process objectives that 

are hierarchically related to eaf.h other in terms of their priority, 

their interdependency, their r.elative probabilities of being 

achieved, and t,heir immediacy. The attainmeIlt of the higher order 

outcome objectives or goals (eg. reduction of juvenile crime) then is 

seen to be .. dependent on th~ '~ttainme'nt of more immediate objectives 

,such as resolving underlying causes of youth's delinquent behaviour; 

a theoretical assumption of the BYS early intervention philosophy. 
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4. Program Goals and Objectives 

A. Program Goals 

In order to achieve th~ program mission to prevent juvenile 

crime through early identification and intervention, program staff 

have identified two broad but distinctly separate goals. The highest 

priority goal is to promote healthy intrapersonal and interpersonal 

functioning in the families of young minor delinquents or potentially 

delinquent youths, by identifying and resolving problems that may be 

contributing to the youth's delinquent or anti-social behaviour. 

BYS's second goal is to promote, increase, or maintain effective 

early identification of delinquent youths and coordination and 

delivery of services in the community of Burnaby to minor delinquent 

and potentially delinquent youths. 

B. Impact Objectives 

1. Program Goal No.1: Promoting healthy intrapersonal and 

interpersonal functioning in families of minor delinquent 
I' 

and 

delinquent youths. 

Part'icular to the achievement of thi s program goal are a number 

of important and interrelated impact or outcome obj ectives. 

are as follows: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Increase harmonious and healthy interaction 
fam.ily members. 

among 

Teach a family and/or referred de+inquent or 
at-risk delinquent youth to utilize or acquire new 
methods to deal with any problems they encounter. 

Promote awareness in the apprehended 
youth of the personal consequences of 
and negative behaviour and of 
ramifications of delinquent behaviour. 

delinquent 
anti-social 
the legal 

Reduce or eliminate repeat incidences of negative 

These 

-29-

or delinquent behaviour exhibited by referred 
youth. 

Subordinate and more immediate to these broad higher-order 

objectives are 1) improvement of parent-to-child and parent-to-parent 

communication, 2) increas.e in youth and family self-worth, 3) 

increase the receptivene~s of families and youths to seek and use 

social services when they are mabIe to deal with family crises, 4) 

improvement in parents' ability to feel positive, sensitive and 

supportive of appropriate behaviour and to control displays of 

inappropriate behaviour in their child. 

2. !rogram Goal No.2: Ensure effective identification, 

coordination and delivery of services in Burnaby to minor and 

potentially delinquent youths and their families • 

Particular to the achievement of this goal are four 

objectives. These are as follows: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Implement a referral system with police whereby 
police identify and divert all first-time juvenile 
offenders tnder 14 years of age from the justice 
system to Burnaby Youth Services for assessment and 
intervention. 

Accept referral from other agencies and f<~r.ents of 
youths under 14 years of age who have coihuiitted a 
first-offence, are at-risk for delinquency, are 
exhibiting problem behaviour in school, at home, or 
in the community, or ha.ve run away from home. 

Assist police, schools and community agencies on 
how to identify at-risk or minor delinquent youth. 

Increase and maintain effective utilization and 
cooperation of social services in the community of 
Burnaby for problematic at-risk or minor delinquent 
youths and their famil!ess 

C. Operational (Process) Objectives 

Several operational (procC'l?s) objectives have been specified as 

critical to overall program success. Parti~ular to the achievement 
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of Goal No. 1 (Le., to promote healthy intrapersonal and 

interpersonal functioning in families of minor delinquent and 

delinquent youths) are several process objectives. These are as 

follows: 

(i) Provide an immediate response (within 2 days) to 
each referral, regardless of its appropriateness. 

(ii) Accept as an appropriate ref.:rl'alto the program 
for assessment or assessment and counselling, the 
following types of youth or families: 

(a) residents of Burnaby, have committed a 
delinquent offence and have no more than one 
known previous offence, between 6 and 14 years 
of ~ge and referred by the police, 

(b) residents of Burnaby, exhibiting potentially 
delinquent problem behaviour in the home, 
school, or community,. between 6 - 14 years of 
age (although 15 16 year olds accepted 
occasionally if behaviour is occurring for the 
first time) and have been referred by the 
parent or by a professional agency (eg. school, 
human resources, fire or police department) 
with the consent of the parent. If the 
referral is not appropriate by these criteria, 
the referral party must be immediately notified 
depending on the circumstances. Action is 
taken to refer the youth or family elsewhere, 
if the referral has come from police. All 
other sources of inappropriate referrals will 
simply Pe refused. 

(iii) Establish contact with all appropriate referrals 
within two weeks of the referral date. 

(iv) For all appropriate referrals, conduct an 
assessment of the underlying antecedents of the 
youth's problem behaviour, and of family dynamics 
that may be affecting the youth's behaviour. 

(v) Following problem assessment, determine what type 
of service would be accepted by and beneficial to 
the family. 

(vi) Based on this clinical assessment provide one of 
the following servi.ces: 

short-term family counselling (more than 2 
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sessions and less than 12) for a period of time 
less than three months, 

brief counselling service to family (one or two 
counselling or advice sessions), 

- information/consultation to family on some spe­
cific matter, 

- referral elsewhere if none of the above services 
are delivered. 

Particular to the achievement of Goal No. 2 (Le., to promote 

effective identification of and coordin~tion and delivery of services 

in Burnaby to minor and potentially delinquent youths and their 

families) are several process objectives. These are as follows: 

5. 

(1) Ensure that clients not counselled by BYS staff but 
assessed as needing assistance are referred 
elsewhere to the appropriate agency or institution. 

(2) Provide non-confidential information and consulta­
tion service upon request to any parent, school or 
community agency and participate in conferring with 
concerned social service agencies when request.ed on 
matters conce,rn,ing delinquency youths and their 
families in general and BYS clients in particular. 

(3) Liaise between police and other community or 
professional groups concerning delinquent youths 
and families in general and BYS clients. in 
particular. 

(4) Initiate and/or attend monthly meetings with 
cowmunity social service agencies to share 
information, establish and maintain a referral and 
information network and to confer' together on 
youths and families that have come.:':o the attention 
of BYS and other agencies. 

Program Services 

" Burnaby Youth Services provide the following services to youths 

and families appropriately referred to the program: 

(i) information/consultation, 
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(ii) assessment of problems and brief counselling (one or 
two sj:ssions), 

(iii) family short-term counselling involving youth (less 
than 3 months), 

(iv) individual youth short-term counselling (less than 
3 months), 

(v) home and office visits, 

(vi) informal parent effectiveness training, 

(vii) referral service for families requiring long-term 
or specialized social services, 

(viii) liaison with other agencies and police regarding 
potentially delinquent or delinquent youth. 

6. Case Management Procedures 

Referrals to Burnaby Youth Services are made in one of two 

ways. The Burnaby RCMP make referral to BYS by recommending on the 

police incidence/occurrence report form 1622 that, the apprehended 

youth or youth identified as involved in.a delinquent offence is 

suitable for referral to Youth Services. This report goes to the 

Sergeant in cha·rge of the Watch and finally onto the Readers for 

recording in detachment police files. The Reader sends one carbon 

copy of the report to Ybuth Services. However, the referring Officer 

also can make a Pllotocopy of this r.eport and place it personally in 

the Youth Services box at the police detachment. ,All other referring 

parties, a professional agency, the school, a parent, etc. make 

referral directly to BYS over the telephone. Upon receipt of the 

referral, specific case management procedures are followed. These 

procedures are followed for the purpose of providing assessment, 

counselling, information, and referral services to clients, as well 

as for managEiment monitoring and evaluation of th~ program. These 

procedures include: 

(i) 

(li) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

(v) 

(vi) 
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Upon receipt of an appropriate referral, a file 
number is assigned and any ~nformation on name, 
sex, age, reason for referral and referral 
source is recorded. No file is established for 
inappropriate referrals or for inf?rmatio~/ 
consultation requests, although the inc1dence 1S 
recorded in BYSstatistics. The referral 
information is received and recorded by the 
clerical staff member. Inappropriate referrals 
from the community or agencies are not accepted 
at all. Inappropriate referrals from the RCMP 
are referred to an appropriate resource and the 
ref~r.ring office is notified of this action. 

For all youths referred to BYS for a delinquent 
offence, the letter 'YS' is stamped on the 
youth's police file index card indicating that 
BYS should be notified immediately iu the event 
there are repeat offences or police-youth 
contacts. 

Following termination of services to. any 
appropriate client referred to BYS, notification 
is given to the referral source as to the" 
disposition of the case. 

Three months following termination of brief 
services or counselling for problem youths, a 
follow-up telephone call is made to each 
family to determine overall quality of fam,ly 
functioning and appropriateneSs of the youths 
behaviour and to offer additional assistance if 
needed. 

Three months following the last date of contact 
with youth referred for delinquency, a check of 
the RCMP local files is made to determine if 
further police contacts an.d/or offences have 
occurred. This is, usually mdertaken prior to 
contacting the family for follow-up assessme~t 
so that the interviewercaJ;1 probe for spec1f1c 
youth problems. 

For all clients referred and assessed during the 
evaluation phase, August 1st, 1980 - January 
31st, 1981 additional information on family and 
youth biographical chara'cteristics was tak~n. 
For clien~s receiving additional counselling 
sessions, the program staff conducted a youth 
behaviour assessment and a family relations 
assess~ent. Specific measurable counselling 

" 
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objectives for each youth and family were also 
identified. >]":ollowing termination of 
counselling to theseclients, the behaviour and 
the family relations assessments were 
completed again, anote was made of improvement 
or movement on the individual client 
counselling objectives, and a client satisfac­
tion questionaire was give~ to each parent to 
complete at their leisure. 

7., The BYS Organization and Accountability Structure 

Figure 2 is an organizational chart depicting the administrative 

funding, staffing, and accountability structure of Burnaby Youth 

Services. 

Figure 2: The BYS Organization and Accountability Structure 

Municipality of Burnaby ~ 
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Program Resources 

a) Funds 

The Burnaby Youth Services Program has operated for the past 

two years (and will continue to do so for at least one more 

year) with funds provided on a cost-sharing basis by the 

B.C. Ministry of Attorney General (with help from a grant by 

the Solicitor General of Canada), by the Canada Assistance 

Plan and by the Municipality of Burnaby. Table 1 provides a 

breakdown of the approximate amount of funds provided or to 

be provided each year by each contributor ;for the years 

1980, 1981, and 1982 (estimates for 1981 and 1982' were 

calculated Novembe):. 1981). Funding in 1983 is to be proviqed 

solely by the Municipality of Burnaby. 

TABLE 1 

Funds' Provided or Committed to the Burnaby Yout.h Services 
Program for the Years 1980. 1981 and 1982. (These 
figures h,ave been calculated on a calelldar year) 

" 
" 

Actual ~1980 Actual 1981 

B.C. Min. of 
Attorney General 45,090 33,558 
Canada Assis-
tance Plan 18,700 18,850 
Municipality of 
Burnaby 1,369 8,484 

TOTALS 65,159 60,872(*) 

This figure is based on approximately 9 
weeks of staff salaries were not paid 
employees strike ($15,705) 

Projected 1982 

22,770 

26,456 

47,541 

96,767 

months, 
due ,to 

thirteen 
a civic 

Table 2' provides a breakdown of how these funds w~re 

--------~ 
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expended (or expec.t to be spent) by each cost category for 

the three years of operation in which there will be some B.C. 

Government funding. 

TABLE 2 

Actual and Projected Costs of the BYS Prog.!:am for the Years 1980-1982 

Salaries and 
Benefits 
Tele.phone 
Equipment Rental 
Building Rental 
Transportation 
Office Supplies 
Training and 
Traveling· 
furnishings 

TOTAL 

Actual Costs 
1980 

52,575 
2,074 

603 
3,064 

500 
1,962 

250 

4,131 

65,159 

Actual Costs 
1981 

52,249(*) 
1,812 
1,149 
3,702 

311 
1,.561 

108 

60,892(*) 

Projected Costs 
1982 

87,087 
1,980 
1,100 
4,000 
1,100 

800 
500 

200 

96,767 

(*) Due to a civic employees strike 13 weeks of salary for 3 
staff was not paid in 1981, this amount was approximately 
$15,705. .~: 

(b) Staff 

Burnaby Youth Services operates with two counselling 

'Staff (one who also acts as the program supervisor) and a 

clerical worker. The program supervisor (senior 

counsellor) as of December 1981 has a degree in psychiatric 

nursing and approximately seven years counselling 

experii::mce in mental heal th and social services while the 

junior counsellor has a degree in psychology and has had 

approximately seven years counselling experience in 

'social services. 
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c) Facilities 

At present, Burnaby Youth Services operates in offices 

located in the municipal health department building, 

adjacent to the Burnaby RCMP detachment, City Hall and 

Municipal Courts. The office space is ample as it provides 

for two offices for conducting counselling, a reception/ 

waiting room and an office for the receptionist/officer 

manager. It is expected, however, that by the summer of 

1982 Burnaby Youth Services will be moving into the main 

floor of the RCMP building. 

9. Community Socio-Political Environment: Influences and Resources 

Burnaby (pop. 142,000) is a residential community adjacent to 

the City of Vancouver and the City of New lvestminster. In addition 

to the excellent facilities and resources available within the 

community, numerous resources are available in the adj acent 

communi ties. SOIne' of the facilities and resources available to 

Burnaby residents as well as" to the Burnaby Youth Services staff 

include: 

(i) 

(il) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

a large RCMP detachment loca.ted 
community with 113 meIl\bers oh general 
86 members on specialized duties; 

in .the 
duty and 

eight probation officers dispersed among three 
separate offices specifically responsible for 
supervision and counselling of youths on 
probation; 

school co~sellors situated in every 
elementary, junior secondary and secondary 
school in Burnaby; 

approximately twenty-two ~uman resources 
social workers; 
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(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 

(ix) 

(x) 
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two staff psychologists with the Munici­
pality of Burnaby Department of Health; 

mental health assessment, diagnosis and 
counselling services available at Burnaby 
Psychiatric Services which includes the 
Children's Team for emotionally disturbed 
children under the age of 17. 

numerous recreational services for youth 
and families provided by the YMCA and 
Burnaby Parks and Recreation" , 

,; 

Burnaby Big Brothers Association; 

child care services 
Resources; 

provided by Human 

youth drop-in facilities 
communi ty schools and 
Recreation centers; 

provided by 
Parks and 

(xii) family crisis intervention services 
provided by Human Resources Workers and 
located in the community of Coquitlam (a 
neighboring community to Burnaby); 

(xiii) family court counsellors with the Attor­
ney General Corrections Branch. 

Summary of Model of Burnab~Youth Services 

A summary model of the Burnaby Youth Services program is 

presented in Figure 3 (See page 43). 

B. 

1. 

The Evaluable Burnaby Youth Services Program Model 

Program Objectives 

The evaluable program model was formulated keeping in mind 

the purpos~ for program evaluation and the four research 

objectives (see Chapter III) and considering the difficulties or 

expense of measuring each program impact and operational 
~ 

objective. 
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Program staff and the evaluator concluded that the following 

.. program impact objectives were not evaluable because of the limited . -
duration of the study, difficulties with measuring the event, or 

because of limited staff time available to collect data. 

(1) The extent to which all juvenile offenders under 
14 years of age have been identified and 
diverted from the justice system for assessment 
and intervention; 

(2) Extent to which police, schools and socl.?l 
service agencies were assisted in learning to 
identify potentially delinquent youth; 

(3) Extent to which the' youths referred to the' 
program are now aware of the consequences of 
their negative (or delinquent) behaviour; 

(4) Extent to which parents and/or youth have 
acquired or utilized new methods to deal with 
problems they encounter; 

(5) Extent to which youth and family self-worth has 
improved; 

(6) Extent to which parents are positive a:nd 
supportive of appropriate child behaviour and 
are able to control inappropriate child 
behaviour; 

(7) Extent to "which parent-child communication has 
improved. 

Program impact objectives" se,lected as evaluable within 
. 
" 

constraints of staff time and the duration of the study are: 

(1) The extent to which there has be.,en an increase 
in harmonious c and healthy interpersonal 
relations in the family (quality of family 
interaction) as. measured by standardized 
inst.ruments, family self"'7report and counsellor 
observation.'\' '\ 

" 

(2)' The extent to which youth's anti-social, 
negative or delinquent behaviour has. been 
eliminated or has improved as measured by 

the 

----~ 
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counsellor clinical observation, police records, 
and parent self-report. 

(3) The extent to which individual family problems 
have been resolved as measured by the goal 
attainment scaling procedure. 

(4) The extent to which families and youth are 
willing to seek social service assistance if 
unable to, deal with family and youth problems as 
measured by their self-report of problems and 
assistance seeking behaviour at follow-up. 

The following operational objectives were selected as evaluable: 

(1) The extent to which only appropriate referrals 
are being referred to the program, that is, 
youths 6-14 years of age referred for a 
delinquent offence, who had no more than one 
previous offence, or behaviour 'problem youths, 
6-14 years of age who have had 'no previous 
offences. 

(2) Extent to which a response is made quickly 
(within 2 days) to each referral regardless of 
its appropriateness. 

(3) Extent to which all inappropriate referrals are 
referr.ed elsewhere or returned to the referring 
source for more action. 

( 4) Extent to which all 
assessed aud gi ven 
referred elsewhere, 
services or short-term 

appropriate referrals are 
information/consultation, 

provided with brief 
co uuselling • 

(5) Extent to which all appropriate referrals 
con~acted and assessed within two ~eeks. 

are 

(6) Extent to which other members of the family 
participate in counselling with youth.' 

2. Program Services 

It wa~ judged possible to determine whether all services 

specified in' the planned conceptual model were being provided to 

clients referred to the program. This includes assessment and 

referral services, brief counselling to families and youths 0-2 

;/ 
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sess!ons) , and short-term family counselling (less than 3 months of 

counselling) • 

These services were evaluated in terms of the extent to which 

they were provided to clients, the frequency of counsellor-client 

contact, duration of counselling, whether the youth or both the youth 

and family were the focus of counselling and whether counselling 

focused on marital problems, personal youth problems, the delinquency 

problem, or family interaction problems. Program services were not 

considered evaluable in terms of the quality of the counselling 

sessions. 

3. Socio-Politic~l En~ironmental Factors 

The community climate and other socio-political environment 

fa.ctors evaluated in terms of their effect on program efficiency and 

effectiveness were as follows: 

.(1) The extent to which police are knowledgeable 
about program services, program objectives and 
the appropriate client population for refferal. 

(2). The extent to which there is close cooperation 
and interaction between the program staff and 
\ 

the police. 

(3) The extent to which police are satisfied with 
se'rvices provided to youths by BYS, satisfied 
with the deterrent effect of the program on 
delinquent youths, and satisfied with services 
or benefits they directly received. 

(4) The ext,ent to which the non-police referral 
agencies, (specifically human resources, the 
'schools, probation and youth-oriented community 
programs) \~ere knowledgeable about program 
services, 'bbjectives and the appropriate 
popa\ation for referrals. 

(5) The extent to which the non-pplice referral 
agencies are satisfied with the services youths 
have ['received and satisfied with the perceived 
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effect of the program on 
potentially delinquent youths. 

delinquent and 

(6) The extent to which there is good cooperation, 
interaction and communication between BYS 
program staff and the non-police referral 
agencies. 

Summary of the Evaluable Model 

--- - -~~---~ 

A summary of the objectives and services of Burnaby Youth 

Services selected for evaluation are shown in Figure 4 (See page 45). 
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Figure 3: Summary Model of the Burnaby Youth Services Program 
(Goals, Objectives and Services) 

GOAL NO.1 

Promote healthy intrapersonal and personal functioning in familiea of 
at-risk and minor delinquent youths. 

IMPACT OBJECTIVES 

1. Increase harmonious and healthy interaction among family members. 

2. Teach family of at-risk and minor delinquent youth to utilize or 
acquire new methods to deal with family and life problems. 

3. Promote awareness in the apprehended delinquent youth of the 
consequences and/or legal ramifications of anti-social or delinquent 
behaviour. 

4. Reduce or eliminate repeat incidences of anti-social negative or 
delinquent behaviour exhibited by refer.red youths. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

SUBORDINATE IMPACT OBJECTIVES 

Improve parent-to-child and parent-to-parent communication. 

Increase youth and family self-esteem. 

~ncrease receptiveness of family to identify need for counselling 
and to utilize available services. 

4. Improve ability of parents to reward sppropriate behaviour and 
control inappropriate behaviour. 

o 

GOAL NO.2 

Promote effective identification of and coordination and delivery of 
services in Burnaby to at-risk and minor delinquent youths and their 
families. 

IMPACT OBJECTIVES 

1. Develop a referral system with police whereby police identify and 
refer all first-time juvenile offenders under 14 years of age who 
are not being prosecuted to 3urnaby Youth Servicea for aasessment 
and intervention. 

2. Increase and maintain effective utilization and cooperation of 
social services in the co~unity of Burnaby for at-risk or minor 
delinquent youths and their families. 

3. Assist police, schools and community agencies how to identify 
at-risk and minor delinquent youths. 
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Figure 3: Summary Hodel of the Burnaby Youth Services Program (Cont'd) 

1. 

2. 

GOAL NO.1 

PROCESS OBJECTIVES 

Provide immediate .response within 2 days (later changed to one 
week) to each referral, regardless of appropriateness. 

Accept appropriate referrals for assessment and counselling as 
defined by the following criteria: 
(i) 
(11) 

(111) 

(iv) 

resident of Burnaby; 
first time delinquent off~nder, 6-14 years of age 
or at-risk delinquent problem behaviour youth, 
6-14 years of age; 
referred by RCMP, schools, probation, Human Resources, 
other community agencies or parents; 
not emotionally disturbed, mentally or physically 
handicapped. 

3. Es tablish contact with all appropriate refe."Crals within 2 weeks· of 
referral dlltE. 

4. For all appropriate referrals, conduct an assessment of underlying 
antecedent of youth and family problems. 

5. Following assessment, determine and deliver appropriate service 
(listed below). 

SERVICES 

1. Referral elsewhere if intensive service is required. 

2. Information/consultation on youth or family problem. 

3. Brief counselling servIce (1-2 sessions)_ to family. 

4. Family short-term counselling (less than 3 months). 

5. Individual youth short-term counselling (less than 3 months). 

6. Informal parent effectivens8 training. 

------- --~-~--

GOAL NO.2 

PROCESS OBJECTIVES 

1. Ensure that clients not counselled by 8YS staff but assessed as 
needing assistance are referred elsewhere to the appropriate agency 
01' institutation. 

2. Meet with officials from schools,':.lIDan resources, probation and 
police at least once a month to share information, establish &nd 
maintain communic&tion network and confer on particular youth wno 
have come to the attention of more than one agency. 

3. Provide services to agency or institution (listed below). 

o 

SERVICES 

1. Information/consultation to any agency or police OG delinquency 
matter. 

2. Referral and liaison service for police with social service 
agencies. 

3. Confer on a regular monthly basis with other social service 
agencies, school officials and police on at-risk or minor delinquent 
youth and on community service issues. 
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Figure 4: THE EVALUABLE PROGRAM HODEL OF BURNABY YO:lTH SERVICES '(Summary) 

SOCIO-POLITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENC~S 

I I I 
Police Satis-

J 
I Professional communityl ~community Citizen! 

tied with BYS Satisfied Groups Satisfied 

I "'""- I 

Knowledgeable ~ r I 
Target Population ~ Cooperate & Sh~r.e! r Knowledgeable of l! 

Information . Target Population 
I 

Cooperate & Share 1 I 
Information 1 

r- !.No Action Taken ril.Response made within 2 days automatical1i~ I Inappropriate Referral 2. Inappropriate refererals returned 
~elinquenCy No Contact Established I Referrals I--

(6-14 yrs) I.Response made within 
!.Information!Consultat- I- 2 days 
tionjInappropriate Ref- 2.Service provided 

A.Behaviour erraljReferral Elsewhere within 2 weeks C I.Reduced No. of re-- -Problem current behaviour 
Referrals r--- ' ..... problems or police-

(6-16 yrs) B.Referral Elsewhere 

~ 
I.Re,gponse made within youth contact - Brief Service 2 days 2.Willing to seek so-
2.Service is provided cial assistance if , 

to family within 2 family youth pro-
!.Long Term Counselling I weeks C blems arise D - -

I 11.Response is made within 2 days C L--il.Reduced No. of recurrent behaviour problems or police-youth 
2.Service is provided within 2 weeks-

TARGET POPULATION 

j" : , 

, . ..,.~'" .. ' .,~," ·ir. ;,'t,. ; __ ~~4' ."~, .' 

ACTION TAKEN! 
SERVICES 

13.Assessment conducted wIthin 2 weeks 
~. 

PROCESS OBJECTIVES 

contact 
,;:,. Improved youth behav,\our 
3.Individual counsellir.lg objectives achie'led 
4. Improved family int~'ractiOll 
S.Willing to seek assistance if needed 0 -

OUTCOME OBJECTIVES 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES AND INSTRUMENTS 

A. Measurement of Program Impact Objectives 

1. Quality of Family Relations and Interaction 

This dimension was meas ured by three techniques; l) a 

standardized observation schedule called the Ittelson Family 

Interaction Scales administered by the program cOmlsellor 2) a 

clinical judgement made by the couns'ellor and 3) parent self-report 

of their family well-being. 

The Ittelson Family Interaction Scale (Behrens, Meyers, Goldfarb 

and Fieldsteel, 1969) is an observation schedule that can be 

administered by a therapist, counsellor or a trained observer (See 

Appendix B). 

The seven scales of the instrtunent are constructed to include 

not only interactions between pairs of individual family members but 

also those which characterize the family as a unit and occur when the 

entire family is together. The scales are 1) Family Investment of 

Selves in Home; 2) Family Group Patterns of Interactions; 3) 

Interaction of Husband and Wife as Marital Partners; 4) Interaction 

of Husband and' Wife as Parents; 5) Parent-Child Interaction; 6) 

Child-Parent Interaction; 7) Child-Ghild Interaction. Each scale is 

scored on a seven po~nt dimension, each point anchored in terms of 

consecutively ascendi,ng degrees of- quality or adjustment. Scales of 

this schedule ar~ designed to address three primary questions on 

family relations: 
t? 

"(1) Does the family structure and organization 
enable the child to perceive and attend to 
family and cultural expectancies accurately? 
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(2) Does the family provide a setting and 
atmosphere in which the child can experience, 
differentiate and communicate emotions of 
pleasure and 'displeasure? (3) Is the family's 
approach to reality such that the child is 
prepared to adjust in a competent and cultural~y 
appropriate fashion outside the confines of h~s 
family group?" (Pg 209) 

Measurement of the quality of family interaction on these scales 

taken on all clients and their families receiving short-term 

counselling (more than two sessions and less than three months). 

measurements were taken, that is, at the beginning Both pre and post 

of the counselling program following an initia~ period of familiarity 

and assessment and at the terminatio~ of the counselling program. 

Clinical as~essment of family functioning and family problem 

resolution was ma eye coun d b th sellor a t the termina,tion of 

counselling services, using the folloWing rating scale: 

No Change 
No Awareness 

1 

Awareness 
of Problem 

2 

Acquire New 
Means to 
Deal with 
Problem 

3 

Demonstrate 
Partial 
resolution 

4 

Complete Problem 
Resolution 

5 

Parent self-report of family f.unctioning was obtained from 

clients receiving short-term counselling at the close of counselling 

i d· f 1 brief or short-term and from all clients who rece ve re erra , 

counselling three to si~ llxmths following termination of services 

from BYS. 

Open-ended statements from the referred youth or the parents 

were elicited by telephoning the family' to ask how everything was 

going, to ask whether there were new or recurrent youth or family 

\. 



A "OJ '" 

\ 

(~ .. ,'>" 

-48-

problems and to ask whether they required any assistance from the 

counsellors at Burnaby Youth Services. The following rating scale 

was used to categorize comments made by family members regarding 

family and youth well-being. 

(1) Excellent: 

(2) Good: 

(3) Fair/O.K.: 

(4) Poor: 

Follow-Up Family Assessment Rating Scale 

Family expresses some statement to the effect 
that the home situation is very good or 
excellent and that the youth's behaviour and 
his or her relations with the family, the peer 
groups, and with the school is non-problematic 
and hedthy. 

The family expresses some sentiment to the 
effect that everything is functioning well in 
the family, that the youth's behaviour has 
improved and is non-problematic. 

The fa~ly has commented that everything is 
"o.k" in the family and with their son or 
daughter, but one is left with the impression 
(by their comments) that there are occasional 
or minor problems. 

The family has commented that there are family 
problems and/or that their son's or daughter's 
behaviour is unacceptable and problematic. 

(5) Extremely Poor: This category was reserved only for those 
families where there have been recent and 
severe crises in the family involving the 
youth. The youth is acting out in an explosive 
or ov~rt manner, such as running away or 
committing delinquencies. 

2. Improvement of Youth Behaviour 

Improvement of youth behaviour was measured in terms of five 

indicators; (1) the type of problem behaviour that led to their 

referral to the BYS, (2) the problem or delinquent history of the 

Y9uth, (3) a standardized behaviour checklist of the youth's 

behaviour as observed by the counsellor and parents, (4) police 
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records of recurrent or new delinquent or problem behaviour following 

termination, of services from Burnaby Youth Services, and (5) parental 

self-report o,f the youth's behaviour, three to six months following 

termination of services from Burnaby Youth Serv:tces. 

Youth behaviour precipitating his or her referral to BYS waS 

rated in terms of s~.verity and categorized as to whether it was a 

non-delinquent behaviour problem or a delinquent behaviour. 

Non-delinquent behaviour problems were defined here as school 

problems that could not be handled by school counsellors, running 

away from home (sometimes classified as a delinquency or status 

offence), family-related behaviour problems, aggressive behaviours 

exhibited by youths and non-aggressive behaviour problems exhibited 

by the youth. Delinquent behaviours were categorized into the 

following delinquent offence groups: shoplifting, theft under 

$200.00 (other than shoplifting), breaking and entering (B&E), drug 

and alcohol offences, arson and vandalism offences and general 

miscellaneous delinquent acts. 

Information pertaining to the type of problem behaviour 

precipitating a referral was obtained from the referral source and 

police files. Self-report statements from the youth and family were 

elicited to o,btain information on the youth's problem or delinquency 

history. This information included,: number and type of previous 

delinquent offences, the youth's grade, status, and academic 

performance in school, and whether and what kind of soc~al services 

the youth may have received prior to the presenting problem(s) that 

precipitated referral to BYS. Information on the youth's and 

family's use of other social services was obtained prior to 

{) 
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cOlIDselling at BYS and three-to-six nxmths following terrination of 

services from BYS. 

Pre and post program assessment of the youth's behaviour for all 

clients receiving full cOlIDselling services was conducted by means of 

the Jesness Behaviour Observer Checklist (Jesness, 1971), (See 

Appendix C). 

The Jesness Behaviour Checklist was designed as a standardized 

observation instrument to measure the social behaviour of delinquent 

and problem behaviot~ youth. The Behaviour Checklist consists of 80 

items measuring 14 bipolar behavioural scales. The 14 Behaviour 

Checklist scales are as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Uno btrusi veness vs. Obtrusi veness (8 items) • 
Unobtrusiveness is characterized by agreeable, 
inconspicuous, nonmeddlesome behaviour. A low 
score is characteristic of loud, aggressive 
individuals who agitate, quarrel, and thrust 
their opinions upon others. 

Friendliness vs. Hostility (5 items). 
Friendliness is defined as a dispOSition toward 
amiable cooperativeness, and noncritical 
acceptance of others. A low score is indicative 
of faultfinding, and disdainful, antagonistic 
behaviour toward others, especially persons in 
authority. 

Responsibility vs. Irresponsibility (9' items). 
Responsibility is indicated by adequate work 
habits, including promptness, initiative, and 
good care of equipment. Low scores suggest poor 
quality and low quantity of work performance. 

4. Considerateness vs. Inconsiderateness (7 items). 
Considerateness refers to a tendency to behave 
with politeness and tact, and to show kindness 
toward others. A low score is indica ti ve of 
callousness, tactlessness, and/or a lack of 
social skills. 

5. Independence vs. Dependence (5 items). 
Independence characterizes persons who attempt to 
cope with tasks and make decisions without undue 
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reliance on others. Low scores characterize 
those who are not decisive or assertive, and who 
are easily influenced by others. 

Rapport vs. Alienation (5 items). Rapport is 
shown by those who interact easily with and have 
harmonious relations with persons in authority, 
such as ,teachers, counselors, therapists, etc. A 
low score is characteristic of those who avoid 
authority figures and do not appear to trust 
them. 

Enthusiasm vs. Depression (5 items). Enthusiasm 
is characteristic of those who are cheerful, 
active, and involved with others. A low score 
indicates lack of interest, withdrawal from 
participation, and unhappiness. 

Sociability vs. Poor Peer Relations (4 items). 
Sociability refers to the capacity for getting 
along well with .others in groups. A low score 
characterizes those whose do not cooperate well 
in group activities, and are not well liked. 

Conformity vs. Non-Conformity (7 items). 
Conformity refers to the tendency to comply with 
accepted social conventions, laws, or established 
rules. Those who obtain low scores are prone to 
lie, steal, or otherwise disregard social or 
legal standards. 

Calmness vs. Anxiousness (6 items). Calmness is 
defined by the presence of self-confidence, 
composure, personal security, and high 
self-esteem. Low scores characterize persons who 
lack confidence and appear anxious and nervous, 

. especially under stress. 

Effective Communication vs. Inarticulateness (5 
items). Effective communication refers to the 
capacity for clear expressions, and the tendency 
to listen attentively to others. The person 
scoring low tends to avoid direct cummunication, 
does not express himself clearly" and/or does not 
attend to what others say. 

12. Insight vs. Unawareness and Indecisiveness (6 
it.ams). Insight refers to accurate 
self-understanding and active engagement in 
efforts to cope with and solve personal 
problems. A low score is indicative -of 
indecisiveness, little effort toward resolving 
personal problems, and inaccurate self-knowledge. 

13. Social Control vs. Attention~Seeking (4 items). 
Social control is demonstrated by the absence of 
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loud, attention demanding behaviour. Those who 
are rated low tend to "horseplay", and display 
other loud, attention-seeking behaviours. 

14. Anger Control vs. Hypersensitivity (4 items). 
Anger control is defined as the tendency to 
remain calm when frustrated. Low scores indicate 
a tendency to react to frustration or criticism 
with anger and aggression. (Jesness, 1971, pp. 
9-10). 

The other post-measures of youth behaviour included a check of 

police files, six to ten months following termination of services at 

BYS to determine type, frequency and severity of recurrent or new 

problems that have brought them into contact with police. This check 

was conducted on all youths who were appropriately referred to BYS 

and received some type of service: either referral elsewhere, 

assessment and brief service, or assessment and counselling. The 

police files on youths referred to BYS but who could not be contacted 

or who refused assistance were not checked. 

A final post-measure indicator of youth behaviour involved 

follow-up telephone. calls to all families who received some services 

at BYS, three to six months following termination of services. 

Parents were simply asked whether they were having any recurrent or 

new problems with their child and whether they required. further BYS 

assistance. 

3. Resolution of Individual Case Problems 

Definition and measurement of individual youth and/or family 

problems was obtained by means of (1) the "Goal Attainment Scaling" 

technique (Kiresuk and Lund, 1978,) (Appendix D) and (2) through 

self-report. 

The goal attainment scaling technique for evaluating individual 

case outcomes employs a 5-point scale of· individualized potential 
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outcomes in contrast with tetra ona h diti 1 dicho tomous measurement of 

goal attainment (or non-attainment). Goal attainment scaling places 

the target goal for each client in the centre of a range of possible 

outcomes from 'most unfavourable' and 'less than expected' on one 

end t the 'expected outcome' in the middle, and the 'more than 

expected' and 'best anticipated' on the other end. Briefly, the goal 

attainment scaling evaluation technique involves seven steps: 

1. selecting scale headings (l~5) that identify high priority 
goal areas; 

2. assignment of a numerical weight to each goal area; 

3. 

'4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

determining the time period for which the scale will be 
scored; 

stating the outcome that is expected in each goal area, 
taking into acount the time interval until follow-up and the 
type and amount of service to be delivered; 

using the 'expected outcome' as a benchmark, completing the 
1 els on the scale; four remaining client or program ev 

in the follow-up, determining which outcome lev'el bes t 
describes a client or program at the time of follow-up, and 
putting an X or an asterisk in the corresponding cell; and 

calculating a goal attainment score, thought of as an 
average of the outcome scores for various goal dimensions 
adjusting for the relative weight assigned to the goal, the 
number of goals and the typical intercorrelation among goal 
scales -- a global index of the degree to which outcome 
expectations have been realized (Kiresuk and Lund, 1978, p. 
341 - 346). 

During case follow-up cond ucted three to six months following 

termination of BYS assistance, parents provided self-report 

statements on their well- e ng an b i d on t heir willingness to recognize 

they are having problems and to seek help froffi an agency or program, 

such as Burnaby Youth Services • 

B • Measurement of Process Objectives and Services 

In brief the BYS .process objectives refer to: 1) immediacy of a 

\ 
I. 



.. iQ; +IIE""'- ~~ - ._---

-54-

response to a referral; 2) acceptance of appropriate referrals (as 

defined by specific age and offence history characteristics);J) 

establishing contact with all appropriate referrals; 4) assessment of 

the problem; 5) providing service to these youths and their families 

(information/consultation, referral and other resources, 
brief 

counselling or short-term counselling); 6) where one of these 

services would not be useful or cannot be delivered an appropriate 

referral of the youth and family elsewhere to another program or 

service that can provide assistance and; 7) meeting regularly with 

police, schools, human resources and probation workers to establish a 

cooperative referral network. 

To measure these process objectives, that is, whether the 

program was operating as conceptually planned, it was necessa"ry to 

collect the fOllowing type of information on all individuals referred 

to Burnaby Youth Services: 

(1) sex of referred youth; 

(2) age of referred youth; 

(3) the reason for referral, whether a behaviour problem or a 
delinquent act; 

(4)~the number of previous delinquent activities or contact with 
police; 

(5) the source of the referral (e.g. RCMP, school, probation, 
MHR, etc.); 

(6) the date of the referral; 

(7) the date of the occurrence of the problem (or latest event); 

(8) whether and how contact was established with the youth and 
family; 

(9) the date of first contact with the family; 

(10) the date of first in-person visit (if appropriate); 

~,-
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(11) the type of service provided (information/consultation 
referral elsewhere with or without assessment, brief 
service, short-term counselling); 

(12) in cases where brief service or short-term counselling was 
prOVided, whether certain procedures of case management 
were followed: 

(i) 

(if) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

assessment; 

description taken on family characteristics, 
t"he nature of the problem or delinquent 
offence, the number of counselling sessions, 
and reasons for termination; 

youth and family testing completed; 

follow-up check of family ftmctioning and of 
police files for repeat problems or 
delinquenc:i .. es. 

This information was collected on all referrals to the program 

on a program monitoring form (Appendix E) by the program secretary. 

For all youths an a e d f mili S provided with brief service 

consultation or short-term counse ng, IIi additional information was 

collected on a client description form (see Appendix F) completed by 

the counsellor taking the case. This included: 

(1) age and sex of referred youth; 

(2) school status and level of performance; 

(3) the specific reason for referral; 

(4) previous use of community services; 

(5) family structure; 

(6) members of famiiy working; 

(7) number of children in family; 

(8) stability of family; 

(9) type and seriousness.of previous offences; 

(10) specific type of action taken/service provided to client; 

(11) family individual involved in counselling sessions; 

j" \' 
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(12) type of counselling; 

(13) number of counselling sessions; 

(14) duration of counselling; 

(15) primary reason for terminating counselling; and 

(16) who terminated counselling. 

c. Measurement of Socio-Political Factors 

Sensitive ohservation and measurement of elements particular to 

the socio-political environment in 'which Burnaby Youth Services 

operated was not an easy task. The socio-political environment, 

including the social service and professional community, Burnaby 

citizens, and the police administration, can have a tremendous impact 

on program delivery and program succesa. To uncover ~irst ~~at were 

the critical elements of the socio-political environment affecting 

program ,operations, ulstructured interviews were conducted with both 

program counsellors" several senior:Burnaby RCMP and an official of 

the Burnaby School Board. The primary issues raised concerning 

program relations with police administration, police members and 

other community agencies who could make referral to BYS were as 

follows: 

(1) Did workers or staff in these agencies or institutions 
perceive they had a problem with delinquent and potentlally 
delinquent youths in their community? 

(2) What course of action did they normally take to deal with 
these prob'lem youth? 

(3) Did they perceive ( a need in the community for additional 
resources to deal ;'Nith young ofj:enders under 13 years of age 
or for potentially delinquent":9'youth? 

(4) Were they aware of the existence of Burnaby Youth Services? 

(5) Had t.hey made any referrals to Burnaby Ycuth Services? 
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(6) If-. they were aware of BYS, 
. ktibw ledge? 

how had they obtained this 

(7) What is the degree of cooperation, information sharing and 
feedback between BYS staff and staff of other agencies or 
institutions dealing with problem or delinquent youths? 

(8) Had community agency staff been involved with the planning 
and development of BYS and had they supported its cr~ation? 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

~fuat kind of youths did the staff and workers of community 
agencies and institutions think were to be referred to RYS? 
Did their understanding of this ~oincide with BYS's criteria 
for selecting appropriate referrals? 

What did the staff and workers of community agencies and 
institutions think were the goals and objectives of BYS? Do 
these objectives coirtcide with BYS's statement of program 

objectives? 

What kind of elements of BYS operation did the staff and 
workers of community agencies and institutions feel were 
problems for themselves, for clients, or for the community 
affecting program efficiency and effectiveness? 

What did they preceive to be the particular strengths a,nd 
weaknesses of the BYS program and how did the program 

benefit them? 

In add".tion to these questions, police officers were questioned ., 
on their attitudes toward police involvement in the identification of 

potentially delinquent and delinquent youths. They also were asked 

whether they thought they should provide social services themselves 

1 k hired by the Police or refer to social or refer to socia wor ers 

workers with an independent social service agency. Police w-ere also 

questioned on their general attitudes toward crime prevention. 

To address these questions~a structured questionnaire was 

The constructed for agency and scho'":J-l fJet'sonnel (See Appendix G). 

agency and school questionnaires were basically identical except for 

use of ref erence prono\Dls • These questionnaires were mailed (with 

self-addressed, stamped return envelopes) to 15 social workers, 

including the director or supervisor, at the follo~ing statutory 

\ 

\ 
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agencies: 

(1) Burnaby Health Department, 
(2) Psychological Education Clinic, B.C. Youth Development 

Centre, 
(3) Ministry of Human Resources: Burnaby East Office, 
(4) Ministry of Human Resources: Burnaby North Office, 
(5) Ministry of Human Resources: Burnaby South Office, 
(6) Probation and Family Services: Burnaby North Office, 
(7) Probation and Family Services: "Bw:.naby South Office, 
(8) Burnaby Park and Recre,'C:~ion Deparmertt, 
(9) Provincial Family Court'. 

to the directors (N=10) of the following priva.te agencies or programs 

operating in Burnaby: 

(1) Big Brothers of Burnaby, 
(2) Browndale Care Society, 
(3) Project Back Door, 
(4) Burnaby Family Life Institute, 
(5) PURPOSE - Fraser Correctional Resources Society, 
(6) Robert's House - Lower Mainland St. Leonard's Society, 
(7) Burnaby Volunteer Centre, 
(8) Burnaby Parks and Recreation Department, 
(9) North Burnaby Single Parents Club, 

(10) Family court, 

and to the principals of the following elementary and junior 

secondary schools in Burnaby: 

(1) Carlboo Hill Junior Secondary, 
(2) Edmonds Junior Secondary, 
(3) Kensington Junior Secondary, 
(4) McPherson Junior Secondary, 
(5) Moscrop Jun;i~or S~condary, 
(6) Alpha Secondary, 
(7) Burnaby Heights Junior Secondary, 
(8) Marlborough Royal Oak Junior Secondary, 
(9) Armstrong Elementary, 

(10) Aubrey Elementary, 
(11) Brantford Elementary, 
(12) Brentwood Park Elementary, 
(13) Buckingham Elementary, 

.(4) Cameron Road Elementary, 
(15) Capitol Hill Elementary, 
(16) Cascade Heights Elementary, 

<) 
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(17) Chaffey-Burke Elementary, 
(18) Clinton Elementary,' 
(19) Confederation Park Elementary, 
(20) Douglas Elementary, 
(21) Duthie Union School, 
(22) Edmonds Elementary, 
(23) Gilmore Avenue Elementary, 
(24) Gilpin School, 
(25) Glenwood Elementary, 
(26) Inman Elementary, 
(27) Kitchener Elementary, 
(2a) Lakeview Elementary, 
(29) Lyndhurst Elementary, 
(30) Marlborough-Royal Oak Elementa~y, 
(31) Maywood Elementary, 
(32) Montecito School, 
(33) Morley St. Elementary, 
(34) Nelson Elementary, 
(35) Parkcrest Elementary, 
(36) Riverside, Elementary, 
(37) Riverway West Elementary, 
(38) Rosser Elementary, 
(39) Seaforth Elementary~ 
(40) Second St. Elementary, 
(41) Sperling, Avenue Elementary, 
(42) Suncrest Elementary, 
(43) Sussex Elementary, 
(44) Twelfth Avenue Elem~ntary, 
(45) toTes tridge Elementary, 
(46) Windsor Elementary, 

To explore the attitudes of Burnaby RCMP issues, an interview 

guide was constructed containing both structured and open-ended 

questions (See Appendix H). Variables conside.red im,pprtant 

for interpreting police attitudes were 1) whether they had previously 

made referrals to BYS or not, 2) their rank - constable, corporal or 

sergeant (general duty NCO's), and 3) their number of years 

experience as police officers. Also, general duty police at'~ the 

Burnaby detachment were organized (at the time of this evaluation 

study) into 5 groups or zones that work together in a specified area 
,I 

of the cO~!Jni ty • Taking into consideration these four variab1~s" 

two constables who had made referrals toBYS and two constables who 

had not wer~ chosen randomly from each zone. Since there were only 
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two corporals and one sergeant in charge of each zone, all three from 

each of the five zones were interviewed. 

. -) , 
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CHAPTER V 

CLIENT RESULTS 

Characteristics of Client Population 

Age and Sex 

One hundred and fifteen youths and three adults were referred to 

Burnaby Youth Services over the 6 month evaluation period. The 

youths ranged in age from 5 years to 17 years. The mean age of 

juveniles was 13.2 years. Seventy-one percent of the referrals were 

boys. Table 3 gives a breakdown of age groups by sex of client. 

TABLE 3 

Age Groups by Sex of Clients Referred to BYS 

Male Female Totals 

5-11 yrs. 19 3 22 ( 19%) 
12-14 II 33 20 53 (45%) 
15-17 II 28 8 36 (30%) 
Unknown or Adult 4 3 7 (6%) 

TOTALS 84 (71%) 34 (29%) 118 ( 100%) 
, 

The proportions of boys in each of the known age groups, i.e., 

5-11, 12-14 and 15-17 years of age are 24, 41 and 35 percent 

respectively, while 'for' girls the proportions are 09, 65, and 26% 

respectively. (The age groups are groupings used by most social 

service program staff. They reflect different periods of 
~ 

maturational growth and also different police reponses to youth when 

inve~tigating the delinquent offence.) Thus, boys were reasonably 

well distributed 'in age across the three age catagories while most 
Jf\ 

girls referred to the program were between 12 and 14 years of age • 

2. Referral Sources 

As can be seen in 'Table 4, the v.ast majority of referrals (7g~1.) 
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were made by the RCMP. The next largest group of referrals (14%) 

came from parents themselves. Schools made only 5% of the referrals 

and Burnaby social service groups made no refer~als. Possible 

reasons for the lack of connuunity referrals will be discussed lat!er. 

TABLE 4 

Sources of Referral of Burnaby Youth Services 

Sources Frequencies 
(percentages) 

RCMP ••••••••••••••••• 93 (79%) 
Schools •••••••••••••• 6 (5%) 
Parent •••••••••• ~ •••• 16 (14%) 
Youth (Self) ••••••••• 1 (1%) 
Unknown •••••••••••••• 2 (1%) 

TOTAL 118 

3. Reason for Referral 

From a t:otal population of 118 referrals in 6 months, 85 cases 

(72%) involved a juvenile cOnurltting a delinquent offence and 33 

cases (28%) involved juveniles displaying non-4elinquent behaviour 

problems. Information on the specific delinquent offence was 

available for 36 of t~e 85 delinquent clients. The specific 
o 

behavioural problem was available for 26 of the 33 clients. 

(Information on.the specific delinquent offence was missing for the 

remaining 49 clients. Information on the specific behaviour problem 

leading to referral was missing on 7 of the 33 behavioural problem 

cases.) 

Table 5 lists additional information on the type of p:r:oblem 

precipitating referral for 62 clients. 

, " '-I " 
Referral fo~~/;behaviour problems was focused, primarily, on the 

yout'h, rather than the family as a whole. Identified youth problems 

1,-' 

A. 

B. 

(a) 
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TABLE 5 

Reasons for Referral to Burnaby Youth Services 

Total Male(b) Famale(b) 

,Behaviour Problem fReferrals 
School Problems 3 - -

8 - -Runaway 
Child Abuse 1 - -
Family Fo c used Pro blems 7 , - -
Child Focused-Aggressive - -
Behaviour 5 - -
Child Focused-Non-Aggressive - -
Behaviour 2 - -
Behaviour Problems Unknown (a) 7 - -

TOTAL 33 (28%) 18 15 
Delin9uent Problem Referrals 
Shoplifting 17 - -
Other Theft Under $200.00 3 - -
Breaking and Entering 9 - -

2 
'I) -Drugs and Alcoho1. -

Arson and Vandalism 3 - -
Other Delinquency 2 - -
Delinq uency Unknown .( a) .49 - -

TOTAL 85 (72%) 66 19 

TOTAL RE~ERRALS 118 84 
\ 

34 

The specific type of delinq~ency or behaviour prdblem was not 
recorded for 56 youth because the referral was inappropriate or 
no action was taken with the youth or family. 

(b) Data'; specifying' the sex of youth by each specific type of 
delinquency or behaviour problem was not collected. 

"'\,\ 
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included school problems, aggressive behaviour, running away from 

home or unmanageability in the home. In only 7 cases, were problems 

identified at referral as involving both the youth and the family. 

Twenty-nine (88%) of the behaviour problems referrals involved older 

youth, twelve to fifteen years of age. Mean age of non-delinquent 

behaviour problem referrals was 13.5 years. They ranged in age from 

9 to 17 years. 

The primary cause of most delinquency referrals was shoplifting 

offences. While the rooan age of the delinquency referrals was 12.9 

years, only slightly lower than the behaviour problem "referrals, 

delinquency referrals ranged from as young as 5 years to 17 years of 

age. Only 4 (12%) of the behaviour problem referrals were under 

twelve years of- age, while 21 (25%) of the delinquency referrals were 

under 12 years of age. 

Most (78%) of the delinquency referrals were boys while 

behaviour n~_h1-- ~ 1.- b ~.vu~~~ reLerra s were a out equally split betwee~ boys- an4 

girls (55% vs 45%). 

TABLE 6 

Reasons for Referral by Source of Referral 

j:l Behaviour Problems Delinquency Totals 
" " 

RCMP II ,I 17 (52i~) 76 (89%) 93 

Other 16 (48%) 9 (11%) 25 

Totals 33 (100%) 85 (100%) 118 
" . 

As expected, 89 percent of deliIlquency referrals were made by 

police. ' 
'li./I 
H:owever, police also contributed to 52 percent; of the 

behaviour problem referrals. o This includes pro\:>lems like running 

0-" 

:;r-­
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away from home and aggressive behaviour in the community. This 

finding suggests that police were attempting to identify and refer 

behaviour problem youths at-risk for later involvement in delinquent 

activities. 

4. Family Characteristics 

Information on some family characteristics of youths referred to 

Bur.1aby Youth Services was available for 54 famili,es (all of the 26 

appropriate behaviour problem referrals, all of the 27 appropriate 

delinquency referrals requiring counselling or referral elsewhere and 

one other family.) Of these families, twenty-eight youths (52%) 

lived with both their. natural mother and father and three youths (5%) 

lived with a stepparent and a natural parent. Fourteen youths (26%) 

lived with a slngle parent (all mothers). For the remaining cases, 9 

youths (17%) lived with foster parents, in it group home, or with 

relatives. 

Information on whether both parents were working was avai,ilable , , 
'C, 

on 44 families (out of 69 appropriate and serviced clients). Whether 

in a single parent or two parent family arrangement, 24 mothers out 

of 44 (55%) were working full-time. Only 17 of 44 families (39%) 

conformed to the traditional roles of a nuclear family with father 

working and mother re~~ining at home. 

Nine families out of 60 (of the 69 appropriate, and serviced 

clients) cases (15%)" however, were on social assistance. No 

information was available on the specific family socio-economic 

status ,~f the remaining 51 clients not on family assistance. 

Out of 43 families in which information was available on other 

children in the family, 8 (19%) had only one child, 18 (42%) had two 

\ 
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children and the remaining 17 (39%) had three to six children. In 

the majority of cases, the children in each family were all under 17 

years of age and living at home. 

Clinical judgements by BYS counsellors on f '1 allU y stabili.ty was 

available on 51 families. Eleven families (22%) were rated as 

extremely stable, 16 (31%) as reasonably stable, and 19 (37%) as only 

slightly unstable. Onl 5 f mili (10%) y a es 0 were rated as very unstable 

because of severe marital conflicts, alcoholism or a criminal family 

background. 

5. Delinquent/Problem History of Referred Youth 

Of the 115 youths referred to Burnaby Youth S ' f ervlces rom JUly 

1980 to February 1981, 39 (34%) h d 
o a previous police contact or 

delinquencies. S t h (15% even een yout 0 of total) had only one previous 

offence, usually within the last year. Fi hs' h ve yout ad two previous 

offences. Seventeen youths (1?% of total) however, had three or more 

previous contacts with the Burnaby RCMP. I n fact, 3 boys referred to 

BYS had 14 previous delinquencl'es d an one boy had 24 previous 

offences. 

Irrespective of the four boys with an extensive delinquency 

history, in most cases (21 out of 34) th e reasons why youths had 

previous contact with police were not i ser ous-usually misdemeanors 

such as causing mischief, running away from home , , or causing 6 public 

disturbance or minor d Ii i e nquenc es such as shoplifting, and willful 

damage. 

Of the 39 youths with previous delinquent problems, 32 (82%) 

were referred for a new delinquent problem and 7 (18%) were referred 

for non-delinquent behavioUr problems. 

-67-

B. Delivery of Services to Referred Clients 

1. Time between problem occurrence and referral 

Based on 94 cases in which information was available on the date 

of the occurrence of the problem or delinquency percipitating 

referral, the average number of days between occurrence of the 

problem and the date BYS received the referral was 10.9 days. In 66 

cases (70%), the referral was made within a week. For the remaining 

23 cases (30%), the referral period ranged from 2 weeks to 2 1/2 

months. 

2. Time between Referral and Contact with Client 

First contact ~rlth a family after referral was usually made (68% 

qf the time) by telephone. Twenty-five percent of the time contact 

with a family was attempted by sending a letter. In 6 cases (5%) 

first contact with a family was made in person. Of the 83 referred 

clients that BYS attempted to contact, the average time between 

referral and first contact was 7.0 days. Contact was made with 40 

families (48%) within 2 days of the referral. Another 24 families 

(29%) were contacted within 3 to 7 days. However, contact with the 

remaining families was not establis'hed for periods of time varying 

from 10 days to 3 months. (The extended contact time for some 

families was primarily caused by a civic employees strike.) 

Although first contact with a family was established fairly 

quickly in most cases, the first in-person contact with a family was 

considerably more gelayed. Of the 37 cases (out of 83 attempted 
f 
I I, 

I 
contacts) in, which program staff saw the youth or family in person, 

the average number of days from ref~rral to personal contact was 11.8 

days. Seventeen (46%) of these families (N=37) saw a counsellor 

4' • 
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in-person within 7 days of the referral and another 9 (24%) within 2 

weeks of the referral. The remaining 11 families (30%) did not 
..P' 

estabH.sh personal contact with BYS staff for periods of time varying TABLE 7 
~;: --.-

from 17 days to 1 1/2 months. (Again, some of this delayed contact 
Type of Action Taken by Reason for Referral 

was caused by A civic employees stike.) 

For a few families, the le1}gth of time between the problem 
Type of Type of Behaviour Delinque Total 
Referral Action Problem ncy Re- Refer-

Referral ferral rals 
occurance and establishment of personal contact with a family 

counsellor was so delayed (in most cases for reasons beyond program 

Inappro- No Action - Inappropriate 3 (43%) 15 (0%) 18 (56%) 
priate Family Referred Elsewhere 4 (57%) 10 (hq%) 14 (44%) 

staff control, but nevetheless important to examine) that one could 

seriously question whether services were being provided soon enough Without Assessment 

that families would still be receptive to counselling intervention. Subtotals 7(100%) 25(100%) 32(100%) 

3. Action Taken on Referral Appropriate Family Referred Elsewhere 3 (12%) 2 (3%) 5 (6%) 
+ Services After Assessment 
Delivered Information/Consultation 12 (46%) 20 (33%) 32 (37%) 

Brief Services 4 (15%) 18 (30%) 22 (25%) 
Table 7 - lists the' type of action taken on clients 'referred to 

Burnaby Youth Services and the percentages within each category. Short-Term Counselling 3 (12%) 7 (12%) 10 (12%) 

Eighteen referrals (15%) were inappropriate and automatically 
Appropriate Letter sent-Family did 3 (12%) 11 (19%) 14 (16%) 
but no not respond 
Services After 1st conta'ct-Family 1 (3%) 2 (3%) 3 (4%) 

returned to the referral source (or refused at the time of contact). 

These were youths older than 14 years and who had more than three Deli vei~'~d did not respond 

Subtotals 26(100%) 60(100%) 86(100%) 
,.,' 

previous delinquent 
I'r 

offences. Another 14 referrals (12%) were 

inappropriate but were referred elsewhere to a more appropriate TOTALS 33 85 118 
L-, 

agency or service. These were youths considered too old (14-17) for -""" ~'jlt:'"--

.. .. ... . , 
~ 

BYS intervention but who had severe behaviour problems that required 
, 

more intensive social service intervention. Over the six month 
~"'-.4": ~ -

."''!c .~ 

evaluation period 86 appropriate clients were referred to BYS for 
" ..--,.,-""~,,, {jF.J""-

assistance. Of this group, contact THas established with 72, families 
~'" -' 

~ 
, 

Q 
-,'f~;~ 

''''''-
/ 

of which 3 ref used servi~e. Thus service was provided to 69 clients 

(80%) of the 86 appropriate referrals during the six month period ~ 

f 

-.,., :'WTYlII./" 
0 under investigation. Thirty-two clients (37% of all appropriate 
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serviced clients) requested only information or consultation from BYS 

staff. Of the remaining appropriate clients, 22 youths (25%) were 

assessed and required only brief cotmse11ing of one or two sessions, 

5(6%) were assessed and referred, elsewhere and 10 (12%) families were 

engag~d in short-term counselling (defined as more than 2 sessions 

and less than 12 sessions within three months.) 

These different groups of youth and families and their 

respective numbers are graphically displayed in Figure 5. 

On the basis of this inf,ormation, at this point in time, 

the Burnaby Youth Services 
\ 
was 
; 

providing primarily 

information/ consultation and brief counselling,. Only a few families 

required counS!elling over a long~r period. In keepillg with their 
, . 

guidelines for the type. of appropriate youths and families that I.: ,~n , , \ 

( 

be assisted by a short-term counselling program, inappropriate 

referrals (e.g. severe marital conflict, emotionally disturbed youths 

or child abuse c:ases) were refused or referred elsewhere to other 

community soc'~al service agencies for more intensive treatment. The 

Burnaby commt.mity has ample resources to deal with these" severely 

disturbed or multiple-offence youth. But there ar.e few services like 

BYS available in Burnaby to provide assistance to families and youths 

when problems are first emerging and more manageable, but identified 

as non-crisis and a low priority by existing resources. 

Nevertheless, even receiving and referring elsewhere an inapproPtiate 

referral is a time consuming ,~ask. (Hopefully, the referral sources 

will learn through experience and feedback to refer these 

inappropriate clients elsewhere themselves and refer only appropriate 

youths and families to Burnaby Youth Services.) 
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Figure 5 

Classification of BYS Program Referrals by Type of Action Taken 

All Program Referrals (N=llS) 

Inapprop iate (N=32) 
Characteristics 

Refu ed 
No Action 
CN=lS) 

Ref rred 
Elsewhere 
(N=14) 

Family quested 
BYS Assistance 

(N=69 

Shor -term 
Counselling 

(N=lO) 

Br ef 
Counselling 

(N=22) 

Appropriat (N=86) 
Characteristics 

Co tact 
Established 

(N=72) 

No ontact 
Established 

(N=14) 

Famil Refused 
Service 

(N=3) 

AssesLd 
Referred 
Elsewhere 

(N=5) 

and 10/ 
Consultation 
(N=32) 
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It should be noted that a large proportion of families (20%), 

although appropriate, were riot provided with any service. Three 

families were contacted but refused any assistance from BYS. In 14 

cases, no contact was established with the referred family. In 11 of 

these cases no contact was established wi,th the family because of a 

practice adopted by one program cOtnlsellor of sending out letters to 

families and asking them to contact Burnaby Youth Services. Of 

thirteen letters sent to fam:i lies, not surpriSingly, only two 

families responded. Feedback of this information to the program 

counsellor in question led to a discontinuance of the practice. 

Thereafter, BYS cotnlsellors persisted with telephoning families until 

contact was established or BYS received some indication that the 

family had moved or was unreachab~e. 

4. Focus of COtnlselling 

The BYS program counsellors have adopted an eclectic counselling 

approach, selecting the most appropriate techniqu~ to deal with each 

particular youth and family. It is likely that the counselling, style 

and strategies employed by each cotnlsellor are idiosyncratic to each 

youth and family. Therefore, it was decided that the type of 

counselling provided would be monitored only in terms of which family 

'members were involved in counselling and whether it was focused 

primarily on the youth's delinquency problem, the .youth' s problem in 

the school Or the community, the youth's problem in the family 

setting, a parental problem, or a general family problem without 

specific focus on either the parents or youth. 

Information OIl, ~rhich family individcllls were involved in 

counselling and the focus of the counselling was available for 31 
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(out of 32) families requiring brief or short-term counselling. 

Table 8 provides a breakdown of this information. 

As can be seen in Table 8, in 21 cases (68%) counselling was 

focused on the youth's problem behaviour. Most commonly, in 11 out 

of 21 cases (52%) the focus was"on the youth's delinquent behaviour. 

Co\mselling focused on the youth's behaviour in the family and the 

school in 6 cases (28%) and 4 cases (19%) respectively_ Counselling 

was focused on a parental problem in 4 cases (13%) and on an entire 

family problem in 6 cases (19%). It can also be seen in Table 8 that 

19% of the cases involved individual counselling with the youth 

referred to the program. In the majority of cases, 22 out of 31 

(71%), counselling involved the youth and his or her parents. It is 

clear that BYS was primarily a family counselling service, using the 

youth referral as an entry point to deal with the family dynamics 

underlying the youth's problem behaviour. 

5. Duration of COtnlselling 

Information on the number of counselling sessions p~r family and 

the total number of weeks of involvement with each family was 

available on 29 out of 32 families requiring brief services or 

short-term. counselli'ng. The number of counselling sessions ranged 

from 1 to 12. The average number of contacts per family was 3.9. 

In most cases the counsellors had 2 contacts per family. The average 

number of weeks that a file was kept open on these families was 3.9 

(range 1-13 weeks). In most cases, a files was kept open 1 week and 

families received one assessment and one counselling session. Only 

four families and youth were counse~Fed on a more frequent basis and 
\\' 1 

\~( 

over a longer period of time. 
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TABLE 8 

The Family Individuals Involved in Counselling by the Focus of 
Counselling 

Individuals ~nvolved in Counselling Sessions 
Focus of 
the Coun- Entire Youth Youth Youth Youth Par-
selling Family & both and and Only ents TOTALS 

(Inclu- parents Mother Father Only 
ding 
Parents 
Youth & 
Other 

Siblings) 

Youth Del-
inquency 0 0 5 2 4 0 11 (36%) 
Problem 

Youth pro-
blem in 0 0 2 0 2 0 .4 (13%) 
school or 
community 

Youth pro-
blem in 0 1 4 1 0 0 6 (19%) 
family 
setting 

Parental 0 0 1 1 0 2 4 (13%) 
problem 

Total 
" 

Family 1 2 2 0 0 1 6 (19%) 
Problem 

TOTALS 1(3%) 3(10%) 14(45%) 4(13%) 6(19%) 3(10%) 31(100%) 
(a) 

(a) These 31 families were families., requiring brief or short-term 
(!ounselling at BYS. (Data was miSSing on OJle other family) 
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6. Termination of BYS Services 

Based on information about 28 of 32 families requiring bi'ief 

services or counselling at Burnaby Youth Services, most cases (N=18, 

64%) were terminated with the mutual consent of the family and the 

counsellor. In 8 cases (28%) the counsellor niade the decision to 

terminate. In only 2 cases (7%) did a family unilaterally decide to 

terminate against the wishes of the counsellor. 

In approximately half the 28 known cases (N=13, 46%), services 

were terminated because problems had been fully resolved (as judged 

by the counsellor). In another three cases (11%) the problems were 

not fully resolved but the family was coping better. Seven cases 

(25%) were 'terminated 'when the family was referred to some other 

agency for specialized services. In the remaining cases, 5 ( 18%) , 

the problems were not resolved"-q,ut services were terminated anyway. 
,i) 

(In one case the relationship (between the family and the couns.ellor 

was very poor and, in the other four cases, the counsellor judged 

that the counselling was not being useful to the youth or family.) 

Thus, BYS counsellors felt they had helped 23 (of 28 short-term and 

brief counselled. families; 4 missing cases) families (80%) in some 

way by helping to resolve fa,mily and youth problems, or increasing 

their ability to cope with them or 'by assessing the problem and 

referring the family to an appropriate agency for help. 

C. Impact of BYS Program on Clients 

1. Repeat Youth. Contact with Police 

A check of police files was conducted on all youths referred to 

BYS by the police (N~93) and hy the fire department (N~2) within four 

to si-x months' following BYS intervention (regardless of, the 
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appropriateness of the referral). Of these 95 youths, 76 were youths 

referred to BYS by police for committing a delinquent offence and 19 

were youths who, had come to the attention of the police or the fire 

department fot some behaviour problem such as running away from hOUle, 

mischievous behaviour, or suspected delinquent activities. Repeat 

involvement with the police following BYS intervention was scored in 

terms of whether the youth had committed a delinquent offence or had 

come to the attention of the police for a non-delinquent problem 

behaviour, e.g., missing from home, or suspect:ed delinquent 

activities. Youth who had come to the attention of the polit!e for 

both non-delinquent behaviour problems and delinquent activities were 

scored as repeat delinquent offenders. A distinction was made also 

petwee~ youth referred to BYS who received some assistance (N=57)'~nd 

those who wer'e inappropriate referrals and thus were not serviced 

(N=38) • This latter group were all inappropriate delinquency 

referrals. ,As show in Table 9, 68% (N=13 out of 19) of the 

non-delinquent behaviour problem referrals who were appropriate and 

received some assistance at BYS had no repeat problems. Three youths 

(16%) had repeat contact with. the police for non-delinquent problem 

behaviour and three youths (16%) had repeat contact with police for 

delinquent offences. Thus, the behaviour of 68% of the 

non-delinquent problem referrals improved, 16% stayed 

16% got worse. 

Thirty (79%) of the 38 youths referred appropriately by tne 

police for a delinquent offence ani,Jho received some assistance from 

BYS had no repeat problems at all, one youth (3%) had repeat 

non-delinquent behaviour problems, and seven youths (18%) 
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TABLE 9 

Reason for Referral By Number Of Repeat Police Contacts 
for Youths who Received or did not Receive BYS Assistance. 

Repeat Police Contact 
For Youth Who Had 

Received No BYS Received BYS 
Assistance Assistance 

TOTALS 
None Non - Delinq. None Non- Delinq. 

Delinq. Offence Delinq. offence 
Probl'm Probl'm 

Reason Non-del 
for inquent 

Police Problem 0 0 0 13 3 3 19(a) 
and I-Behav-

Fire iour 
Dept. 
Re- Delinq-

7 76(b) 23 8 7 30 1 ferral uent .I. 

(a) 

Offence . 
23 8 7 43 4 10 95 

No check of police files was made on an additional 14 youths or 
their families because they Were non-police referrals for 
behaviour problems or because they were inappropriate referrals. 
Eleven of these youths received no assistance from BYS primarily 
because they were inappropriate or the family could not be 
contacted. 

(b) Through clerical error no check of police files was done on an 
additional nine youths referred for delinquent offences. 
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recidi va ted, i. e. , were apprehended again for new delinq uent 

activities. In summary, for all youths referred appropr.iately by the 

police for delinquent offences and who received some assistance at 

BYS, eight (21%) had repeat involvement with the police within three 

to six months following their initial referral. 

Thirty-eight youth referred to BYS for committing a delinquent 

offence received no assistance from BYS because it was not possible 

to contact the family (N=13) or the referral was inappropriate by 

virture of age or the severity and history of delinquency (N=25). 

Fifteen (39%) of these youths had repeat involvement with the police, 

eight for delinquent offences and seven for non-delinquent problem 

behaviour. 

This recidivism rate (39%) for non-serviced delinquent youths is 

substantially higher than the recidivism rate for appropriately 

referred and serviced delinquent youths (21%). This difference may 

reflect the value of BYS intervention or it may simply and probably 

more accurately reflect fundamental differences between the 

characteristics of youths accepted for BYS counselling and those who 

did not receive any assistance. More than half of the youths who did 

not receive any BYS counselling had a multiple delinquency history in 

contrast with the delinquent youths who received BYS assistance and 

had no more than one previous offence. 

Further analYSis of these data indicated that there was a very 

strong positive relation between the number of previous delinquent 

offences and the probability of repeat i~volvement with the police. 

Of the 95 youths referred by the police or the fire department to BYS 

only 16% (N=9) of youths with no previous delinquent offences (N=5S) 
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had later involvement with the police, 33% (N=6) of youths with one 
, 

previous offence (N=18) had later involvement with police and 64% 

(N=14) of youth with more than one previous offence (N=22) had repeat 

contact with police within three to six months • 

2. Counsellor's Clinical Judgement of Improvement 

The BYS program counsellors provided clinical judgements of 

client progress for 28 of the 32 brief or short-term counselling 

clients (data were missing on 4). According to the program 

counsellors: 

( 1) 6 youths and families revealed no chal'lge or improvement of 
the problem precipitating referral; 

(2) 6 families indicated no improvement in the problem but 
there was increased awareness of these problems; 

(3) 3 families had acquired new or better coping methods to 
deal with their problems; 

(4) 

(5) 

5 families had partially resolved the problems that had 
precipitated referral; and, 

8 families or youths, as judged by the counsellors, had 
fully resolved the problems that had led to a referral to 

BYS. 

III sum, sixteen (57%) of these clients were judged to have 

benefitted . substantively from BYS counselling. Another 6 (21%) were 

judged to have increased their awareness of their family problems. 

Only 6 (21%) families were judged to have not benefited from BYS 

counselling. 

3. Three-Month Follow-up Self-Report Assessment of Family 
F unc tioning 

A follow-up assessment check was made' by telephone on 38 

,families. Primarily, these were families that had received brief 

or short-term counselling, or assessment and referral" s,ervices. No 
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attempt was made to conduct a follow-up check on any of the 

inappropriate referrals or in cases where only information and 

consultation had been provided, primarily because insufficient 

information existed to establish contact with the family. Also, no 

follow-up checks were done on families (N=6) where it was known that 

another agency was presently working with the family. (In addition, 

three families refused to respond to the follow-up check.) 

Table 10 provides the numbers (and percentages) of families and 

youth rated as excellent, good, fair, poor or extremely poor in terms 

of the absence or presence of new or recurrent family or youth 

problems three months following their referral to Burnaby Youth 

Services. In sum, it can be seen that 19. families (50% of the 

families)' s~ated that family relations wer~ good or excellent, and 

they were experiencing no problems with t.heir son or daughter. 

Another 6 (16%) families stated that everything was "O.K." or fair. 

Only 13 families (34%) stated that conditions were poor or extremely 

poor at home, problems were still present and their son or daughter 

was once again in trouble with the police or at school. By these 

family self-report judgements, BYS counselH.ng seems to have 

benefitted 25 (66%) families. 

Data on both client outcome or follow-up assessment and the 

counsellor's clinical J" udgement of client outcome at program 

termination was available for 24 clients. As shown in Table 11 an 

analysis of these data revealed that three out, of four clients' 

judged to have benefitted not at all from Burnaby Youth Services 

counselling at the point of termination of services reported at the 

three month follow-up assessment that their family and/or their youth 
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Table 10 
Three Month Follow-up Assessment" on Family Functioning 

Follow-Up Family Assessment Rating Scale 

(1) Excellent: 

(2) Good: 

(3) Fair/O.K.: 

(4) ~: 

(5) Extremely 
Poor: 

Family expresses some statement 
to the effect that the home 

. situation is very good or 
excellent, that the youth's 
behaviour and his or her rela­
tions with the family, the 
peery groups and, with the 
school is non-problematic and 
healthy. 

The family expresses some 
sentiment to the effect that 
everything is functioning well 
in the family, that the 
youth's ,behaviour has improved 

'and is non-problematic. 

The family has commented that 
everything is "o.k." in the 
family and with their son or 
daughter, one is left with 
the impression (by their 
comments) that there are 
occasional or minor problems. 

This family has commented that 
there are family problems 
and/or that thei,r son's or 
daughter's behaviour is 
unacceptable and problematic. 

This category was reserved only 
for those families where there 
have been recent and severe 
crisis in the' family involving 
the youth. The youth is 
acting out in an explosive or 
overt manner, such as r~ning 
away or committing 
delinquencies. 

Total 

II of 
Families 

2 

17 

6 

10 

3 

38 

" 

% 

(5%) 

(45%) 

() 

(16%) 

(26%) 

(8%) 

(100%) 
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were st~11 experiencing problems. One family reported that 

everything was "o.k." or just fair. Of the twenty families jl,ldged by 

cOtIDsellors at BYS termination to have acquired new awareness or 

coping methods or had partially or fully resolved their problems, 

sixteen (80%) reported three months later to be functioning O.le. 

(N=2), Good (N=12) or Excellently (N=2). The remaining four 

families, however, reported that family relations were poor or they 

were ,experiencing youth problems. These results indicate congruence 

between counsellors' judgements of success at terminati.on and family 

self-reports three months later. 

4. Outcome of Clients Receiving Short-Term Counselling 

A small group of youths and families referred to BurnaUy Youth 

Services over the six mnths evaluation period received short:-term 

cOtnlselling (more than 2 and less than 12 sessions). Of these 10 I 

families, six were referred because of their youth's involvement in 

delinquent activity and four were referred because of the youths' 

non-delinquent problem behaviour. ,Table 12 provides a description of 

these youths and their fa~ilies, listing information on the sex and _ J 

, 
age of the referred client, the youth's performance at school, the 

reason for referral$ the source of referral, pi:ior use of social or 

mental heal~h services, the family arrangement, number of children in 

family, stability of family, and the number of known previous 

delinquent offences committed ·by the referred youth. 

, 
To monitor ftThat changes may have occurred as a result of the 

more extensive cotIDsellingprovided to these clients, more extensive 

assessment of family interaction patterns (the Ittleson Family 

Interaction Scale) and youth behaviour (the Jesnes.sBehaviour 
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Tabl~ 11 

Relationship Between Counsellor Judgement of Client 
Progress at BYS Termination and Three-Month 
Follow-up Assessment of Family Functioning 

Three-Month Follow-up Assessment of Family 
Functioning 

Extremely Poor Fair Good Excellent Totals 
Poor 

No Change 1 2 1 0 0 

8 
Counsellor Aware of . 
Judgement Problem 0 2 1 1 0 
of Client 
Progress New Coping 
at BYS Methods 0 1 1 1 0 
Termina-
tion Partial 

. 
Resolution 0 0 0 4 1 16 

, Full 
Resolution 0 1 0 6 1 

o 

o 
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Checklist) was conducted at the beginning of counselling and 

following termination of counselling. Movement toward client 

objectives on problems precipitating referral to Burnaby Youth 

Services was assessed also by means of the goal attainment scaling 

technique. Three to four months following termination of counselling 

at Burnaby Youth Service, additional measures of youth and family 

functioning were taken: (1) a check for repeat contact with police 

for delinquent or behaviour problems and, (2)" a telephone follow-up 

of parent's self-report of family and youth functioning. 

As described in Chapter IV, the Ittelson Family Interaction 

Scale rates family behaviour (using a 1 to 7 scale of increasing 

positiveness) on 55 items of family int,eraction, parental relations 

and parent to child relations. These items are grouped into ten 

factors, (I) family group p~ttern of interaction, (II) interaction of 

husband and Wife as marital partners, (III) interaction of husband 

and wife as parenting partners, (IV) freedom of interaction between 

mot;.her and child, "dr) 
\\ 

freedom of interaction between father and 

child, (VI) emotional Ii interaction between father and child, (VIII) 

mother's parenting acts toward child, (IX) father's parenting acts 

toward child, and (X) the child's behaviour toward the parents. 

Since it was not possible to record data on the father's interaction 

with his children and his spouse for seven out of ten families 

contained in:> this sample, pre to post change in fami1.y interaction 

patterns were recorded only for items within Scale I: ~verall group 

pattern of interaction, Scale IV: freedom of interaction be tween 

mother and child, Scale VI: emotional interaction between mother and 

child, Scale VIII : mother 's behaviour toward her child, and Scale X: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
''] . 
8. 
9. 
10. 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

15.· 

16. 

17. 
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Table 12 

Characteristics of the Short-Term Counselled Clients 
at Burnaby Youth Services (N=10) 

Group Characteristics Freq. % of Tota,l 

Number of Males 8 (80%) 
2 (20%) 

Number of Females 
12.4 Average Age of Youth 

9 (80%) 
Still Enrolled in School 

6 ( 60%0) 
Average or Better School Performance 

1 0.0%) Poor School Performance 
6 (60%) 

Referred for Delinquency 
Problems 6 (40%) 

Referred for Youth or Family 
7 (70%) 

RCMP Refe'rral Source 
,Prior Use of Social or Mental Health 

7 (70%) 
Services 

6 (60%) 
Two--Parent Family 

4 (40%) 
Single-Parent or Foster Home 
Average Number of Children in Family 2.3 

Families Judged Slightly to Severely 
4 (40%) 

Unstable 
Numbe~ of Youth with O~e Previous 

(50%) 
Delinquent Offence 5 

Number of, Youth with Two or More 
(20%) 

Previous Offences . 2 

Number of Youth with no Pre~~ous 
3 (30%) 

Offences 
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the child's behaviour toward his or her parents. The average amooot 

of change per item was calculated for each of these scales. Where 

the amooot of change was less than one-half point (of a seven point 

scale) per item on the average, quality of family interaction was 

judged to have remained the same. Where the amotmt of change was 

greater than one .... half point per item on the average, it was judged 

that family relations (in terms of that dimension) had changed, 

either positively or negatively. 

As can be seen in Table 13, mos t families remained the same on 

most scales and improved an average of one-half point on one or two 

of the scales. Only one family was· judged to have deteriorated, 

specifically, in terms of overall group interaction, the mother's 

behaviour toward her child, and the mther's emotional interaction 

wi th her child. 

A preliminary analysis of data obtained on the Jesness Youth 
I 

Behavi,our Checklist indicated tha.t many 

, 
scales were not 

I 
valid I 

indicators of youth behaviour. The counsellors reported that limited 

opporttmity to observe the youth's behaviour in many environments 

prevented them from accurately rating the youth's behaviour on many 

items within each dimension. Therefore analysis of pre to post 

pr9gram behaviour changes was undertaken only for dimensions in which 

i.t was possible to observe all the relevant behaviour and rate all 

items. This invol ved six dimensions (Factor 2: f:r;iendliness vs. 

hostility, Factor 6: rapport vs. alienation, Factor 7: enthusiasm 

vs. de~~ession, Factor 9: conformity vs. nonconformity, Factor 10: 

calmness vs. anxiousness, and Factor 12: insight vs. tmawareness and 

indecisiveness). The average amotmt of change per item was 

calculated for each of these dimensions. A change of one-half point 

or greater per item, on the average, was judged to constitute 

improvement or deterioration depending on the direction of the 

change. An overall average change of less than one-half point was 

judged to indicate no substantive change in the youth's behaviour. 

As can be seen in Table 13 six youths were judged to have remained 

the same on at least four of the behavioural dimensions and to have 

improved slightly on. the other behavioural' dimensions. Two youths 

were judged to have improved on five or lOOre of the behavioural 

dimensions and remained the same on the others. One of these youths 

came from a family judged to have improved also, along family 

relations. One youth remained the same in terms of three behavioural 

~ 
'. 

dimen~ions and improved .in. terms of three other dimensions of 

behaviour. Finally one >youth was judged to have remained the same on 

five of the dimensions but to have deteriorated in terms of his 

ability to be insightful, and actively engage in an effort to solve 

his personal problems. This youth belonged to the only family judged 

to have deteriorated alqng all dimensions of family interaction. 

The behavioural dimensions most likely to improve were Factor 9: 

~ ;; 

'1~~~! 
conformity vs. nonconformity and Factor 10: calmness vs. 

anxiousness. For each of these dimensions five youtl].s out of the ten 

improved, the remaining five stayed the same., (This conclusion 

should 'be treated with caution as there were no norms for 

comparison.) 

Assessment ot" movement toward client objectives on the goal 

attainment form was scored in terms cof an average over all score of 

the amotmt of mvement away from the level of functioning at intake 
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toward the level of flUlctioning at program termination. Thus a goal 

attainment change score on these objectives of '0' would indicate no 

progress; +1 would indicate one level of. progress; +2 would indicate 

two levels Cif progress, -1 would indicate one level of regression and 

-2 would indicate two levels of regression. As can be seen in Table 

13, three youth and families made no progress toward their 

objectives, two youth and families regressed, and four youths and 

families made significant progress. (No goal attainment form was 

completed for one case.) 

Table 13 also presents information on youth behaviour and family 

flUlctioning at three months following termination of services at 

Burnaby Youth Services. By tllis time, three of the youth had had 
i:'i 

repeat contact with police folt delinquent activities as well as some 

behavioural problems. All of these youths had originally been 

referred' to Burnaby Youth Services for delinquent conduct. Three 

other children had been in contact with police for behavioural 

problems such as rlUlning away from home or suspect:ed delinquent 

acti;vities. (Two of these youths had originally been referred to BYS 

for behavioural problems and one youth for delinquent activity.) Thus 

only two of the four behaviour problem youths had no future contact 

with police, and only two of the six delinquent youths refe,J:'red to 

BYS had no repeat contact with police. 

On the whole, family flUlctioning as reported by parents 

themsel ves was poor for most of the families. As can be seen in 
. 

Table 13, five families judged themselves to be experiencing 

tremendous problems within the families and with their youth's 

behaviour. One family stated things were· reasonCibly s~able. Only 
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Table 13 

Three Honth Follow-Up Assessment and Judgement of Pre-to-Post~Improvement 
on Family Interaction, Youth Behaviour and Client Objectives for all Youths and Families 

who Received Short-Term Counselling 

Pte-Couoselling to Post-Counselling Change 
(I-Improved, S-Same/No Change. W-Worse, U/K- Unknown, Hissing) 

Interaction Patterns Youth Behaviour Goal 
Attained 

Scale Scale Scale Overall Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Overall Change & 
VI VIII X Judgement 2 6 7 9 10 12 Judgement Score 

Three Month Follow-up 

Police Files Family Self-
Report of 

, of , of Youth & Family 
Repeat Behav. Fmctioning 
. Delin. Probl • 

S S S 5 S 5 5 5 I I 5 0 0 1 Unknown . 
W 5 I 5 5 5 5 I I 5 5 +2 0 0 Poor 

U/K U/K U/K U/K I I I I I I I U/K 0 0 Excellent 

I I 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 +2 tI 1 Fair/OK 
~ .. 

.. 
U/K U/K I I 5 5 ~' I 5 5 5 -1 3 2 Poor 

I U/K '5 I I I 5 I I I I 0 0 0 Extremely Poor 
. , 

~t W W W W I 5 5 5 ,1j w 5/W -1 0 2 Extremely Poor . 
I S 5 5 5 : S '" . I 5 I 5/1 +2 0 0 Excellent . :.. 

-. 
1 5 S S 5 S S I I 5 S +2 1 0 Good 

I I 5 I' S i5 S S S S S 0 2 1 Poor 

.. 

. , 

ClO 

'" 

t 
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three families out of the ten felt that family relations and their 

youth's behaviour was no··T d 11 
K goo or exce ent--that 'chey were not 

experiencing any problems. 

An overall examination of each measure of pre-to-post change in 

family interaction, youth behaviour, and personal client objectives 

and the two follow-up assessments of family and youth functioning is 

quite revealing. 
In all cases, 4 out of the 5 assessments and 

judgements were consistent with each other. 
Only one youth and 

family (case #3) can be said to have shown clear improvement on most 

measures of outcome and remain the same on the remaining. 
Another 

family (case 18) ;ndic t d i 
1) ... a e some mprovement in youth behavibur, 

considerable progress along client objectives and excellent family 

functioning, and no police report existed showing that their youth 

hadhad any repeat contact with police. 

The remaining fardlies (except for one case #7) seem to have 

remained about the same on most of the m:easures.. Th i 
e one except on, 

family 117, was judged at termination of counselling to have 

deteriorated in terms of family interaction patterns, youth behaviour 

and personal client objectives. 
Three months later, this family 

repo'tted that family functioning was extremely poor '~nd their youth 

had come to the attention of the police. for t d Ii wo non- e nquent 

incidences of problem behaviour. 

On the whole, this small group of clients, which received more 

intensiv~ counselling, seemed to have benefitted li 1 f 
tt e rom Burnaby .', 

Youth Service. 
HQwever,o it very well may be that this group of 

youths and their families d, .emonstrate all f 
eve 0 emotional problem 

severity thc~t requires more intensive' assistance than that which 
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can be· provided by an information, assessment, referral, and brief 

service counselling program. Section D in this chapter provides a 

comparative analysis and discussion of these short-term counselled 

clients relative to other clients at Burnaby Youth Services and to a 

comparison group of youth and families who were assessed and 

monitored for repeat problems but who received no social service 

assistance. 

D. Comparison of BYS Short-Term Counselled Clients and all BYS 

Referred Clie~ts with a Non-Counselled Control Group 

A comparison group of 23 youths and families were selected by 

police officers from police' files of a neighboring detachment on the 

basis of criteria that matched them with clients generally referred 

to the'You~h Services programs (s~e Chapter III). These were youth 

that had come to the attention of the police officer in the previous 

month. An assessment of family relations (Ittelson's Family 

Inter~ction Schedule) and youth behaviour (Jesness Youth Behaviour 

Checklist) was conducted at the time of each youth's involvement with 

the police for a behavioural problem or delinquent offence. Three 

months later a description of each youth's problem history and family 

characteristics Were also takens Four to five months following 

initial youth involvement with police, a.check of police files was 

conducted to determine whether the youth had come to the attention of 

the police again for delinquent activities. 

An examination of Table 14 indicates that the comparison group 

of youths and families had similar characteristics on the average to 

clients referred (primarily by police) to Burnaby Youth Services, but 

not particularly similar on the average to the subgroup of BYS 

clients receiving short-term counselling. In comparison with the 

\\ 
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Table 14 

Comparison of Short-Term Counselled BYS Clients and all BYS Referred Clients 
with Non-Counselled Comparison Group on Selected Characertistics and Outcomes 

(size of total sample used for calculating proportions or averages in brackets) 

1. Percentage of Males 
2. Percentage of Females 
3. Average Age of Youth 
4. Percentage of Delinquency Referrals 
5. Percentage of Youth/Family Problems 
6. Percentage Referred by RCMP 
7. Percentage of Two-Parent Families 
a. Percentage of Single Parent Families 
9. Percentage of Youth in Other L1ving Situstons 
10. Percentage of Prior Users of Social or Mental Services 
11. Average Number of Children in Family 
12. Percentage of Families Judged Sli3htly to Severely Unstahle 
13. Percentage of Youth with One Previous Delinquent Offence 
14. Percentage of Youth with Two or More Previous Offences 
15. Percentage of Youth with No Previous Delinquencies 
16. Percentage of Youth with Repeat Police Contact 3-4 Months Later 
17. Percentage of BYS Serviced Delinquent Youth with Repeat Police 

Contact 3-4 Months Later 
18. Percentage of BYS Serviced Behaviour Problem Referrals with Police 

Contact 3-4 Honths Later 
19. Percentage of Families with Improved Relations 
20. Percentage of Families with No Change in Family Relal,ions 
21. Percentage of Families with Worse Relations 
22. Percentage of Youth with Improved Behaviour 
23. Percentage of Youth with No Change in Behaviour 
24. Percentsge of Youth with Worse Behaviour 

.~.-t. 
-,. 

Burnaby 
All Referrals 

71.2 (118) 
28.8 (118) 
13.2 years (113) 
72.0 (118) 
28.0 (118) 
79.0 (118) 
57.0 (54) 
26.0 (54) 
17.0 (54) 
45.0 (47) 
2.5 (43) 

47.0 (51) 
15.0 (113) 
19.5 (113) 
65.0 (113) 
30.0 (95) 

21.0 (38) 

31.5 (19) 

Burnaby Short-term 
Counselled Referrals 

80.0 (10) 
20.0 (10) 
12.4 years (10) 
60.0 (10) 
40.0 (10) 
70.0 (10) 
60.0 (10) 
30.0 (10) 
10.0 (10) 
70.0 (l0) 
2.3 (l0) 

40.0 (10) 
50.0 (10) 
20.0 (10) 
30.0 (0) 
60.0 (10) 

67.0 (6) 

50.0 (4) 
44.0 (9) 
44.0 (9) 
11.0 (9) 
30.0 (10) 
60.0 (10) 
10.0 (10) 

Compariaon Group 
Not-Counselled 

78.3 (23) 
21.7 (23) 
13.4 years (23) 
87.0 (23) 
13.0 (23) 
83.0 (23) 
74.0 (23) 
21.7 (23) 
4.3 (23) 

35.0 (23) 
2.8 (23) 

61.0 (23) 
22.0 (23) 
30.0 (23) 
48.0 (23) 
39.0 em 
45.0 (20) 

0.0 (3) 
35.0 (20) 
30.0 (20) 
35.0 (20) 
H.O (23) 
52.0 (23) 
35.0 (23) 
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non-counselled comparison group, the BYS short-term counselled client 

group: 

(i) tended to have a higher proportion of boys, 

(ii) . on the average had younger aged youth, 

(iii) had a lower proportion of youths referred for a 
delinquent offence, 

(iv) had a highef percentage of yc'uths referred for 
behavioural problems, 

(v) had a higher percentage of single parent families, 

(viii) had a lower percentage of families judged by the 
counsellors to be slightly or severely unstable, 

(vix) had a higher percentage of youths with one or more 
previous delinquent offences. (Previous analysis of data 
indicated a high correlation between number of previous 
offences and number of repeat contacts with police.) 

In summary, it appears that the BYS short-term counselled youth 

tended to be young boys with a history of delinquent activity and 

other behaviour problems ·although referral may have been made to BYS 

on the basis of the behavioural ")problems • The non-counselled 

comparison group youths appear to be a little older. Only a few had 

a history of contact with social services and prior involvement in, 

delinquent activity. This group is more comparable, on the average, 

to the entire Burnaby referred client population than to the BYS 

short-term counselled population. 

Approximately four months following initial youth involvement in 

a delinquent offence or referral to BYSfor problem behaviour, 39% 

(N=9) of the comparison group youths had repeat contact with police, 

in contrast with 60 percent (N=6) of the short-term counselled 

clients and in contrast with 30 percent (N=29) of the total BYS 

" -

o 

'0 



• Q; , $$ • 
- :~ 

.~ .-~~'--.---.-'-'~--." .. -~---~.~ ~- .. -~~~,-.-.--.------~,.~:. ______ ."'-. ~5t .. _. '~' .. _. 

"-";:"~ 
.. '~ 

. ~ .. 

-94-

referred client group. Relatively more of the non-counselled 

comparison group youths than the total group 'of youths referred to 

Burnaby Youth Services had repeat contact with police, but relatively 

less of the comparison group youth compared with the group of youths 

who received more intensive counselling at Burnaby Youth Services had 

repeat police involvement. These conflicting results are further 

accentuated when one examines the subsample of youths referred for a 

delinquent offence. Forty-five percent (N=9) of the non-counselled 

comparison group youths had repeat conflict with police, in contrast 

to only 21% (N=8) of the BYS serviced delinquent youths who had 

repeat conflict with the law. But four out of six referrals (66%) 

who received more intensive counselling had repeat police contact. 

Since the short-term counselled clients were younger with a more 

extensive social service and delinquency history, it may be these 

contradictory results can be explained by simply saying this group is 

not repres~ntative, and thus should not be compared with the 

non-counselled comparison group • 

If the BYS' short~term counselled cl:lents are indeed more 

dysfunctional and cannot be compared with the, comparison group, then 

o 

it is difficult to determine reliabJ,y to what. ~Iegree BYS cotmselling 

was of assistance to them. 
\1 
1'1\ 

The assessment results on family relations and, youth behaviour, 

though, are encouraging. As can be seen in 'the bottom of Table 14, 

apprOXimately half. of-:\.e BYS short-term c:ounselled clients remained 

stable, and a third "'t>L~~e improved. In the nqn-counselled 

comparison group, only a t*d remain:ad ,stable, another 'thi~~\:.~'" ) .., 
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It is improved on their own and the remaining third became worse. 

possible that co'unselliug or other intervention may have enabled the 

f 11 d f milies to have at least remained Burnaby group 0 counse e a 

stable, if not improve". This hypothesis must be treated with caution 

as sample sizes are small. 
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CHAPTER VI 

COMMUNITY IMPACT RESULTS 

A. Community Satisfaction with BYS 

1. Private and Statutory Burnaby Service Agencies: A Referral 
Source 

A survey of all 17 private and statutory justice and social 

service agencies in Burnaby was conducted to document their 

knowledge, use, and satisfaction with Burnaby Youth Services. 

Responses were obtained from 13 professionals in private and 

statutory agencies or programs: five social workers with the Burnaby 

district offices of the Ministry of Human Resources, three Burnaby 

probation officers with the Ministry of Attorney General, Corrections 

Branch, three yo~th workers with cOll1i1lunity agencies (Big Brother, 

YWCA, Psychological Education Clinic), the director of the Burnaby 

Health Department, and a provincial court judge from Family Court 

Services. The responses from these professionals are summ.arized 

below: 

(a) Eight out of 13 (62%) state.d there was a slight to severe 
problem with delinquent youths in the Burnaby community; 

(b) Ten out of 13 (77%) stated they ware fully aware or Burnaby 
Youth Service,s» the remaining indicating they, at least, had 
heard of the program 

- most of these professional stated they had become aware of 
BYS as a result of personal contact with one or both BYS 
staff 

- a few professionals had become aware of BYS through other 
sources, a school newsletter, an interagency meeting or 
another social agency. 

(c) Only 1 out 'Of 13 of these community, an.d statutory agencies 
stated that th~y had made referrals to BYS--tne health 
department had referred 6 to 8 problem youths, at risk for 
delinqlJency. 

(d) Half, 7 out of 13, stated that though they made no referr~ls 

\) 
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they did interact occasionally or frequently with BYS staff 
to share information or consult on cases. 

(e) All agency workers stated there were insufficient resources 
within their own agency or program and in the community to 
deal with young, at-risk or delinquent youth: (this 
statement is at odds with their lack of use of Burnaby Youth 
Services). 

(f) Only 1 ag~ncy worker, a probation officer, stated they were 
not in agreement with the development of Burnaby Youth 
Services. (No explanation was provided.) 

(g) At least half of the workers or agencies stated they were 
involved, in some way, with the planning and development of 
BYS. (However, there was little evidence of this 
involvement in original program planning documentation.) 

(h) All agency workers were ~lear that only first offender 
delinquent youths (residents of Burnaby) should be referred 
toBYS and most were aware that the appropriate age group 
for referral was a youth under the age of 14 - only two 
workers thought youths over the age of 16 years could be 
referred. 

'(i) All agency workers were clear that multiple, offender 
delinquent youth. should not be referred,' nor should children 
in abuse situations or youths with habitual alcohol 
problems. 

(j) There was some disagreement as to which type of offence 
sit:uations should be dealt. with by referring the youths to. 
BYS or should be dealt with through the judicial system 
(e.g. shoplifting vs auto theft). 

(k) Several agency workers were uncertain as to whether to refer 
problem or at-risk delinquent youths suspected of 
involvement in delinquent activities, ,engaging in excessive 
fighting in SChdOl or unmanageable in school, or youthS who 
have run away from home or are suspected of using soft 
drugs. 

(1) Most agency workers stated they had a reasonably clear id.ea 
of the BYS program objectives; only diversion 
inappropriately was listed as an objective. [Diversion is 
not a program objective as most of" the youths referred to 
BYS are youths normally warned and released at police 
discretion (because of their age or lack of evidence) and 
would not have been processed· through the judicial system at 
this point in tiIlle. Although it is expected that if the 
youths engaged in further delinquent activity, judicial 
processing would be required.] 

(m) The most common criticisms made by agency workers were as 
follows (As little explanation was provided, it is diffic~lt 
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to determine the validity or fairness of some of these 
criticisms) : 

- schools are unclear as to .the basis for referring youth to 
BYS; 

- BYS staff are not available on weekends--a time when most 
youths are the most troublesome (it should be noted that 
this criticism is unfounded since BYS is not intended as a 
crisis intervention service. MHR' s emergency services 
would provide this resource); 

BYS staff spend too much time dealing with socio-political 
matters; 

BYS has insufficient resources to provide effective 
services to delinquent and at-risk delinquent youth; 

- 'information on BYS is not communicated well to the Burnaby 
council nor to community agencies and programs. This 
leads to lack of support and misunderstanding about 
program delivery and effectiveness'. (Since this criticism 
was expressed, 2 general reports and several special 
reports on selected matters have been prepared by BYS 
staff for: th~ R.e:M.p. to present to the municipal manager 
and the Burnaby council; several presentati,9~S have bef?n 
made to community agency and program professionals.) 

(n) Other criticisms, made by some agency workers as only slight 
problems hampering program effectiveness, were as follows 
(Many of these criticisms are simply expressions of beliefs 
the respondents feel others hold or opinions which when 
placed in the context of existing descriptions about the 
program lack credence. The validity of some of these 
criticisms are however indeterminable): 

there is no 24 hour access to BYS staff (Again, it should 
be noted BYS is not intended to be a crisis intervention 
service) ; 

- BYS staff are unable to respond immediately to a youth 
delinquency or problem. because the referral process 
througb the police is slow; 

BYS is accountable-only to the police; 

- BYS' s association with the police is too close - it will 
"scar~" clients - BYS" staff should get out 'into the 
community more; 

- activities and services are not as clearly defined as they 
could be; 

- police are unsure as to thebasls for referral; 

- the feedback on cases is inadequate (since these agencies 

----- ---~-
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have not made any referrals to the program, it is 
difficult to say what this criticism implies); 

- the R.C.M.P. are not supportive of BYS; 

-, schools are unable to refer to BYS because parents are 
resistant; 

- clients are not effectively being helped because the 
short-term involvement is unrealistic and there are too 
few staff to provide effective long-term counselling 
services (It must be noted, that BYS is not intended for 
long-term counselling of severe problematic or 
disturbed youths and families); 

- the goals of BYS are too unrealistic - they should be 
careful not to duplicate existing services, i.e., both BYS 
and probation becoming involved with the same youth. 

(0) Commen~s made by some community agencies and program workers 
regen _ .1g strengths of BYS and their level of satisfaction 
with' the program were as follows (Again, it should be noted 
these are beliefs. Explanations or back-up information was 
not provided): 

- BYS is responsive to Probation and when communication and 
case feedback occurs, it is clear an~ direct; 

- BYS is readily available and responsive to the police 
(This positive comment made by one social worker 
contradicts comments by others that BYS was ~ responsive 

•.. to the police and police were non-supportive); , 

- because of their non-authoritation approach, BYS can deal 
with juvenile delinquency problems more effectively than 
the uniformed police officer; 

- BYS has the mandate and the capacity to be a truly 
Mreventative program; 

-the J3YS counsellors are very competent: and have 
represented the program well in the community (a belief by 
some social workers but apparently not by others); 

- "any program is better thaIl no program"; 

- "can be a very effective program". 

2. Burnaby Schools: ~ Referral Source 

A survey of eight junior seconda'ry schooJ.s and 37 elementary 

schools in Burnaby was conducted to determine their knowledge, < use 
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and satisfaction with Burnaby Youth Services. (Note: No attempt was 
'.' 

made by BYS to solicit referrals from junior secondary schools.) 

Responses were obtained. from the principals of five junior secondary 

schools in Burnaby and 31 (82% response rate) elementary schools. 

Information obtained from these questionnaires Was as follows: 

(a) Only two elementary schools and no junior secondary schools 
(6% of total school responded) felt they had a severe 
problem in their school with youths engaging in delinquent 
activity. 

(b) An addi tional 20 elementary schools and 4 junior secondary 
schools (66% of all school respondents) stated they had a 
slight problem. 

(c) Nine elementary schools· and one junior secondary school 
(28% of all school respondents) stated they had no problems 
at all in their school with delinquent youths. 

(d) Only Q schools (17% of all school respondents) stated they 
were fully knowledgeable abou~ Burnaby Youth Services. 
(These were all elementary school respondents). 

(e) Two junior secondary schools and 16 other elementary schools 
(50% of all school respondents) stated they were aware of 
the existence of BYS but had very little additional 
knowledge. 

(;f) Three other junior secondary schools and nine other 
elementary schools (33% of all school respondants) stated 
they were completely unaware of the existence of BYS. 

(g) Seven of the 20' elementary schools and ,two of the four 
junior secondary schools (38%) that had a slight problem 
with delinquent youths were among the group of schools 
completely unaware of the services and assistance that could 
be provided by BYS. 

" 

(h) No junior sec.ondary sch()ols and most (N-24) of the 
elementary schools had no further comments to make on 
Burnaby Youth Services. Most of these schools stated 
they had adequate resources in their school or with the 
school board for dealing with any juvenile d.elinquency 
problems in the,1.r schools. 

(i) Of the seven elementary schools who provided some ccmment on 
their knowledge and relations with BYS, all but one had made, 
one or more referrals to the program. 

(j) Six of these elementary schools had a 'clear idea of the 
appropriate 'age and type of youths to 'be referred to BYS; 
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the seventh principal stated that delinquent and behaviour 
problem youths up to the age of 16 should be referred to the 
program - this same principal later noted that 16 year 
olds were not being accepted at BYS (obviously he or she was 
unaware of the approt',riate age for referral to BYS). 

(~) None of these seven elementary school principals had a clear 
idea as to goals and objectives of the BYS program. 

(1) Comments on strengths of the program were scarce possibly 
due to lack of use and knowledge of the program. Only the 
following comments were made: 

- if the need arose, they would consider referring 
delinquent youths to the program; 

- they liked the fact that the counsellors were willing to 
work with pre-delinquent and' delinquent youth in the home 
setting; 

- "the idea of youth services" is great; 

- "obviously better than no service"; 

it is a communi ty· based 
"corporation" and able to 
agencies--the counsellors 
workers. 

service, acknowledged by' the 
get the cooperation of other 
have the skills of street 

(m) Comments regarding their use or lack of use of BYS (gi \Ten 
primarily by one principal) were as follows: 

- schools are unable to refer some youths to BYS because 
parents are resistant; 

- goals and objectives of the program are not clearly 
defined (since BYS objectives were clearly defined, this 
~comment simply reflects the fact that either the principal 
did not know the BYS objectives or they had not been 
communicated effectively by BYS); 

activities and services to accomplish goals are not 
clearly defined; 

- ther~ are communication problems between BYS and the 
referral agencies; 

- BYS's association with the police might prevent people 
from wanting to accept counselling from BYS staff; 

- many, of the police are not supportive of ';BYS ( a belief 
with no back-up information, provided by one principal); 

- BYS has insufficient resources to provide effective 
service to delinquent and predelinquent youth; 

- -_.'_----. ---~-,----------
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- schools are not allowed to refer problem youth in schools 
to outside agencies or program like BYS ,( some schools 
indicated they had received ins truction from a Burnaby 
school board official requesting that they not refer youth 
directly to BYS)j 

- information about BYS is not directly communicated to the 
Burnaby Council: BYS should be accountable to the 
commun,ity and the council not just the police; 

- BYS should be providing a crisis intervention service to 
youths and families. (This is ~ an objective of BYS.) 

3. Burnaby RCMP: A Referral Source 

Interviews were obtained from 20 general duty constables (10 who 

have made at least one referral in the past to BYS and 10 who 

haven't), eight corporals, and five sergeants. At the time of the 

evaluation, the Burnaby RCMP detachment was organized into five 

highly cohesive, self-contained ~ones.· In an attempt to get a 

representative sample of attitudes in the Burnaby detachment across 

all zones, interviews were obtained from four constables (two making 

referrals and two not), each two randomly selected (using a random 

number generator table) from each zone. In addition, both 

corporals in three zones, one corporal in two zones and the sergeant 

in charge of the zone was interviewed. 

The average number of years experience in police work for the 

constables was 5.9 years. The average number of years experience in 

police work for corporals was 16.0 years. The average number of 

years experience in police work for the interviewed se rgeants was 

22.4 ye.ars. 

Interview responses for the police will be summarized together, 

except where there is clear indication of differences in attitudes 

held by the different ranks of police, or those with limited 

experience in police work. Any differences in opinions held by 
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officers in the five different zones or between police making 

r.eferrals to BYS versus those who have not will also be noted. 

(a) 

(b) 

II 
Ii (c) 

(d) 

(e) 

All the police interviewed expressed negative attitudes 
toward statutory social service agencies. Some of the 
complaints expressed were that the statutory agencies were 
too bureaucratized, too slow, too restrictive, unavailable 
at night and weekends and/or the staff were "incompetent". 

Twelve (out of 20) of the general duty police and 9 (out of 
13) of the senior police were in agreement that police 
should have some limited direct involvement in crime 
prevention activities. Reasons cited for having no pol~ce 
involvement in this area were that it was too t1me 
conSuming, police lacked skills or training in this area,.or 
it was aporopriate only for small towns--not large cit1es 
like Burn~by (Five of the six constables with less than five 
years experience were the most negative about direct 
involvement of police in crime prevention activities). 

While most police did not feel they should be involved in 
direct service to delinquent youths, most 6f them did feel 
they were in an ideal situation to identify delinquent and 
potentially delinquent youths for referral to programs like 
BYS. Only seven police (five senior police and two 

. constables) stated they sQould' not be performing this 
function. 

While all of the ~olice stated they were in favor of Burnaby 
Youth Services, it was apparent that many (N=lS) of them saw 
it (lnly as a diversion and deterrence program to fo1hich they 
could refer juvenile offenders as an alternative to 
processing the case throu,fJ;h court, rather than primarily as 
a preventive and rehabili';:ative or socia,l service assistance 
program.. Many (N-I5) police however clearly saw BYS as both 
a diversion. and rehabilitation or social intervention 
service. Some police referred to the fact that BYS 
counsellors worked with youths or that youths and families 
'were engaged in counselling. Three police articulated the 
rehabilitative/corrective elements of the program. 

There was considerable variation in responses provided by 
police regarding the appropriate type of youths they would 
refer to BYS~ (Youths that some police officers would refer 
were cle2rrly' youths that ~ther police officers would not 
refer.) .. 

- Fivepcilice stated they would ref~.r any and all 
delinquent offenders. 

- Elev~m police stated·· they would refer only young, 
first-time or minor offenders. 
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- Four police stated they would refer only serious juvenile 
offenders and deal with minor offenders themselves. (This 
was clearly in direct conflict with BYS's target popula­
tion. ) 

- Eight police stated that it depended on the attitude of 
the youths regardless of age or seriousness of the 
offence. 

- Only three police made 
refer behaviour problem 
not just those youth 
offence. 

reference to the fact they would 
youths at risk ·for delinquency, 

who have actually committed an 

All but one police officer felt that the police and BYS 
counsellors sholud work closely together, sharing 
information and consulting on juvenile problems - although 
several police cautioned that confidential information on 
BYS clients should not be divulged to the police. 

All but five police constables felt that the BYS counsellors 
should "ride-along" on patrol with the uniformed officers, 
not for the purpose of counselling, but to understand better 
police work and to facilitate communication and information 
sharing between them and the police. 

All but one police 9fficer felt that the BYS counsellors 
should be operating in a location close to the' police, 
preferably "down the hall" in order to facilitate better 
information sharing and referral. " Although, a couple of 
police did comment that, while such a close working 
relationship was beneficial for the police, there was a 
possibility that the community would view the BYS 
counsellors in a negative light--as an "arm of the police". 

At the time of the interview, all but two police officers 
stated that ther.e was limited information sharing and 
communication between the police and the BYS counsellors. 
Some police not making referrals stated they had had no 
youths to refer; others stated they did not know where the 
counsellors were located. Three of the 20 police who had 
made referrals stated they had received little or no 
feedback information on the case. Several ,.police commented 
that although the counsellors had made frequent contact with 
the detachments, many of the police paid little attention to 
them and were not. supportive. Some of thel;e negative 
comments aqL < clearly inco.nsistent 'with other positive 
comments they had made about the program and their referral 
rate. 

(j) Almost all of the police (even those who had as yet made no 
referrals) stated that feedback from the BYS counsellors on 
what'had happened to their referrals and the outcome of BYS 
counselling was very "important. Most of the police wanted 

(k) 

(1) 

(m) 
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both informal, personal feedback and a written, brief 
statement to put into thei~ case file. 

Thirteen of the,24 respondents felt that having the 
counsellors available on a 24 hour basis would be 
tremendously beneficial as that would eliminate some time 
delays and allow the counsellors to respond to crisis 
situations. However, seven police pointed out that a 24 
hour servic~ was tnnecessary and also "a waste of money" 
because the MHR emergency services workers were available on 
a 24 hour basis and could be called on in any case that 
couldn t t wait until the next day. (In order to avoid 
duplication of services, BYS purposely choose not to make 
crisis intervention a program o1?jective.) 

Comments regarding the benefits or effectiveness of the BYS 
program were' varied. One of the mst important and clear 
findings was that many police (18 out of 33, 55%) judged the 
effectiveness and successfulness of the program primarily in 
terms of what it did for them to make their job easier. 
(This is clearly an unintended benefit of the program.) The 
remaining police interviewed evaluated the program in terms 
of what it did for them as well as what it could do to 
prevent youths from getting into further conflict with the 
law. 

The police (N=18) who primarily had indicated ~in SOr,H~ way) 
concern with what the BYS program could do for them made 
the following comments on program effectiveness. 

- Five police would make no judgements regarding program 
effectiveness. 

- Eight police stated that by referring youths to the 
program it made their job easier, there was less paper 
work and it saved time. 

- Five police stated that it reduced the load on the 
probation and court system. 

The police (N=15) who, in addition to ~~e above concerns, 
were concerned about what a program lik.e BYS could do to 
help youths and families made all of the above comments 
regarding the program's direct benefits to them and made the 
following comments about the program t s success with youth 
and families. 

Six police would make no definite judgements, either way, 
about program effectiveness. 

- Three police commented that "it's at least something for 
kids who have problems at home", "1f it saves one(~it's 
wortq. it". 

- Three police stated the program was beneficial in that it 
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provided an immediate response to families and it was an 
alternative to charging the youth. 

- Two police made specific comments about the program; (1) 
it was underutilized and it would be better if the 
counsellors were on the road; and (2) BYS needed to 
improve the time it took them to respond to a referral. 

- One police officer stated BYS had good credibility ,and 
success with police, families, and youths. 

Summary 

Most of Burnaby's community social service workers were 

reasonably knowledgeable about BYS program objectives and target 

population. Most had some personal contact with both BYS 

counsellors. In addition, all stated that there was a lack of 

resources in Burnaby to deal with at-risk and delinquent youths. 

Many of these programs and agencies had received referrals from BYS 

to deal with youths or families requiring different or more intensive 

services. However, oddly, only one of these agencies had referred to 

Burnaby Youth Services an at-risk or delinq\}p:;:'?-t youth. Although it 

is likely Burnaby social workers encounter many at-ri~sk youths while 

working with severely disturbed families or siblings why they do not 

make referrals to BYS is unknown. It could be that these agencies 

are somewhat reluctant to shaX"e their cases with another community 

program until it has proven itself 9r becomes more established in the 

community. 

A number of concerns about BYS were expressed. A few social 

workers commented that the schools and community did not support OJ: 

have full knowledge of BYS, that BYS staff were not available in th'e 

evenings and on weekends, and that BYS was too closely associated" 

with the police--that the BYS should get out in the commtmity more. 

One social worker felt that the RCMP were not supportive of the 

-
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program and that the referral process through the police system was 

too sJow. In some ways, such criticisms about Burnaby Youth Services 

are unfair since these social workers seem to have dane little 

themsel ves to facilitate a closer working and referral relationship 

with BYS. 

At the time of the evaluation, Burnaby elementary and j tmior 

secondary schools, also, were not making many youth referrals to 

Burnaby Youth Services. Only six out of 40 schools (15%) had made a 

referral to the pX"ogram and only these six elementary schools were 

completely knowledgeable about the objectives and target population 

of BYS. Another 18 schoals however were aware of the exis tence of 

the program (although they stated they were not sure haw or what 

type of youth to refer to· the program). " While most of the Burnaby 

schaols stated they did nat have much of a prablem with deli?quent/ 

yauths in their schaals and felt they had adequate resources within 

the school system to deal with isolated cases of delinquency, almast 

half of the schoals who stated they had some delinquency problems 

were also ones who stated they were tmaware of the existence of BYS. 

It is hard ta say whether these schaols wauld have turned ta BYS far 

assistance if they had kna~ .of its existence. Possible reasans for 

the lack of youth referrals by schools to Burnaby Youth Services 

include 1) the ·schaols have adequate In-house cotmselling services to 

deal with early youth and famiJ.y problems,~) there are adequ,ate 
"()-/' 

resources to schools through other established Burnaby services 

organiz~tions and thus there is no need to refer to a new social 

service, 3) schools do nat wa.nt to refer to BYS"for feat: that parents 

would dislike the program's close association with palice,and/or 4) 

at the time of the survey there wa.s inadequate ti~e (the program had 

" 
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only been in operation on.e. y~ar) to develop a trusting referral and 

information sharing relationship. Information was not available to 

determine which if any of these reasons was primarily responsible for 

the lack of school referrals, although it is likely they all operate 

in some degree. 

Since the police are BYS' i 
> S pr mary source of referral of young 

potentially delinq~nt and minor delinquent youths, the most serious 

problem that affect can BYS operations, credibility, and 

effectiveness is lack of support "and understanding froni-\h
7 

Burnaby 

ReMP. 
The evaluation interviews revealed that this was somewhat of a 

problem. 

Most of the police recognized th ul ey co d perform a vital 

function 
in identifying children and youths at-risk for later or 

continued invol"ement in delinquent activities. 
Yet, they seemed 

reluctant to refer these youths to social ."ervice ,." programs in order 

that the prog.ram intervene and correct the b 
pro lems precipitating or 

contributing to delinquent activities. This reluctance could be a 

function of 1) well-ingrained personal biases 
toward social services 

in general, 2) unawareness of how the program could reduce their 

workload as well as reduce repeat involvement by youths in delinquent 

activities, 3) lack of senior managem~_nt d 
en orsement of referral to 

BYS as an important activity equal to the investigation and h 
c a~ging 

of juvenile offenders, and/or 4) lack of trust and 
rapport with the 

individual social workers employed in the program. 

Interviews with Burnaby polic~ revealed that some of' these 

fac.tc)rs ~7ere operating. Most police interviewed felt that what was 

needl~~,~IWith troublesome or delinquent. youths was more punitive action 

o 
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by the courts, this being seen as the only way to red uce juvenile 

crime. Generally, most of the police interviewed had a fairly 

negative attitude toward social services and crime prevention 

strategies as a means to prevent or reduce crime and delinquency. In 

addition to these general attitudinal biases two other factors 

contribut~d to Burnaby RCMP's iack of support for Burnaby Youth 

Services: (1) insufficient communication, information sharing, and 

day-to-day association between the BYS counsellors and the general 
.' . o 

duty police and, (2) lack of understanding and knowledge by the 

general duty police on th~ objectives, target population, and the 

preventive corrective philosophy of the BYS program. Most of the 

Burnaby police were unaware of BYS' s criteria for youth referral to 

their program although most had formulated their own criteria for 

charging youths, releaSing them, or referring them to BYS. In some 

cases, this was "consistent with BYS criteria; in other cases, it. was 

clearly in opposition (e.g. one constable would refer only multiple 

offenders) • 

Approximately half of the intervi'ewed Burnaby police saw BYS 

as a diversion program a simp,ler and less time-consuming 

alternat:i.ve to processing juvenile cases through the courts - a 

process which tends, to be perce:f.ved by these police as non-punitive 

and time~consuming. These police did not understand the 

.. r~habilitative, prevent:tve function of BYS ~ Mos t of these police 

were ones who stated t.hey did not really know what were the \))YS 

objectiv~s and. target pop~lation. . " 

Many of these police were not concerned with prev~nting 
I" '7-

,,'" 

deli~quency by resolv~ng family and youth problems. Rather they were 
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concerned, primarily, with reducing the police workload dealing with 

juvenile problems • By this standard of performance, most of the 

Burnaby RCMP were quit'e satisfied with what BYS had done for them. 

The remaining half of interviewed police were highly satisfied 

with how the program reduced their workload, but were somewhat 

negative about the programs success in pre'lTenting repeat involvement 

by youths in delinquent activities. It is hard to say whether 

comments of dissatisfaction by these police were merely a reflection 

of their own biases against social services or the irtdividual 

counsellors, a function of the poor communication between BYS staff 

" and police, or inadequate understanding of what kind of success BYS 

can have with youths and families or a reflection of their own 

notions about the state-of-the art of delinquency prevention in 

general. It could be that many police expect unrealist:i,c results 

(Le., a complete elimination of delinquent behaviour) or they are 

wholly pessimistic about rehabilitative strategies. 

Poor communication and information sharing between the BYS 

counsellors and the Burnaby RCMP can be attributed to se,veral 

factors: (1) there was a change of RCMP detachment commanders 

between the time th~ program was planned and the time the program was 

put into operation. The detachment' superintendent's time was 

" occupied with the administrative concerns of the detachment and 

> 

responsibility for the program was delegated to other junior 

officers; t2) for a time B,YS counsellors reported to the OIC in 

charge of operations; later BYS counsellors were" reqUired to report 

through the commanding officer in charge of the crime prevention' 

unit. (This ha,d led to considerable confusion in the program's 
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accountability and liaison relations with the police.); and (3) the 

BYS counsellors are located in a building separate from the police 

detachment thus they lack the opportunity to interact daily in an 

informal manner with the general duty police in order to establish 

trust and facilitate information sharing and feedback. These factors 

affecting BYS relations with Burnaby RCMP will be discussed in 

greater detail in the next section. 

B. Administrative Factors Affecting Program Delivery 

Many administrative elements and events have i~fluenced the 

planning, implementation and effective operation of the Burnaby Youth 

Services. While some of these factors are beneficial, many of them 

have adversely affected program delivery, j,n particular, the ability 

of BYS counsellors to establish a close-working, trusting and 

responsive referral network with general duty police. It must be 

emphasized that many of these events, while possibly adversely 

affectiJlg the program, are normal grow~ng pains for a social service 

program in the first two years of operation, and particularly for 

social service programs operating within the criminal justice 

system. Other police-based youth services programs (e.g. those 

operated in Langley and Richmond) have experienced 'similar types of 

problems. A listing of these events or factors is provided to 

illustrate what kind of situations can affect a program's operation 

in the first two years and to compliment both Burnaby Youth'Services 

and the Burnaby police for attempting to address and resolve 

deleterious situations. 

Some members of the community have criticized Burnaby Youth 
, 

Services because they have perceived BYS to be closely associated 

" 
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with the police, but it appears that, in the first year of its 

operation, BYS's association with the general duty police was 

anything but close and cooperative. ··.A number of administrative 

factors have hampered the establishment of a close cooperative 

working relationship between BYS staff and general duty police and 

between BYS staffiand community agencies. These are discussed below. 

1) Funding, support and planning"of the Burnaby Youth. Services 
program was facilitated by a former detachment commander of 
the Burnaby RCMP. By the time the BYS program was ready for 
implementation, a new detachment commander was on board. 
Unfamiliar with the planning of the program, the detachment 
commander delegated responsibility for the program to a 
sergeant in charge of burglary investigation. Consequently, 
BYS staff's contact with senior-level police management was 
severed, thus making it difficult to air grievances and 
establi~h management policies regarding police relations with 
the BYS staff. Without active top-level management 
endorsement, it was very difficult for BYS staff to establish 
procedures with general duty police for referral and 
follow-up of delinquent and potentially delinquent youths and 
to resolve day-to-day operational problems impeding close 
working relations between police and BYS. 

2) By September, 1980 the official responsibility for 'BYS 
operations was transferred to the officer in charge of the 
crime prevention unit. A complicated and somewhat. cumbersome 
accountability adniinistrative structure was adopted. While 
BYS staff were required, now~ to report to the sergeant in 
charge of the CPU for all police liaison and day-to-day 
operational matters, they were also permitted to deal 
directly with the inspector in charge of operations on 
administrative matters and through him to the detachment 
commander on special problems. While this arrangement should 
have facilitated better on-going access by BYS with 
detachment management, in practice it has been a one-sided 
arrangement. BYS staff would initiate contact with the 
inspector in-charge of operations and the detachment 
commander regarding policy decisions to be made on selected 
matters. However, typically, responsibility for action on 
these selected matters would be delegated down the ranks to 
the CPU or someone else. This often resulted in no or 
inadequate attention to the matter. At other times ~ the 
policy decision regarding BYS operations would be taken 
completely out of the hands of the BYS staff and a unilateral 
decision wgu1d be made by police management. Many times BYS 
staff discovered that they had not been consulted at all on 
policy and adminis~rative matters regarding BYS operations. 
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This has led to a feeling of frustration between BYS staff 
and police management hampering ongoing and open 
communication on all matters. 

3) Staffing problems 'within Bq~aby Youth Services has also 
contributed to problems establishing BYS credibility and 
reciprocal communi-cation in the community and with the 
police. The program supervisor hired the first year lacked 
the initiative and motivation to overcome these problems and 
to consolidate BYS's place in the community and in the police 
system. Later, tmder pressure to deal with this issue, the 
program supervisor submitted his resignation July 1981. The 
junior counsellor assumed the supervisor pOSition and has 
proceeded to address these issues. 

4) As members of a municipal employees union, BYS staff were out 
on strike for thirteen weeks between January and March 1981. 
Not only were BYS. clients deprived of continued service and 
counselling, but BYS relations with general duty police were 
harmed. Without access to BYS counselling, general duty 
police who had previously made referrals to the program 
ceased identifying and referring problem youths. They soon 
reverted back to dealing with juvenile offenders in ways 
existing prior to the development of BYS. It was many months 
following the counsellor's return to work before police again 
were consistent1'y referring problem and first-offender" youths 
to BYS. 

5) The Burnaby RCMP detachment receives many new police recruits 
for training and transfer to other detachments. This has 
made it difficult for BYS staff to establish personal 
communication with all of the ge~era1 duty police who handle 
juvenile problems. Unless BYS s taf f speak to the cons tables 
at their zone meetings or go out on patrol with individual 
officers, they have a difficult time establishing and 
maint;,dning contact with all new police transferred to 
Burnaby. Although BYS has requested that all new police 
officers transferred to Burnaby are introduced to BYS staff 
as part of their orientation, at the time of this study, this 
generally has not been done. If BYS staff are to spend 
sufficient time counselling youths and famil~es, they do not 
have the time available on evenings and weekends to initiate 
regular, personal contact with all police constables. Each 
zone comma,nder must assume ~ome of this responsibility for 
the training and education of new Burnaby police recruits 
about the Burnaby Youth Services program. 

o 
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CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

The evaluation study of Burnaby Youth Services was designed 

using a goal-oriented systems approach to evaluation. An attempt was 

made to examine all aspects of program deli very and reso urces, all 

elements of program management and socio-political 

characteristics of the community in which the program operates to 

determine how they affect program efficiency and effectiveness. 

.Program efficiency and effectiveness was measured in terms of success 

in maintaining or achieving a pre-evaluation defined model of planned 

program operations and objectives. Using this approach to 

evaluation, four evaluation research questions were formulated (a 

discussion of some of the limitations of this approach to evaluation 

will be provided later). 

Results from this evaluation study of Burnaby Youth Services can 

be summarized and discussed i? terms of the original four evaluation 

research questions. The first research question was: 

(A) To what extent does Burnaby Youth Services provide 
services and operate'according to the conceptual 
model initially outlined? 

The evaluation results show that in terms· of the defined target 

population of 118 clients referred to Burnaby Youth Services from 

August 1st, 1980 to January 31, 1981: 

(i) Seventy-three percent of referrals were appropriate as 
defined by the program model target population criteria; 

(ii) Sixty~six percent had no prev.ious police record of 
delinquent activity (other than the offence leading to a 
referral); 

" 
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(iii) Twenty percent had two or more previous offences (These 
youth were considered inappropriate and not accepted by 
BYS) ; 

(iv) Sixty-four percent were 
recommended for program 
fourteen years of age; 

within the age restrictions 
acceptance, between six and 

(v) Twenty-eight percent were youths exhibiting potentially 
delinquent problem behaviour; 

(vi) Seventy-two percent of the youths were referred for 
'committing a delinquent offence. 

These results indicate that most of the Burnaby Youth Services 

referrals were in line with the intend~d target population, that is, 

they were young problem behaviour youth wit.h no involvement or only 

minor involvement in actual delinquent activity. Most of the 

referrals judged inappropriate were youths with a history of multiple 

delinquent activity (one. youth had had 24 previo.us offences). 

The evaluation results about program service show that: 

(i) Of the twenty-seven percent (N=32) of referrals to BYS 
which were inappropriate (as defined by target population 
criteria in line with the program objectives) 
these referrals were rejected outright (N=18, 56%) or 
referred elsewhere (N=14, 44%); 

(ii) Of those appropriately referred to BYS, (N=86), 37% (N=32) 
received information/consultation, 25% (N=22) received 
brief co unselling services, 6% (N=5) were referred 
elsewhere, 12% (N=lO) received short-term counselling and 
20% (N=lj) were appt'opriate but received no assistance 
because the family refused assistance (4%) or the BYS 
counsellor was unable to. make contact with the family 
(16%) ; 

(iii) Most families had one or two counselling sessions with the 
Burnaby Youth Services counsellors; 

(iv) In 22 out of 31 cases (71%) counselling, or consultation 
was ~ith the youth and at least one parent; in 6 (19%) 
cases, c01.nlselling was provided to the youth alone; in 3 
00%) cases to p8i1Cents alone; 

In stun, these evaluation results show that for the most part 
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Burnaby Youth Services operated as conceptually planned. They 

provided brief and short-term counselling assistance to 37% of their 

appropriate referrals and information or consultation (37% of all 

appropriate referrals) to most of the remaining cases. The only 

problem seemed to the the high number (16%) of appropriate families 

referred that were not contacted. It appears that one staff 

counsellor was using an inappropriate method of seeking contact with 

families (sending out letters). Once this practice was discontinued 

and ins,tead families were telephoned, the number of failures to 

contact. referrals dropped dramatically. 

Evaluation results show that Burnaby Youth Services received 

most of their referrals from the police (79%). The remaining 

referrals were made by parents (14%), schools (5%) and the fire 

department (1%) It was evident that they had an inadequate referral 

relationship with the social service professionals and in the 

community. 

Thus, in answer to the first evaluation research question, one 

would have to conclude that BYS operated in a manne,r consistent with 

its conceptual model in terms of client population and services 

provided. But although they met regularly with community social 

workers in interagency meetings they were unable to establish a 

strong communication and referral network with 'Burnaby Schools and 

with Burnaby social service professionals. 

The second evaluation research question was: 

(B) To what extent are process objectives as specified in the 
conceptual model being met? 

<.'.'1<,.,' l' 
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The following proc:ess (operational) objectives were selected for 

evaluation: 

(1) The extent to which only appropriate .. "eferrals are being 
referred to the program, that is youth 6-14 years of age 
referred for a delinquent offence, who had no more than one 
previous offence, or behaviour prob~~m youth 6-14 years of 
age who have had no previous offences; 

(2) The extent to which a reponse is made quickly .(within 2 
days) to each referral regardless of1ts appropriateness; 

(3) The extent to which all inappropriate referrals are 
referred elsewhere or returned to the referring source for 
more action; 

(4) The extent to which all appropriate referrals are assessed 
and given information/consultation, referred elsewhere, 
provided with brief service counselling or short-term 
counselling; 

(5) The extent t~)':whichall appropriate referrals are assessed 
and contacte~~\!iwi1;hin 2 weeks; 

(6) The extent to which other members of the family participate 
in counselling with yorith. 

Evaluation results indicated that" BYS met most of their 

operational objectives per~aining to client services. As stipulated 

in the program model and process objectives, BYS accepted only 

clients that met the following defining criteria: resident of 

Burnaby, referred by the RCMP, schools, social service agency or 

parents themselves, and not emotionally disturbed or physically 

handicapped. They provided ~11 appropria~e referrals with direct 

assistance or conducted an assessment and referred them to another 

social service agent.::y. 
/f 

Results indicated ,that .. Burnaby Youth Service was unable to 

respond to all or most referrals within two days as specified in the 

p1;'ocess objectives. However, although only 48% of the referrals were 
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responded to within two days, a total of 77% were responded to within 

one week. Seventy percent of the 37 families seen in person were 

assessed and began counselling within 2 weeks. It appea.rs that BYS 

had some-difficulty contacting most of their families within 2 days 

but once this contact was made (usually within a week) they were able 

to get most of these families into the office for assessment and 

counselling very quickly. While BYS reponded fairly quickly to the 

referrals it appears that in most cas~s (70%) the referral was not 

made by police or a community agency unt~l one week after the 

problem or delinque~t incidence. Thus for most families (N=26 out 

of 32 counselled families) there was a three week i.nterval between 

the problem occurrence and counselling. BYS was not intended to 

operate as a quick reponse crisis intervention service, but it, did 

want to establish contact with families while the problems were still 

fresh. In a few cases (N=ll) the length of time between the problem 

occurrence and contact from BYS was so long that it is questionable 

whether families would be able to remember all the dynamics of the 

problem or be receptive to counselling. 

Data also showed that in the majority of cases, (22 out of 31 

families; 71%) BYS met their objective to involve parentsi "in 

counselling over their youth's problem or delinquent behaviour. 

The third evaluation research question was: 

(C) To what extent does Burnaby Youth Services meet program 
impact objectives for clients? 

The following impact objectives were selected for evaluation: 

(1) The extent to which there has bee~ an increase in 
harmonious and healthy interpersonal relations in the 
family (quality of family interactions) as measured by 
standardized instruments, family self-report and counsellor 

(2) 

(3) 
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observation; 

The extent to which youth's anti-social negative or 
delinquent behaviour has been ~liminated or has improved as 
measured by counsellor clinical observation, police records 
and parent self-report; 

The extent to which individual family problems have been 
resolved as measured by goal attainment scaling techniques. 

If all referrals provided with assistance from BYS are examined 

it can be concluded 'that BYS achieved its impact objectives for at 

least half of its clients. Evaluation results show that: 

(i) Sixty-four percent of the cases terminated assistance from 
the BYS counsellors with mutual consent because problems 
were resolved or under control; 

(ii) 

(iii) 

Of all delrnquent youths who received BYS assistance, 
(N=38) only 8 (21%) had repeat contact with police. This 
is in dramatic contrast with 45% (N=9) of the 
non-counselled comparison group of youths (N=23) who had 
repeat contact wi~h police over the same period of time; 

Of all behaviour problem referral youth who 'received BYS 
assistance, 32% had further contact with police. This 
number appear~ to be quite high but the reasons cannot be 
interpreted as there was no comparison group of youths who 
had the same problems but received no counselling or 
consulta.tion services; 

(iv) At BYS. termination, 16 families (57%) of BYS clients 
provided with assistance were judged by the counsellors to 
have made good improvement. Another 6 (21%) were judged to 
have increased their awareness of their family and/or :routh 
problems. Six families (21%) were clinically judged to 
have not improved at allor' to have deteriorated; 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

Folluw-up assessment of 38 families three months later 
indicated that 25 families (66%) reported that family 
relations and youth behaviour 'were" either okay, good or 
excellent. Thirteen families (31~'%) reported that 
conditions were poor; j' 

~':,/ 

Sixteen (80%) out of twenty 'families judged by counsellors 
at BYS termination to have made some progress were those 
who reported 3 months later to 'be functioning well or 
excellently; 

For ten clients who received more intensive short-term 
counselling, however,' there was little or no progress 

o "'." 
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towards improved family relations, yauth behaviour or 
individual objectives. One family clearly deteriorated, 
two families showed some improvement and the remaining 
stayed about the same. Six of the youths had repeat 
contact with police within 3-4 months after BYS 
termination. A comparison of these ten families and youths 
with all BYS clients and a non-counselled comparison group 
from another community revealed that these families were 
not a representative sample of the total group of families 
helped by police-based youth and family service programs. 
These ten families, in isolation, represented a subgroup of 
families referred to police-based youth and family services 
with more severe problem characteristics than the remaining 
families. Proportionately more of the youth in this small 
subgroup of families in contrast with youth in the larger 
population had prior delinquency involvement at a younger 
age and had prior involvement with other social services. 

Excl uding this small group of youths and families, it appears 

that more than half of the youths and families can be said to be 

functioning well following their referral to BYS. Repeat incidences 

of youth contact with police also was lower for BYS referrals (as a 

whole) compared" with a non-counselled comparison group. Based on 

this comparison (45% vs 21%) one can tentatively suggest that BYS 

intervention contributed to improved youth and family situations 

among so~e families and was instrumental in preventing some youth 

from becoming further involved in delinquent activities. The 

magnitude of this contribution or success is difficult to determine 

as many of the families and youth may have improved regardless of BYS 

intervention. Also, although the comparison of recidivism rates of 

all BYS youths with a comparison group suggests that BYS successfully 

prevented further delinquencies in 24% of their referrals (45% 

recidivism rate for the comparison group minus the 21% recidivism 

rate for the BYS youth), it may be that other extraneous' factors 

(characteristic of the BYS youths and not the comparison group 

youths) can account for this result. However, in spil;e of these 

( -
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reservations one must conclude that BYS has successfully assisted 

many of the families and youths referred. 

The fourth evaluation research question was: 

(D) To what extent does the environment and the organizational 
structure of Burnaby Youth Services facilitate effective 
delivery of services to clients? 

Burnaby . -:'lauth Services is highly influenced by the 

socio-political environment in which it operates and by its ~osition 

in the police organizational structure. Since BYS is administered by 

police it. is expected that BYS would respond primarily to youth 

referrals made by police but still receive referrals from the 

community. . In fact BYS receives almost all its referrals from 

·police. This dependency of BYS on police referrals was established 

by the fact that many community service agencies and the schools 

indicated they would not make much lJSe of the BYS program (either 

because of its newness or because of its association with police). 

An examination of BYS relations with police, as both 

administrators and a source of referral, however revealed that 

despite BYS's dependency on the police for referrals, they were not 

well supported by the police.. The number of appropriate referrals 

from police was considered low by program counsellors <-- only 75 

referrals over 6 months. This is;) an average of 12 appropriate 

referrals per month from police. The monthly average number ,of 

ap'propriate ·referrals from all sources is 14 referrpls. (Other 

.youth and .family serv.ice programs in the province repoJ;t monthly 

average referrals rates only slightly higher than this; .tangley Youth 

and Family services repor,t 17 re£erI'als per month, ,Qut this program 

\ 
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receives more referrals from the community social services and 'school 

than does Burnaby Youth S~~yices and it resides in a community one 

third the size of Burnaby.) 

Interviews with police general duty officers revealed that while 

they supported the idea of a program to which they could refer their 

troublesome youth (a majority of their calls involve juvenile 

problems), they did not know much about the BYS program--what it did 

or how it helped youths and families. The interviews revealed also 

that there was considerable confusion regarding the type of youths to 

be referred and how to process the referrals quickly. (Many of the 

constables w'ere unaware, that while all recommended juvenile referrals 

to BYS had to be recorded on the poliCE! incidence report and 

processed through the police system, the investigating officer could 

speed up this process by making a copy 6f his report and sending it 

directly to BYS.) It was also apparent that the location of the 

program (separate from the police building) was a major hindrance to 

the development of good rapport be tween BYS counsellors and police. 

There was little opportunity for BYS counsellors to interact on a 

day-to-day basis with police in order to provide informal" and 

immediate feedback to police officers regarding their referrals and 

to educate police on the critical role of social workers within the 

field of crime prevention. All of the interviewed police officers 

supported the BYS program because it reduced the amount of time they 

needed to spend investigating "a case (a valuable side-benefit of the 

program) but only half of them seemed to have a concept of the 

program as an early intervention crime prevention program. 

In addition to these factors, several changes in BYS's reporting 
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relations to the Burnaby police" and staffing problems within BYS 

itself (a 13 week municipal employees strike and resignation of the 

program supervisor) absorbed a considerable amount of staff time and 

energy, affecting their ability to respond quickly and effectively to 

families and yduths. " 

On the whole, this'evaluation study has shown that Burnaby Youth 

Services is operating on the right track as an early intervention 

juvenile crime prevention program and a.ppears to be helping many 

youths and ~amilies. But its efficiency of operation and overall 

success seems to have been attenuated by many fac,tors, in particular 

(1) poor communication, acceptance and support from the Burnaby RCMP 

(2) poor support, in, the way of referrals, from the Burna.by social 

service community (thus leading to a dependency by BYS on police 

referrals), a~d (3) program instability cauSed by a 13 week municipal 

employees strike, reSignation of the first program supervisor and 

changes in administrative reporting relationships. All of these 

factors can be considered to be normal growing pains for these types 

of prqgrams (managers of Langley Youth and Family Services and 

Richmond Early Intervention report similar type problems). However, 

they do affect program efficiency and effectiveness and thus need to 

be resolved in order to ensure ongoing program survival. 

It should be noted that this evaluation study has deliberately 

examined the Burnaby' You,t:h Services program in terms of its success 

in operating as concept'ually planned and in attaining its stated 
'.~ 

program objectives. This is the nature of a goal-oriented approach 

to pro\gram evaluation. While this is a valid method for evaluating 
/J 

program success (orte~hit most funders are concerned with), it often 
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fails to represent the total value of a program. In addition to 

success (in some degree) in meeting designated program objectives, 

most programs have other side-benefits. In some cases the 

side-benefits, to certain audiences, are more important than the 

program objectives. 

Evaluation of Burnaby Youth Services reveals that this is the 

case for many police constables of the Burnaby RCMP. Reducing the 

amotmt of time police need to spend investigating a delinquency 

offence involving a YOtmg first-or second-time offender is clearly an 

tmintended goal of the program but for many police the attainment of 

this goal is the most important accomplishment of the program. 

While this evaluation of Burnaby Youth Services did not attempt 

to investigate all the mintended effects of the program,' it did 

uncover some. A final assessment of the program's success and value 

should take into consideration its movement toward greater 

effectiveness in terms of defined objectives and ~lso other. 

side-benefits of the program to the police, the commtmity, and to 

families. 

" . 

. " 
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CHAPTER VIII 

EVALUATION FEEDBACK AND PROGRAM MODIFICATIONS 

Data collected and analyzed during the BYS evaluation period was 

fed back to the program cotmsellors. Where it was possible to 

identify areas of program ineffectiveness and delivery inefficiency 

and to lnlcover lnlderlying reasons for these problems, modifications 

in program operations were made. Many of these modifications were 

instituted by one program cotmsellor following her promotion to the 

supervisor position and the resignation of the first supervisor. 

One of the primary problems affecting the program's. ability to 

gain access to minor delinquent or potentially delinquent youths 

lnlder the age of 14 years WaS poor relations with. the Burnaby 

police. . The general duty officers had very little lnlderstanding of 

the programs operation, its objectives, services and appropriate 

target population, and, in addition, did not know the cotmsellors 

well enough to initiate open commtmication about their juvenile 

cases. In order to address this problem, over the spring, StDDmer and 

fall of 1981, BYS cOlnlsellors tmdertook the following measures: 

(i) They increased ~heir frequency of riding along on patrol 
with polic·e. E?ch ride-along generally generated a number 
of youth referrals during the following week and more 
frequent conversations in the future between the 
cOlnlsellors and the police members on shift during the 
ride-along. 

(ii) They formalized the BYS orientation procedure for new 
recruits to the Burnapy detachment. A requirement was made 
that during recruit field training,. each pOtice member must 
meet with the cotmsellors for orientation to the resources 
of Burnaby Youth Services. 

(iii) They formalized a request (which was officially endorsed) 
for BYS to move into the Police building. In light of a 
possible perception of stigmatization should the program be 
housed with the police, a poll of major commtmity agenci~s 
and clients was conducted to determine their response to 

o • 
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receiving counselling services operating directly out of a 
police department. All were in favour or said it made no 
difference. A written report was submitted to the 
superintendent in charge of the detachment, the municipal 
manager and to any community ('itizen group concerned about 
the matter. It was felt that opportunity to interact on. a 
day to day basis with general duty police would facilitate 
more referrals, better understanding of the program and 
greater understanding of the respective police and social 
worker roles, and more open trust and communication. 
Relocation of the Burnaby Youth Services office is expected 
to take place in the Spring of 1982 when construction of 
the new Burnaby police building is completed; 

(iv) A compressed work schedule for the counsellors was 
instituted (four 10 hour days/week) so that program 
counsellors could be available to police and families 
during evening hours as well as during the day. 

Another problem area affecting BYS program effectiveness 

concerned the lack of community service agencies referrals to the 

program. BYS undertook a number of actions to promote the existence 

of BYS to the Burnaby community and to better inform social service 

professionals in the community about the type ~f services available 

for families and potentially delinquent youths: 

(i) Burnaby Cable 10 T ~ V •. interviewed the program. supervisor 
about the youth services program. The thirty minute 
interview was broadcast three times during the summer of 
1981 and portions of the interview were included in a 
one-hour documentary "In the Name of the Law" about the 
juvenile justice sys tem in Burnaby; 

(ii) A referral system was established with youth intervention 
programs in Coquitlam and New Westminster .', so that Burnaby 
resident youths referred to social services in Coquitlam 
could be referred to Burnaby Youth Services and vice versa 
~or Coquitlam or New Westminster resident youth apprehended 
by Burnaby police; 

(iii) Letters were sent to fifty family physicians in Burnaby 
informing them of the availability of Burnaby Youth 
Services. BYS co unsellors had fa urid that many parents 
sought advice.; from tl'!-eir physician on early behavioural 
problems,an4;;:abtained no information on where to seek early 
assistance; '. 

(iv) 

(v) 

Some 
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In September and October of 1981, the third formal 
presentation on the Youth Services program was made to 
elementary school counsellors, public health nurses, social 
workers at five district offices of the Ministry of Human 
Resources, probation officers and family court workers 
during meetings of Castburn, Lockdale and Stoney Creek 
Inter-agency Worker Groups. The purpose of these 
presentations was to introduce the Burnaby Youth Services 
staff, describe the program objectives and encourage 
referrals. It is intended that presentations to these 
groups will be made once a year to provide an informational 
update to the community service network. 

A "Description of Service" statement on the Burnaby Youth 
Services program was submitted for publication in local 
newspapers, the Burnaby Municipal Bulletin, and Community 
School Newsletters during August and September, 1981 in the 
hope of reaching families directly ,for self-referral. 

problems existed around program reporting and 

accountability to the Burnaby Police. During the first year of 

opera"tion Youth Services staff ~ere required .to meet irregularly' with 

a' sergeant in charge of burglary inyestigation and had little 

opportunity to coordinate their program with other crime prevention 

activities operating within the detachment or to discuss problems of 

police/social work relations with senior detachment administrators. 

These matters were brought to the attention of the 

superintendent in charge of the Burnaby detachment. Meetings were 

conducted !,~th .. ;program staff, Burnaby RCMP administrators and the 

Ministry of the Attorney General program consultants to clarify 

program goals and objectives and to establish a formal accountability 

struct ure for the Burnaby Youth Services program so that program 

staff would be able to interface with both the Crime Prevention Unit 

and Senior police management. 

Evaluation data collected on service delivery indicated that 

only a small percentage of the referrals cdl.Y;,d be responded to within 

two days. BYS staff found that it was unrealistic of them to expect 

... L 
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1 
to make contact with all.families within two days as, more often than 

not, several telephone calls had to be made during daytime and 

evening h?urs to make initial contact with the family. And referrals 

on Fridays or weekends generally could not be dealt with until 

Monday. BYS program counsellors thus decided to change this process 

objective and instead make it their objective to seek to establish 

contact with families within one week of the referral. 

Evaluation data indicated that over 72% of Burnaby Youth 

Services referrals were delinquent youths. They were not receiving 

many referrals of potentially delinquent problem youths (only 27%). 

Efforts to encourage police to make more referrals of non-delinquent 

problem youths were rewarded. The !1ay 1 to August 31st, 1981 

statistics revealed that' 42% of referrals (as opposed to 27% for the 

previous six month evaluation period) were non-delinquent problem 

behaviour youths. Half of these cases involved family problems and 

runaway youth behaviour. 

Despite attempts to alert individual police constabl~s about the 

appropriate criteria for youth referral the 1981 statistics for May 

1st to August 31st indicated that BYS was still receiving a high 

percentage of inappropriat,e referrals. Of 118 referrals in these 

four months, 23 (20%) were inappropriate. 

However it is apparent that despite these inappropriate 

referrals, the total number of appropriate referrals had incr.eased 

dramatically (an average of 24 referrals from all sources per month), 

apparently most of these being from police. " It appears that BYS has 

been quite successful in encouraging ~ Burnaby police to make 

referrals to the program (even though some of them may be 

inappropriate). 

G u 
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In response to these 95 appropriate referrals Burnaby Youth 

Services provided brief counselling to 23 families (24%), short-term 

counselling to 11 (12%), information or consultation to 34 (36%), 

referral to another agency for 24 families (25%) and no service to 

only 3 families (3%) who refused. These statistics are very similar 

to those during the evaluation period except that BYS was able to 

provide some sort of service to almost all of their appropriate 

referrats. 

Statistics for May to August 1981 also indicated that even more 

of the referrals were coming from policE~ (87%). Sex and average age 

of the referrals for the four month period May to· August remained 

approximately the same. as for those referred· during the ~ix month 

evaluation period. 

On the whole, one would have to conclude that, in the six months 

following the evaluation period, program staff have made valuable use 

of the evaluation findings. Co~certed efforts have been made to 

address some of the problems affecting program efficiency and 

effectiveness. Some of these efforts have been immediately 

successful, in particular their effort to encourage more police to 

make referrals to the program. This is probably a good indication 

that police, are being much more supportive and accepting of the 

program. 

Further comments on the Burnaby Youth Services Program for the 
post-evaluation 6-month period January 1 to June 30, 1982 are 
provided in Appendix I. The current program supervisor has continued 
to address the evaluator's recommendations and the BYS program, is 
contin~ng to operate in' line with program objectives. 

0'· , 
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CHAPTER IX 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In summary, evaluation of Burnaby Youth Services revealed that 

the program was operating primarily as it had been planned and that 

it was achieving (in some degree) its objectives for more than 50% of 

its clients. The evaluation also revealed sources or causes of 

inefficient and "ineffective program operation. It was obvious 

throughout the evaluation period and later the feedback and 

modification period that Burnaby Youth Services was suffering both 

internal and, ext.emal problems. While these problems definitely 

affected operational efficiency and productlvity, it is hard to say 

how much these problems affected counselling success with indiv:Ldual 

youths and families. 

Immediate feedback of evaluation findings has resulted in 

immediate action taken by program staff to address problems affecting 

program efficiency and effectiveness. Some problems have been 

resolved, others have proved to be more intractable. A discussion of 

the nature of these problems is contained in Chapter VII. This 

chapter will merely refer to these issues and recommend appropriate 

remedial actions or endorsement of actions presently being taken, 

where staff have already begtm. the process of rectifying certain 

problems. 

Recommendation One 

Program Staff should continue to monitor all requests for assistance 
from the police and community and all youths referred to their 
program even if little or no action is taken. In this way{ program 
staff can l.U':asure the volume and type of demands for service. If BYS 
staff cannot provide assistance to all requests for assistance,then 
they must consi.der whether it is a result of lack of program 
resources (staff and f.unds) or because the program was not designed 

-131-

to address the particular problems being referred.· While BYS 
rejected these cases as outside the paramenters of their program 
model, they might consider why these youth are being referred--is 
there a lack of treatment programs in Burnaby for these youths, are 
police and community professionals noticing only these youths and not 
the potentially delinquent behaviour problem youths? Do police and 
commmlity professionals understand the philosophy of the program and 
tm.derstand that in t'lt.lO years time there may be relatively fewer 
multiple offenders if one intervenes early with youth to halt the 
process? 

Recommendation Two 

Workshops and seminars should be conducted annually for police and 
school personnel on the early intervention delinquency philosophy of 
the Burnaby Youth Services program and on how to identify the 
potentially delinquent problem child from other types of problem 
behaviour. Some behaviour exhibited by youths entering adolescence 
is normal, albeit eccentric or annoying to parents. Other behaviour 
is symptomatic of underlying disturbance in the youth or within-the 
family, and if not addressed may intensify and bring the youth into 
conflict with the law. Police need more direct training on how to 
make this distinction before the.y are capable of referring many 
youths to programs like BYS. These actions ma¥ lead to a decrease in­
the nUlllber of inappropriate referrals but, ,most im,portantly, police 
may come to understand better the philosophical and therapeutic model 
of Burnaby Youth Services. 

Recommendation Three 

An ongoing follow-up assessment of families following BYS 
intervention to monitor how satisfied families are with the service 
they receive and whether there has been any stable improvement in the 
family situation or in their youth's behaviour should be maintained. 
Most importantly, the follow-up assessment provides an opportunity to 
gain reentry to the family if the family or youth is continuing to 
experience troubles. 

Recommendati,on Four 

An automatic system should be instituted witq police so program staff 
can receive immediate notification when former BYS youth referred by 
police come to the attention of police again. This requires marking 
the card or. computer file of every youth referred to BYS. This is a 
BYS staff responsibility. Police card or computer readers must 
assume respons'ibility for checking for this information on all 
juveniles involved in an investigation (this must include suspected 
or actual accomplices as well as apprehended youth). If information 
on a previous referral to BYS is stored in a computer files, then 
procedures can be instituted for this informat:ion to be automatically 
printed when the yo_uth' s name is cued into ,the ays tem. Finally, BYS 
staff· must be immediately notified of a repeat incidence even if the 
investigating police officer chooses not to refeI:' the youth back to 
BYS. Although it depends on what police action is to be taken with 
the youth, the BYS now have the option of refocusing attention on the 
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youth and family and tracking how effective they have been in 
reducing repeat involvement in delinquency activities. 

Recommendation Five 

Program staff should engage in more frequent day-to-day social 
interaction and case consultation with police members. Possibly 
staff could prepare a bi-weekly or monthly newsletter providing 
non-confidential information on prog;ress made with youths and 
families referred by police members. This is one method of 
reinforcing them for making these referrals (since it is a public 
report), providing them with some regular feedback on the program's 
progress with the youth, and most importantly, providing ongoing 
information to police members about types of delinquency problems and 
the principles of social service and therapeutic intervention. 

Recommendation Six 

BYS staff should maintain frequent participation in some police 
functions such as attending patrol meetings and riding-along on 
patrol. This is prima:d1y for the purpose of understanding more 
about the police system and the kind of work police officers are 
asked to perform. Before social workers ~an expect police to be 
willing to understand social work and acquire skills in social 
service intervention and ass~ssment, they must be willing to 
understand police work and endorse their principles. 

Recommendation Seven 

Hore intensive effort needs to be made to dissolve barriers between 
the community (primarily the schools) and the Burnaby Youth Services J 

Program. Efforts begun in the months following the evaluation period 
to publicize the program through television and print media are 
definitely in the right direction. Possibly personal soliciting with 
public health officers and school counsellors or principals would 
increase initial referrals until a more permanent network of 
communication and trust is established. 

Recommendation Eight 

BYS staff credibility, integrity and dedication are critical 
ingredients for establishing close wor~ing relations and open 
communication between the program and police or between the program 
and the social service, mental health or education sector. These 
types of programs do not operate within the secure structure of a 
bureaucratic organization. In addition they must function 
simultaneously within and serve the needs of two very different 
systems: the justice system and the social s~:rvice system. Only 
exceptionally dedicated and perceptive individuals could work 
successfully in this kind of environment. The point to be made here 
is that when hiring any staff careful attention must be given to 
selecting those technically qualified with good interpersonal skills, 
and a willingness to devote consid'\~rable time and energy to their job 
for a reasonable period of time. "Lack of staff motivation and/or 
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high staff turnover can destroy a program's credibility in the' 
community. 

Recommendation Nine 

Careful consideration should be given to the issue of whether 
police-based youth and family services should be a contract service 
to police departments for a specified period of time or whether it 
should be a municipal program run by municipal employees. Contract 
services tend to be more responsive to the program funders and 
administrators, modifying the program as needed to reflect ,the needs 
of the community. Municipal programs operated by municipal union 
employees are often regulated (and sometimes res tricted) by mion 
concerns unrelated to the needs of the client population. On the 
other hand contract services are much more insecure financially than 
municipal employee services and thus have a shorter survival 
potential. 

The nine recommendations presented above are meant to be taken 

as constructive statements on issues for consideration. Suggestions 

are given to address some of the problems affecting BYS's efficiency 

and effectiveness. 

Many of the problems experienced by Burnaby Youth Services are" 

typical growing pains for a social service program, particularly one 

trying to establish communicative and supportive relations with both 

police services and social services (two historically polarized 

systems) • This is not an easy task and no prescribed course of 

action exists to guide the administrators and staff of such 

programs. This evaluation has succeeded ill assisti,ng administrators 

and program staff to recognize some of their problems at an early 

stage and to take specific actions to promote the establishment of a 

credible and effective service i11 the,ir community. 

<.' _r,.---
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APPENDIX A 

The Evaluation of Burnaby Youth Services: 

Terms of Research Agreement 

General Purpose 

The Ministry of the Attorney-General, Burnaby R.G.M.P. and the supervisor 

of Burnaby Youth Services hereby enter into an agreement to conduct a process 

and effectiveness evaluation of Burnaby Youth Services. (Burnaby Youth 

Services is a family counselling program for pre-delinquent and first offenders). 

The purpose for the evaluation from the position of the Ministry of the 
Attorney-General is to: 

(1) document the process for operating a preventive program for juvenile 
delinquency 

(2) to assess whether a short-term family counselling program prevents or 

reduces delinquent behaviour in youths, and 

(3) to identify critical aspects about the program that are necessary 

for effectiveness. 

The purpose' for the evaluation from the position of the Ministry of the 

Attorney-General, Burnaby R.C.M.P. and the BYS program supervisor is to assess: 

(1) whether the program is operating according to its conceptual model 

(2) whether it is achieving its specified objectives for dysfunctioning 

families and for youths with behaviour problems and, 

(3) to what degree the environment and organizational structure of the 

program may be influencing the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
program. 

The specific evaluation questions and research tasks are as follows: 

Evaluation Questions 

1. To what extent does Burnaby Youth Services provide services a.nd operate 
according to the conceptual model that was initially outlined? 

Task 1. Describe the theoretical basis of BYS. the goals and objectives, 
program activities and target population as outlined by staff 
during planning and development of Burnaby Youth Services. 

Task 2. Describe actual program activities, the characteristics of the 
target population and actual program outcomes. 

T.ag~ 3. Compare the actual structure and characteristics of BYS to the 
theoretical and conceptual model. > 

"\'>" \ 
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Do the environmental inputs and organizational structure of Burnaby Youth 
Services facilitate effective delivery of services to clients? 

Task 1. 

Task 2. 

Task 3. 

Task 4. 

Task 5. 

What are the attitudes of the staff, and significant representatives 
of police, social service agencies, probation and schools toward 
delinquency preven~ion and intervention. 

Do these delinquency orientations correspond to the conceptual 
model and the type of services provided. 

Describe the degree to which police, sacial service agencies, pro­
bation and schools perceived need for additional services in the 
community favored development of BYS, participated in the 
planning ~nd development and agree on ~rogram objectives a~d.type 
of target population (degree of commun~ty support and part~c~pa­
tion in development of BYS). 

Describe the amount of present interaction between the program and 
police, social service agencies, probation and school officials. 

Describe existing and previous problems, severity of the problem, 
whether it was overcome, and whether these problems affect the 
efficiency and effectiveness of BYS. 

III. To what extent are process objectives being met as specified in the con­
ceptual model (process analysis)? 

IV. 

Task 1. 

Task 2. 

Task 3. 

Task 4. 

Task 5. 

Is BYS providing an immediate response (within 2 days) to a refer-ral. 
, 

Is BYS conducting an assessment of all families and yo)uthdappro~d' 
ria tel referred (as defined by the conceptual model an prov 7ng 

~amilY ~ounselling for families needing it, information/consultat~on 
or referring the family elsewhere. 

Does Burnaby RCMP utilize discretion with all first-time offender 
youths under 13 years by referring them to Burnaby Youth Services. 

i and consultation to parents, schools\ Does BYS provide informat on 
police, probation and social service agencies. 

liaison between police and other community social Does BYS act as a 
service agencies, schools or parents. 

To what extent .. does Burnaby Youth Services meet program objectives for 
clients (outcome analysis)? 

Task 1. 

Task 2. 

Task 3. 

Assess degree of pre-program to post-program changes in family 
interaction patte.ms .• 

Assess degree of pre-program to post-program changes. in the socia+, 
behaviour of youths. 

Assess degree to which individual cl~ent counselling objectives are 
reached. 

r~"" .. ,'"" ...... 
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Task 4. Determine whether there .is a pre-to-post program reduction in 
severity or frequency of problem or delinquent behaviour, immedi­
ately following counselling, three months and six ~nths to a year 
following treatment. 

Task 5. Determine the degree to which clients are satisfied with the 
services they received immediately following counselling, and 
three and six months later. 

The Research Design 

Evaluation questions I, II, III, and IV (5)·will be non-experimentally assessed 

through direct self-report and monitoring data-collection procedures. Evaluation 

question IV, Tasks 1,2,3 and 4 will be assessed by means of a quasi-

experimental design in which a matched comparison group will be used to control 

for the possibility that youths and families may improve irrespective of the 

counselling intervention. This quasi-experimental design is rep,resented by 

the following model: 

Experimental Group 

Comparison Group 

1st assessment counselling 2nd assessment 

1st assessment no counselling 2nd assessment 
(same period of time) 

Success in meeting objectives for the experimental group is measured by 

calculating the amount of change from 1st to 2nd assessment, for the experimental 

group minus the amount of change from 1st to 2nd assessment for the comparison 

group that received no counsell~ng between assessments. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The following categories of information ~il1 be collected on all clients 

who were referred to Burnaby Youth Services during the 6-month period August 1, 

1980 to February 1, 1981: biographical data 
delinquency history (12 months prior to referral) 
type of action taken on referral' 
reoccurrence of delinquent/problem behaviour 
counselling status 

(see client description form - Burn~by Youth Services) 

The following instruments or questionnaires will be used before and after 

counselling is provided to assess client change. 

Variables 

1) family interaction patterns 

2) social behaviour of youth 

3) individual client objectives 

4) frequency of delinquent behaviour 

5) client satisfaction 
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Assessment instrument 

Ittelson Family Observation Schedule 

Jesness Observer Behaviour Checklist 

Goal attainment scaling 

police records 

self-report questionnaire 

A three and six-month follow-up assessment of the status of a youth and family 

will be conducted by having the counsellor contact all families t:hat received 

two or more sessions of counselling. The counsellor will inquire whether the 

family is functioning adequately. If a positive response is obtained, no 

further questions will be explored. If a negative reponse is obtained, more 

intensive exploration will be conducted to determine whether the problems are 

new or merely a continuation or resurgence of the old problems. 

The staff of Burnaby Youth Services will be interviewed or given a 

questionnaire to obtain the followin~ type of information: 

1) the goals and objectives of the program 

2) the conceptual model and theoretical basis of the program 

3) the implementation history of the program 

4) staff attitudes toward delinquency prevention and inter\Tention (delinquency 

orientation questionnaire) 

5) staff perception of relations with other agencies/institutions 

6) staff perce~tion of environmental and organizational problems influencing 

BYS operation (Environmental and Organizational Problem checklist) 

Self-report questionnaires will 'be circulated to representatives of the 

Burnaby R.C.M.P., Ministry of Human Resources, Mental Health, elementary and 

secondary schools, Health Department and Probation to obtain the following 

type ot) information: 

1) community attitudes toward delinquency prevention and intervention 

(delinquency orientation questionnaire) 

2) the degree of community perceived need, support and participation in the 

development of BYS (community involvement questionnaire) 

3) community's perception of the amount of communication and interaction 

-~---------

o 

between each agency!instituct:ion and BYS(Inter-organizational Relations Inventory) 

4) community perceptions of the existence and severity of environmental and 

organizational problems affecting the BYS operation (Environmental and 

Organizational Problem Checklist). 
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Police records will be examined monthly to determine the number of previous 

offences, the type of offences and the disposition of the cases for all youth 

(referred to BYS during Aug. 1 to Feb. 1) 12 months prior to referral, while 

the youth and family is receiving counselling and 6 months following termination 
of cOl,~nselling. 

Police records will also be examined over a specifie'd petiod (of at least three 

months) to determine the percentage of first-time offenders.under 13 years of age 

that are referred to Burnaby Youth Services. 

A selection of 25 families from Richmond, B.C. will serve as the 

matched comparison group. These families have been selected by Richmond R.C.M.P. 

officers according to the following criteria: 

A youth in the family was referred to the Richmond R.C.M.P. This youth 

can be characterized in one of the following ways: 

1) has been charged with committing a criminal offence, has no more than 

one prior crimi,nal offence and is under 13 years of age 

2) has runaway from home or is frequently in violation of curfew laws 

(youth is between 5 and 17 years of age) 

3) exhibits general problematic or destructive behaviour in community, home 

or school and is in danger of becoming delinquent (youth is between 5 
and 17 years of age) 

4) has been contacteq by police but not officially arrested (youth is 
between 5 and 17 years of age) 

5) youth is not a mUltiple criminal offender, severly emotionally disturbed, 

mentally handicapped, or has been physically abused at home. 

It has been previously determined that these characteristics are typical of 

the type of youth referred to youth services (Langley Youth & Family Services 

Study). The following information will be collected on the Ric.hmond group 
1) biographical information 

2) delinquency history (12 months prior to 1st assessment) 

3) reoccurrence of problem/delinquent behaviour (12 months following 1st assessment) 

4) 1st and 2nd (3 months later) assessment of family interact:i.on patterns 

5) 1st and 2nd assessment (3 months later) of youth social behaviour 
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Results from the evaluation (except for ~he six-month follow-up data) 

will be available in a report by March 31, 1981. 

Additional Conditions for the Collection and Disseminating of Research Findings 

Stephen 
Burnaby 

1) The staff of Burnaby Youth Services agree to provide all information and 
carry out all procedures described in the research design. All confi­
dential jnformation obtained will be destroyed or returned to Burnaby 
Youth Services. 

2) The staff of Burnaby Youth Services will be required to proofread the 
evaluation report to correct factual errors and comment on possible 
areas o,f misintel.'Pretation. Following this action the final report 
will be prepared and disseminated by the Ministry of the Attorney­
General •. 

3) The terms of research agreement can be changed or amended upon the full 
agr.eement of the parties Signing below. 

. /JdtQ d~hM~ 
Debbie Krohman, Counsellor 
Burnaby Youch Services 

Bo 
( 

-\LL~ c9..9, 
Date 

-. ~ 

Wendy Rowe, 
"~''', <"" 

Rowe & Associates 

r.l .,' 
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APPENDIX B 

Ittleson Centre Family Interaction Scales; 
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!I 

Serial No ...........•..•.• 
Name .•.........................•.• 
Age ..•........• mos. 

Pre-admission .•.•.. 
Dur. Rx. Mos. after admission 

Mos. after discharge ..•... 

---~-~-~-- - - ~ ---- -~--

Project No. 120-2-1 
Date of Visit •••.....•..•.•• 
Examiner ...•...•..•...••.. 

ITTLESON CENTER 

FAMILY INTE1?ACTIONSCALES 

(Summary Score Sheet) 

GRO\:P 1: FA~nI.Y INVESTMENT OF SELVES IN HOM I! SeOitE 

1.0.1, Maintenance and Furnishings ••.•..•••••.........••..••. 
1.0.2, Cleanliness and Qrderliness •...•... , ••........ ,." .... ,. 

..................................... 
Subtotal 

GROUP 2: FAMILY GROUP PATTERNS OF INTERACTION 

2.0.1, Verbal and Nonverbal Interaction .,.' .. , ..•.•••••.••.. , .. 
2.0.2, • Family J\ lignments ••.•••...••.••................• , .... . 
2.0.3, Mutual \Varmth nnd Affection ......................... . 
2.0.+, :"futual Support and Cooperation •...••..•..... , ....... ,. 
2.0.5 11utllal Satisfaction ....•......•..............•.... ,., .. 
2.0.6: Common Jnterests and Activitiel .•............•......... 
2.0.7, Authority .. , .......................................... . 
2.0.8, Role Functioning •.•.•.••..•••.......................... 
2.0.9, Family Group Atmosphere .•......••......•.•.•......... 

..... , ........................ -', 
Subtotal 

GROUP 3: INTERACTION OF HUSBAND AND \VIFE AS MARITAL PARTNERS 

3.0.1, Reciprocal 'Warmth and Affection .....•.....•.....•..•.. 
3.0.2, Balance of Dominance ............................. , .. .. 
$.0.3, l\.iutllal Support ...................... ' ................ .. 
3.0.4, Cooperntiop ........ ,.. ............ ~ .............................. " ................. .. 
3.0.5, CompatibilIty •••.•.•••.............•.•••.••.•••....•.•.• 
3.0.6, Verbal and Nom'erbal Interaction ..•.....•.•.•..•..•...• 
5.0.7, Maturity anC! Interdependence •••••••••.••••.••••....••. 
3.0.8, Functioning of Husband lind Wife in Their Roles •.... , .. 

Subtotal 

GROUP 4: INTERACTION OF HUSnAND AND \VII'S A9 PARENTS 

4.0.1, Division of Labor in Cue of Children •••••••••••••••..•. 
4.0.2, Agreement 011 Rearing of Children •••••••.•.•••..••••••. 
4.0.3, Sharing of Pleasure in Children ...... ; ........ , ........ . 
4.0.4, Mutual Support and Cooperation •••••••..•••••••.•••.•.. 
4.0.5, Conformity to Tradition:!! Parental Roles ••.••.••• , •..•.. 

Subtotal 

216 

------~ - ----~- - -----

MARJORIE L. BEHRENS, ET AL. 

ITTLESON CENTER FAMILY INTERACTION SCALES (continu(d) 

(Summllr), Score Sheet) 

GltOUI' 5: PARENT-CHILD INTERACTION 

217 

Sui'group 5.1, Frudom of Interaction Mother Father 
5.1.1, Overall Interaction •••••••.••••••••.. , •.•....•.••... 
5.1.2, Verbal Interaction •••••• ,,' .......••.•.•.........•.•. 
5.1.3, Physical Interaction •••••.....•...•.•..•...•..... , ..• 
5.1.4, Nonverbal Interaction •.........•.•..•....•.......•.• 

Subtotals 

Subgroup 5.2, Emotional Inttraction . 

5.2.1, Spontaneity of Interaction •••.•.•.•••••..........•... 
5.2.2, 'Wa~f!1th, Affection and Pleasure •• , ...••............• 
5.2.3, DeCISiveness •.••.. , .•••..•••.••.••.............. , ... 
5.2.4, Consistency of Emotional Relatedness ............••.. 

Subtotals 

Bul'group 5.3, ParC1lts' A cis TO'tuard Child 
5.3.1, Mode of Relating .to Child .......................... . 
5.3.2, Control of Child ; ••••••••••.••..••.••••••.•......... 
5.3.3, Demands Made of Child" ......................... . 
S 3.4, Imposition of Routinc3 •••••••.•.••••••..........•... 
r 3.5, Anticipation of Child', Phy~ltal Needs •••..... " ..... . 
. 1 3.6, Meeting of Child's Demnnds ........................ . 
i 3.7, Participation in Child's Activities •••.•...........•... 

Subtotals 
Group 5 Totals of Mother lind Father scores 

Average of Mother and Father SCllres 

CROUP 6: CmLD-PARE~T INTERACTION 

6.0.1. Compliance of Child With Parental Control and Demands ...••.. 
6.0.2, Demands on Parents by Child ................................. . 
6.0.3, Absence of l-1l1rkcd Preference ..•....••.•.•.........•.......... 

GR.OUP 7: CHILD-CHILD INTER,\CTION'.· 

Subtotal 

Total score* 

SCORE 

7.0.1. Mutual Acceptance ............ , <., ....................... , ....... , ... . 
7.0.2, Sharing of Parents ••••••••.•..•.•.•.••••.•••.••••..••.. , •.•••••••••••• 

• Use u'erllge of Mother Ilnd Father subtotals of Group S. plus sum of all other 
scores e:oc:c1uding Group 7 . 

•• Score of Group 7 not included in Total score. 



.' I 
'$i' 

t 

'0 

rr' 
U 

() \1 1
::; \f'! 

,. 

APPENDIX C 

Jesness Hehaviour Checklist 
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Sample Items 

\::: 
<tI 
~ 

\::: CIl lI-! 
<tI <tI 0 
.jJ 5 
lI-! -r-I .=; 1-1 0 ~ 

<tI <tI 1-1 :> .u 5 -r-I 
(!) 0 0 til 
Z Z til ~ 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0" 0 D 

0 0 0 D 

D 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

00 DD 

00 DO 

DO DO 
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APPENDIX C 

Jesness Behaviour Checklist 

by Carl F. Jesness, Ph.D. 

C 
<tI 
~ 

'.1-{ 
0 

>, 
1-1 
(!) 
:> 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

o 

o 

o 

1. Interrupts or distracts others. 

2. Has been seen to compliment or 
encourage others. 

8. Agitates, teases, laughs at, or 
ridicules others. 

12. Makes appropriate responses to 
others, speaks when spoken to, 
smiles when others swile at him , 
ate. 

16. Upset if he canft have or do 
something right now. 

43. Steale or takes things without 
permission. 

50. Can take kidding or teasing 
without becoming upset or anxious. 

58. Becomes depressed or withdrawn 
when frustrated or critici~ed •. 

60. Is short-t~~pered' and quick to 
show anger~ 

-

,"" 

:"'1' 

, 
~7~~ 

.. 
.~~ 

Wi]" 

" 

\::: 
<tI 
~ \::: 

\::: CIl lI-! <IJ 
<tI <IJ 0 .\.J 
.\.J S lI-! 
lI-! oM :>, 0 

1-1 0 .\.J r-i 
<IJ Q) 1-1 :>, ::- .u El OM 1-1 Q) a a co Q) 
Z Z C1l r.o:.. :> 

0 0 0 0 D 

DDDDD 

00000 

DDDDD 

DDDDD 

DDDDD 

DOl Ii 10 

DDDDD 

Consulting Psychologists Press 
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21. When corrected, shifts blame, 
makes excuses, or complains that 
it is unfair, etc. 

31. Complains about or expresses low 
opinion of counselors, police, or 
other authority figures. 

32. Shows initiative: goes ahead to 
next tasks, makes good use of free 
time, etc. 

35. Actively resists authority: argues 
with decisions and complains when 
told what. to do. 

65. Is cheerful. Laughs and smiles. 

66. Becomes aggravated or abusive when 
frustrated ,or his will is opposed. 

74. States or demonstrates that he 
distrusts person in authority such 
as teachers, cOJmselors, 
therapis ts." ete. 

79. Verbalizes realistic understanding 
of ways and means of coping with 
parents and/ot:,home situations. 

577 College Avenue, Palo Alto, California, 94306 
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APPENDIX D 

Goal Attainment Follow-up Guide 
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Check whether or not the 
scale has been mutually 
negotiated between 
client and counsellor 

Scale 
Attai!1ment 

Levels 

a. most unfavourable 
treatment outcome 
thought likely 

b. less than 
expected success 
,.rith treatment 

" Level at intake ..,/ 
Level at 'follow-up ~ 

Level at intake: 
Goal Attainment Score: 

(level at follow-up) 
Goal attainment change Score: 

GOAL ATTAINHENT FOLLOW-UP GUIDE 

Yes No Yes No 

Scale 1: Scale 2: 

) 

(-2) 

(-1) 

Scale Headings and Scale Weights 

) 

Yes No 

Scale 3: 

(w • 3 

Yes No 

Scale 4: 

) 

Yes 

Scale 5: 

) 

No 

(w -5 
) 

__________ ~ ____ ----------------------~------------------~-----4;----------~--------------t----------______ +-_______________ 1 
c. expected level 

of treatment 
, success 

(0) 

d. than more 
expected success 
with treatmen,t 

(+1) 

e. best anticipated 0 

success with 
treatm(!nt 

o 

o " 

-------~-.....------'-'-~----------

" n 

/), 

o 
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APPENDIX E 

Program Monitoring Form 
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", ... _------_ ... ;...........-

Ii 
I 

File 
Number 

Age/Sex 

;;1 

Source of Referral 

Referral Reason (D OL P) 

Date of Occurrence 

Date of Referral 

Date of 1st Contact 

Type of 1st Contact 
(T, IP, 0) 

Date of In-Person Contact 

IJ of Previous 
offenses by 
ye<:;r 

Type of 
previous 
offense 

Type of Action Taken 
r/C,A, R, Brief C, 
Long TC, Other 

Family Assessment 
Completed 

Youth Behaviour Assess 
ment Completed 

Goal. Attainment 
Scaling 

< 

CJ 

Client Satisf~ction Survey 

Date File Closed 

• 
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Date File Re-opened 
--~D~a~t:e~F~i~l:e~Cl~o:s~e~d;-~-------H-------~------------------------------------------------.• -,--------'~ 

3 month referral check 

3 month follow-up date 

6 month follow-up date 

----- ----------.--.-~--------
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APPENDIX F 

Client Description Form - Burnaby Youth Services 
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8. 
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CLIENT DESCRIPTION FORM - BURNABY YOUTH SERVICES 

Subject Number and Card: 

Group: Burnaby Youth Services 

File Number of Client: 

Sex (1) Male 0 (2) Female 0 
Age (in years) 

Last Grade Completed: 

School Status (1) enrolled (] 
(3) expelled [] 

(2) suspended 
(4) dropped out 

School Performance (when ~ast attended) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

superior (A's) 
above average (B's) 
average (C's) 
fair (C's & D's) 
p09r (D's & F's) 
don"t know 

Date of Referral: Mon. 

Reason for Referral: 

school problems 
runaway 
child abuse or neglect 
family-related problems 

o o 
o o 
(]. 
(] 

Year ---

(01) 
(02) 
(03) 
(04) 
(05) 
(06) 
(07) 
(08) 
(09) 
(10) 
(11) 
(12) 
(13) 

other youth behaviou~ problems - aggressive 
other youth behavioUl" 'problems - non agressive 
shoplifting 
other theft under $200 
breaking & entry 
drugs & alcohol 
theft over $200 & .stolen property 
arson & vandalism 
other delinquent behaviour 

Source of' Referral: 

(01) R.C.M.P. B· (05) M.H.R. 
(02) probation (06) Mental Health 

o 
o 

(03) court (] (07) Family Services 
(04) schools 0 (08) Public Health 

B o o o o 
o o 
o 
o 
B 
o 

D 
0 
0 
0 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Col. 1-9 0 0 0 0 
Col. 5 0 
Col. 6-10 00 0 
Col. 11 o 
Col. 12-13 

Col. 14-15 

Col. 16 0 

Col. 17 0 

Col. 18-21 

0·0 

00 
00 

DODD 

Col. 22 0 

Col. 23-24 00 

i; 
".j. . <. 

; "'. 

"""-" --;-:,. 

... ~,~ 

~.",.-~ ..-:;JI 

' ... -1"1' ""~~ 

'~;:., 

~ .. --:;)1 

-. 
l' 
'i 

~ ~ .. -::-. 

i.t 

t. 
;. 

<''''' •• '', 

~, r":" 
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(09) other social service (11) neighbors orO 
agency 0 friend 

(10) physician or (12) parent 0 
psychiatrist 0 (l3) youth 0 

(14) other 0 

12. Community Services received prior to Referral. From who: 

a) (0) don't know 0 (5) Public Health 
(1) probation 0 (6) school counselling 
(2) M.H.R. 0 (7) other social 
(3) Mental Health 0 services 
(4) Family Services 0 (8) other 

(9) no service.s 
ri:ceived 

b) What type of ?ervice received? 

(0) don't know '0 
(1) brief (lor 2 sessions) 0 
(2) short term (less than 3 months or no more 

than 10 sessions) 0 
(3) long term (more than 3 months or more 

than 10 sessions) 0 
(4) extensive (many years) .0 
(5) no services received 0 

13. Family Arrangement: 

14. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

both natural parents present 
one natural parent & step parent 
mother only (divorced or separated) 
fa.ther only (divorced or separated) 
one parent only (widowed) .. 
foster parents 
group home 
other 

~-------------------------don't know 

Parents Working: 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

father only, mother home 
father fulltime s mother part-time 
both father and mothe£ fulltime 
single parent working full-time 

o 
o 
o 
o 
B o 
o 
o 

o 
B o 

15. Family receives Soci~l Assistance (1) Yes 0 

16.' Total Number of Children in Family ------
17. ,Number of Children under 17 years ------

(2) No 0 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

0 1)' 

0 

0 
Col. 25 0 

b 
0 

Col. 26 D 

Col. 27 0 

Col. 28 0 
.'. 

Col. 29, 0 
Col. 30-310 0 
Col. 32-33 D D 

:, 
,I 



18. 

19. 
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Stability of Family (counsellor judgment - check only 1 box) 

(1) extremely stable [] 
(2) reasonably stable 0 
(3) slightly unstapleD 
(4) severe marital conflicts[J 
(5) alcoholism 0 
(6) criminal behaviour among other family members[] 

Delinquency Status of Youth referred: 

(1) module 1 1) youth who has been identified as 
in danger of becoming delinquent 

a) behaviour problems at school 
b) parents requesting guidance 

in how to control youth 
c) youth living in high crime 

neighborhood 
2) may have been contacted by police 
but not officially arrested 

(2) module 2 - youth who has been arrested by police 
but is not under formal jurisdiction 
of juvenile court . 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

module 3 - youth under formal jurisdiction of 
juvenile court or social service 
agency because of a delinquency but 
has not been institutionalized 

module 4 - youth under formal jurisdiction 
(above) and currently in a private 
or public correctional institution 

0 
[] 

0 

0 

'0 

[J 

[] 

o 
module 5 - youth under formal jurisdiction 

(above) and is re-entering community 
after a period of treatment in a 
correctional institution CJ 

20. Total Number of Previous Offences (within 6 months prior 
to referral) 

21. Total Number of Previous Offences (within ~ months prior 
to referral) 

22. Seriousness of Prior Offences (if more than one offence per 
category, check mUltiple boxes) 

(0) category 0 no offence committed [] 
(1) category 1 juvenile problem only (e~. runaway, 

truancy, unmanagability U 0 00 
(2) category 2 - misdemeanor 0 ODD 
(3) category 3 - minor felony [] 0 [] D 
(4) category 4 - major felony 0 DOD 
(5) don't know [] 

• 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Col. 34 CJ --- -"--::-:"'-

--- -
Col. 35 0 

--

• /.f;/.: ---~-, 

Col. 36-37 0 0 

Col. 38-39 0 0 

Col. 40-42 0 0 

-., --'1. 

23. 
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Disposition of Prior Offence (if more than one, choose 
higher number) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

no offence committed[] 
warned and released to parent 0 
arrested and referred to other social 
service agency or probation 0 
arrested and processed through judicial 
system 0 
don't knowO 

24. Date problem/delinquency act occured (timel ) 
day ____ month ____ year __ __ 

25. Date referral made by BYS (time2) 
day ____ month ____ year __ __ 

26. Date of first contact with family (time3) 
day ____ month ____ year __ __ 

27. Date of first interview/assessment session with family 
(time4) 
day ____ month ____ year __ __ 

28. Number of days between timel 
and time2 

time2 
and time 3 

timel 
and time3 

time2 and time 3 

time 3 
and time4 

29. Family was assessed in face to face interview 

(1) yes 0 (2) no 0 

30. Type of Action taken on Referral: 

(1) no action taken, inappropriate referral[] 
(2) family referre~ elsewhere, no assessment[] 
(3) family assessed and referred elsewhere 0 
(4) information/consultation to another agency 

about youth/ family [] 
(5) counselling provided to youth!family[] 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Col. 43 0 
~ 

Col. 44-4900 

0 DOD 
Col. 50-5500 

0 000 
Col. 56-6100 

0 DOD 

Col. 62-6700 

0 DOD 
Col. 68-69 DD 
Col. 70-71 DD 
Col. 72-73 DD 
Col. 74-75 DD 
Col. 76-77 DD 
Col. 78 0 

Col. 79 0 
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31. Subject Number and Card # ---------------------------

32. Total number of, offenses committed while receiving services 
from Burnaby Youth Services __________ _ 

33. Total number of offenses (up to 6 months) following 
termination of counselling -----------

34. Seriousness of offense(s) committed while rece~V1ng 
services from Burnaby Youth Services (if more than 
one offense per category, check multiple boxes). 

(0)· category 0 - no offense committed 0 
( 1) category 1 - juvenile problem only c=J 0 0 0 
( 2) category 2 - misdemeanor 0 0 CJ CJ 
(3) category 3 .. minor felony 0 0 0 
(4) category 4 - major felony DO 0 

35. Seriousness of offense(s) committed during 6 month 
period following termination of services from BYS 
(if more than one offense per category, check 
multiple boxes), 

(0) category 0 no offense committed 0 
(1) category 1 juvenile problem only c:J 0 0 
(2) category 2 - misdemeanor 0 0 0 
(3) category 3 - minor felony 0 0 0 
(4) category 4 - major felony 0 0 D 

36. Has case been reopened (1) Yes (2) No 

37. When was case reopened Mon. Year. 

0 
0, 

0 

0 
0 
0 

38. Length of time between when case was originally closed 
and .. Then case was re-opened. 
(in months) months (not re-1:>pened code = 99) 

39. Date case closed for 2nd time MOn. Year 
(not re-opened code = 99). 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Col. 1-400 

DO 

Col. 5-6 0 0 

Col. 7-8 0 0 

Col. 9-11 

0 0 0 

Col. 12-14 

ODD 

Col. 150 

Col. 16-190 D 
0 0 

Col. 20-210 D 

Col. 22-250 '0 
0 0 

40. 

41. 

42. 
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Reason for case being re-opened (not re-opened code = 

(01) school problems 0 
(02) runaway 0 
(03) child abuse or neglect 0 
(04) family-related 0 
(05) other youth behaviour problems -

aggressive 0 
(06) other youth behaviour problems -

non-aggressive 0 
(07) shoplifting 0 
(OB) other theft under $200 0 
(09) breaking & entry 0 
( 10) drugs & alcohol 0 
( ll) theft over $200 and stolen property 0 
(12) arson & vandalism 0 
(13) other delinquent behaviour 0 

As of February 1, 1980 File closed or not 

(1) Yes (2) No 

To be completed only on clients that received one or 
more counselling sessions before termination or 
referral elsewhere. 

Individuals involved in counselling~ 

( 1) youth, parents and one or more 
siblings 0 

(2) youth and both parents 0 
(3) youth and mother only 0 
(4) youth and father only 0 
(5) youth only 0 
(6) parent only 0 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

99). 

Col. 260 

Col. 27 0 
. ~ 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Col. 280 
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~ 43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 
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'Type of counselling provided. 

(1) parental counselling related to specific ) 
problem 

(2) youth counselling related to specific 
offense 

(3) youth counselling related to concerns 
external to family 

(4) youth counselling in family context 
(5) intra-family counselling 

Who was the counsellor. 
( 1) Stephen DOig 0 
(2) Debbie Krohman 0 
Number of contacts with youth or family. 

Duration of counselling (in weeks) 

Date counselling was terminsted Mo 
( 

n. 
if not terminated by Feb. 1/80 code '= 99) 

Primary reason for terminating counselling. 

(1) family was referred elsewhere because 
problems required more intensive or 
long-term counselling 

>rie~ 
)serVl.ce 

__ Year 

o 
(2) problems were not resolved and rela­

tionship between client and counsellor c:J 
was unsatisfactory 

(3) family was referred elsewhere because 
counselling relationship was 
unsatisfactory 0 

(4) problems were not resolved and coun-
selling was not being useful c::J 

(5) problems were not resolved but family 
is better equipped to cope with 
problems c:J 

(6) no more help was needed as problems 
were resolved o 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

0 

0 Col. 290 

0 
0 
0 

Col. 31-32 

DO 
Col. 33-35 

DOD 
Col. 36-39 
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49. Counselling terminated by: 

(1) mother 0 (5) Counsellor 0 
(2) father 0 (6) mutual between coun-

(3) youth 0 
sellor and family D 

(4) family D 
50. Coun,sellor judgement of problem(s) resolution. (circle rating) 

No change 
No aware­
ness 

Awareness 
of problem 

Acquire New 
Means to 
deal more 
effectively 
with prob­
lems 

Demonstrate 
partial re­
solution of 
problem 

Complete 
problem 
resolution 

1 2 4 5 

51. Re-occurrence of problem behaviour (check with referral 
source 3 months after case terminated). 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

(1) unknown 0 
(2) worse 0 

(3) same 

(4) better 
D 
o 

Date of referral check Month 
---......: 

Family interaction assessment completed. 

Pre-counselling (1) Yes (2) No 

Post-counselling (2) Yes (2) No 

Youth behaviour assessment completed. 

Pre-co unselling (1) Yes (2) No 

Post-counselling (1) Yes (2) No 

Goal attainment scaling. 

Year 

Date 

Date 

Developed in first or second counselling session. 

(1) Yes _ (2) No __ 

Scored at completion. 

(1) Yes _ (2) No _ 

Mo. 

Mo. 

56. Client satisfaction survey administered immediately 
following termination of counselling. 

(1) Yes (2) No 

Year 

Year 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Col. 41 D 

Col. 420 

Col. 43 D 

Col. 44-47 

DODD 
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57. 3 and 6 month follow-up by counsellor to check 
status of client. 

3 roonth (1) Yes (2) No 

6 month (1) Yes (2) No 

58. Date of 3 month follow-up Mon. Year. 

59. Date of 6 month follow-up Mon. Year. 

f.PPENDIX G 

Agency/School Questionnaire 
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N3rne of Agency/Program: ----
Position of Individual Responding: _________________________________________ _ 

Date of Complction: _______________________________________________________ __ 

AGENCY/PROGRA...'1 QUESTIO~"NAIRE 

Please fill out the following questionnaire by checking off the 
appropriate space, by circling the appropriate rating or by filling in the 
blank lines. If you have no knowledge about the Burnaby Youth Services 
Program you need to fill out PART A, QUESTIONS 1-5 O~~Y. If, however, you have 
had some contact with Burnaby Youth Services Program or have made a ~eferral, 
please fill out the remainder of the questionnaire. Thank you for your time. 

PART A: 

1. Do you have problems with delinquent or 
'pre-delinquent' youths in your community? 

yes, 
. slight 

yes. 
severe 

2. What course of action do you take with a youth displaying delinqu~nt­
type behavior? 

no 

3. lo.'hat course of action do you take with a youth who is generally a problem 
youth in school? 

•~'.-""'.".[ . , 

.. .1 
-----.. - .....-. 

~ .. -. ~-: 

-.~ 

.' .. ~ 

." -':!""; .... : 

,-, 

,..' ';~-

~ , 
:~-
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SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please fill out the following questionnaire by checking off the 
appropriate space, by circling the appropriate rating or by filling.in the 
blank lines. If you have no knowledge about the Burnaby Youth Serv1ces, 
you need to fill out PART A QUESTIONS 1-5 ONLY. If, however, you have had 
some contact with Burnaby Services Program or have made a referral~ please 
fill out the remainder of the questionnaire. Thank-you for your t1me. 

PART A: 

1. Do you have a problem with delinquent or 
'pre-delinquent' youth in your school? 

yes, 
slightly 

yes, 
severly no 

2. What course of action do you take with a youth displaying delinquent­
type behavior? 

3. What course of action do you take with a youth who is frequently truant 
from school, is a problem in the classroom, gets into frequent fights 
with classmates, generally a problem youth in school? 

" 
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4. Is there a need for additional services in the community to deal with 
young offenders (under 13 years) and with a potentially delinquent youth 
with behavioral problems? 

5. Are you aware of the existence of a program in 
your community called 'Burnaby Youth Services'? 

yes, 
fully 

6. Have you ever made referrals to this program? yes, 

no, 

7. If you have not made referrals to this program, ~ny not? 

yes, 
slightly 

how many? 

8. How is it that you have become aware of Burnaby Youth Services? 

school board communication or newsletter 
personal contact from BYS staff 
another social service agency 
from teachers or counsellors 
newsletter or pamphlet from BYS 
other 

no 

----

• 
~--- -

-_. 

',- ····'1 

--. 

. ..",-
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PART B: Level of Interorganizational Relations 

1. Are you acquainted with the staff in charge of 
Burnaby Youth Services? 

yes no 

2.-Have you met with the staff of Burnaby Youth Services at any time during 
the past year to discuss problem youth? 

no 
yes, once 
yes, occasionally 
yes frequently 
if yes, who 

3. Do you receive any information from Burnaby Youth Services acknowledging 
the course of action taken on a referral made by your school? 

yes 
no 

who initiates conta~t? school 
BYS 

4. Do you receive any information on BYS's progress with a youth and their 
family? 

yes 
no 

who initiates contact? school 
BYS 

5. Do you receive notification that BYS has closed a case? 

yes 
no 

who initiates contact? school 
BYS 

6. Do you work in cooperation with Burnaby Youth Services sharing 
information, advise, and case planning on a problem youth? 

no 
yes, occasionally 
yes, frequently 

7. Do you have any written or unwritten formal agreement with Burnaby Youth 
Service pertaining to specific programs or activities, personnel, 
committments, client referrals, procedures for working together or other 
joint activities? 

yes __ 
no 
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PART C: Burnaby Youth Services Need Assessment 

Circle the appropriate rating that best answers the questions. 

1. Prior to Burnaby Youth Service there were definitely sufficient outside 
agencies available to the schools for juvenile referral. 

1 
totally 
agree 

2 
strongly. 
agree 

3 
agree 

4 
disagree 

5 
strongly 
disagree 

6 
totally 
disagree 

2. Prior to Burnaby Youth Service the schools definitely had sufficient 
internal alternatives for non-academic school related problems of 
juveniles. 

3. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 totally strongly agree disagree strongly totally agree agree disagree disagree 

Relevant representatives of the schools definitely were in favor creating the Burnaby Youth Service. 

1 
totally 
agree 

2 
strongly 
agree 

3 
agree 

4 5 
disagree strongly 

disagree 

6 
totally 
disagree 

of 

4. Relevant representatives of the schools actively participated in the 
development and planning of Burnaby Youth Services. 

1 
totally 
agree 

2 
strongly 
agree 

3 
agree 

4 5 
disagree strongly 

disagree 

6 
totally 
disagree 
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PART D: Burnaby Youth Services Criterion for Referral 

Indicate (with a check mark) whether or not each of the following 
behaviours are descriptive of youth that- are to be referred to Burnaby 
Youth Services. -Please also indicate the approximate age range of youth 
that are to be referred for exhibiting these behaviours. (e.g. 10-13, 5-17, 
less than'13 years etc.) 

a. runaways 
A. non.-academic school behavior problems 
b. shoplifters 
B. unsupervised youth 
c. underage drinking 
c. first time offender only 
d. all delinquent offenders 
D. youth abused in family setting 
e. suspected delinquent offenders 
E. residents of Burnaby only 
fp any behavior problem youth 
F. unmanageable youth in home 
g. multiple offenders 
G. problem youth but unreceptive parent 
h. vandalism 
H. willful damage 
i. inappropriate and chronic fire setting 
I. possession of danger04s weapons 
j. emotionally disturbed 
J. use of soft drugs 
k. habitual alcohol consumption 
K. poor self-image 
1. social dysfunction in a peer group -
L. youth not receiving care from a social service 

agency 
m. youth expelled or suspended from school 
M. truancy problems 
n. unmang:eable behavior in school 
N. excessive fighting in school 

yes 

a. 
A. 
b. 
B. 
c. 
C. 
d. 
D. 
e. 
E. 
f. 
F. 
g._-
G. 
h. 
H. 
i. 
I. 
j.-
J. 
k. 
K. 
1. 
L. 

m. 
~1. 

n. 
N. 

no 
if yes, 
indicate 
age range 
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PART E: Burnaby Youth Services Priority of Goals Questionnaire 

Using the following rating scale, rate the priority of a series of Burnaby 
Youth Service goals and objectives as they were stressed during the 
planning and development stage. Some of these listed goals are program 
objectives, Some are procedural objectives and some are not B.Y.S. 
objectives at all. If you don't know whether they were ojectives or not, 
circle 5 don't know. 

1. Diversion of juvenile offenders under 13 years of age from the juvenile 
justice system. 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

,priority 

2. Improve family communication. 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

"4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

5 
don't 
know 

3. Reduce or prevent illegal activity of youth referred to the program. 

1 
high 

.priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

4. Increase positive self-esteem in youths refe,rred to 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
knO\y 

don't 
know 

5. Increase harmonious and healthy intrapersonal and interpersonal 
relations in families. 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

~~;/ 
//-­

/C;:::/ 

6. Increase .and maintain effective utilization and 
services to youth and families. 

~~:';t l 
~,.,::;:;;::>' 

COOpera t~n of social 
({ 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

.-1;-- __ _ 
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7. Provide family counse 1ng I I' to all youths and families refer[cd to the 
program. 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

, and other community agencies. 8. Act as liaison between po11ce 

1 
high 

pr.iority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

underlying antecedents of the yo~th's problem 
9. Hake an assessment of the 1 counselling is not appropr1ate then behavior. If short-term fau1l y 

10. 

11. 

12. 

r'efer elsewhere. 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

Provide training and consultation to 
the potentially delinquent youth and 
youth problems. 

1 . 

high 
priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

police to aid them in identifying 
to aid them in coping with familiy 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

To teach parents how 
appropriate behavior 
behavior. 

to feel positive, sensitive and supportive of 
in their child and how to control in appropriate 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
kno',., 

1 i to parents, schools, police aud To provide information and consu tat on 
community agencies whenever requi~sted. 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

., 



~~_ ~ _____ ~_-~..-..r,....----~---

I 
t 

.~., 

-------~- --~----- ~-----.----.-------

- 162 -

13. To make youth aware f th o e consequences of his negative (or delinquent behavior) • 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

14. To teach a family and/or a youth to utilize or acquire new 
deal with any problems they encounter. methods to 

1 
high 

priority 

2 
medium 

priority 

3 
low 

priority 

4 
not a 
goal 

5 
don't 
know 

15. To es tablish a therapeutic client-cous'ellor I re ationship and to make 
the client receptive to receiving help from B urnaby Youth Service. 

1 2 3 4 5 high medium low not a don't priority priority priority. goal know 
16. To assist police, schools and community agencies in the identification of potentially delinquent- youth. 

1 2 3 4 5 -high Itledium low no!; a don't priority. priority priority goal. know 
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PART F: Problem Rating Scale 

Which of the issues below are problems experienced by Burnaby Youth 
Services. Indicate how severely these problems may affect the success of 
the program. Please rate each item on the scale provided. All questions 
may not be anst.,erable by your school, agency or department. If you don't 
know whether something is a problem or not, please circle 5 don't know. 

1. Goals and objectives of the 

2. 

1 
severe 
problem 

Activities and 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

services to 

2 
moderate 

program are not clearly 

3 
slight 

accomplish 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

goals are not 

4 
not a 
problem 

defined. 

5 
don't 
knm., 

clearly 

5 
don't 
know 

defined. 

3. Police are unclear as to what are the bases for referring a youth to 
BYS. 

severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

4. School counsellors and principals are unclear as to what are the bases 
for referring a youth to B.Y.S. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
probl~m 

5 
don't 
know 

5. Burnaby Youth Service staff are not available during weekend hours when 
it may be necessary to make a referral. 

1 2 3 4 5 
severe moderate slight not a don.'t 
problem problem know 

6. Inadequate feedback is provided to referral source about the conclusion 
cf a case. 

1 2 3 4 5 
severe moderate slight not a don't 
problem problem know 
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7. There is Ii ttle cooperation and consultation between'BYS and other 
social service agencies about a common case. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

8. BYS will attempt to provide services to referred clients that are 
actualy receiving services at the same time frem another social service agency. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

9. Clients referred to BYS are not successfully being dealt with. The 
referral source are continuing to experience problems wi th youths 
referred to BYS. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don'f 
know 

10. Schools are unable to refer some youth to Burnaby Youth Services 
because parents are resistant. 

1- 2 ,3 4 I" 
;) severe moderate slight not a don't .problem 

pr.ob1em know 
11. Staff at Burnaby Youth Services are not sufficiently well trained counsel' delinquent youth and families. 

1 2 3 4 5 severe moderai:e slight not a don't problem 
problem know 

12. There is a lack of 

to 

trust and support between Burnaby Youth Services and the agencies which refer clients to it. 

1 2 3 4 5 severe moderate slight not a don't problem problem knmol 

( ! 
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Agenc.ies and po lice are unwilling to share informat tor" with BYS about a 
client. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate' 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

115 
dion't 
kl'1?'N' 

There is often a long delay between the occurrence of a problem and the 
date by which BYS receives the referral. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know , \ , 

BYS does not receive adequate information from the police or other 
agencies about a youth and family making it difficult or impossible to 
contact the family. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

Police and community agenc.ies do not encourage families to accept help 
from Burnaby Youth 'Services. 

1 2 3 4 
. 

5 
severe moderate slight not a don't 
problem problem kno~'7. 

Nuch of the staff's time is taken up dealing 1,.lith administrative 
problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 
severe moderate slight not a don't 
problem problem know 

~luch of the staff's time is taken up dealing with political problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 
severe moderate! slight not a don't 
problem problem know 

<'! 



·-__ .... .,.,....,....-~'T...-----~--- ---~ ---- ----------- ----------.,....---------.----~--------------------~~----------

J t 

- 166 -

19. BYS's association with the police prevent ( 
wanting to accept counselling from BYS. 

or frighten) people from 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

20. Hany of the Burnaby R.C.H.P. are not supportive of BYS. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

21. There are communication bl 
refer to it. pro ems between BYS and the agencies which 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

22. BYS has insufficient resources to provide effective 
delinquent and predelinquent youth. services to 

23. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
l:loderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

BYS do not have a R"C.M.:P. officer to report to who will: act 
advocate or liaison for BYS in all 1 as an 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

po ice-related natters. 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

24. Schools are not all d f owe to re er problem youth in schools to outside 
agencies or p'cograms like Burnaby Youth Services. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

25. Information about Burnaby Youth Service 
the Burnaby Council. is not directly communicated to 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

• 'J 
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26. Burnaby Youth Service is accountable only to the police. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
knoH 

27. Burnaby Youth Service is located in the municipal complex. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

28. In some cases Burnaby Youth Services is unable to respond immediately 
to a referral. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

29. Burnaby Youth Service is not directly accountable to the Burnaby 
Council. 

1 
severe 
problem' 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problen 

5 
don't 
know 

30. Police, agencies and schools do not have 24 hr. access to Burnaby Youth 
Services. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

31. It is difficult to contact BYS staff during regular working hours. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 

32. Burnaby Youth Service is not a crisis intervention service. 

1 
severe 
problem 

2 
moderate 

3 
slight 

4 
not a 
problem 

5 
don't 
know 
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PART G: Comments 

Please provide any additional comments on the strengths and weaknesses of 
Burnaby Youth Services. Consider all aspects about the programs 
objectives, goals, activities, type of clients, administrative structure 
its operating environment, and its staff that may affect the 
'effectiveness' of the program. 

Strengths: 

Weaknesses: 

,-~-";,~,~~,,,,,.--~--. '~'--"" 
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APPENDIX H 

Police Interview Schedule, Burnaby R.C.M.P. 
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APPENDIX H 

• 

Interview Schedule - Burnaby R.C .M.P. 

I'd like ;0 ask you some questions about Burnaby Youth Services and 
whether you think the police should be involved in the role of providing 
services to .y?uths and family as a means of reducing or preventing juvenile crime. 

Rank of Officer: 
---------------------------------------Years of Experience: 

Date of Completion: -----------------------------------
----------~------------------------

1. Prior to Burnaby Youth Services, did you desire additional alternatives 
to' the standard procedures of warning and releasing juvenile offenders 
or apprehending and charging youths? (why?) 
Yes No 

2. Prior to Burnaby Youth Services were there definitely sufficient outside 
agencies available to the police for juvenile referral? (what were 
they?) 
Yes No 

3. {{ere you in favor of creating the Burnaby Youth Services? (why?) 
Yes No 

4. Did you participate in any way in the plan~ing and development of 
Burnaby Youth Services? 
Yes No 

-
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2. 

5. How were you initially informed about Burnaby Youth Services? (What 
information were you given at this time? IYbat additional information 
have you been given about BYS? Have you had any personal contact with 
the BYS staf!:?) 

6. Do you think the police should be involved in the role of trying to 
identify pre-delinquent youths? IYby? 

7. Do you think the police should be involved in the role of providing 
servi,ces to pre-delinquent and minor delinquent youths? IYbat kind of 
role? 

8. Should counsellors and police officers work together and share 
information on a youth and his or her family in order to identify and 
counsel deljnquent or pre-delinquent youths? 

11 
II 

i 

i: 

, , 
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3. 

9. Should counsellors ride with police officers on duty in order to help in 
the identification of potentially delinquent youth? 

10. What do you think are the goal's and objectives of BYS? 

1. Diversion of juvenile offenders under 1.3 yea):"s of age from 
the juvenile justice system. 

2. Improve family communication. 

3. Reduce or prevent illegal activity of youth referred to the 
program. 

4. Increase positive self-esteem in youths referred to the 
program. 

S. Increase harmonious and healthy intrapersonal and 
interpersonal relations in families. 

6. Increase and maintain effective utilization and cooperation 
of social services to youth and families. 

7. Provide family counselling to all youths and families 
referred to the program. 

8. Act as liaison between police and other community agencie$. 

9. Make an assessment of the underlying antecedents of the 
youth' 5 problem behavior. If' short-term family counselling is 
not appropriate then refer elsewhere. 

1'0. Provide training and consultation to police to "aid them in 
identifying the potentially delinquent youth and to aid them in 
coping with family youth problems. 

11. To teach parents hat·] to feel positive, sensitive and 
supportive of appropriate behavior in their child and how 'to 
control inappropriate behavior. " 

12. To lliake youth aware of the consequences of his negative (or 
delinquent behavior). 
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13. To teach a family and/or a youth to utiUie or acquire new 
methods to deal with any problems they encounter. 

14. To es tablish °a therapeutic cli.ent-cousellor relationship and 
to make the client receptive to receiv1.ng help from Burnaby 
Youth Services. 

15. To assist police, schools and community .agencies in the 
identification of potentially delin~uent youth. 

11. What services does BYS provide? 

12. What.'type''1of youth should be :referred to BYS, 

age, sex, 
behaviour 

a. runaways 
A. non-academic school behavior problems 
b. shoplifters 
B. unsupervised youth 
c. underage drinking 
C. first time offender only 
d. all delinquent offenders 
D. youth abused in family setting 
e. suspected delinquent offenders 
E. residents of Burnaby only 
f. any tienavior problem youth 
.F. unmanageable you th in home 
g. multipj:e offenders 
G. problem youth but ~nreceptive parent 
h. vandalism 

- H. willful damage 
i. inapprapriateand chronic fire setting 
I. possession of dan~erous weapons 
j. emotionally disturbed 
J. use of soft drugs 
k. habitual alcohol consumption 
K. poor .self-image 
1 social dysfunction in a peer group 
L. youth not receiving care from a social service 

agency 
m. youth expelled or suspended from school 
M. truancy problems 
n. unmangeable behavior in school 
N. excessive fighting in school 

I . 
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13. What do you think would be the lOOst desirable way to make a referral? 

1. Police officer says nothing to youth but refers directly to BYS by 
contacting the c.ounsellor personally_ 

2. Police officer says nothing to youth and simply files a report with 
possible recomwendations. A superior decides whether the youth is 
appropriate for referral. 

3. Police officer informs youth of recommendations and files a report. 

4 •. Police officer informs youth of recotlGlendation and refers directly. 

5. Police officer informs parents of recommendations and files reports. 

6. Police officer informs parents of recommendations and files report. 

1. Police of~ficer talks to both youth and parents about the role and 
purpose of BYS and advises them strongly to accept their help. and 
then refers directly. 

8. Police officer fully describes role and purpose of BYS to youth and 
parent and then files a report. 

14. What should be a police officer's level of involvement after a referral 
is made'? Should the police officer contaci,'the family to further en­
courage them to appear at BYS?" \ 

15. What kind of information should the officer who has made a referral re­
ceive about a case? 

~·r?-

". ' 

---er, --

J 

- 174 -

6. 

16. Are there any problems with the program? 

1. Goals and objectives of the program are not clearly defined. 

2. Activities and services to accomplish goals are not clearly defined. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Police are unclear as to what is the basis for referring a youth 
to BYS. 

BYS staff are not available during weekend hours when it may be 
necessary to make a referral. Alternatively~ they do not provide 
a 24 hour on-call service. 

There is often a long delay between the occurrence of a problem 
and the d~te by which BYS receives the referral. 

Many of the Burnaby R.C.H.P. are not supportive of BYS. 

BYS is located in the municipal complex. 

In some cases BYS is unable to respond i~ediately to a referral. 

It is difficult to contact BYS staff during regular working hours. 

19. BYS is not a crisis intervention service. 

17. What are the strengths of the program that facilitate ,effectiveness? 
(Prompt from list.) 

a) as it relates to the family? 

b} as it relates to the youth? 

18. What are the benefits of the program? How does it directly benefit you? 
How does it benefit the police as a whole? How does it benefit the com­
munity? Does it save time for the R.C.M.P.? Does it make things easier 
when working with juveniles? 

'.' 
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APP~NDIX I 

Comments from Burnaby Youth Services"- Post Evaluation Period 
January - June pO, 1982 
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•

• THE CORPORATION 
• .OF THE DISTRICT OF APPENDIX I 

: BURNABY . -. 
6355 Gilpin Street, Burnaby, B.C. V5G 2J2 

Youth Services Telephone (604) 294·7720 

COMMENTS FROM BURNABY YOUTH SERVICES - POST EVALUATION PERIOD 
January - June 30, 1982 

Burnaby Youth Services has implemented further changes since the evaluation 
period and subsequent modifications incurred in the summer and fall of 1981 
The previous Supervisor left the position in December of 1981 for personal • 
r~asons and a new Supervisor assumed the position effective February 01, 1982. 
S~nce that time, I have attempted to further my predecessor's efforts to ad­
dress evaluation findings and recommendations. 

B~rnaby Youth ser:ices has been operating from the R.C.M.Police building 
s~~e May, 1982 w~th appreciable positive effects for counsellor and police 
l~a~son. The counsellors make personal contact with each member who makes a 
referral to the program and provide them with informal feedback. Members 
are beginning to drop by and discuss potential referrals with counsellors 
thereby reducing the number of inappropriate referrals; (of 143 referrals' 
between January 01 and June 30, 1982,_ 29 (or 20%) were inappropriate as 
compared to 27% during the evaluation period). 

Counsellors are working extended days and a minimum of one evening per week, 
t~ereby ensuring increased accessability to members; '(extended work days 
allow access to two Watches per day). Further to this, program staff continue 
the practice of monthly ride-alongs with police members on Friday night~ and 
on occasion make initial client contact by attending their home with a pl~lice 
member. Staff also attend Shift Parades for each of the four Watches on a 
monthly basis. Initial efforts have been made to address more extensive 
training needs of police members regarding this program; this has included 
forty minu~e presentations to each of the Watches, outlining program philo­
sophy ~nd.~ntent, as ~ell as assessment procedures. The program is having 
some d~ff~culty ensur~ng that recruits meet with counsellors for Youth Service 
orientation but efforts are being placed in this direction. 

An increase in more appropriate referrals may be a reflection of the above 
efforts. Most significantly, of the 143 referrals received in the above­
noted time period, 79 (or 55%) of those referrals were for youth aged 12 - 14 
yea~s of age, as c~mpared to 45% of the referrals for the same age group 
dur~ng the evaluat~on period. A 5% decrease in referrals for youth aged 15 
to 17 years of age was noted in comparison to the evaluation period. 

The fact ~hat: (a) we are more readily available to discuss potential re­
ferrals w~th members prior to submission and (b) we are receiving more age­
appropriate referrals has aided in shifting service delivery from consul­
tation services, to more frequent brief counselling and short-term Youth 
and Family Counselling services. 
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During the evaluation period, 37% of the referrals serviced, received Con­
SUltation and 25% received Brief Counselling. In contrast, only 16% of the 
referrals serviced in the period between January and June, 1982 received 
Consultation as opposed to 47% of the referrals receiving Brief Counselling 
services. This shift is likely reflective of a new Youth Service goal to 
assess all accepted referrals in personal interviews in contrast to phone 
consultation. 

While there has only been a slight increase in the number of referrals pro­
vided with short-term Youth and Family Counselling between the evaluation 
period and the January to June, 1982 period (12% in 1981 and 14% in 1982), 
25 of the 143 referrals had not been categorized as they were still in the 
assessment stage at the time of writing; therefore the percentage figure is 
less than accurate. More appropriate referrals and greater assessment ac­
curacy should result in a continued shift towards increased short-term 
youth and family counselling. 

Finally, and with respect to the police-based part of our mandate, there 
has been a revision in the line of accountability. It is imperative that 
this pl;.'" -~am have direct and easy access to police administrative and de­
cision';:;~;\;;.king personnel, to ensure accurate communication flow with consis­
tent and planned program development; as a result, the Youth Service program 
no longer acts as a SUb-section of the Crime Prevention Unit with program 
accountability channelled through that department. The program is now opera­
ting much like the Traffic division, as a separate division or program ac­
countable to the Officer in charge of Operations. 

~n summary, I would like to comment on some of the recommendations suggested 
in the evaluation that have been acted on or at least have initiated efforts 

in that direction: 

Recommendation 1: Counsellors are monitoring and recording any and all police 
community requests for the purpose of need identification at a later date. 

Recommendation 2: As noted above, initial steps have been taken for more 
extensive training of police members by extended lectures to Watches and 
efforts to incorporate the Youth .. Services program as part of the Recruit Field 

Training. 

Recommendation 3: A three month folloW-Up program presently exists which in­
cludes a"police recidivism check and phone contact with the client, three 
months following termination of a file. A more extensive and standardized 
follow-up procedure should be a future goal. 

Recommendation 5 and 6: Both of these recommendations have been implemented 
successfully and with high frequency. 

I.j 
\1 
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Recommendation 7: The area of community s~wport requires much more 
work. Counsellors met with the various comm . . extensive 
discuss the program in April and May of 1982un~~y.age~c~es and schools to 
tember with particular emphasis on visiting indih~ds wl~ll be repeated in Sep-

v~ ua elementary schools. 

F~nally~ ~outh Services will begin expanding ;ts 
bu".. d ... service opt;on ;n the f 11 .. J:"'"ov~ mg a parenting course which focuses on ...... a 
mandate. a preventative and educational 

(' ~~..,- ~/ 
. ~ ~~::a::=--

CATHY BELLAMY -
Supervisor 
Burnaby Youth Services 
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