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DESCRIPTION AND JURISDICTION OF THE JUVENILE DIVISION

The Lucas County Court of Common Pleas, Juvenile Division was created by statute in 1977 to decide cases
involving juveniles. The establishment of a separate, distinct Juvenile Division within the Lucas County Com-
mon Pleasjudicial system was an acknowledgment of the specialization and greater community emphasison
juvenilejustice.

The courts of common pleas, the only trial courts created by the Ohio Constitution, are established by ArticleV,
Section 1 of the Constitution. Thejurisdiction of courts of common pleasisoutlinedin Article 1V, Section 4.

Thereisacourt of common pleasin each of Ohio’s88 counties. Courts of common pleas have original jurisdic-
tioninall felony casesand all civil casesin which the amount in controversy exceeds $500. Most courts of
common pleas have specialized divisions created by statute to decide cases involving juveniles, probate matters,
and domestic relations matters. Lucas County isone of 9 courtsin Ohio that has only juvenilejurisdiction.

Juvenile divisions hear cases involving persons under 18 years of age, and cases dealing with unruly, abused,
dependent, and neglected children. They also have jurisdiction in adult cases involving paternity, child abuse,
nonsupport, visitation, custody, and contributing to the delinquency of a minor.

The sectionsin 2151. of the Revised Code, with the exception of those sections providing for the criminal
prosecution of adults, shall be liberally interpreted and construed so as to effectuate the following purposes:

(A) To provide for the care, protection, and mental and physical
development of children subject to 2151. of the Revised Code;

(3)) To protect the public interest in removing the consequences of
criminal behavior and thetaint of criminality from children committing
delinquent acts and to substitute therefor a program of supervision, care, and
rehabilitation;

© To achieve the foregoing purposes, whenever possible, in afamily
environment, separating the child from its parents only when necessary for
hiswelfare or in the interests of public safety;

(D) To providejudicial proceduresthrough which Chapter 2151. of the
Revised Code is executed and enforced, and in which the parties are assured
afair hearing, and their constitutional and other legal rights are recognized
and enforced.

[Source: Ohio JuvenileLaw, by WilliamKurtz & Paul Giannelli, Banks-Baldwin L aw Publishing Co.]



GoaAL oF THE COURT

Thegoal of the Juvenile Divisionisto effectively, efficiently, and equitably administer justicein all matters
brought beforeit. Due process, responsible administration of the law, humane consideration and social aware-
ness are imperative. The reasonable and responsible balance of society’s just demands and the individual’s
rightsareimplicit.

Simply put, the goal of the Court isto ensure that the children and people who come before it receive the kind of
care, protection, guidance, and treatment that will serve the best interest of the community and the best welfare of
the child. The Judges and administrative staff have concern not only for resolving casesin court but also for
improving family life, personal relationships, and education and social servicesfor familieswithin the community.
With thisin mind, the Juvenile Division proceeds with the confidence to achieveits goals; realizing that it is not
within human power to achieve total success, but nonetheless committed to itsideal.

M 1ssioN STATEMENT OF THE JUVENILE DiviISION

The Court of Common Pleas - Juvenile Division is mandated and governed by law. Infulfilling its mandate the
court’ smission isto:

Ensure public safety.
Protect the children of the community.

Preserve families by supporting parents and intervening only when it isin the best interest of the child
and/or the community.

Work with the community to develop and enforce standards of responsible behavior for adults and
children.

Ensure balance between consequences and rehabilitation while holding offenders accountable for their
actions.

Efficiently and effectively operate the services of the court.

Wewill, therefore, cooperate with agencies, groups, amd individual s who embrace our mission.



VI.

2002 L ucas CounTy JuvENILE CouRrT GOALS

Administration

APONPE I OOOMONE

0N O

Articulate a new/revised Mission Statement and annual theme.

Continue to develop and enhance University relationships.

Expand/devel op four quarterly and one annual meeting with objectives, to develop opportunities.
Identify potential program cuts/reallocations.

Evaluation and sharing of budget information on what we can control.

Articulate clear expectationsfor Lucas County Sheriff's Office security.

uman Resour cesand Staff Development

Create blue prints with needs, obstacles, time lines, resources, and supervision for Court Training Academy.
Develop protocol for al types of training, while coordinating training from various departments.

Initiate performance eval uation system.

Identify what policies and procedures we have and do not have; establish time lines for editing, developing
and implementing those policies.

Addresspersonnel issues(Example: FL SA - exempt/non-exempt, comptime, vacation, sick, flex times).
Enhance/Devel op recruitment strategiesfor front line staff.

Develop and implement training for detention center staff.

Enhance aesthetic of training room areas.

JuvenileDetention Center and Y outh Treatment Center

1
2
3
4
5.
6.
7.

Review/devel op behavior management system.

Initiate training for detention center staff.

Improve cost, nutrition, palatability of food served in detention center.
Develop bed utilization plan.

Continue to decrease length of stay of juveniles at Y outh Treatment Center.
Review efficiency of processing intakesin Juvenile Detention Center.
Address political and educational components of Detenction Center school.

I nfor mation Systems

1
2
3
4
5.
L
1
2
3
4
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11
12

Devel op case management review system.

Automate private cases on JIS.

Develop probation mangement reporting system.

Eliminate paper journal; develop combined journal and case docketing system.
Integrate juvenile photo records with JIS.

egal

EnsurecompliancewithHB 57, HB 187, SB 3and SB 17.

Ensure compliance with 6th District Appellate Court decisions.

Revise attorney appointment systems.

Develop model for Juvenile Drug Court.

Establish and ensure compliance with GAL standards.

Establish and implement productivity standardsfor Caseflow Services.
Investigate reimbursement for administrative costsof IVE.

Bring off site mediations into Juvenile Justice Center; identify cost/budget implications of same.
Initiate mandatory parental education piece for mediations.

Review Court Intake processes.

Review case docketing allocations.

Install lighting in fileroom over two rear diding file cases.

Probation Services

1
2
3
4

Develop and implement graduation sanctions.

Develop internal administrative review process.
Evaluateinternal programs.

Focus on community based probation model and assets.
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COURT
ADMINISTRATION

Dan Pompa,
Court Administrator

COURT ADMINISTRATION

The year 2002 could best be described as one of
losses.

The downturn in the state
economy resulted in cuts and cost
increasesintheRECLAIM Ohio
program. The court received
$525,000in cutsand programswere
eliminated and serviceswere
reduced. Among thefatalitieswere
the Jerusalem Outreach Center and
the Y WCA RapeCrisisCenter
which lost all court funding and
had to close their doors to court
referrals. Internally, the placement
budget received a significant cut
and mediation services was
affected. In addition to the cuts, the daily per diem rate
of incarcerating ayouth in a Department of Y outh
servicesfacility increased from $105 aday to $111.

Sandy Isenberg, President of the Lucas County
Commissionersand amember of that board for 17
yearswas defeated in her reelection bid late in the year
by Maggie Thurber. Isenberg was a champion of
children and family rightswith along history of
involvement in various boards and committees dealing
with family issues. Shehad major rolesinthe
construction of the Y outh Treatment Center and the
Lucas County Juvenile Justice Center. Her insight,
commitment, daring, and sense of humor will be missed
by al - especially by the families of this county.

Fewer youth in the county were drinking al cohol or

smoking according to abiennial survey of 34,165
youth conducted by the Alcohol and Drug Addictions
ServicesBoard (ADAS). Among thefindings:

i percentage of students smoking cigarettes
decreased from 38 percent two years ago to
29 percent

i marijuanausewasdownfrom30.1t025.8
percent

Another study conducted by the Lucas County Health
Department and ADAS found that nearly a quarter of
Lucas County’s seventh through 12th graders are
overweight or at risk of becoming overweight.

Budget woes hit county coffers late in the year.
County commissioners were warning departments that
the county was facing a potential budget shortfall of
$6 millionin 2003. The county’sgeneral fund budget
isabout $130million.

The most significant statistical information for the year
isthat thereisvery little to report. Thetotal number
and type of cases coming into the court had not
changed significantly - nor had the demographics. Of
note:

. the number of violent offensesfiled had
increasedfrom 248to 287

i commitments had decreased from 96 to 61
(most likely the lowest number in modern
history)

. certificationsincreased from11to 6

i the most commonly referred offense for both

girls and boys was safe school ordinance

What followsis areport of sound programs and
services being offered by a group of dedicated and
hard working employees that together make up the
L ucas County Court of Common Pleas, Juvenile
Division.



CASEFLOW SERVICES

2002 NEW CASE FILINGS
LUCASCOUNTY JUVENILE COURT

2002 2001
Delinquency 5,677 5,615

Traffic 3,548 3,602

Dependency/Neglect/Abuse 460 514

Unrul 502 337

Adult (Contributing) 350 256

Motion Permanent Custod 83 103

Custody 699 642
Support Enforcement 1,393 1,521
Parentage 1,238 1,576
U.R.E.S.A. 137 71
Others 35 30
TOTAL 14,122 14,267

* As reported to the Ohio Supreme Court

CASE FLOW
SERVICES

Pat Balderas,
Administrator of Case
Flow Services




LEGAL
DEPARTMENT

Donna Mitchell,

Chief Magistrate

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

A\l casesfiled in the Juvenile Division are assigned to
one of the Juvenile Division Judges. Responsibility
for handling cases is delegated by the Judges to a staff
of Court Magistrates. The
Magistrates, under the supervision
of the Senior Magistrate, adjudicate
and dispose of cases by issuing
Magistrate orders or Magistrate
decisions. Magistrate orders are
implementedwithoutjudicial
review; Magistrate decisions must
be reviewed by the assigned Judge
before becoming judgment entries.

In 2002, eleven magistrateswere
assigned to hear Juvenile Court
matters. Juvenile Division Court
Magistrates dispose of the
following types of cases:

*DELINQUENCY

*UNRULY

*TRAFFIC

*PATERNITY

*CUSTODY ANDVISITATION
*DEPENDENCY,NEGLECT,ABUSE

Due to the complexity of cases, Magistrates are
assigned to hear specific case types. This system
allowsthe Magistratesto efficiently utilize knowledge
concerning each area of the law and helps guarantee
that due processis protected. However, due to the
expertise and experience of the current Magistrates,
Lucas County Juvenile Court assigns a “floating”
Friday docket which can be responsive to fluctuations
in the numbers of different types of cases. Each Civil
Magistrate hears private custody matters, Child

Support Enforcement Agency (CSEA) motions, initial
paternity, or civil contempt cases, depending on the
needs of the Division. The "floating" Friday docket
assists the Court in complying with its case flow
management plan.

CAse MANAGEMENT AND THE PuBLIc DEFENDER
PROGRAM

Historically, indigent juveniles have not had accessto
court appointed counsel until pretrial conferences.
Based on the hypothesis that providing counsel at the
earliest juncture in case processing would facilitate
earlier resolution of cases, Juvenile Court provides
indigent juvenilesimmediate access to a public
defender at their first court hearing.

In 2002, Sixty-Two percent of juvenilesreferredtothe
Public Defender Program resolved their cases at
arraignment and required no additional docket time.
Asaresult of earlier case resolution, Delinquency and
Unruly hearings can be docketed within timeframes
required by The Supreme Court of Ohio Rules of
Superintendence.

MAGISTRATES AS EDUCATORS

Magistrates Brian Goodell, Dennis Parish, and Brenda
Rutledge developed curriculum and participated as
faculty for the Ohio Judicial College. Magistrate
Rutledge presented at an Ohio Judicia College video
conference "Success in Domestic Relations and
Juvenile Mediation." Magistrates Brian Goodell and
DonnaMitchell provided training for the Ohio Judicial
Conference.

Lucas County Juvenile Court Magistrates assisted the
Toledo, Lucas County and Ottawa County Bar
Associations in providing Continuing Legal Education
on juvenile court issues. Magistrate Rutledge was a
guest speaker on "Mediation in Juvenile Court" for the
Lucas County Bar Association. Magistrates Goodell,
Mitchell and Joyce Woods participated in Court
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) training.



LEGAL DEPARTMENT

Magistrates Parish and Goodell served as faculty for school groups and Block Watch organizations on

the Ohio State Bar Association. Magistrate Laura Juvenile Court procedures.

Restivo presided over amock trial at Central Catholic * Magistrate Fornof served on the Guardian ad
High School and trained teachers at the Alternative Litem Standards Task Forcefor The Supreme Court of
Learning Center on juvenilejustice issues. Ohio, and sheisamember of the Lucas County Child

Abuse Task Force and The Safe Kids/Safe Streets
Magistrate Fornof is a contributing author to Kurtz & Steering Committee.

Gianelli’ sOhio JuvenileL aw. Magistrate Rutledge »  Magistrate Rutledge serves on the Board of

contributed an article on the " Family Group Decision Trustees of the Aurora Project, a

Making Process" for the Toledo Bar Association transitional housing program for

newsletter. Magistrate Parish is an adjunct facility women and their children.

member of the University of Toledo’ sCollegeof Law,

and Magistrate Goodell isaregular contributing author — |NNOVATIONS IN AUTOMATION The Juvenile Court
to the Ohio Association of Magistrates quarterly _ Magistrates train and
newdetter. As Juvenile Court movesfroma

educate on alocal,

paper driven system to an
Magistrate Mitchell provided training for TheNational ~ utomated system, the attempts at state and national
caseflow management are level.
supported by an information
system capable of tracking
individual case progress and
providing regular measurement of
MAGISTRATE SKILL TRAINING performance. Withthisinforma-
tion, Magistrates play an activerolein case
management. They seek early case disposition, while
balancing the unique characteristics of adolescent
offenders, family matters, and Juvenile Court

Drug Court Institute and the National Association of
Drug Court Professionals. Magistrate Parish provided
ethics based continuing legal education training for
judgesin Hawaii and Canada.

In 2002, Juvenile Court Magistrates updated their skills
by attending state and national conferences and
seminarsreceiving over 140 hours of continuing legal

education. processes.

MacisTRATES As CoMMUNITY AND JUDICIAL

To accomplish these tasks, Lucas County Juvenile
LEADERS

Court Magistrates are committed to:

* Magistrate Parish serves on the Board of Trustees
of theOhio Judicial College.

* Magistrate Woods continues to serve as a judge
for Ohio’ s high school mock trial competitionsin
Toledo and Columbus, and M agistrate Rutledge
continues to serve as a judge for Ohio's high school

* Exercising case control fromthe Court’ snon-
partisan position in the justice system.

¢ Taking substantive action at the earliest
meaningful point in acase.

¢ Establishing reasonabletime framesfor case

mock trial competitionsin Toledo. mm@@mt. )
*  Magistrate Susan Cairl trained local 7th and 8th Making each court appearance ameaningful
event.

graders to serve as peer mediators and served on the

Juvenile Court’ sDomestic Violence Task Force. *  Granting continuances only for good caise.

* Magistrates Cairl and Restivo spoke to several
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Mediation Program

Overview

MEDIATION

For the past twelve years, mediators, as neutrals, have
facilitated parties in resolving issues that brought them
into our Court. Mediation has been found especially
useful infamily related mattersthat
arewithin our Court’ sjurisdiction.
Empowering partiesto negotiate
workable solutionsto their own
problemsis preferred by both
parties and the court.

The settlement rate of disputes
through mediation remains high —
across civil mediation case types,
over 70% are settled in mediation.
In unruly/delinquency mediation
case types, the settlement rate
increasesto well over 90%.
Surveys completed by participants in mediations
indicatethat the partiesare extremely satisfied with
not only the mediation process and outcome, but the
overall mediation experience that they considered
better than having acourt hearing. 1n 2002, 1,468
cases were mediated by staff, contract mediators,
interns and volunteers.

The Mediation Department continuesto offer skill
building and other mediation trainings for staff and
contract mediators throughout the year so that families

PROGRAM

coming beforethe court will be provided with well
trained and highly skilled mediators. In 2002,
mediatorswere offered trainingsin areas of family
group decision making and domestic abusein
mediation. The domestic abusein mediation training
was offered in response to the anticipated legidlative
changethat will requirethistraining for all mediatorsin
Ohio who deal with partieswho have a history of
domesticviolence.

Weare pleased to report on our mediation programs
for 2002 described below. Under thecivil classification
we discuss custody/visitation and child protection
cases. Under the unruly/delinquency classification,
we report on unruly/delinquency, truancy prevention,
and family violence cases, respectively.

CiviL MebiaTioNn PrRoGRAMS
Custody/Visitation Mediation

In 1992, our Court started mediating custody/visitation
casesrelying primarily upon trained attorney
volunteers. Since 1997, these cases have been
mediated by staff and highly trained contract
mediators.

Child Protection Mediation

We have been mediating child protection cases since
1997. These are complaintsin dependency/neglect
and/or abuse filed by Lucas County Children’s
Services. We mediate cases that seek temporary
custody of a child to cases seeking to terminate

1995-2002 CUSTODY/VISITATION MEDIATION PROGRAM COMPARISON
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Cases Mediated 362 413 436 551 460 409 359 304
Agreements 272 354 320 372 322 280 241 225
No Agreement 90 59 116 112 114 107 96 44
Settlement Rate 75% 85% 73% 67% 70% 68% 67% 74%




MEDIATION PROGRAM

parental rights - aswell as any interim issue that may
arise during the pendency of the case.

Our mediatorsfor this case type are experienced
attorneys who have represented both parents and
childrenin child protection casesin addition to
significant mediation training, including advanced
child protection mediation training. Thechild
protection mediators are offered advanced or
specialized training opportunities annually to enhance
their mediationskills.

Child protection mediations may be scheduled at any
time from pre-adjudication to post disposition by
motion of any party or by court referral. Based upon
the overall satisfaction with the process by parties,
attorneys, guardians ad litem, and the Court, we
believethetrend will befor increased use of mediation
in this case type.

In 1998 the court expanded its child protection
mediation program to includetermination of parental
rights (permanent custody) cases. To be sure, the
termination of parental rightsisa controversial subject

for mediation. We acknowledge that these cases are
very emotional and difficult to address, but we have
found that in the right cases, it has been far less
painful for parentsto face the reality of their
circumstancesin the mediation room, than in the
courtroom.

During thefirst three years of this program, we
conducted termination of parental
rights mediations under afederal
grant which called for casesto be
selected for mediation based upon
certain baselinecriteria, but
without regard for the parties
wishes or the timing of case.

Based upon the program
evaluation made at the end of the
grant period, it was clear that the
timing for these mediationsisvery
critical to the outcome. We now
only schedule mediations on
termination of parental rights cases
upon motion of any party or by bench referral.

Brenda Rutledge,

Director of
Mediateion Services

Tammy Kosier,

Director of Delin-
quency/Unruly
Mediations

1998-2002 CHILD PROTECTION (temporary custody) COMPARISON
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Cases Mediated 72 83 108 95 97
Full Settlement 57 63 88 70 74
Full Settlement Rate 79% 76% 81% 73% 76%

2000
CasesReferred 27
Cases Mediated 15
Full Settlement 5
Partial Settlement 3

Total Full/Partial Settlement Percentage

2000-2002 PERMANENT CUSTODY MEDIATION PROGRAM COMPARISON

% 2001 % 2002 %
35 14
28 12
33% 11 39% 11 91%
20% 6 21% 0
53% 60% 91%




MEDIATION PROGRAM

UNRuLY/DELINQUENCY MEDIATION PROGRAMS
Unruly/Delinquency Cases

The unruly/delinquency mediation program continues to resolve many of the growing numbers of status offense
cases prior to reaching an official docket. Mediation of these cases saves valuable docket time, yet satisfies the
concerns of families and the community in regard to children with truant and unruly behavior issues.

The number of delinquency cases handled by the program continuesto increase. In the first several years of
the program, 15% of all cases sent to mediation were delinquency. Thisfigurein 2002 is40%.

Notably in 2002, we implemented mediation for contributing to the delinquency - failure to send cases. We
scheduled 79 cases to be mediated between parents and Toledo Public School Pupil Personnel. Fifty-five percent
of those cases were resolved through mediation. Not only did the department assist Toledo Public Schoolsin
handling alarge number of failure to send filings due to the new Compulsory Education legislation, but we also
reduced the impact of this number of cases on judicial hearing dockets.

1995-2002 UNRULY/DELINQUENCY MEDIATION PROGRAM ACTIVITY

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Mediations Scheduled 345 1061 1365 1076 1150 1188 1024 1230

Mediations Held 227 743 1055 867 792 778 659 773
Full or Partial Settlement 223 721 986 810 751 719 634 748
No Settlement 4 22 69 57 33 54 25 19

No Show 66 141 142 103 121 113 107 238
% Settlement Rate 98% 97% 93% 93% 94% 92% 96% 96%

The majority of these cases continue to be mediated by Court staff and students from the University of Toledo,
College of Law, Dispute Resolution Clinic program. Therelationship between the Court and the College of Law
continues to be strong and mutually beneficial.

Prevention of Truancy Through Mediation

This program was implemented to open the lines of communication between teachers and parents of children who
are excessively absent from school. The program evaluations confirm that through this communication, amore
positive relationship is devel oped and maintained between the family and the school which resultsin better
school attendance. In fact, the Ohio Commission on Dispute Resolution and Conflict Management continuesto
replicate our model throughout the state and the country.



MEDIATION PROGRAM

Thelocal program has experienced difficultiesdueto many timesfollowing mediation thejuvenilesare

budget cuts within the school systems. We hope to released to their parent or guardian.

rebound from aset back in 2001 by reestablishing the

programin Toledo Public Schools. The purpose of this mediation isto empower the family
in crisisto identify and select mutually acceptable

Of note in 2002 istheimplementation of the Truancy ways of resolving conflicts at home without resorting

Prevention Program district widein the Springfield to physical violence. The agreementsreached in

Local School System. All four of itselementary mediation may include safety plans, methods of de-

schools aswell asthe middle school are now involved.  escalation, negotiated rules of the

Thisis one of only afew districts that hasthe program  house, selection of service

The purpose of this

in each of itsbuildings. To support this effort, the providers, and other decisions

system hosted several staff and community outreach related to the needs of the mediation is to

programsin which Mediation participated. The particular family. empower the family in

purpose of the sessions was to familiarize school crisis to identify and

personnel, families and the community about the Due to the delicate nature of these

program and the Compul sory Education legislation. cases, only staff and contract selectmutually
mediators who have extensive acceptable ways of

During 2002, ninety-five percent of the casesmediated  mediation experienceandtraining, resolving conflicts at

reached full settlement. Moreimportantly, however, particularly inthe domestic home without resorting

the children of those familieswho mediated, continue violence area, are assigned to : :

to show significantly improved school attendance. mediate these cases. tophysical violence.

Family Conflict Mediation LookING AHEAD

In thefifth year of this program, we continue to see an Wewill continueto offer three Basic Mediation

increased need for mediation in cases of juvenile trainings per year to correspond with the University of
domestic violence in conjunction with the child being Toledo, College of Law, semester system. Thelaw
heldin Detention. Becauseitisimperativefor the interns, through their dispute resolution clinic, provide
Court to monitor detention levels, the Mediation aconsistent body of mediators for our unruly/
Department carefully the cases for delinquency docket. Thetrainingisalso availableat
appropriateness of mediation. If amagistrate sendsa g charge to persons in the community who in turn
case to mediation, based in part on this assessment, agree to mediate five unruly cases for usin exchange

for thetraining.

1998-2002 FAMILY CONFLICT COMPARISON
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Cases Considered 29 158 311 360 395
Cases Mediated 29 104 103 142 184
Full Agreement 19 82 88 118 155
% Full Agreement 65% 78% 85% 83% 84%




MEDIATION

Mediation staff became part of the Juvenile Court in-
house training by presenting a number of half-day
trainings to court employees on “ Conflict Management
inthe Workplace.” Thetraining waswell received and
150 of the 293 court employees attended in 2002. The
program is expected to be offered to court employees
periodically throughout 2003. We view this activity as
further affirmation that the
Mediation Department isfully
integrated into the court system for
docket management and staff
development and enrichment.

The number of family

conflict cases medi-
ated has increased
from 104 in 1999 to

184 in 2002.

The Mediation Department is
looking to develop a mandatory
parenting education program for
never- married parentswhofilea
complaint or motion for the
allocation of parental rights. This
program is designed to educate the
parents so they have the
information necessary to design a

10

PROGRAM

workable parenting plan for their child. Key areasto
be addressed are the developmental needs of their
child, understanding how their behaviors impact the
child, and conflict resolution. Wewill also belooking
for afunding source for this very important program.

In addition, an important court protocol is being
devised for handling partiesinvolved in domestic
violence and who arereferred to Mediation. The
protocol is designed to properly screen and manage
the safety of parties where domestic violenceor civil
protection orders arein effect when being referred to
mediation.

The Mediation Department is committed to continued
recruiting, mentoring, training and providing
opportunities to practice for those demonstrating their
commitment and interest in helping peopleresolve
their own disputes in the court setting. Asin the past,
the success of our programsis attributed to our skilled
staff and contract mediators, and the commitment of
our Judges and Magistrates to the process.



FAMILY DRUG COURT

TheLucas County Family Drug Court is pleased to
have completed itsthird calendar year. The Lucas
County Family Drug Court was designed to provide
support for parents who have lost custody of their
children, in part due to substance abuse. The goal is
to reunify parents and children in safe, appropriate
homes. The program accepted itsfirst participant in
March of 2000, and has served 93 clients through 2002.

ProGrAM ExPANSION AND ENHANCEMENT

During 2001, the Family Drug Court served 48 parents.
The program received support from an Ohio Depart-
ment of Alcohol and Drug Addiction ServicesGrantin
theamount of $150,000; House Bill 484 fundsinthe
amount of $66,718 for treatment servicesthrough the
Lucas County Alcohol and Drug Addiction Board; as
well asin-kind services from both the Lucas County
Juvenile Court and L ucas County Children Services.
Family Drug Court sought to increase the number of
parents served from 48 to approximately 60-80 parents.
In September 2002, the Court was awarded athree-year
$1.2million Expansionand Enhancement Grant from
CSAT-SAMHSA. Thegrant allowed funding to
expand from 40 to 60 participantsin year one of the
grant cycle and then 10 additional participants each
year resulting in atotal capacity of 80 parents at the
end of three years.

During 2002, 44 parentswere admitted to the Family
Drug Court, and by the end of 2002, the Family Drug
Court exceeded its goa by serving atotal of 70
parents.

In addition, the grant provided funding to provide
enhancement servicesfor the parentsin Family Drug
Court. These services would be in addition to the
following services already provided to the participants

such as immediate access to substance abuse trest-
ment services, intensive case management provided by
Lucas County Treatment Alternativesto Street Crime
(TASC), judicial supervisionthrough weekly to
monthly compliance hearings, and transportation
assistance of bus tokens and passes. The enhance-
ment servicesincluded: parenting servicesincluding
the Strengthening Families Program provided by Urban
Minority Alcohol Drug Addiction
Outreach Program (UMADAOP)
and intensive in-home based
services provided by East Toledo
Family Center; post-treatment
groups provided through Lucas
County TASC and UMADAORP,
educational testing, tutoring and
theEmployability SkillsAchieve-
ment Program through the Read
For Literacy Program; vocational
testing and monthly vocational
workshops through the University
of Toledo’ sL earning Enhancement
Center; and mediation and family group conferencing
through the Lucas County Juvenile Court. After
receiving the SAMHSA grant announcement, the
Family Drug Court spent theremainder of 2002,
securing contracts with the new service providers
identified in the grant.

Drug Court
Coordinator

FamiLy DRuc CourT ProcEss: CONTEMPT vs.
NoN-CoNTEMPT

When the Family Drug Court began in March 2000, all
clients entered through a contempt hearing:

* At the Shelter Care hearing, in cases where the
complaint alleges substance abuse issues, the court
orders an assessment and treatment as recommended
along with drug testing.

e Atany point after the Shelter Care hearing, if the
parent violates the order for assessment, treatment or
drug testing, then a motion to show cause can be filed
against the parent by the LCCS Attorney.
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FAMILY DRUG COURT

¢ AttheMotion to Show Cause Hearing, if the
parent is found in contempt, then they have an option
of entering into Family Drug Court with a suspended
30-day sentenceinjail or immediate sentencing with

the Judge.

*  Upon entry into Family Drug Court, the parent has
immediate access to Drug Court services and begins
attending weekly compliance hearings with the Judge

Five dug-free babies
were born in 2002 to
parents in Family
Drug Court, for a

total of 12 drug-free

babies born to cli-
ents since the
program began.

and Magistrate.

Beginning in July 2002, an addi-
tional procedureto enter Family
Drug Court was established, which
does not involve a contempt
hearing. The process was estab-
lished in order to engage the
participants earlier in the history of
the child protection cases and to
offer the same opportunities and
access to services for parents who
choose to voluntarily participate in
the Family Drug Court without the

contempt hearing through the following process:
* LCCSmonitors cases, which comethrough
assessment for possible Family Drug Court involve-

ment.

* If aparent expressesinterest in the Family Drug
Court program, they may enter through a court hearing
at any point, beginning with Shelter Care or
Adjudication/Disposition.

* LCCSmakesFamily Drug Court apart of thecase
plan, which then becomes a court order.

¢ If Adjudication/Disposition has aready taken
place, then the LCCS Attorney can fileaMotion to
Change Case Plan Services, and add Family Drug
Court into the case plan through a court hearing.

¢ If aparent enters Family Drug Court voluntarily
through anon-contempt hearing, their compliance will
be closely monitored through regular court hearings.
At any point during this process, if the parent violates
acourt order, amotion to show cause can befiled by
the LCCS Attorney. A contempt hearing will be held,
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where the parent could receive a 30-day suspended
sentenceinjail if found in contempt.

Due to the increased number of participants, in
December, an additional half day of docket timewas
allocated to Family Drug Court.

SUMMARY

Overall, the Lucas County Family Drug Court has had
an extremely productive year full of change. During
2002, 34 clientswereterminated from Family Drug
Court. Nineof the 34 clientsreceived aneutral
discharge, which means that they failed to engage in
treatment services during the first 30 days dueto
AWOL status or incarceration for criminal charges not
related to Family Drug Court. Twelveof the 34 clients
successfully completed the program and were re-
unified with their children, while 13 of the 34 clients
received an unsuccessful termination from the pro-
gram. It should be noted that the 13 unsuccessful
terminations were positive events for the children
involved, inthat earlier termination of parental rights
facilitated permanency in safe, appropriate, adoptive
homes at an accelerated rate. In addition, 5 drug-free
babieswere bornin 2002 to parentsin Family Drug
Court, for atotal of 12 drug-free babiesbornto clients
since the program began. The Lucas County Family
Drug Court Team is a dedicated team that continues to
strive towards enhancing services for their participants
and devel oping improved collaboration between
involved agencies.



COMMUNITY DETENTION

2002 was Community Detention’ ssecond full year in
operation. The concept of a Continuum of Detention
wasintroduced to Lucas County in 2000. Judicial
Officials choose between the following level s of
Detention:

Level 1 —Secure Detention: Lucas County Detention
Center, “ Traditional lock-up.”

L evel 2—Detention Reporting Center (Community
Detention): Y outh are supervised in their home and at
school through daily contacts, and report six days per
week to the East Toledo Family Center for aminimum
of 34 hours of structured programming. Y outh who do
not attend school are required to attend 51 hours of
programming.

L evel 3—Home Detention (Community Detention):

Y outh are supervised in their home and at school with
aminimum of 2 surveillance contacts per day and 6
hours of weekly programming at the East Toledo
Family Center.

Levels2 and 3 are commonly referred to asthelevels
of Community Detention (CD). Thefocusof Commu-
nity Detention isto serve pre-adjudicated youth. The
maximum capacity of Community Detentionis55.

Community Detention services are provided through a
contractual agreement by the East Toledo Family
Center (ETFC). TheCourt utilizes Juvenile Account-
ability and Incentive Block Grant (JAIBG) funding to
pay for services.

Programming offered by ETFCfor Community Deten-
tion youth includes but is not limited to:

e Thinking for a Change classes

¢ Cognitive Behavior Management (Responsible
Thinking Plans)

e Tutoring

* Monitoring school attendance and behavior at
home

¢ Job Readiness Course

* BasicLivingSkills

¢ Community ServiceProjects
(including structured projects
at the Cherry Street Mission
and Sparrow’ s Nest).

*  Structured Recreation Activi-

* Drug Testing
* Group discussions.

More youth were served through
CD Programmingin 2002, thanin
any previousyear. Youth and Director
parent survey resultsillustrate
appreciation for the effortsof ETFC

staff:

“My son’s attitude has greatly changed around home.
He realizes that he made poor choicesin friends and
in hisactions.” - mother of CD youth

“ Keep up the good work. | appreciate what you are
doing for the youth and my child. It shows that you
really care. Thank you.” - parent of CD youth

“It (Community Detention Program) has helped me
become close to my mother and grandmother.” — CD
youth

“It (Community Detention Program) has helped me to
become more helpful and understand more about life

and myself.” - CD youth

East Toledo Family Center hasworked together with
the Probation Department to ensure youth on both
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COMMUNITY DETENTION

Probation and Community Detention are receiving individualized case management services. The East Toledo
Family Center staff is awayslooking for new and better waysto serve youth. The data on the following pages
illustrates the large number of youth served through Community Detention program.

ACTIVE REFERRALS: REFERRALS MADE BETWEEN 01/01/02 AND 12/31/02

MALE FEMALE TOTAL
LEVEL 2 (51% of all CD referrals)
# of youth 418 (78%) 107 (22%) 525
# of days in program 8,235 2,080 10,315
Average length of stay (days) 20 19
LEVEL 3 (49% of all CD referrals)
# of youth 398 (77%) 117 (23%) 515
# of days in program 7,967 1,913 9,880
Average length of stay (days) 20 16
TOTAL
# of youth 816 (79%) 227 (21%) 1,043
# of days in program 16,202 3,993 20,195

It cost on average approximately $18 to serve each youth per day in Community Detention. A total of 1,043
referralswere served at atotal cost of $353,966.00. The 1,043 referral s spent 20,195 daysin the program.

To serve that same number of youth for the same number of days in secure detention would cost approximately
$2,019,500.00 (at an approximatecost of $100.00 per day).

TERMINATED REFERRALS: Referralsterminated between 1/1/02 and 12/31/02

Therewereatotal of 863 referralsterminatedfromall level sof Community Detention during Calendar Y ear 2002.
Thisisa13% increase from the number of referralsterminated during 2001 (745). (Thisnumber doesnot include
48 referrals made during the year which were still pending as of 12/31/02, nor doesit include 132 referral strans-
ferred, aspart of the behavior management program from Level 2toLevel 3or fromLevel 3toLevel 2). Six
hundred and fifty-four referrals (76%) successfully completed all requirements of Community Detention. Inorder
to successfully complete the program, participants attended court hearings as scheduled and were not placed
back into Secure Detention. Two hundred and nine referrals (24%) either had awarrant filed for their arrest and/or
were placed back into Secure Detention; thus, they were terminated from Community Detention unsuccessfully.

The charts on pages 76 and 77 provide details on the success rates of the different levels of Community Deten-
tionfromJanuary 1, 2002 through December 31, 2002.
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COMMUNITY DETENTION

SUMMARY

After its second full year in operation, Community
Detention continues to achieve the main goal for
which it was designed. Secure Detention population
was maintained at a safe level and youth were ad-
equately served in the community while ensuring
public safety. Lucas County’sjudicial staff has
become comfortable with placing non-violent youthin
Community Detention levels, realizing that someyouth
are better served by the programming offered through
Community Detention.

Upon reviewing 2002 Community Detention data, the

following canbesummarized:

¢ Thenumber of youth served in Community
Detentionincreased from 2001 to 2002 by 13%.

* The average cost per youth served per day
decreaseddramatically, from approximately $30in
2001t0$18in2002.

*  Fifty-onepercent (51%) of all Community Deten-
tion caseswere served in Level 2 during 2002,
compared to fifty-eight percent (58%) during the
2001

*  76%of all Community Detention Terminations
weresuccessful in 2002.

*  During 2002, malesand femaleshad the exact same
success rate (76%)

* The success rate for minorities was lower than the
success rate for caucasian youth. It has also
decreased from the success rates of 2001 and
2000.

These conclusions must be kept in
mindwhileplanning programmatic
changes for the future. It isimportant
for all of the staff involved with
Community Detention to strive to meet
the needs of the diverse population
served.

76% of all Commu-
nity Detention
referrals during 2002
were terminated
successfully and the

While ensuring public safety, Commu-
nity Detention has demonstrated it is
ableto effectively meet the needs of
each individual it serves through
linkageto awide variety of Community
Services. Further, it isamore cost-effective option
than secure detention. Community Detention provides
the youth with the opportunity to succeed within the
community. The Community Detention staff looks
forward to 2003, with hopes of building on its present
accomplishments.

daily per diem rate
was $18.
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CASA/CRB DEPARTMENT

I n the year 2002, the Court Appointed Special Advo-
cate(CASA), Citizen Review Board (CRB), and Closure
Board (CB) volunteer programs
completed another year of exem-
plary service.

COURT
APPOINTED
SPECIAL
ADVOCATES

CITIZENS REVIEW
BOARD

CLOSURE BOARD

CouRrT APPOINTED SPECIAL
ADVOCATES (CASA) are trained
citizen volunteers who serve as
GuardiansadLitem(GAL)inthe

L ucas County Juvenile Court
system. They represent the best
interests of children involved in the
juvenilejusticesystem, primarily in
dependency, neglect and abuse
cases. The CASA/GAL advocates
investigate a child’s social and
emotional background, make recommendationsto the
court regarding disposition of the case, and monitor
the child’ s progress toward a permanent home until
s/heis no longer involved in the court system.

The goal of the CASA/GAL advocate isto ensure a
child’sright to a safe, permanent homeisactedonina
sensitive and expedient manner. The CASA/GAL
follows the case to a satisfactory conclusion, with the
child’ sbest interest paramount at al times. By law, a
qualified CASA/GAL must be appointed as Guardian
ad Litemwhenever possible(ORC 2151.30(J) 1). When
no volunteer CASA/GAL isavailable, apaid attorney
isappointed GAL. Supporting the CASA volunteersis
atwo-person secretaria staff and an administrative
staff; including director, staff attorney/case manager,
and part time recruitment/training coordinator.

Two CASA/GAL training classeswere held during
2002 (March and October). Thetotal number of
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CASA/GAL trained during 2002 was63. An additional
6 attorney GAL completed therequired CASA/GAL
training, for atotal of 69 CASA/GAL volunteers
trained by the CASA/GAL programin2002.

2002 CASA/GAL ACTIVITY
Total Cases Referred - 456
CASA Volunteer Hours - 42,302
Cases Assigned to CASA/GAL - 174 (38%)
Cases Assigned to Atty/GAL - 282 (62%)

CimzeN’'s Review Boarp (CRB) isagroup of
volunteers who review the status of children in the
care or custody of a public agency. Volunteers
determine that a plan for a permanent, nurturing
environment exists and that the child service agency is
working toward achieving thisplan. By statute, Citizen
Review Board membersare professional sexperienced
inworking with children (onelay person ispermitted
per Board). Board membersreceivetrainingwith
regard to state statues governing child welfare and
CRB policiesand review procedures. Thethree eight-
member Boardseach meet twicemonthly.

2002 CRB REVIEWBOARD ACTIVITY
Total Reviews-2191
Hearings Held - 9
Caseworker Appearances-19
CRB Volunteer Hours - 3264

Citizen Review Board established aspecialized
ClosureBoard inJuly, 1995. Itsexistence ensures
that athorough, final review of each termination case
is held before returning the child home. Documenta-
tion of the Closure Board' sreview findingsis
forwarded to the judge or magistrate prior to termina-
tion hearing. Closure Board reviewed 82 casesand
logged 246 volunteer hoursin 2002.



CASA/CRB DEPARTMENT

2002 CLOSUREBOARDACTIVITY
Cases Reviewed - 82
Cases Terminated With Protective

Supervision-72

Cases Terminated Without Protective
Supervision-43

Cases Terminating LCCS Protective
Supervision-77

Motions Received Too Late To Review-110
Closure Board Volunteer Hours - 246

Asof December 31, 2002, therewere 110 active CASA/
GAL volunteers, 60 attorney/guardiansad litem, 33
CRB members, and 8 Closure Board volunteers. Inthe
year 2002, CASA, CRB, and Closure Board volunteers
collectively donated over 45,800 hoursto the L ucas
County Juvenile Court.

TRAINING:

The Lucas County CASA/GAL program is designated
aNorthwest Ohio CASA/GAL Training Center by the
Ohio Department of Human Services and the Ohio
CASA/GAL Association, Inc.

CASA/GAL volunteers and prospective attorney
Guardiansad Litem are required to compl ete 40 hours
pre-servicetraining. In addition, CASA/GAL volun-
teersare required to complete 12 hours annually of
in-servicetraining. Several innovative programs
enhance the education and retention efforts of CASA/
CRB, including:

Volunteer Mentors- utilizesexperienced CASA/GAL
to mentor and supervise CASA/GAL volunteers. In
thisintermediary level of volunteer supervision, each
mentor is assigned one to four new volunteers per
year. Thementorsreport to CASA/GAL administrative
staff on their mentees and discuss ideas, issues and
concernswith the CASA/GAL administrative staff. In
2002, 51 mentors served CASA volunteers.

L earning L unches- invite guest speakersto speak to
CASA/CRB volunteers over the lunch hour, allows
both employed and unemployed volunteers to take
advantage of professional, on-going training.

Training Treks- find CASA/CRB volunteers heading
out into the community to visit and learn about
community services or agencies that might benefit the
children they serve.

Tell It To TheJudge- wasinitiated by Judge Ray and
the CASA/GAL programin 1995 sothat CASA/GAL,
CRB and CB volunteers would have the opportunity to
speak informally with L CJC judgesand magistrates.
Thisremained avery popular programin 2002.

TheJudge' s Series- commenced inthefall of 2000 at
the request of Judge Ray. It is designed to educate
court staff, attorneys, mental health providers, hospital
staff, CASA/GAL and CRB volunteers, childwelfare
workers and the public to the special needs of the
children served by the child welfare and juvenile
justice systems.

Boar d of TrusteesTr aining- emphasized committee
work, training and strategic planning in 2002. This
Board retreat isheld annually. New Board membersare
given a"Welcome to the Board" training by CASA/
CRB director and the chair of the CASA/CRB Board
nominations committee. Two new Trustees joined the
CASA/CRB Boardin2002.

CASA/GAL ClassReunions-allowsCASA/GAL
volunteers to gather to discuss specific case issues
and problem solve roadblocks to advocacy, post-
training.

CitizensReview Board Training- isanannual training
opento all CASA/GAL and Attorney/GAL to educate
them on the purpose and role of the Citizen Review
Board and Closure Board. A mock CRB hearingis
presented.
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CASA/CRB DEPARTMENT

Conferences- attendance on the state and national

level areencouraged for CASA/GAL and CRB volun-

teers. The CASA/CRB Volunteer Association, Inc. is
committed to financially assisting volunteerswhowish
to attend these important training opportunities.

Private PAp CASA/GAL PROGRAM-

In private custody and/or visitation cases, a CASA/
GAL volunteer may be appointed at the request of a
magistrate or judge. Hoursare billed at the rate of $15/
hour and proceeds are directed to the CASA/CRB
Volunteer Association, Inc. (501 C 3). During 2002, a
total of twenty (20) “paid private” CASA/GAL cases
were assigned. All fees are collected by the Lucas i
County Juvenile Court Clerk’ sofficeand are paid to
the CASA/CRB Volunteer Association, Inc. Monies
received from this program are used to fund training
opportunitiesfor CASA and CRB volunteers. In 2002,
theV olunteer A ssociation Board received $3,500.00
remunerationfromthisprogram.

STANDARDS:

In 2000, the Ohio CASA/GAL Association, Inc.
implemented a set of standardsfor CASA/GAL
programs statewide. In order to qualify for trickle-down
license platedollars, each CASA/GAL program must
annually meet increasingly stringent Ohio CASA
standards. In 2002, the Lucas County CASA/GAL
program was found to bein compliance with required
state CASA/GAL standards. A check for $2,300 was
received from license plate funds.

Awarps AND AccompLISHMENTsS- 2002:

* Trainedsixty-ninenew CASA/GAL . Assigned 787
childrenaguardian ad litemin 2002, 38% of those
received a CASA volunteer to advocate for their
best interests.

¢ Lastyear CitizensReview Board volunteers i
reviewed nearly 2200 case plansfor childrenin
out-of-homecare.

¢ CASAsand CRB memberswerenotified of nearly
50 specialized trainingsthrough the CASA/CRB
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officein 2002. The CASA/CRB Board of Trustees
again offered substantial reimbursement for CASA
and CRB volunteers' ongoing education.
Published a monthly news etter, The Voice. The
Voice was sent in color, with graphics.

With the help of the LCJC Information Systems
reports were able to be submitted by email.
Received the Toledo Chapter of The Association
for Womenin Communication 2002 Crystal Award
of Excellencefor the CASA billboard.

Secured aVOCA grant through the Ohio Attorney
General’sofficeto help fund a CASA staff
attorney.

Organized afive county Regional CASA Teamto
better serve recruitment, name recognition and
educational needs of Northwest Ohio CASA
programs.

Continued our pledge to work collaboratively with
other agencies to better serve the best interest of
our community’ s abused and neglected children
and the volunteers who serve them. In 2002
CASA/GAL and CRB collaboratedwith: The
Toledo-Lucas County Library, The Family And
Child Abuse Prevention Center, The Cullen
Center, L ucas County Children Services, Connect-
ing Point, the Toledo Bar Association, The
University of Toledo Collegeof Law, theUT
Collegeof Health and Human Services, Bowling
Green State University, and the University of
Michigan School of Social Work, the Ohio CASA
Association and the National CASA Association.
CASA/GAL and CRB staff, Board and volunteers
participated in the planning and execution of The
Cousino Navy Bistro Golf Classic outing/
fundraiser. Theresult wasreceipt of a$19,000.00
donation to the CASA/CRB Volunteer Associa-
tion, Inc. (Board of Trustees).

Internships were awarded to students from the
University of Michigan graduate school of social
work, the University of Toledo Collegeof Law,
Bowling Green State University, and Owens
Community College.



PROBATION DEPARTMENT

The Probation Department is committed to the
balanced approach framework which emphasizesa
commitment to competency devel opment, accountabil-
ity, and community protection. As such, the
department strives to hold juvenile offenders
accountable for delinquent activity, while providing
referral to resourcesthat reduce criminal behavior, and
increase the ability of youth to live productively and
responsibly in the community. The Probation
Department embraces a philosophy that emphasizes
theimportant role of the family in relation to each
youth referred for services. Assessment, referral to
treatment and intervention are provided based on each
offenders needs. Many of these interventions focus
on teaching life skills and coping skillsto youth
through referral to diverse programming that includes
anger management, criminal thinking errors, individual
and family therapy, and substance abuse assessment
andreferral to treatment.

The Classification System provides a management tool
for the department. This system enables the
department to sort the probation population into
different categories based on assessment of risk and
need, to provide differential supervision to youthin
each category. The caseload data, which istraced
through the management information system has
provided a valuable resource to study the pattern of
juvenile offenders in the county, and enhances
probation’ s ability to identify therelative likelihood of
recidivismfor all probationers. Thisinformationis
beneficial to the development of both internal and
external programming directed toward theoverall
mission of rehabilitation of the juvenile offenders and
the protection of the community.

In 2002, 903 youth werereferred to Probation. A

comprehensive social history was completed on each
youth prior to assignment to a Probation Officer. The
average number of youth on probation throughout the
year was635. These youth and families received case
management services, in addition to awide array of
services both internally and externally in the
community. Servicesrangefrom interventionsgeared
for low risk offendersto intensive supervision for high
risk felony offenders. Probation
Officersdevelop treatment plans
for each offender and link youth
and familiesto servicesin the
community. Inaddition, Probation
staff provide awide array of
serviceswhichincludefamily
counseling, substance abuse
screening and assessment, sex
offender screening and linkage to
education and treatment,
restitution and community service
programs, and placement services.

Should community protection
become an issue, the probation staff may utilize secure
detention, community detention, electronic monitoring
and drug testing of youth to ensure compliance to
court orders and reduce the risk to the community.

The department strives to closely collaborate with
community agencies to enhance service delivery to
youth and families, and to increase the opportunities
for success for each youth on probation. Probation
staff contribute through participation in many
committees and work groups, and attend staffings for
youth and families, in various agencies throughout the
county. Agencies such as the Lucas County Cluster,
L ucas County Children Services Board, Lucas County
Mental Health Board, L ucas County Family Council,
and the L ucas County Department of Job and Family
Servicesare just afew of the agencies with which the
department collaborates on aregular basis. Probation
Officersalsowork closely with area schoolsin the
county by conducting school visits and attending
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT

educational staffings when necessary.

Ultimately, the Probation department worksto fulfill
the court’ smission to a) ensure public safety, b) work
with the community to develop and enforce standards
of responsible behavior for adults and children, c) to
ensure the balance between consequences and
rehabilitation while holding offenders accountable for
their actions. To this end, we focus our energies.

CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
The Classification System involves the systematic

collection of data on probation referrals and provides
management reports and caseload data.

2002 PROBATION SERVICES ACTIVITY

-INTAKE UNIT-
Assessment Reports 703
Social History Investigations 177
Certification Reports 14
Out-of-Town Investigations (O.T.l.) 9
Total 2001 Reports 910

-CASE ASSIGNMENTS-

High Risk 259
Regular Risk 373
Low Risk 142
Divert 0
Total 2002 Assigned 774
Total 2001 Assigned 710

-CASESTERMINATED-
Total 2002 Prob. Cases Terminated 691
Total 2001 Prob. Cases Terminated 686

INTENSIVE SupERVISION UNiT (1.S.U.)

The mission of the Intensive Supervision Unit isto
reduce the number of youth committed to the Ohio
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Department of Y outh Services, by providing
community-based supervision and interventions for
high risk felony offenders. Essential components of
this program center around case management which
involves the intensive supervision of the youth.
Surveillance officersare utilized to provideincreased
supervision and tracking of the youth. The program
places a strong emphasis on education, competency
development, and counseling to assist youth in
successful completion of the program.

2002 INTENSIVE SUPERVISION UNIT
ACTIVITY
Number of Youth Referred 68
Number of Youth Accepted 36
Number of Youth Terminated 94
Successful Termination 41
Unsuccessful 19
Other 34

JuveniLE ResTiTuTioNn Program J.R.P.

Since the development of the Juvenile Restitution
Programin 1977, the Court has placed ahigh priority
on holding offenders accountable for their actions.
Restitution holds youth financially responsible for the
loss and/or damage they have caused. The restitution
owed by each youth is determined through aloss
verification process conducted with the victim. If the
youth does not have the ability to pay the restitution,
he/sheisassigned to awork crew and paid minimum

wage.

Supervised work crews complete avariety of projects
at local schools, area parks, and other government and
public service agencies.

The Juvenile Restitution Program has remained
committed to the principles of victim reparation, and
holding youth accountable, as a means of providing a
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balanced approach. Through the years, this program
has continued to develop community partnerships
with local public agenciesthat have utilized program
work crews, and provided job placement for offenders.
In this way the program benefits the offender, the
community, andthevictim.

To date, the total amount disbursed to victimsis
$2,621,454.92.

2002 RESTITUTIONACTIVITY

Referrals 1,056
Cases Terminated 896
Successfully Terminated 888

Amount Restitution Recovered $158,462.37
Total Hours Worked 18,238

PLACEMENT SERVICES

Placement Services provides out-of-home placements
for the purpose of treatment to prevent further
delinquent behavior. The Court requires that
recommendationsto remove ayouth from home be
made only after all effortsto work with the youth/
parents within the home setting have been exhausted.
Once adecision is made to remove ayouth from the
home, the least restrictive alternate placement will be
considered. When possible, the department strives to
utilize community-based treatment as opposed to
removing youth from their homes. All residential
placements areinitially screened for approval by the
Placement/Administrative Review Committee. All
cases are reviewed by the committee every 90 daysto
assure that treatment goals are met and that
reunification of thefamily isachieved inatimely
manner. In most cases the out-of-home placement isa
temporary episode that ceases once the treatment
goals and objectives for the youth and family have
been met.

2002 PLACEMENTACTIVITY
Youth Referred 33
Youth Placed in 2002 5
Total Youth in Placement 28
CasesTerminated 46
Successful Terminations 11
Unsuccessful Terminations 6
Other Terminations 29
*Total Placement Costs $760,196.81

*Total includesthe Court’ s contribution of $94,240.00
to the Lucas County Children’s Cluster.

FamiLy CoUNSELING

The Family Counseling Program uses a systems-based
approach to intervene with Court involved youth and
families. Thisfamily counseling serviceispredicated
on the understanding that the family is powerful in
children’slives and is an integral part of ayouth’s
positive or negative functioning. The services
provided through the Family Counseling Program
support the overall commitment to the competency
development of youth.

2001 FAMIILY COUNSELING ACTIVITY
Number of Families Referred 84
Number of Families Assigned 55
Number of Families Terminated 77
Number of Sessions Held 632

SuesTANCE ABUSE SERVICES (S.A.S.)

Substance Abuse Services staff have extensive
knowledge regarding drugs and acohol, and are
certified as Chemica Dependency Counselors
(C.C.D.C.). Overtheyears, SA.S. hasshifted itsfocus
from providing education to amore comprehensive
approach of screening, assessment, and referral. Asa
result, more youth are linked to treatment and/or
servicesin the community including drug/al cohol
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education classes, out-patient counseling, day treatment, in-patient treatment, and residential placement if
necessary.

Substance Abuse Services aso conducts a monthly, eight hour long drug and alcohol intervention program, the
Chemical Awareness Program (C.A.P.). The program provides information about the pharmacological effects of
alcohol and chemicals and the disease of alcoholism. Intervention plans are determined by assessment through a
combination of family, parent, and adolescent group sessions conducted during the program. Parents are required
toattendall sessionswiththeir child. Thesessionsareunder thedirection of court personnel with variouscommunity
agencies presenting related topics.

2002 SUBSTANCE ABUSE SERVICES ACTIVITY

The Probation depart- Referrals 752
Successful Terminations 674

ment attempts to L
! Unsuccessful Terminations 98
embrace the delicate Other 137
balance between S.A.S. Terminations 909
consequences and Referralsto C.A.P. 153
habilitati C.A.P. Successful Completions 109
FENEBIatiOn: C.A.P. Unsuccessful Completions 39
Other 14

Sex OrrenDeR TREATMENT Procram (S.O.T.)

The Sex Offender Treatment Program was developed to respond to the special problems/issues that adolescent
sexually abusive youth present to the community and the Juvenile Court. These problems/issuesare different from
other delinquent populations and require specially-trained staff to provide acomprehensiveintervention. The staff
of the program conduct aninitial comprehensive assessment, makereferralsto community-based treatment, provide
short-term psycho-educational classes, sexual offender specific groups, individual and family counseling, and parent

support groups.

2002 SEXOFFENDER TREATMENT
(S.O.T.)ACTIVITY

Number of Referrals 46
Number of Assessments Completed

and Staffed 50
Number of S.O.T. Group Sessions 48
Number of Individualsin S.O.T. Group 53
Number of Individual Sessions 984
Number of Parent Support Group Sessions 48
Cases Terminated Successfully 63
Cases Terminated Unsuccessfully 12
Cases Terminated - Other 4
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING

received by employeesin the year 2002, represents a
72% increase over training hoursreceived in 2001, and
a134%increase over calendar year 2000 baseline data.

Over the course of the calendar year, 2,071 staff

By the end of calendar year 2002, Juvenile Division attended the 319 training events that covered 193

Employees had attended 319 various training pro- topics. The varioustraining eventsincluded: 167

grams, covering 193 juvenilejustice related topicsand ~ internally conducted training programs, 20 county

completed nearly 9,000 hoursof training. Moreover, sponsored training programs and

twenty-five (25) new employees had completed 2,000 132external training programs.

hours of orientation and job specific training during Withinthe Juvenile Division:

the calendar year. JuvenileCourt Staff (988) com- STAFF
pleted 4,956 hours of training; DEVELOPMENT

Coretraining programs developed in prior years Juvenile Detention Center Staff AND TRAINING

continued to be offered and included: (629) completed 2,281 hoursof

CFR training and Y outh Treatment

Documentation Training Center Staff (453) completed 1,720

How to Excel at Verbal Intervention hours of training. Gary Lenhart,

First Aid . Staff Development

Juvenilelnformation Systems(JISComputer Training) 1 he 167 internally conducted Administrator

Non-Violent CrisisIntervention training programs accounted for

Security/Fire Prevention & Emergency Action Plan 85% of all staff participatingin

Structural Family Therapy training and nearly 72% of all training hours com-

Suicide Awareness/Prevention & Emergency Re- pleted. County sponsored training represented just

sponse over 2.5% of staff attending training and about 2.5% of

TheArt of Setting Limits. thetraining hoursreceived. External training (local/out

of county/out of state) accounted for about 12% of
Additional “Core Training Programs’ weredeveloped ~ Staff attending training and represented just over 25%

and conducted, in the following subject areas during of the training hours completed for the year.

theyear, aswell:

Conflict Management in the Workplace In October, individual training records were distributed
Drug/Alcohol Awareness recordslist all training completed in the years 2000,
Employee Handbook Orientation & Overview and 2001 and all training received sincethat time.

By midyear, our Training Database was devel oped, By year’ send, The Information Systems Department
staff training files were established, and verifiable had fine-tuned the various reports that were needed
training data for all staff was entered into the record and Department Heads were receiving quarterly
keeping system for calendar years 2000 and 2001. updates on staff training completed and required. The

Baseline data showed that Juvenile Division Employ-  establishment of the training database all owed timely
ees completed 4,247 hoursof trainingintheyear 2000, ~ Year-end training reports to be sent to all Department
and 5,147 hoursin 2001. The 8,958 hours of training Heads.
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JUVENILE

JUVENILE DETENTION CENTER

I n 2002, the L ucas County Juvenile Detention Center
facility completed itsfirst full year of operation at its
new site, 1801 Spielbusch Avenue. Population control,
safety, and behavior management
are three great concerns this
juvenile detention center faces.

DETENTION

CENTER

Antonio Garrett,
Administrator

Bruce Williams,

Assistant

Administrator

The bed capacity of the new
facility is one hundred and twenty-
five. Asitdidin2001, Lucas
County Juvenile Court continued
its effortsto efficiently manage the
population of the detention center.
Presently, the detainee population
is being maintained at an average
of fifty-five youths per day.

The Lucas County Juvenile Detention Center is still
evolving in process and function. The primary
objective isto keep youth and staff experiences at the
facility as safe as possible, adding and adjusting
programs and procedures to serve this purpose. The
community detention component of the juvenile court
system continued to provide a strong, positive
influence on thefinal numbersfor daily population. In
many ways, each task and function of the detention
center can aid administration and court staff in their
effortsto maximizethe productivity of the employees,
the assessment and improvement of detainees
personal needs and attitudes, and offer a safe environ-
ment to both. Some of the facets of the detention
center and its function that have continued to be
helpful are the cameras and radios throughout the
facilty, utilization of detainee handbooksand adaily
administrative staff review of each youth's status while
in detention have been aids in treatment.

24

The use of an orientation unit within the detention
center continued to be agreat value, aswell. This
program has been adjusted to make it more gender
specific, throughout 2002. Orientation now takes place
in primarily separate settings, malesin one areaand
femalesin another area.

Features that have been added to the detention
center'sprogramming in the year 2002 include an art
program and alibrary. Asaresult of theart program,
thefacilty, itself, now looks much more colorful and
exciting. The art program has given both youth and
staff a positive outlet through which to express
themselves. Thelibrary, still in an early stage of
development, has features that will continue to offer
many benefits to youth while they proceed through
thejudicial process.

By the end of 2001, it was adesire that the detention
center might enlist the aid of arenowned expert to help
us expand our efforts toward improving the detention
facility. Since that time, such assistance was con-
tracted with the National Juvenile Detention Services
Association. The Association will support the
development of a state of the art behavior management
program, specifically designed for the use of Lucas
County Juvenile Court Detention Center. By theend
of 2002, a schedule had been put in place for the
National Juvenile Detention Services Association to
assist a core group of detention staff in putting
together adetention curriculum that all staff will then
betrained to implement. Onceimplementation of this
behavior management programisin place, webelieve
that our facilty will be ableto operate at a superior
level. Thelevel we hopeto achieveisoneat which
every parent will feel that their detained child will bein
a healthy and safe environment during their stay at the
L ucas County Juvenile Detention Facility.

The juvenile detention center hopes to have the new
behavior modification programinfull operation mode
by June of 2003.



PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT

The Psychology Department, which islocated within
secure detention, provides a range of servicesto the
Juvenile Court. The department consists of one full-
time psychologist, one part-time psychology assistant,
afull-time secretary, and a part-time psychology intern
contracted through the University of Toledo. A
primary function of the department is to conduct
comprehensive psychological evaluations viareferrals
from Judges, Magistrates, and Probation Officers. The
evaluations are conducted with court-involved youth
in the community, and with youth currently in secure
detention. Evaluationsalso assist in judicial decision-
making and treatment planning.

The Department completed 85 comprehensive
evaluationsduring 2002. The number of referrals per
year has held fairly constant for the past three years,
with 90and 91 completed for 2000 and 2001,
respectively. Thefollowing table detailsthe 2002
statistics regarding age, gender, minority, and whether
or not the youth was in secure detention for
comprehensive evaluations completed by the
department.

2002 PSYCHOLOGICAL EVALUATIONS
Total Evaluations Completed 85
Evaluations Cancelled Priorto Completion 6
Youth Detained 52 (61%)
Not Detained 33(39%)
Minority 38(45%)
Non Minority 47 (55%)
Male 73(86%)
Female 12 (14%)
Age 13 and younger 23(27%)
Age 14 and older 62 (73%)

The Psychology department also oversees and tracks
referral of youth to Court Diagnostic and Treatment
Center for purposes of certification evaluations.

In recent years, there has appeared to be an increased
number of youth placed into secure detention with a
history of mental health problems and/or treatment. In
light of this, the department initiated a standardized
mental health screening (Massa
chusetts Y outh Screening
Instrument - MAY SI) of all youth.
This process, performed within

PSYCHOLOGY
DEPARTMENT

eight hours of their placement into
thefacility, beganin 2001; 2002
wasthefirst full year of data
collection. Collection of data,
however, is not the sole purpose.
Once each individual screening
formisscored, adeterminationis
made regarding the need for further
service. A youth obtaining an
elevated score on the MAY Sl is
administered a more comprehensive test of psycho-
logical status and behavioral problems (Achenbach

Y outh Self Report - Y SR). Dependent on the results of
this second test, youth could be referred to the Unison
program located within secure detention. The Chief
Psychologist oversees the Unison program and
supervises the establishment of individual behavioral
plans for youth identified with mental health and/or
severe behavioral problems. Thefollowing table

provides data resulting from mental health screening.

2002 Massachusetts Youth Screening
Inventory (MAYSI)

Total MAY Sl Administered 2,906
MAY Sl with Elevated Scores 706 (24%)
Number of YSR Administered 291 (10%)
Number of Youth Released Prior

to YSR Being Administered 415 (14%)

Number Referred to Unison

Program 191 (6.5%)
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PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT

Data obtained fromthe MAY Sl isalso being usedin a
project initiated by the Cullen Center located at the
Toledo Hospital. The Psychology department has
been working with the Cullen Center on agrant funded
project to examine the tendancy of trauma history to
lead to juvenile delinquency, and will continue to do
so0. Thisprojectisinitsinitia stages, and the MAY S
dataisbeing utilized to help determine whether or not
ascreening instrument can reliably predict if youth
reporting ahistory of traumaare also reporting clinical
levels of psychological symptoms and resultant
behavioral problems. If the dataanalysis provides
evidence that thisis areasonable correlation, the next
step of the project will be to develop a protocol for a
more comprehensivetraumaeval uation and referral for
trauma-focused services. Hopefully, this could
eventually lead to an increased range of servicesfor
youth with mental illness, ahistory of trauma, and
delinquent behavior.

The relationship between the Court Psychology
department and the University of Toledo Graduate
Clinical Psychology program, whichwasinitiated in
2001, was continued throughout 2002. Using an
academic calendar year, the second Masters level
psychology intern was accepted to work in our
Psychology department. The intern acquires valuable
clinical experiencein conducting psychological
evaluations, mental health screenings, consultations,
and group therapy as the Court gains another member
to the Psychology department. This has been
especialy beneficial in that the Court was ableto
eliminate outside contracts used previously for
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psychological evaluations when the number of
referralswere greater than the department could
manage. The relationship with the University has also
led to the Court Psychologist assignment to
dissertation committees for two graduate students
conducting their research with youth in the Juvenile
Detention Center.

In addition to the above mentioned youth assessment
functions, the Psychology department also provides
consultation services to other departments within the
Court about mental health issuesin general and
individual youths. Participation by the Court

Psychol ogist on the Prabation Placement Committee
and at the weekly meetings for detention population
control allowsfor frequent exchange of mental health
information.

Another endeavor of the Psychology Department
initiated in 2002 was a pilot study for an art program,
towork with youth in secure detention. Datawas
collected from youth and from juvenile detention
officersthat will be analyzed to determinethelevel of
satisfaction with the art program, aswell as the impact
in a behavior management aspect. While the statistical
analysisisnot yet completed, preliminary results ook
promising that youth involved in the art pilot not only
enjoyed their participation, but were better behaved
than youth not participating in art. Thefinal goal for
the art pilot will beto acquire funding to allow the pilot
to continue and eventually expand to al unitsin
detention.



YOUTH TREATMENT CENTER

their employability. Morethan 95% of the residents
who have taken the GED have successfully passed.
Toledo Public School teachers are trestment team
members who al so cooperate with the activity

specialist to develop community based projects such
TheLucas County Youth Treatment Center (Y.T.C)is a5 teachi ng the RainForest curriculum and other

asecure 44 bed residential correctional facility for science projects to various elementary schools

adjudicated juvenile felony offenderswho would through the Tapestry Program; serving lunch at the

otherwise be committed to a state institution. The Cherry Street Mission; going on

mission of the Lucas County Y outh Treatment Center the annual trip to Stone Lab;

isto use the strengths of individual, family, and planning and implementing the

community systemsto provide effective residential annual summer school joint YOUTH
correction to L ucas County Juvenile Court-committed curriculum and end of summer TREATMENT
youth. A total of 294 youth, 251 malesand 43 females, program/cookout; taking field trips CENTER (Y. T.C. )
have been placed at Y.T.C. since it opened in June, to COSI and the Toledo Museum

1995. The systems-based program involvestreatment  of Art. In August, "Get It How
planning that includes the youth’s thinking, emotions, vy gy Ljvel", the second annual

and history aswell asinteractions with: family, school, performance piece created by Theresa MCCarthy
community, religious and public agency involvement, residents and staff under the Acocks,
etc. Everything together istreatment. direction of artist-in residence .
iti icipating i i . : Administrator
In addition to participating in family, group and Michael Lippert, was presented to
individual counseling, all residentswork to complete invited guests, including residents

any ordered restitution. They also learn to correct the  fgmjjies, Court employeesand community members.
thinking errorsthat support criminal behavior. This

cognitive-behavioral work isanimportant part of The activity therapist coordinates many activities with
residents changing the way of thinking that they use  the teachers. In addition, she provides art therapy,
toexcusetheir illegal acts. plans and organizes activities such as spiritual

enrichment, Toledo Grows! gardening at Ten Eyck
Towers, cleaning the Mud Hens stadium, sports

2002 Youth Treatment Center Activity intramurals, pet therapy, public choir performances,
Referrals - 81 and numerousfield trips.
Youth Deferred to a less restricted setting - 4

Youth accepted for placement - 33 The Aftercare Supervisor initiated the participation of

Males Placed - 29 Y.T.C. residents and Aftercare youth in the public
Eemaled Placed - 4 awarenesscommunity serviceprogram, Victim Forum.

Total Terminations - 32 Victims and offenders speak on separate panels at

Successful Terminations - 29 (91%) differing times. Current and former residents

Unsuccessful Terminations - 3 (9%) voluntarily speak to public groups about their stories

of their criminal choices, the effectson their victims,
their need to pay back their victims and the commu-
nity, and the work they are doing to correct their
thinking and behaviors. Victim Forum hasbeena

Residents' many successes in school are important in
developing their sense of competency and increasing
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91% of the youth
placed at YTC were

successfully termi-

nated.

YOUTH TREATMENT CENTER

meaningful experiencefor the participating youth, who

take responsihility for themselves and their actionsin a
public forum, and who participate in giving back to the

community.

The Aftercare program continues to collaborate with
thefamilies, residents, and Y.T.C. staff whiletheyouth
areinY.T.C., preparing for the challenging transition
back tofull-timecommunity living
infourth phase. Aftercareis
designed to decrease recidivism
and to promote the youth and
family’ spositiveparticipationin
the community. Theprogram
offers counseling, 24 hour access
for crisisintervention, referralsto
community services, case-
management, and Juvenile Court
accountability. Eight monthsisthe
average length of aftercare.
Common issuesarising in aftercare
include thinking error relapses, the
youth’ s interactions with former peer groups,
resurfacing of former unhelpful family patterns,
substance abuse relapse, and failure to make use of
mental health services and psychatric medications
when needed. Typically three out of four youth

successfully compl ete aftercare without any new
offenses. Two yearsafter completing Y.T.C., three out
of four youth are free of new felony charges, whichisa
significant improvement over their prior histories

Y.T.C. continued the goal of decreasing the length of
stay in2002.

The average length of stay increased almost four
weeks for those completing successfully. The new
average was greater than 2001 and less than 2000.

The average length of stay decreased about four and a
half months for those completing unsuccessfully
compared to 2001, and almost 6 months compared to
2000.

There can be great variablity in comparisons because a
particularly long or short stay can affect the average
due to the small numbersinvolved each year.

The decreases/increases may vary dramatically from
year to year without reflecting atruelong-term
difference, which will need to betracked for severa
yearsfor accurate measurement.

Y.T.C. will continuethe goal of decreasing length of
stay throughout 2003.

1998 1999
Referrals
Admissions

Terminations
Successful
Unsuccessful

33(75%)
7 (25%)

27 (75%)
9 (25%)

YOUTHTREATMENT CENTERDATA

2000
98
35 42

37 23
26 (70%) 20 (87%)
11 (30%) 3(13%)

29(91%)
3 (9%)
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CITE PROJECT

The Community Integration and Training for
Employment (CITE) Project, initiatedin January of
2000, assists delinquent youth with community reentry
following incarceration. The project is supported by a
grant from the Byrne Memorial Fund and matching
funds from Lucas County. The grant was awarded
through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJIDP), and the Regional Planning Unit.
The staff consists of afull-time Project Director, a
contractual, part-time Project Consultant and graduate
student interns who are supervised by the Project
Director. The CITE Project operates at the Lucas
County Y outh Treatment Center and the Lucas
County Juvenile Justice Center.

The CITE Project hasthree main components:

¢ Developmet of employment skillsand career
exploration

¢ Community servicethat joinsclientswith
community service centersin their neighborhood

¢  Opportunitiesto plan and participate in diverse
recreational and leisure activities through a
Venture Crew chartered with the Boy Scouts of
America

In addition, the CITE Project, in collaboration with the
Office of Admissions at the University of Toledo,
offers a college preparation support group to eligible
and interested youth.

New clients receive screening, assessment, interest
inventory (Self Directed Search) and interpretation,

and an individualized needs-based treatment plan.
Thereafter, clientsattend 16 weekly 90-minute
educational groups. These group sessions address
soft skills such as communication, self-awareness, self-

management, and attire. Other topics covered include
career exploration, completing job applications, job
seeking skills, resumewriting, andinterviewing skills.
Guest speakers from the community assist in
interviewing practice and provide information about
employer needs and expectations.

Job shadowing experiences are tailored to each youth's
interest. Job coaching is provided
to help clientsfind and maintain
employment. The CITEProjectisa
skill and strength-based program.
Follow-up services are provided on
an as-needed basis. Clientsare
terminated after 12 monthsor
successful program completion.
Following termination, employees
follow-up onclientsat 3, 6, 9, and
12monthintervals.

Charlie Johnson,

: _ _ Director
The CITE Project provides services

to approximately 40 youth per year.
The program has expanded to serve youth on
probation with the Juvenile Court adding to the
services that continue to be provided to juveniles
released from the Y outh Treatment Center. To date,
the CITE Project has served over 90 youth. Over 67
youth have gained employment with assistance from
CITE and many have learned to find employment on
their own. The average length of employment has
increased from 3.2 monthsto approximately 5.4
months. None of the youth who successfully
completed all phases of the CITE Program have been
re-committedfor new criminal activity.

The CITE project refers eligible and appropriate youth
to Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funded job
training, and Y outh Build. Further, clients requesting
employment services beyond termination are assisted
upon client request.
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INFORMATION SYSTEMS

In 2002, Information Systems assi sted the Clerks Office
inimplementing asolution for combining the case
docket and journal into asingle electronic format. The

INFORMATION
SYSTEMS

Celeste Hasselbach,
Director

goal was to accomplish this
without typing the ordersto
produce the journal entry for
signature and redundantly typing
theinformation fromthejournal
entry to reflect the detail on the
case docket. This was successfully
achieved, using our case
management system to create
automatic temporary docket entries
that match the printed journal
entry. Upon the court order's
signing and journalizing, the
temporary entries post to the case

docket and the Court’s journal logs the neccessary
detail. Thisisthe current process for permanent/
private custody, dependency, neglect, abuse,
parentage, custody/visitation, and support cases.

Information Systemsworked with the grants
coordinator and the Ohio Department of Y outh
Services(ODY S) to provide el ectronic submission of
required reports. On amonthly basis the Y outh
Tracking Forms and Felony Report are submitted
electronically to ODYS. This process has saved the
Court time in processing the tracking forms and has
madeentry intothe ODY Ssystem moreefficient.

Information Systems devel oped an Employee Training
database designed according to the specifications and
requests of the Staff Development Administrator. This
database was created using Microsoft Access. Basic
employee datawasimported to initialize the database.
Training recordswere back | oaded for 2000 and 2001,
and are updated by the Staff Development Administra-
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tor, keeping it current. Reportswere devel oped for use
by individual employees and department managers.

Information Systems supported the Human Resource
Administrator with preparing and defining the use of
Knowledge Point’ s Performance Now!, aperformance
evaluation application. Assistance was provided for
training of end users and execution of this software.

Many new statistical and management reports have
been developed for use in the ongoing review of
productivity throughout the Court and Juvenile
Detention Center. Statistical information regarding the
volume and demographics of the clients served has
been very valuable in evaluating the effectiveness of
programming offered through the Court’ s Probation
Department. Management reporting designed for
Detention has provided information to support
decisions of staffing and other natures. Informationis
available on bookings, admissions, daily population,
and releases. These reports are available at the finger
tips of managers who require them for whatever
reporting period is being eval uated.

Judge Ray expressed an interest in using voice
recognition software for dictation and with support
and assistance from Information Systems began using
Dragon Naturally Speaking by ScanSoft. The Judge
isableto verbally dictate directly to word processing
and email. Thishas provided him with an efficient
hands free input option.

Ongoing equipment needs were met throughout the
Court during 2002. The Clerks Office saw the
installation of anew group laser printer and the
replacement of 20 desktop computers. A new group
laser printer wasinstalled in the Fileroom to more
efficiently handle the large volume of printing for case
preparation. The Probation Department received two
new group laser printersto more effectively distribute
printing among thefifty-plus staff members. The
Fiscal department received asmall group printer to
replace an outdated model.



FISCAL AND BUSINESS

TheFiscal Department isresponsible for: the prepara
tion of all division budgets; the payroll and employee
fringe benefit management; devel opment and mainte-

nance of al financial contracts, reports, and records;
the collection, bookkeeping, and disbursement of all
fines, court costs, fees and other revenue received;
purchasing and procurement of supplies and equip-
ment; and liaisonship with the County Facilities
Department to coordinate building maintenance and

custodial services.

JUVENILE COURT & DETENTION

LINE ITEM ACCOUNT JUVENILE DETENTION
Salaries (Elected Officials) $27,923.28 $ -
Salaries (Employees) $5,120,236.82 | $2,095,730.23
TOTAL SALARY ACCOUNT $5,148,160.10 | $2,095,730.23
Supplies $131,757.42 $184,925.30
Supplies - Postage $97,758.20 $ -
Drug Testing $22,356.52 $ -
Equipment $36,744.05 $28,274.27
Motor Vehicles $3,327.50 $ -
Contract Repairs $43,129.59 $12,565.60
Contract Services $144,414.72 | $299,281.80
Travel/Training $70,157.91 $5,261.95
Expenses Foreign Judges $64.52 $ -
Per Diem Foreign Judges $156.00 $ -
Advertising & Printing $7,463.71 $ -
Witness Fees $4,823.00 $ -
Transcripts $11,931.05 $ -
Child Placement $53,500.00 $ -
Medical Supplies/Fees $ - $7,718.07
Other Expenses $82,785.95 $3,202.72
Telephones $104,573.58 $19,103.00
FICA $50,639.76 $21,192.02
Workers Compensation $10,548.17 $3,900.81
PERS $719,444.11 $278,232.31
Insurance Benefits $1,042,819.87 | $359,207.48
TOTAL OTHER EXPENSES $2,638,458.63 | $1,222,865.33

OTAL BUD P $7,786,618 $ 8,595.56
2001 BUDGETED EXPENSES $7,536,531.91 [$3,232,628.53
CHANGE FROM 2001 $250,086.82 $85,967.03
PERCENT CHANGE 3.32% 2.66%
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FISCAL AND BUSINESS

Description of Court Costs, Fines and Fees

Collected
Fines and Court Costs $263,795.41
State Reparation Paid $68,608.15
Ohio State Highway Patrol $59,613.07
Traffic LawLibrary $27,313.54
Traffic City Highway $4,395.60
Sheriff Fees $3,796.68
Restitution Cash Payments $82,600.42
Legal Research Fees $13,497.55
Computer Automation Fees $71,422.56
Blood Testing Fees $2,904.00
Custody Investigations $15,100.00
Child Placement Support
Payments $915.00
Reimbursementfor Court
Appointed Attorneys $526.68
Publication Fees & Mis-
cellaneous Revenue $373.10
Township Fees $9,600.27

Juvenile Court-Microfilming Fees  $10,002.07

Juvenile Court - Postage Fees $3,675.00
Juvenile Court- Mediation Services
Fees $18,370.00
Juvenile Court - Mediation Court
Cost Fees $39,584.20
Subtotal Juvenile Court Fines/
Costs/Fees $696,093.30
Prior Year Receipts $760,256.94
-8.44%

DESCRIPTION OF GRANT & SUBSIDY
FUNDS RECEIVED
Departmentof Youth Services

Reclaim Ohio Funds $1,163,552.50
Departmentof Youth Services
Base Funding $711,033.19

Title V $77,491.66
Departmentof Youth Services

403 Rehab Funds $2,067,633.88
JAIBG $265,808.43
CASA $22,211.00
Americorp $5,169.11
Byrne $67,571.01
Drug Court $54,282.42
Subtotal Grant & Subsidy Funds

Received $4,434,753.20
Prior Year Receipts $3,937,319.42
12.63%

DESCRIPTION OF OTHER REVENUE
Juvenile Assistance Trust &

Interest Deposits $2,357.31

State of Ohio Indigent Driver
Alcohol Drug Treatment $150.00
Total Other Revenue $2,507.31
Prior Year Receipts $3,745.85
-33.06%

DESCRIPTIONOF CONTRACTAND STATE
REIMBURSEMENTS

Title IV-D Program Cost Center Reimbursement
Title IV-E Placement Reimbursement
Juvenile Justice Center (State Reimbursement) $-
USDA School Breakfast/Lunch Program
Keep Toledo/Lucas County Beautiful Program
SUBTOTAL CONTRACT & STATEREIMBURSEMENT  $656,466.39
PRIORYEARRECEIPTS (-77.19%)

$370,522.88
$204,831.84

$79,611.67
$1,500.00

$2,878,483.90
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

1. OFFENSES DISPOSED

Information is collected and entered into the Lucas County Juvenile Information System (JIS). The capability
exists to have that data reported in a number of ways. For the purpose of the annual report, datais reported:
by offenses and cases disposed during the calendar year. A case may be filed with more than one offense (or
counts). For example, if acaseisfiled with two counts of criminal damage and one count of possession of
criminal tools (it isasingle case with one case number with three distinct counts 01, 02, and 03). For statistical
counting purposes this is counted as one case and three offenses.

VOLUMEOFOFFENSES

Juvenile offenses disposed during 2002 totaled 10,407, an increase of 65, or lessthan 1%, from 2001. Of thisa
total of 7,223, or 69%, of the offenses were disposed by formal court proceedings and 3,184, or 31%, of the
offenseswere handled unofficially. Thiscomparesto 67% of the offenses being handled formally during 2001.

DELINQUENT VS.STATUSOFFENSE

Of the 7,223 formal offenses, 6,752, or 93%, were delinquency and 471, or 7%, were status offenses. This
comparesto 95% of theformal offensesbeing delinquent during 2001. Of the 3,184 unofficial offenses, 1964, or
62%, were delinquent offenses and 1,220, or 38%, were status offenses. This comparesto 53% delinquent cases
during 2001.

Delinquent Vs. Status Offenses

Delinquent (93%)

Status (7%)




STATISTICS

SEXOFOFFENDERFOR OFFENSE
Of the 10,407 offenses 7,170 (or 69%) included boysand 3,193 (or 31%) included girls, whilethe sex was
undetermined in 44, or 1%, of the offenses. This compareswith 68% for boysand 31% for girlsduring 2001.

TABLE 1: SEXOF OFFENDER FOR OFFENSE
BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Delinquency Offenses 5204 1541 7 6752
7% 23% >1%
Status Offenses 215 256 0 471
46% 54% >1%
Unofficial 1751 1396 37 3184
55% 44% 1%
Totals 7170 3193 44 10,407
69% 31% <1%

RACE OF OFFENDER FOR OFFENSE
Ofthe 10,407 offenses 5808 (or 56%) were non-white youth and 4380 (or 42%) were white youth. This
compares with 54% for boys and 44% for girls during 2001.

TABLE 2: RACE OF OFFENDER FOR OFFENSE
AFR/AMER  HISPANIC WHITE OTHER UNKNOWN TOTAL
Delinquency Offenses 3428 344 2850 67 63 6752
51% 5% 42% 1% 1%
Status Offenses 269 20 170 6 6 471
57% 4% 36% 1% 1%
Unofficial 1475 175 1360 24 150 3184
46% 5% 43% 1% 5%
Totals 5172 539 4380 97 219 10,407
50% P 42% 1% b

35



OFFENSE STATISTICS

The following tables categorize individual offenses that were adjudicated during 2002. These categories include Robbery/
Theft, Sex, Injury to Person, Weapon, Drug, Alcohol, Property Damage, Status, and Other Offenses. At the bottom of
each table is the sum totals of all Adjudicated offenses and offenses that were dismissed during 2002 and 2001.

JUVENILE OFFENSES FOR 2002

TABLE 3: ROBBERY/THEFT OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

Breaking and Entering 50 5 0 55
Attempted Breaking and Entering 19 19

Burgla

Attempted Burglary 20 21

Complicity to Burgla

CompI|C|ty to Attempted Burglary

Forgery

Attempted Forge

Grand Theft

Attempted Grand Theft

Grand Theft Auto

Attempted Grand Theft Auto

Complicity to Attempted Grand Theft Auto

Misuse Credit Card

Petty Theft 8 103 283

Attempted Petty Theft

Complicity to Petty Theft

Receiving Stolen Proper 91

Attempted Receiving Stolen Property 18

Receiving Stolen Property (motor vehicle

Attempted Receiving Stolen Property (motor vehicle) 14 14

Aggravated Robbery 8

Attempted Robbe

Complicity to Robbery

Complicity to Aggravated Robbe

Complicity to Attempted Robbery

Attempted Theft

Complicity to Theft

Theft by Intimidation

Theftof Gun

Unlawful Use of Motor Vehicle 108 129

Unlawful Use of Proper 16 51

Attempted Unlawful Use of Property

Complicity to Unlawful Use of Proper

2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 884 204 1088
2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals 836 215 1052
2002 Dismissals 412 101 514

2001 Dismissals 332 116 452
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 4: SEX OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Gross Sexual Imposition 9 3 0 12
Attempted Gross Sexual Imposition
Gross Sexual Imposition - Force
Public Indecency

Rape

Attempted Rape

Sexual Imposition

2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals
2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals
2002 Dismissals

2001 Dismissals 33
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TABLE 5: INJURY TO PERSON OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Assault 115 56 1 172
Aggravated Assault 8 10
Attempted Aggravated Assault 3
Complicity to Assault

Assault - Negligent

Domestic Violence

Endanger Children

Attempted Endanger Children
Felonious Assault

Attempted Felonious Assault
Complicity to Felonious Assault
Murder

Attempted Murder

Aggravated Murder

Aggravated Vehicular Assault
Aggravated Vehicular Homicide
2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 307 123 431

2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals 320 165 485

2002 Dismissals 348 216 565
2001 Dismissals 350 181 532
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 6: WEAPON OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Carrying Concealed Weapon 35 4 0 39
Attempted Concealed Weapon 3 0 0 3
Firearm in Motor Vehicle 1 0] 0] 1
Possession of Weapon in Public 1 2 0 3
Weapon at School 8 0] 0 8
Attempted Weapon at School 1 0 0 1
2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 49 6 0 55
2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals 55 4 0 59
2002 Dismissals 28 6 0] 34
2001 Dismissals 34 4 0 38
TABLE 7: DRUG OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002
NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

Corrupt With Drugs
Counterfeit Substance
Dangerous Drugs

Drug Abuse 144 175
5

Attempted Drug Abuse

Drug Paraphernalia 12 62

Permit Drug Abuse

Prepare Drugs

Attempted Prepare Drugs

Prepare For Shipment

Trafficking Drugs

Aggravated Trafficking Drugs

Attempted Trafficking Drugs

Attempted Aggravated Trafficking Drugs

Complicity to Trafficking Drugs
Trafficking Drugs/Marijuana
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2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 227 46 273
2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals 253 44 299
2002 Dismissals 166 28 194

B |e]

2001 Dismissals 197 25 226
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 8: ALCOHOL OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002
NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

32 39
2002 Dismissals 92 43
2001 Dismissals 70 45

135
118

Consume in Motor Vehicle 1 0] 0] 1
Consume Alcohol 14 3 0] 17
Attempted Minor Purchasing 1 0 0] 1
Permit Alcohol 1 0] 0] 1
Prohibition of Minors 70 20 0] 90
2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 109 25 0] 134

0]

3

TABLE 9: PROPERTY DAMAGE OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002
NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

Attempted Arson

1
Attempted Aggravated Arson 0]

Criminal Damage 72 83
1

Attempted Criminal Damage 1

Complicity to Criminal Damage 1
12

Arson 12 13
1
1

'—\
i — [=f —

(@) O

1
Vandalism 12
Attempted Vandalism 2 6

Iy O

2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 101 17 118

2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals 112 131

19
2002 Dismissals 163 38 PAOK]
2001 Dismissals

AN O e} O [ef O e} O e} O (=]

TABLE 10: STATUS OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Unruly 35 24 0 59
Unruly/Runaway 5 3 0 8
2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 53 37 0 20
2002 Dismissals 197 245 442

[l O

2001 Dismissals 160 155

316
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 11: MISCELLANEOUS OFFENSES DISPOSED FOR 2002

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Criminal Mischief 21 3 24
Attempted Criminal Mischief

Criminal Trespassing 97

Cruelty to Animals

Disorderly Conduct 238 7

Disturbing Public Service

Failure to Comply with Police

Attempted Failure to Comply with Police

False Alarm

Falsification

Furnish False Info 27

Attempted Furnish False Info

Gambling

Importuning

Inciting Violence

Inducing Panic

Intimidating Victim/Witness

Littering From Vehicle

Littering in Public Place

Loitering 16

Menacing

Aggravated Menacing 29

Attempted Aggravated Menacing

Obstruction of Justice

Obstruction of Official Business 7

Park Curfew

Possession of Cigarettes

Possession of Criminal Tools

Complicity to Possession of Criminal Tools

Resist Arrest

Riot

Aggravated Riot

Attempted Aggravated Riot

Safe School Ordinance 399 158

Attempted Safe School Ordinance

Tampering with Evidence

Telephone Harassment

2002 Adjudicated Offense Totals 1083 334 1417

2001 Adjudicated Offense Totals 1043 1378

2002 Dismissals 1138 313 1453
2001 Dismissals 1012
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 12: 2002 OFFENSE SUMMARY
BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

1.) 2002 Adjudicated Delinquency Offenses 2794 760 1 3555
2.)2002 Dismissed Delinquent 2361 749 6 3116
3.) 2002 Total Delinquent Offenses (lines 1& 2) 5155 1509 7 6671
c.) 2001 Total Delinquent Offenses (linesa &b 4967 1540 6530
4.)2002 Adjudicated Status Offenses 5 90
98

X] 37
d.) 2001 Adjudicated Status Offenses 70 28

5.)2002 Dismissed Status Offenses 197 245 442

e.) 2001 Dismissed Status Offenses 160 155 316

6.) 2002 Total Status Offenses (lines 4 & 5) 250 282 532

f.) 2001 Total Status Offenses (linesd & e 230 183 414

7.) 2002 Total Adjudicated Offenses (lines 1 & 4) 2847 797 3645

g.) 2001 Total Adjudicated Offenses (linesa &d 2874 852 3731

8.) 2002 Total Dismissed Offenses (lines 2 & 5) 2558 994 3558

h.) 2001 Total Dismissed Offenses (linesb & e 2323 871 19 3213

9.) 2002 Total Offenses Terminated (lines 7 & 8) 5405 1791 7 7203

10.) 2002 Unofficial Case Handling 1765 1402 37 3204

j.) 2001 Unofficial Case Handling 1845 1453 100 3398
11.) 2002 Grand Total Disposed Cases (lines 9 & 10) 7170 3193 44 10,407
k.) 2001 Grand Total Disposed Cases (linesi & j) 10,342

N
w

0
0
0
1
0
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TABLE 13: PERCENT OF ANNUAL TOTAL BY OFFENSE CATEGORY (Adjudicated & Dismissed)

2002 2001
Robbery/Theft Offenses (1602 of 7203) 22% 22%
Sex Offenses (57 of 7203) 1% )

Injury to Person Offenses (996 of 7203) 14% 15%

Weapon Offenses (89 of 7203) 1% 1%
Drug Offenses (467 of 7203) 6% 8%
Alcohol Offenses (269 of 7203) 4% 4%
Property Damage Offenses (321 of 7203) 4% 4%
Status Offenses (532 of 7203) 7% 6%
Other Offenses (2870 of 7203)

*Seechart on top of following page
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

Percent of Annual Total by Offense Category
(Adjudicated and Dismissed)

‘ Injury to Person (14%) Sex (1%)
Weapon (1%)

Drug (6%)

Alcolol (4%)

Property Damage (4%)
Status (7%)

\ Robbery/Theft (22%) \

Other (40%)

TABLE 14: PERCENT OF ANNUAL TOTAL FOR OFFENSE SUMMARY

2002 2001
Adjudicated Offenses (Table 12, Line 7) 36% (36450f10,407) 36% (37310f10,342)
Dismissed Offenses (Table 12, Line 8) 31% (35580f10,407) 31% (32130f10,342)
Unofficial Case Handling (Table 12, Line 10) 33% (32040f10,407) 33% (33980f10,342)

FIVEYEARTRENDSFOROFFENSES

The following tables chart five year trends for disposed offenses by category.

TABLE 15: GRAND TOTAL OF ALL OFFENSES DISPOSED (Adjudicated/Dismissed/Unofficial)
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Number Offenses Disposed 10,342

Annual Difference -4% -10% 15% 3% <1%

42




OFFENSE STATISTICS

Offenses Disposed

12000
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8000 —
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4000 —

2000 —
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TABLE 16: OFFENSE BY SEX

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Girls

26% 28% 30% 31% 31%

Sex by Percentage
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 17: DELINQUENCY VS. STATUS OFFENSE
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Delinquency
Status 5% 5% 6% 6% 7%

TABLE 18: ADJUDICATED OFFENSES

TABLE 18A: ROBBERY/THEFT OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000

Number of Offenses

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses
Offense Difference from Prior Year
Percent of Difference from Prior Year

TABLE 18B: SEX OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Number of Offenses

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses

Offense Difference from Prior Year

Percent of Difference from Prior Year -40% 36% -10% 7% -32%

TABLE 18C: INJURY TO PERSON OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000

Number of Offenses

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses
Offense Difference from Prior Year
Percent of Difference from Prior Year -15%




OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 18D: WEAPON OFFENSES

1998 1999

Number of Offenses 65 56 5Y4 59 55

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Offense Difference from Prior Year -16 -9 1 2 -4
Percent of Difference from Prior Year -20%

TABLE 18E: DRUG OFFENSES

1998 1999

Number of Offenses 297 284 352 299 273
Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses 8% 8% 11% 8% 8%

Offense Difference from Prior Year 24 -13
Percent of Difference from Prior Year

TABLE 18F: ALCOHOL OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Number of Offenses 179 221 192 172 134

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses 5% 6% 6% 5% 4%

Offense Difference from Prior Year -35
Percent of Difference from Prior Year -15% 23% -13% -10% -22%

TABLE 18G: PROPERTY DAMAGE OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Number of Offenses 152 112 112 131 118
Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses 5% 4% 3% 4% 3%

Offense Difference from Prior Year 19 -13
Percent of Difference from Prior Year -24% -26% 0% 17% -10%

TABLE 18H: STATUS OFFENSES

1998 1999

Number of Offenses

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses
Offense Difference from Prior Year
Percent of Difference from Prior Year




OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 18I: OTHER DELINQUENT OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Number of Offenses

Percent of All Adjudicated Offenses
Offense Difference from Prior Year
Percent of Difference from Prior Year 3% -11% -8% 15% 3%

TABLE 19: ADJUDICATED OFFENSE TOTAL
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Adjudicated Offense Total 3846 3413 3348 3731 3645
Annual Offense Difference -259 -433 -65 383 -86
-6% -11% -2% 11% -2%

Adjudicated Offenses
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

ADJUDICATEDVIOLENT CRIMEINDEX OFFENSES

The following tables report Adjudicated Violent Offenses for a five year period. The violent offenses reported are consistent
with the Federal Bureau of Investigation reporting standards.

TABLE 20: VIOLENT CRIME INDEX ADJUDICATED BOYS OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000 2001

Aggravated Robbery & Robbery

Homicide Offenses

Felonious & Aggravated Assault
Rape & Felonious Sexual Penetration
Totals

Annual Difference

TABLE 21: ADJUDICATED VIOLENT CRIMES COMPARED TOALL BOYS

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total Adjudicated Violent Crimes-Boys 82 66 62 75 100
Total Adjudicated Offenses-Boys 2615

Percent Of Violent 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.6% 3.5%

TABLE 22: VIOLENT CRIME INDEX ADJUDICATED GIRLS OFFENSES

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Aggravated Robbery & Robbery
Homicide Offenses
Felonious & Aggravated Assault

Rape & Felonious Sexual Penetration
Totals

Annual Difference 20% -67% -13% 13% -13%

TABLE 23: ADJUDICATED VIOLENT CRIMES COMPARED TO ALL GIRLS

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total Adjudicated Violent Crimes-Girls 24 8 7 8 7
Total Adjudicated Offenses-Girls

Percent Of Violent 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
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OFFENSE STATISTICS

TABLE 24: VIOLENT CRIME INDEX ADJUDICATED OFFENSES TOTALS (Boys & Girls)

1998 1999 2000 2001

Aggravated Robbery & Robbery

Homicide Offenses

Felonious & Aggravated Assault
Rape & Felonious Sexual Penetration
Totals

Adjudicated Violent Offenses

120

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

100

80

60

40

20

TABLE 25: ADJUDICATED VIOLENT CRIMES COMPARED TOALL ADJUDICATIONS

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Total Adjudicated Violent Crimes-Boys & Girls 100 74 69 83 107

Total Adjudicated Offenses-Boys & Girls 3413 3348
Percentage Violent of All Adjudicated Offenses -2.6% -2.1% -1.9% 1.8% -2.9%




CASE STATISTICS

2. CASES DISPOSED

VOLUMEOFCASES

A total of 9,536 weredisposed during 2002, anincrease of 154, or 2%, from 2001. Of this, atotal of 6,390, or 67%,
of the cases were disposed by formal court action and 3,146, or 33%, were handled unofficially.

This compares to 65% of the cases being disposed by formal court action during 2001.

DELINQUENT vs.STATUSUNOFFICIAL STATUSFOR OFFENSES
Of the 6,390 cases disposed by formal court action 5,919, or 93%, were delinquency and 471, or 7%, were status.
This comparesto 94% of the formal offenses being delinquent during 2001.

Delinquent Vs. Status - Cases Disposed

Delinquency (93%)

Status (7%)

JUVENILECASESBY SEX
Of the 9,536 cases, 6,475, or 68%, wereboysand 3,014, or 32%, weregirls, whilethe sex wasundeterminedin 47,
or lessthan 1%, of the cases. This comparesto 67% boys and 32% girls during 2001.
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CASE STATISTICS

Juvenile Cases by Sex

Boys (68%)

Unknown (<1%)

Girls (32%)

TABLE 26: SEX OF OFFENDER FOR CASES

BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Delinquency Cases 4542 1368 9 5919
7% 23% <1% 62%
Status Cases 216 255 0 471
46% 54% 5%
Unofficial Cases 1717 1391 38 3146
56% 44% 1% 33%
Total Cases 6475 3014 47 9536
68% 32% <1%

RACE OF OFFENDER FOR CASESDISPOSED
Of the 9,536 cases, 55% were non-white youth and 43% were white youth. This comparesto 53% non-white
youth and 44% white youth during 2001.

TABLE 27: RACE OF OFFENDER FOR CASES

AFR/AMER  HISPANIC WHITE OTHER UNKNOWN TOTAL

Delinquency Offenses 2943 294 2580 51 51 5919
50% 5% 44% 1% 1%

Status Offenses 271 21 166 7 6 471
58% 4% 35% 1% 1%

Unofficial 1454 174 1340 24 154 3146
46% 4% 43% 1% 5%

Totals 4668 489 4086 82 211 9536
49% S 43% 1% 20
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CASE STATISTICS

Race of Offender for Cases Disposed

‘ African-American (49%) ‘

Unknown (2%)
Other (1%)

Hispanic (5%)

White (43%)

TABLE 28: AGE RANGE OF OFFENDER BY CASE TYPE

BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

N

_ ““-

N

740 43 308 269 54 259 1009 97 571

_-“_
931 41 259 284 61 253 10 1216 102 522

_ -“- ﬂ_

(=) O7 fSY 01 B
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CASE STATISTICS

FIRST TIME OFFENDERSVS. REPEAT OFFENDERSBY SEX
A total of 72% of the boys' cases disposed were repeat offenders. Thiscomparesto 71%in 2001. A total of 62% of the girls cases
disposed were repeat offenders. Thiscomparesto 61% in 2001.

TABLE 29: FIRST TIME OFFENDERS VS REPEATERS BY SEX
First Time Offenders Repeat Offenders

Boys 28% (1677 0of 6027) 72% (4350 0f 6027)

Girls 38% (1115 0f 2966 62% (1851 of 2966

Unknown 95% (58 of 61) 5% (3 of 61)
31% (2850 of 9054) 69% (6204 of 9054)

FIRST TIME OFFENDERSVS.REPEAT OFFENDERSBY SEX

A total of 63% of White youth were repeat offenders, compared to 76% for African American youth and 71% for Hispanic youth.
Percentages for 2001 were 62% repeat offendersin White youth, 74% repeat offendersin African American Y outh, and 71% repeat
offenders for Hispanic youth.

TABLE 30: FIRST TIME OFFENDERS VS REPEATERS BY RACE

First Time Offenders Repeat Offenders
asian 37% 63%

African/American
Hispanic
Other
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CASE STATISTICS

TABLE 31: ZIP CODE OF OFFENDER BY CASE TYPE

BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
CITY DEL |[STATUS |UNOFF | DEL |STATUS |[UNOFF |DEL |[STATUS |[UNOFF | DEL |STATUS| UNOF
4360 9 74 0 8 0 0 0 8 69
43603 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
413604 99 0 0 0 0 0 S 48
43605 526 28 207 202 31 196 1 0 0 729 59 403
43606 0 94 0 0 8 0 0 68 9 80
43607 568 24 210 165 21 159 0 0 3 733 45 372
43608 0 9 84 9 0 § 688 48 90
43609 376 26 188 132 15 139 1 0 3 509 41 330
43610 8 0 0 0 4
43611 194 6 68 54 6 61 1 0 1 249 12 130
430 48 94 9 0 0 0 0 4
43613 185 10 81 79 11 74 0 0 2 264 21 157
43614 8 4 § 9 0 0 09 8
43615 211 5 62 55 17 45 0 0 2 266 22 109
43616 0 S 8 0 0 0 4
43617 40 0 5 8 1 2 0 0 0 48 1 7
43618 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
43619 1 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 9
43620 40 3 i 0 0 0 /A 0
43621 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
436 0 4 0 40 0 0 0 3 00
43624 44 18 10 16 32 8 0 0 1 62 50 19
4369 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0
Subtotal | 3951 194 1527 1244 231 1246 8 0 32 5203| 425 2805
BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
COUNTY |DEL| STATUS| UNOFF|DEL | STATUS | UNOFF JDEL | STATUS | UNOFF |DEL |STATUS |UNOFF
434 0 0 0 0 6
43434 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
43504 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
43522 4 0 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 10 1 1
4 8 0 S 0 0 0 S 9
43537 123 4 24 16 2 10 1 0 1 140 6 35
/] i 0 o /] 0 O 0 /] /]
43547 9 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 2
4 8 0 0 0 0 4 8
43560 84 7 27 24 2 19 0 0 0 108 9 46
4 06 4 0 0 0 0
43571 22 0 8 2 1 5 0 0 1 24 1 14
ptota 4 9 0 A/ 6 00
ood Co 4 0 0 o 9 0 0 0 49 O
So. Mich. 20 2 22 6 0 27 0 0 1 26 2 50
0 a 0 0 0 9 9 4 0 0 0 9 4
Unknown 46 5 17 12 8 13 0 0 0 58 13 30
and Total 454 § 68 90 9 0 8 919 4 4
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FILING STATISTICS

3. FILINGS

VOLUMEOFNEW OFFENSESFILED
A total of 10,861 new offenseswerefiled during 2002, an decrease of 269 offenses, or 2%, from 2001.

Of these 10,861 new offensefilings, atotal of 7,566, or 70%, were designated to be handled by formal court
proceedings and 3,295, or 30%, were designated to be handled unofficially. Thiscomparesto 68% of the cases
being disposed by formal court action during 2001.

SEX OF OFFENDERSFORNEW OFFENSESFILED
Of the 10,861 new offensesfiled - 7,409, or 68%, involved boys- 3,333, or 31%, involved girls- and 119, or 1%,
were offenses for which the juvenile's sex was not recorded. This comparesto 68% involving boys and 31% girls

during 2001.
TABLE 32: SEX OF OFFENDERS FOR NEW OFFENSES FILED
BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL

Delinquency Offenses 5395 1625 31 7051
7% 23% <1%

Status Offenses 231 281 3 515
45% 55% <1%

Unofficial Offenses 1783 1427 85 3295
54% 43% 3%

Total Offenses 7409 3333 119 10,861
68% 31% 1%

Sex of Offenders for New Offenses Filed

Boys (68%)

Unknown (1%)
“

Girls (31%)




FILING STATISTICS

RACE OF OFFENDER FORNEW OFFENSESFILED

During 2002, 55% of the new offensesfiled involved minority youth. Thiscomparesto 53% minority filings

during 2001.

TABLE 33: RACE OF OFFENDER FOR NEW OFFENSES FILED

AFR/AMER  HISPANIC WHITE OTHER UNKNOWN TOTAL

Delinquency Offenses 2569 360 2084 66 69 7051
51% 5% 42% 1% 1%

Status Offenses 281 25 186 7 16 515
55% 5% 36% <1% 3%

Unofficial Offenses 1502 180 1399 30 181 3295
46% 5% 42% 1% 6%

Total Offenses 5352 565 4569 103 266 10,861
4% P 42% 1% b

Race of Offender for New Offenses Filed

‘ African American (49%) ‘

Other (1%

)

Hispanic (5%)

White (42%)
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FILING STATISTICS

Delinquency
Status

Unofficial

TABLE 34: FIVE YEAR TREND OF OFFENSES FILED
1998 1999 2000

2001

2002

Five Year Trend of Offenses Filed
12000
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4000 —
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FILING STATISTICS

Thefollowing tables represent the offenses most commonly referred to the Court. A total of 28 offenses represent 87% of all offense

filings.
TABLE 35: OFFENSE FILINGS OF 100 OR MORE
BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN TOTAL
Assault 314 203 3 520

117
211
312

Breaking and Entering
Burglal

Criminal Damage
Criminal Trespass 308
Disorderly Conduct 382
Domestic Violence 613
Drug Abuse 286
Drug Paraphernalia 129
Falsification 121
Grand Theft Auto 159
Loitering 154
Menacing 109
Aggravated Menacing 105
Obstructing Official Business 331
Petty Theft 1005
Prohibition Minors 192
Receiving Stolen Property - Motor Vehicle 136
Receiving Stolen Proper 148
Resisting Arrest 228
Robbery 125
Safe School Ordinance 1726
Smoking Minor 106
Theft 137
Unruly 747
Unruly/Curfew 389
Unruly/Runaway 230
Unruly/Truancy 442
a) Totals 9468
b) Total 2002 Filings 10,861
c) ‘a’ divided by ‘b’ 93% 87%
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The most commonly referred offenseis Safe School Ordinance, aswasthe case during 2001.

MOST COMMON REFERRED OFFENSES FOR 2002

Number of Offenses in 2002 % of Total Findings
Safe School Ordinance 1726 16%
Petty Theft

Unruly

Domestic Violence
Assault
Unruly/Truancy

% of Total Filings
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FILING STATISTICS

The most commonly referred boys offense is Safe School Ordinance, as was the case during 2001.

MOST COMMON REFERRED BOYS OFFENSES FOR 2002

Number of Offenses in 2002 % of Total Findings
Safe School Ordinance 1137 18%
Petty Theft 480 8%

Domestic Violence 395 6%

Unruly 365 6%

Disorderly Conduct 268 4%

Obstructing Official Business 260 4%
% of Total Filings

The most commonly referred girls offenseis Safe School Ordinance, aswas the case during 2001.

MOST COMMON REFERRED GIRLS OFFENSES FOR 2002

Number of Offenses in 2002 % of Total Findings
Safe School Ordinance 587 19%
Petty Theft 516

Unruly 377
Domestic Violence 218

Unruly/Truancy 205
Assault 203
% of Total Filings

A total of 287 violent offensefilingsoccurred during 2002, compared to 248 during 2001.

VIOLENT OFFENSES FILINGS FOR 2002
Boys Girls Unknown Total

Aggravated & Felonious Assault 77 1
1

2 89
Aggravated Robbery & Robbery 155 9 175
3

Homicide Offense 3 0]

Rape 19 20
Total 254 32 287
% of Total Filings




COMMITMENT AND CERTIFICATION STATISTICS

4. COMMITMENTS AND CERTIFICATIONS

There arefive categoriesfor commitmentsto the Ohio Department of Y outh Services. Y outh who are serving their first term are
COMMITTED; youth who are on parolefor aprior commitment to the department and are committed for anew felony offenseare
RECOMMITTED; youth who have a prior commitment and are not on parole or probation and are committed on anew felony are
PRIOR COMMITMENT; youth on parole and returned to our institution for atechnical violation are PAROLE REVOCATIONS; and,
youth who have been given an early release and placed on probation and are returned to the institution for atechnical violation are
JUDICIAL RELEASEVIOLATIONS.

TABLE 40: 2002 COMMITMENTS TO THE OHIO DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES

Boys Girls Total

Committed 43 1 44
Recommitted
Prior Commitments

Total

Parole Revocations

Judicial Release Violation 0
Grand Total 81 2

A total of 36% of commitmentswerefor felony 1 & 2 offenses, compared to 25% during 2001. A total of 80% were minority youth
compared to the 54% during 2001. 1t should be noted that 49 African-American youth were committed during 2001 and 44 while
youth. The number of white youth committed were significantly reduced.

TABLE41: 2002 COMMITMENTS CHARACTERISTICS

Commitments Revocations/Rel. Violations

FELONY LEVEL
Murder (Aggravated)

Felony 1 12 (20% 0

Felony 2 10 (16%) 6 (28%)

Felony 3 7(11% 3(14%

Felony 4 19 (31%) 7 (32%)

Felony 5 13(21% 6(27%
22

Total 61

African-American 46 (75%) 12 (55%)
Caucasian 12 (20% 10(45%
Hispanic 3 (5%) 0]
Total 61 22
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COMMITMENT AND CERTIFICATION STATISTICS

FIVEYEARTRENDSFORCOMMITMENTS
totheOhio Department of Y outh Services(ExcludesRevocations)

TABLE 42: COMMITMENTS
1998 1999 2000

Boys

Girls

Total Commitments
Annual Difference

TABLE 43: COMMITMENTS VS. RECOMMITMENTS
1998 1999 2000

Commitments
Percent of Total

Prior & Recommitments
Percent of Total 18% 18% 21% 26% 28%

TABLE 44: REVOCATIONS
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Boys 21 25 25 14 22

Total Revocations 25 27 29 17 22

TABLE 45: COMMITMENTS & REVOCATIONS
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Total Commitments

Total Revocations
Grand Total

Annual Difference -39 9 11 21 -30
-23% -7% 9% -16% -27%
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COMMITMENT AND CERTIFICATION STATISTICS

Commitments & Revocations
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TABLE 46: CERTIFICATION SUMMARY FOR 2002

Carriedfrom2001 2
Filings 24
Certified 11 (1 from 2001 Filings

Committed 4

YTC Placement 2

Dismissed
Parole 1 from 2002 Filings

Probation

Other
Carriedto 2003

Q i
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COMMITMENT AND CERTIFICATION STATISTICS

CERTIFICATIONSTO GENERAL TRIAL DIVISIONS
During 2002, 11 youth were certified to stand trial asan adult on 24 filings by the prosecutor. This comparesto 6 certifications (83%
increase) on 10filings (140% increase) during 2001.

TABLE47: CERTIFICATION OFFENSES

Certification Offenses -

Breaking & Entering 2

Burgla

Aggravated Burglary

Child Endangerment

Failure to Comply

Felonious Assault

Grand Theft Auto

Aggravated Murder

Attempted Murder

Possession of Criminal Tools

Receiving Stolen Property

Aggravated Robbery

Total Offenses 37

Male 10

Race

Caucasian

Hisanic
S)
17
18
19

R EINE R EION O

= =
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TRAFFIC STATISTICS

5. TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS

TABLE 48: TRAFFIC OFFENSES BY SEX & RACE FOR OFFENSES DISPOSED

BOYS GIRLS UNKNOWN
African/American

Hispanic
Caucasian
Other
Unknown

TABLE 49: FIVE YEAR TREND FOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR OFFENSES DISPOSED

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Boys 4292 3896 3475 3175 3259

Total 6128 5616 5131 4662 4755
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DETENTION STATISTICS

6. DETENTION STATISTICS

TABLE 50: BOOKING AND ADMISSION BY SEX
BOYS GIRLS TOTAL

Booked

Admitted 2347 885 3232

Boys make up 70% of the bookings, while 57% of those boys are admitted and represent 73% of total admission.
Girlsmake up 30% of bookings, 50% of those girls are admitted and make up 27% of total admission.

Total Bookings

Girls 30%



DETENTION STATISTICS

Boys

Booked 63%

Admitted 37%

Girls

Booked 67%

Admitted 33%

TABLE51: BOOKING AND ADMISSIONBY RACE
Afr/Amer Hispanic White Other Unknown TOTAL

Admitted 1832 184 1184 30 2 3232

Therewas atotal of 23, 101 bed daysfor 3,282 active admissions for 2002. An active admission could represent ayouth who was
actually admitted prior to 2002 and not rel eased until after the beginning of the new year.
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COMMUNITY DETENTION STATISTICS

7. COMMUNITY DETENTION STATISTICS

400
350
300
250
200
150
100

50

Terminations from Community Detention

Calendar Year 2002

.

Level 2 Level 3

O Successful

299  (71%) 355  (82%)

M Unsuccessful

127 (29%) 82  (18%)

Asdisplayed below, the success rate for minority referralsinvolved in Community Detention was 74%, whereas
Caucasian referrals completed successfully 80% of the time. (Note, the race was unknown in one unsuccessful

case and one successful case; thus those cases are not accounted for in the chart).

Total Terminations from Community Detention
by Race/Ethnicity and Successfulness
Calendar Year 2002
450
400 B
350
300
250
200
150 139
100 69
" B
0
Successful Unsuccessful
O Minority 383 (76%) 139 (24%)
mCaucasian 270 (76%) 69 (24%)
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COMMUNITY DETENTION STATISTICS

Seventy-six percent (76%) of all maleand femalereferralsinvolved in Community Detention compl eted success-
fully. Note, the gender of 6 terminationsis unknown, thus those terminations are not reflected in this table.

Total Terminations from Community Detention
by Gender and Successfulness, Calendar Year 2002
600
507
500
400
300
200
142 162
100
46
0 [
Successful Unsuccessful
CMale 507 (73%) 162 (27%)
WFemale 142 (80%) 46 (20%)

Looking at success rates more closely it was found that: Male Minorities had the lowest success rate of 73% and
Male Caucasians had the highest successrate of 81%. Meanwhile, Female Caucasians had a success rate of
77% while Female Minorities had asuccessrate of 75%.

Success Rate of Community Detention Programming by
Race and Gender -Calendar Year 2002

W Male Minorities
OFemale Minorities
O Male Caucasians
OFemale Caucasians
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Administrative and Supervisory Staff
With Contact Information

JudgeJamesA.Ray
Administrative Judge
(419)213-6717
JudgeJoseph Flores
(419)213-6778

DanPompa
Court Administrator
(419)213-6700

DonnaMitchell
Chief Legal Counsedl
(419)213-6762

DeborahHodges

Administrator of Probation Services
(419)213-6612

Michae Brennan

Assistant Administrator
(4192136611

KendraKec
Specia ProjectsDirector
(419)213-6712

CelesteHasselbach
Information SystemsDirector
(419)213-6697

GaryLenhart
Staff Devel opment Director
(419)213-6695

Pat Balder as
Administrator of Case Flow Services
(419)213-6736

Terri Acocks
Y outh Treatment Center Administrator
(419)213-6161

TonyGarrett
Juvenile Detention Center Administrator
(419)213-6723

William Hutchenson
Civil Magistrate
(419)213-6685

JohnYerman
Delinquency Magistrate
(419)213-6744

JudyFornof

Civil Magistrate
(419)213-6680

Geoff Waggoner
Delinquency Magistrate
(419)213-6745

Brian Goodéll

Civil Magistrate
(419)213-6682
JoyceWoods

Civil Magistrate
(419)213-6681

SueCairl

Delinquency Magistrate
(419)213-6742
LauraRestivo
Delinquency Magistrate
(419)213-6743
DennisParish

Civil Magistrate
(419)213-6686
BrendaRutledge

Civil Magistrate
(419)213-6914

Court Appointed Special Advocates
Carol Martin, Director CASA/CRB
Anital L evin, Associate Director, CASA
Judy L eb, Recruiter/Training Coordinator
(419)213-6753

CitizensReview Board/ClosureBoard
(419)213-6754

BrendaRutledge

Director Mediation Services
(419)213-6914

TammyKoder

Director Delinquency/Unruly Mediations
(419)213-6678

Ralph Sochaki
Fiscal Manager
(419)213-6703

Court-wideFax
(419213-67%
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