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PREFACE 
 

In April 2006, Ohio Department of Youth Services Director Tom Stickrath asked for a 
comprehensive analysis of the “Missouri Model”.  Specifically, he was interested in a 
system comparison of the Missouri Division of Youth Services (MDYS) to the Ohio 
Department of Youth Services (ODYS), to determine the appropriateness and 
feasibility of replicating some or all of the Missouri Model in Ohio.  Director Stickrath 
emphasized his desire for an unbiased, truthful approach to this task.   

 

To meet this request, a team was formed within ODYS that included subject matter 
experts in facilities, education, parole, communities, behavioral health, fiscal, 
legislation, policy, treatment, human resources, security, and research.  The team 
interviewed various MDYS officials in the corresponding subjects.  Deputy Director 
Tom Breedlove and Senior Program Administrator Brent Buerck were very 
instrumental in arranging phone conferences and gathering data for this report.  In 
addition, several juvenile justice organizations were contacted and a number of 
articles and publications were reviewed to gain an academic/national perspective.  
An Interim Report was generated, dated July 14th 2006. 
 

Since July, the report has been circulated among ODYS officials, and the team’s 
preliminary findings have been presented to several juvenile justice stakeholders in 
Ohio.  Officials from the Missouri Division of Youth Services have reviewed the Interim 
Report, and their feedback is incorporated in this final version.  In September 2006, 
four ODYS representatives traveled to the Northeast Region of MDYS to observe 
facilities and programming.  A request was made to visit the St. Louis Region; 
however that was not an option. The MDYS site visit participants included Andrea 
Morbitzer, Deputy Director of Institutions, Dr. Monique Marrow, Deputy Director of 
Treatment and Rehabilitation, David Schroot, Deputy Director of Parole and 
Community Services, and Amy Korenstein, Bureau Chief of Budgets and author of this 
report. 
 

The following final report is the outcome of the team’s research, input from MDYS 
Officials, and the September site visit to several MDYS facilities in their Northeast 
Region.  
 

ODYS Site Visit to Missouri Division of Youth Services 9/20/2006 

 
Back Row (left to right): David Schroot, Brent Buerck, Larry Strecker, Tom Breedlove, Bob DeClue 

Front Row: Dr. Monique Marrow, Mary Finn, Andrea Morbitzer, Amy Korenstein 
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DYS POPULATION COMPARISON 
 
The population of youth served by MDYS differs in many aspects from the ODYS 
population.  The most significant differences are related to age and type of offender.  
According to the MDYS Annual Reports1, the following comparison can be made about 
the types of new commitments: 
 
Differences in Offenses 
 
ODYS’s population is comprised of felony offenders only, while MDYS’s population 
includes status, juvenile & misdemeanant, and felony offenders. 
 

New Commitments Missouri DYS Ohio DYS 

FY’05 Felonies 50.5% 100% 

FY’05 Juvenile Offenses* & 
Misdemeanors 

49.5% 0% 

   

FY’04 Felonies 50.8% 100% 

FY’04 Juvenile Offenses & 
Misdemeanors 

49.2% 0% 

   

FY’03 Felonies 52.1% 100% 

FY’03 Juvenile Offenses & 
Misdemeanors 

47.9% 0% 

   

FY’02 Felonies 51.5% 100% 

FY’02 Juvenile Offenses & 
Misdemeanors 

48.5% 0% 

   

FY’01 Felonies 50.2% 100% 

FY’01 Juvenile Offenses & 
Misdemeanors 

49.8% 0% 

*Juvenile Offenses are defined as status offenses, abuse, custody, neglect, court 
order violations, and municipal charges 
 
 

                                                
1 Missouri Department of Social Services, Division of Youth Services, Annual Report FY2004 
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Differences in Age 
 
Another key difference is that ODYS serves a larger population of youth than MDYS 
(ODYS daily population is approximately double the MDYS daily population), and the 
majority of these youth are ages 16-17.  The majority of youth in MDYS are ages 15-
16.  The graph below illustrates these differences for Fiscal Year 2005. 
 
 

FY2005 Admiss ion s  by  Age
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These differences in age and types of offenders should be kept in mind while 
reading the rest of this report. 
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RECIDIVISM   
 

The Missouri Model has received considerable recognition and praise for 
having relatively low recidivism rates.  Nearly every publication reviewed for 
this report, from journal articles to editorials, refers to a MDYS recidivism 
report compiled in February 2003, which tracks youth released in 1999 over a 
three year period.  The study includes the percentages of youth recommitted, 
admitted to the adult system, on adult probation, or temporarily returned to 
MDYS.  These recidivism percentages are outlined in Dick Mendel’s article 
“Small is Beautiful”, published in the Spring 2003 issue of Advocasey.  The 
figures are as follows: 
 

 
8 %     sentenced to state prison or adult incarceration within 3 years 
19 %       sentenced to adult probation 
6 %     recommitted to MDYS 
9 %     temporarily returned to residential 
 
42%  TOTAL rate when above factors are considered 
 

 
State Comparisons 
 
An attempt was made to compare ODYS recidivism rates to Missouri’s.  
However, the comparison is difficult for a number of reasons.  One reason is 
that the populations being compared are significantly different, as pointed out 
in the previous section.  Another reason is that offense types and categories 
are defined differently in Ohio versus Missouri (Missouri uses Felony A,B,C,D 
categories, while Ohio uses Felony 1-5; and the types of offenses are not 
analogous for comparison purposes).  Lastly, ODYS uses a different definition of 
recidivism.  For these types of reasons, the Council of Juvenile Correctional 
Administrators (CJCA) has stated that “…recidivism is different in all states and 
no national agreement exists on how it is defined or measured, making any 
comparisons between states meaningless.”2  Dr. Edward Latessa echoed this 
sentiment when he commented that “Researchers put no stock in recidivism 
comparisons between states; unless you collect/measure the numbers yourself, 
they mean nothing”.3 
  
Nevertheless, the following recidivism comparison between MDYS and ODYS is 
offered with the caveat that the youth populations are significantly different in 
age and types of offenses. 

                                                
2 Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators Yearbook 2005 
3 Conversation with Ed Latessa, Head of Division of Criminal Justice, University of Cincinnati (5/8/06) 
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Recommitment Rates Comparison 
 
According to the MDYS Annual Reports for FY03-05, when ODYS uses the same 
definition of recidivism that MDYS uses, ODYS’s recidivism rate is only slightly 
higher than MDYS’s (see table and graph below).  The definition being used by 
MDYS in their annual reports considers the percent of commitments that are 
recommitments.  (Note that this definition is a fairly limited definition of 
recidivism; it does not track what happens to a cohort of youth after they are 
discharged.  Rather, it looks at the commitment history of annual admissions.) 
Although ODYS numbers are slightly higher, over half of the ODYS youth are 17 
years old or older and therefore would not be included in Missouri’s numbers.4   

 

     Ohio Recidivism Compared to Missouri Definition  

 Missouri Ohio 

FY Total Recomm Percent Total Recomm* Percent 

2005 1205 85 7.1% 1884 181 9.6% 

2004 1277 103 8.1% 2159 218 10.1% 

2003 1193 102 8.5% 2177 234 10.7% 

2002 1287 81 6.3% 2336 255 10.9% 

2001 1250 92 7.4% 2453 272 11.1% 

*Ohio Recommitments Include Prior Discharges 
 
 

 

Recidivism:  Five-Year Trend
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4 Based on analysis by Bruce Sowards, ODYS Researcher 
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The following table represents Ohio’s recidivism compared to Missouri’s if ODYS 
were to stop admitting youth over the age of 17 as MDYS does: 
 
 

    Ohio Recidivism Compared to Missouri Definition  

 Missouri Ohio 

FY Total Recomm Percent Total Recomm* Percent 

2005 1205 85 7.1% 1023 74 7.2% 

2004 1277 103 8.1% 1167 92 7.9% 

2003 1193 102 8.5% 1146 107 9.3% 

2002 1287 81 6.3% 1335 123 9.2% 

2001 1250 92 7.4% 1440 128 8.9% 

*Ohio Recommitments Include Prior Discharges 
 
 
 

Recidivism:  Five-Year Trend
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Again, these percentages only reflect a comparison of recommitment rates, which is 
the definition of recidivism used in MDYS annual reports.  Current figures from MDYS 
on revocations and commitments to the adult system are not available.
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FISCAL ANALYSIS 
 

� The MDYS secure care per diem of $154 does not include costs associated 
with fringe benefits (47% of salaries), business office staff, and personnel 
office staff.5  By adjusting the MDYS per diem to include fringe costs, 
calculations reveal an adjusted MDYS per diem rate of $211.90 in FY05, 
compared to an ODYS per diem rate of $202.76 in FY05 & $210.75 in 
FY06.6   

 
Note: The adjusted per diem would be higher if cost were added for 
business office staff and personnel office staff. 

 
� The MDYS budget quadrupled (300% increase) over 15 years (from $15m to 

$60m).  For ODYS, our budget grew 126% in the past 15 years ($99m in FY91 
to $224m in FY06).  The MDYS budget growth rate is more than double 
ODYS’s. 

 
� Line staff salaries are significantly lower in MDYS.  The Youth Specialist 

Trainee range is $24k - $33k.  The Youth Specialist Range is $26k - $37k.  
The ODYS Juvenile Corrections Officer range is $30k - $37k.   

 
� Missouri is in a different federal district than Ohio regarding the U.S. Dept. 

HHS Administration for Children & Families, which oversees welfare & Title 
IV-E administration.  Interpretation and enforcement of federal laws varies 
among the different regions.  Missouri has historically been very aggressive 
in going after funds from the federal entitlement program, whereas Ohio 
has been more reserved.   

 

MDYS HISTORY & EVOLUTION 
 
Early Years7 
 
During the late 1830s, imprisonment in Missouri usually meant confinement in the 
penitentiary or a county jail, or in military prisons in rural counties that maintained 
no jails of their own.  The public St. Louis House of Refuge opened in 1853 to take in 
children, but the institution quickly spiraled downward to become similar to a prison.  
In 1866, the House’s directors sharply criticized institutionalization of children and 
recommended adoption of the so-called “cottage” plan.  The plan called for 
construction of small buildings, each housing about a dozen children in a family-style 
atmosphere under responsible adult supervision.  The St. Louis municipal assembly 
approved the bond issue, but cottages were not constructed because the mayor 
vetoed the bond measure as being too expensive. Concern about cruelty at the House 
of Refuge grew, but the conditions there did not change.  Missouri built three 

                                                
5 Conversation with Ms. Thelma Gilpin, MDYS Chief Fiscal Officer 
6 Based on calculations by Harry Kamdar, ODYS Deputy Director of Finance & Planning 
7
 “Lessons from Juvenile Justice History in the United States” From April 2004 Conference - Impacting Juvenile Justice 

Journal of the Institute of Justice & International Studies: Douglas Abrams 
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statewide reform schools beginning in 1889, the Missouri Reform School for Boys at 
Boonville, the State Industrial Home for Girls at Chillicothe, and the State Industrial 
School for Negro Girls at Tipton. 
 
In the 1950s and the 1960s, some Missouri juvenile court judges refused to send 
children to Boonville or Chillicothe because of beatings by staff and youth-on-youth 
violence.  Judges still did not have much leeway in the state’s smaller counties; some 
judges avoided Boonville by sending children outside Missouri for treatment.  
Boonville was in an uproar by the late 1960s.  A 1969 federal report roundly 
condemned its “quasi-penal-military” atmosphere, lack of adequate rehabilitation 
programs, substandard educational opportunities, understaffing, outdated physical 
plant and deteriorating buildings. 
 
Calls mounted to close Boonville entirely.  In 1976, investigative reporter Kenneth 
Wooden wrote a book about his visits to juvenile correctional facilities in thirty 
states.  During his visit to Boonville, inmates told him about staff members “having 
sexual relations with the children, beating them, throwing them into solitary 
confinement for no substantial reason, pushing drugs, etc.”  By the end of the 1970s, 
Boonville and Chillicothe, the state’s last two training schools, were collapsing after 
eight decades of violence and decay.  The state finally closed Chillicothe in 1981 and 
Boonville in 1983.  Missouri was ready to move in a new direction.  
 
Forming a New Mission: The Advisory Board8 
 
Throughout the 1980s, MDYS replaced the failed reform schools with smaller 
regionalized facilities that enabled local staff to treat delinquent children near their 
homes in cooperation with local juvenile courts.  In 1987, the Blue Ribbon Commission 
was formed as a bi-partisan team of individuals representing noted juvenile justice 
reform researchers, judges and legislators.  The Commission’s report was influential 
in furthering the division’s mission and obtaining state funding for continued reform.  
This led to a redefining of the bipartisan MDYS Advisory Board, which was originally 
established in 1975.  The new Board was comprised of officials and concerned citizens 
who promoted the vision and helped influence policy and legislative support for the 
programs being implemented by the division. 
 
Support and Opposition9 
 
The courts, legislators, researchers in juvenile justice and concerned citizens 
supported the mission of the agency.  This support helped influence the legislature.  
Throughout the 1990s the transformation drew recognition from national 
organizations such as the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, the Annie E. 
Casey Foundation and the American Youth Policy Forum.  Recognition from nationally 
known youth advocacy organizations helped lend credibility to the efforts and 
achievements – better insulating the vision and direction of the agency. 
 

                                                
8 Recollections of Dennis M. Gragg, Assistant Deputy Director, Missouri Division of Youth Services 
9 Recollections of Dennis M. Gragg, Assistant Deputy Director, Missouri Division of Youth Services 

 



11/30/06 Final Report on Missouri Model                         Page 10 

As the division began regionalizing services, new facilities were not always welcomed 
in other communities and neighborhoods.  The community concern was typically for 
safety and property values.  However, most of the sites selected at that time were 1) 
previous youth facilities (such as an old Job Corp site), 2) facilities within state parks 
under a partnership and 3) in leased properties in communities.   
 
In latter years, the division was quite successful in having communities enter 
competitive bids to build facilities in their communities.  Upon invitation, MDYS 
representatives would visit the community and describe the economic benefits of 
having a program in their community and how the programs worked, etc.   
 
Opponents to the change believed the new approach was too “soft on crime” and 
juvenile offenders deserved to be treated more punitively.  In response, MDYS leaders 
spoke to community groups, college classes, conferences, etc. about their programs 
and how youth receive treatment, are held accountable for their actions, and must 
achieve certain objectives before being released.  MDYS continued to dialog with 
opponents about the advantages of our approach and disadvantages of the abandoned 
methods.    
 
A New Vision10 
 
Five-year plans guided the strategies and actions for implementing changes and 
providing timelines.  Training was central to the strategies and actions.  The vision 
was to provide a humane rehabilitative/treatment environment, in the least 
restrictive environment, as close to the youth’s home community as possible.  The 
vision included high expectations for youth to take responsibility for their behaviors 
and to change behaviors and values that led to their commitment.  
 

DETENTION11 
 
There is nothing remarkable or distinctly unique about Missouri detention facilities.  
The praises received by the Missouri DYS do not necessarily apply to the treatment of 
youth prior to sentencing by the judge.  Youths serve time in county detention 
centers, which vary widely in their quality and approach.  Some still lock up kids in 
small cells for large portions of the day.  Probation violators make up a significant 
portion of the detention population through out the state.  Bart Lubow, director of 
the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Program for the High Risk Youth, is quoted as saying, 
“I would never send anyone to Missouri to look at them for what they do in 
detention.”12 
 

• There are 24 Secure Detention Facilities throughout Missouri (40 in Ohio). 
 
• All facilities are county owned and operated, except for 1 Multi-County (4 

counties) 

                                                
10 Recollections of Dennis M. Gragg, Deputy Director, Missouri Division of Youth Services 
11 Based on research by Tony Panzino, ODYS Administrator 
12 “Juvenile Justice in Missouri Serves as Model for Nation”: International Child and Youth Care Network  
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• Circuit Judges (Non-Metro) determine the location of the detention while 

County Commissioners do so in the city of St. Louis. Circuit Judges/the judge of 
the juvenile court appoint the detention facility superintendent. 

 
• The state of Missouri provides a subsidy to the detention centers to support 

some staffing positions, juvenile aids, and maintenance and food service 
workers. 

 
• In 2003, approximately 6,500 youth were housed in Missouri detention 

facilities. 
 
• Missouri has minimum standards for operating detention facilities that are 

similar to Ohio’s detention standards. 
 
• An ethnic and gender representation study has prompted the state to work with 

the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) to develop a normed 
and validated detention detainment tool.  Judges have over-ride discretion to 
detain/not detain youth.  Less serious offenders are often held in detention 
because of the lack of available local resources. 

 
• When MDYS is experiencing overcrowding or a bed shortage in a particular 

region, youth may be placed in their homes between their detention stay and 
their MDYS facility stay.  This allows detention centers to keep their population 
down, and it also gives MDYS some leeway in controlling their regional 
populations.  Ohio does not have this option. 
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FACILITIES 
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Missouri DYS has a continuum of non-residential and residential facilities within the 
state’s five regions.  There are currently thirty-two residential facilities with 726 
beds, which house approximately 88% of the MDYS population.  These facilities are 
decentralized, which enables the agency to treat most youths within thirty to fifty 
miles of their homes, allowing their families and community to support their 
treatment.  Each of the five regions has a complete range of non-residential and 
residential facilities that separate violent offenders from other youths.  The four 
types of facilities maintained by MDYS are: 
 

1) Non-residential Day Treatment Facility – For the treatment of about 12% of 
the MDYS population.  These year-round facilities are the first stop for some 
younger teens who are relatively minor offenders.  The day treatment facilities 
provide youths a minimum of six hours of daily education, counseling, tutoring, 
and community service activities before they return home to their families.    
For youths previously confined in residential treatment, a period of day 
treatment provides a transition back to life in the community.   

 
2) Non-secure Group Home - For youths who have committed status offenses, 

misdemeanors, or felonies.  MDYS maintains seven community-based care sites 
(ranging from ten to twenty beds) under responsible twenty-four-hour adult 
supervision.  Two of the group homes are located on a college campus.  For 
example, in an eleven bed female facility, girls eat in the university dining hall 
and attend university activities.  Youth in group homes generally spend time in 
schools, jobs, group projects, community services, and group, individual, and 
family counseling. 

 
3) Moderately Secure Group Home - For youths who have committed more 

serious crimes, including felony offenses, and are in need of more supervision. 
MDYS maintains eighteen moderately secure group homes (ranging from ten to 
fifty beds) throughout the state in residential neighborhoods and state parks.  
These youths also spend time in the community on service projects, and youths 
who demonstrate trustworthiness may get jobs at local nonprofit or 
government agencies. 

 
4) Secure Care Facility - MDYS maintains secure care facilities that provide 

violent offenders and chronic repeaters education, counseling, and vocational 
guidance in groups of ten to twelve.  The facilities are enclosed and locked 
with a perimeter fence, but nonetheless seek to maintain an atmosphere 
conducive to treatment. Generally, these facilities house serious offenders, but 
there are situational exceptions based on the matrix (See Appendix B).  These 
serious offenders are among the smallest population within the residential 
treatment facilities (refer to the following table). 
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Placement According to Offense 

 

 
**Information in this table is based on a matrix used by MDYS, and exceptions to the 
above information are possible. (See Appendices A & B for the MDYS matrices) 
 
To determine which facility a youth will be assigned to, each incoming youth receives 
a comprehensive needs and risk assessment.  The MDYS Service Coordinator, who is 
assigned to the youth throughout the youth’s commitment, develops an Individual 
Treatment Plan (ITP) within 3 days of commitment.  The ITP outlines short and long-
term goals for treatment in the region’s least restrictive environment possible without 
compromising public safety.  The average length of stay in a residential facility is 6 
months.  Youth generally stay in the same facility until discharge.  Transfers between 
facilities are rare, unusual and discouraged.13  This clearly affords youth a greater 
degree of stability and continuity of care. 
 

                                                
13 Conversation with Tom Breedlove, Deputy Director, MDYS 

Offense Security Level of Facility 

Committing Offense (w/ Prior Adjudication)  

  -1st Degree Murder/2nd Degree Murder High - Secure Residential 

  -1st Degree Assault High - Secure Residential 

  -1st Degree Robbery High - Secure Residential 

  -Forcible Rape/Sodomy High - Secure Residential 

  -Distribution of Drugs High - Secure Residential 

  -Violent Offenses Involving a Weapon High - Secure Residential 

All other Felonies Moderate/High - Secure Residential 

Misdemeanors  Low/Moderate – Secure Residential 

Status Offenses/Juvenile Offenders 

Low - Secure Residential  
(OR)  
Non-Residential (Community Care or 
Community-Based Group Home 
Treatment) 
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A sample of a daily schedule at a MDYS residential facility is provided below:  
 

Time Daily Schedules and Programs 

6:00 am 

 
Youth wake and take care of personals (bathroom, brush teeth, etc.). Some 
programs may also use this time for cottage detail – make beds, clean up 
dormitory and common area, etc. 
 

6:30 

 
Breakfast followed by kitchen detail.  Youth return to finish detail, dress 
and prepare for school. 
 

8:00 

 
School – classes typically run on 50 minute schedules and total 300+ minutes 
per day 
 

11:30 
 
Lunch followed by kitchen detail. 
 

12:00 pm 
 
School continues according to class schedule. 
 

3:00 

 
School is released and youth return to cottage.  This time may be spent 
doing homework, recreational activities, student jobs, group work, free 
time, etc. 
 

5:00 

 
Dinner followed by kitchen detail.  Youth may use the remaining time for 
phone calls, free time, etc. 
 

6:30 

 
Group meeting (group meetings must begin between 5:00pm and 7:30pm 
and last 60-90 minutes) 
 

8:00 

 
Youth take showers and prepare for bed.  Phone calls may also be made 
during this time.  Remaining time may be spent as free time, working on 
homework, preparing letters for home, etc. 
 

9:00 
 
Youth in their personal areas, quiet time may be observed. 
 

9:30 
 
Lights out and youth are in bed. 
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EDUCATION14
 

 
� MDYS has a school district accredited by the Missouri Department of Elementary 

and Secondary Education. One-hundred and fifty teachers are employed at 
forty-two sites. Every youth receives education services.  There is a twelve-
month school calendar. 

 
� Forty percent of youth receive special education services, and many teachers 

are certified in special education, which is encouraged by MDYS. 
 

� Small facilities have one-classroom schools where one teacher teaches all 
subjects.  The teacher to student ratio is 1:15.  A significant portion of MDYS 
teachers are certified as elementary teachers or function as elementary 
teachers, which works well for cross-curricula instruction in a remedial setting.  
Although youth are beyond the age of elementary school, that is where they 
are academically.  In Missouri, the school district can award students high 
school credit regardless of the teacher’s grade level certification, while in 
Ohio, youth taught by elementary school teachers cannot receive high school 
credits. 

 
� The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has a 

designated assignment/classification for at-risk youth.  MDYS teachers who are 
not certified in special ed. are classified under the “at-risk” assignment.  In 
Ohio, all teachers who teach core subject areas are required to have Highly 
Qualified Teacher status, as part of the Ohio Department of Education’s (ODE) 
monitoring of the No Child Left Behind Act.  The MDYS education structure 
would not meet the ODE’s interpretation of the No Child Left Behind Act as it 
pertains to the Highly Qualified Teacher federal requirements regarding the 
provision of specialized teachers in core academic subject areas.  ODYS would 
be in jeopardy of losing Title I funding if it did not meet ODE’s Highly Qualified 
Teacher requirements. 

 
� There are six Regional Education Supervisors (1 for each region, except 2 for 

St. Louis region).  They are responsible for monitoring compliance with 
standards for special ed. and accreditation.  They provide training and 
technical assistance to teachers, who are somewhat isolated in their facilities. 

 
� The school day consists of six hours of instruction.  Interruptions are 

discouraged and non-educational activities occur after 3:00 p.m. 
 

� Seventy-five percent of youth who attempt to take the GED within MDYS pass.  
Between 78%-85% of youth who attempt to take the GED within ODYS pass. 

 

                                                
14 Based on Conversation with Dennis M. Gragg, Assistant Deputy Director, MDYS 
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SPECIAL SERVICES 
 

• Youth are placed based on risk, geography, and treatment needs.  Youth with 
sex offender, substance abuse, and/or mental health issues can be placed at 
the same facility, and on the same unit.  To address specific treatment issues, 
“pull out groups” occur regularly.  This is when sex offenders or substance 
abuse youth are pulled out of their normal groups, to participate in weekly 
treatment-specific groups. 

 
• Youth with mental health issues in Missouri are often served by contract beds 

outside of the MDYS system.  MDYS has access to beds, at no cost, for youth 
that exhibit behavior disorders and are not amendable to the peer culture.  For 
example, youth with attachment disorder, who would have difficulty bonding 
with peers, cannot function in the peer culture and would be extremely 
disruptive to daily operations.  The Division of Medical Services, a sister 
division to MDYS within the Missouri Department of Social Services, contracts 
for private beds for these type of youth.  Medicaid dollars are used to pay for 
the beds, at no cost to MDYS.  These beds serve two purposes: 1) to provide 
appropriate mental health services to youth in need, and 2) to remove these 
youth from the MDYS general population so they do not disrupt and monopolize 
the culture.  Cottonwood and Hawthorne are two facilities that are affiliated 
with the Missouri Department of Mental Health that have served MDYS youth.  
Boys and Girls Town is the current vendor that is under contract to provide 
residential services for youth with mental heath issues. 
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CRITICAL INCIDENTS IN 2005 
 
The following tables compare the number of critical incidents reported by MDYS and 
ODYS in 2005.  Keep in mind that these numbers are not rates, and they can not be 
compared as is because ODYS’s population is about double that of MDYS’s.  Also, it is 
difficult to verify whether categories are defined equally and what methods are used 
to collect date.  (See Appendix C for MDYS Critical Incidents in FY05)   
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*Note:  When asked to define this statistic, MDYS officials explained it as the number 
of youth unable to be found on community care (non-residential).  The ODYS number 
reported is the AFP (Absent From Parole) number. 
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RESTRAINTS 
 
During conversations with numerous Missouri juvenile justice professionals, it has 
been noted that MDYS allows youth to be involved in restraining other youth. In 
general, this is considered by MDYS staff to be a good practice that works well.  
According to conversations with MDYS Deputy Breedlove, these situations are not 
pervasive and are always supervised by trained staff.  In addition, these moments can 
be somewhat therapeutic because of the strong peer culture within facilities.  The 
training of staff, coupled with the high degree of peer responsibility and 
accountability, are viewed as the keys to making this practice work. 
 
The MDYS policy on “Use of Restraints” makes no mention of youth involvement in 
restraints. (See Appendix D for the policy on Use of Restraints) 
 

DUAL JURISDICTION & TRANSFERS 
 
The State of Missouri does have one Dual Jurisdiction Program.  Dual Jurisdiction is a 
blended sentence option in which a juvenile and adult sentence is simultaneously 
imposed with the execution of the adult sentence suspended.  To be considered the 
youth must:  be under age 17, be transferred to a Court of general jurisdiction, and 
prosecutions result in a conviction or a plea of guilty.  The Dual Jurisdiction Program 
has one 40 bed facility.  Currently, approximately 20 youth are in the program.  It 
should be noted that this program is a violation of the JJDP Act and MDYS is working 
on a corrective action plan to bring them back in to compliance.  Because youth are 
under adult jurisdiction, they are violating the sight/sound separation requirement.15 
 
In addition to the dual jurisdiction program, a number of youth are certified as an 
adult and transferred to the adult court.  In 2004, 114 youth were certified as an 
adult.16  This compares to 238 bindovers in 2004 in Ohio.  The decision to certify a 
youth belongs to the juvenile court.  By law, the court must consider the following17: 

� The seriousness of the offense alleged and whether the protection of the 
community requires transfer to the court of general jurisdiction  

� Whether the offense alleged involved viciousness, force and violence 
� Whether the offense alleged was against persons or property with greater 

weight being given to the offense against persons, especially if personal injury 
resulted 

� Whether the offense alleged is a part of a repetitive pattern of offenses which 
indicates that the child may be beyond rehabilitation under the juvenile code 

� The record and history of the child, including experience with the juvenile 
justice system, other courts, supervision, commitments to juvenile institutions 
and other placements 

� The sophistication and maturity of the child as determined by consideration of 
his home and environmental situation, emotional condition and pattern of 
living 

                                                
15 Conversation with Sandra Rempe, Missouri Juvenile Justice Specialist, Missouri Dept. of Public Safety (5/11/06) 
16 Missouri 2004 Juvenile Court Statistics Report 
17 Missouri Revised Statutes 211.071 
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� The age of the child 
� The program and facilities available to the juvenile court in considering 

disposition 
� Whether or not the child can benefit from the treatment or rehabilitative 

programs available to the juvenile court 
� Racial disparity in certification 

 

LIAISON COUNCILS18 
 
The MDYS facilitates Community Liaison Councils so they are able to advocate for 
programs at the local level.  Each of the 35 MDYS programs has their own Liaison 
Council.  These councils are comprised of community members that are willing to get 
involved and support the programs, such as teachers, community employers, local 
clergy, etc.  Each council has a Chair, Vice-chair, rules, and bylaws.  MDYS does not 
control them; rather they want them to be their own local entity simply supported by 
MDYS.  Members become ambassadors in the community where they help kids find 
jobs, work with program staff, get legislators in to see programs, participate in 
service projects, and lobby when necessary.  The councils show the children they care 
through involvement at all levels. 
 

PAROLE & REENTRY19 
 

� In the state of Missouri, all youth committed to the Department of Youth 
Services are assigned a case manager.  This case manager becomes an advocate 
for the youth while confined and remains with the youth through aftercare.  
The term ‘service coordinator’ is used.  Service Coordinators work 
cooperatively with the facility treatment teams to decide when a youth is 
ready to be placed on aftercare.  Approximately 500 youth statewide are 
supervised on aftercare each day.   

 
� Many youth are also assigned a ‘tracker’ who meets with them regularly to 

monitor their progress.  Trackers are typically local college students or 
residents of the youth’s home community.  Trackers often assist youth with 
lesser tasks such as homework, the need for ‘outside’ activities, they serve as a 
mentor, and they make regular contacts. 

 
� MDYS operates Day Treatment programs for youth transitioning back to the 

community after receiving residential services.  While in day treatment, youth 
spend each weekday from 8am to 3pm engaged in a combination of academic 
education and counseling.   

 
� Unless there is a court-ordered continuation of jurisdiction, youth are 

discharged prior to reaching age 18.  The number of youth court-ordered to 

                                                
18 Conversation with Tom Breedlove, MDYS Deputy Director 
19 Conversation with Tom Breedlove, MDYS Deputy Director (5/25/06) 



11/30/06 Final Report on Missouri Model                         Page 23 

remain on beyond age 18 is ‘few.’20  Youth may be discharged at any age after 
achieving their aftercare objectives. 

 
� Once a youth is committed to the Missouri Department of Youth Services, all 

decisions are made within the Division.  Interaction with the court after 
commitment is by courtesy and for informational reasons. 

 
� The State of Missouri is facing similar issues as Ohio with respect to an increase 

in the number and severity of youth with severe mental health issues.  Missouri 
has opted to spread these youth around the system and try not to have too 
many youth with multiple needs at the same facility.  In extreme cases, 
Missouri will contract with a private provider. 

 
� Victim Services: Unlike Ohio, the Missouri Division of Youth Services currently 

has no identified office of victim services for juvenile corrections. 
 
� Transition/Reentry Plan/Furloughs:  

o The State of Missouri uses an Individual Treatment Plan (ITP).  The 
assigned Service Coordinator begins the ITP within three days of a 
youth’s commitment.  The ITP consists of short and long term goals. 

o Missouri makes liberal use of ‘furloughs’ prior to a youth’s transition to 
aftercare.  Typically, a youth may transition back and forth from home 
to confinement, working up to spending as much as a week at home and 
then returning to confinement for one week.  It is estimated that over 
half of the youth participate in furloughs.  Often furloughs occur as a 
progressive series (first a 2-hour dinner, then a day, then a weekend…) 
for one youth.  The length, frequency and appropriateness of furloughs 
are determined on a case-by-case basis by the youth’s Service 
Coordinator.  (See Appendix E for MDYS policy on Furloughs) 

o Case Managers, with heavy assistance from other team members 
(treatment provider, family, supervisor, etc) make the determination 
when a youth is ready to return home.  For the most difficult cases, this 
process may require a Service Coordination Team. 

 
� Minimum Contact Standards  

o Missouri does utilize a system of minimum contact standards.  There are 
four levels of supervision:  Level I, II, III, and IV, with IV being the 
highest.  The number of face to face contacts both with youth and other 
service agencies increases with the level.  

o The average length of stay on aftercare is 6 months.  There is no 
minimum length of stay on aftercare and no determinate length.   

o The decision to terminate a youth’s aftercare is typically handled by the 
Service Coordinator and the Supervisor.  More difficult cases usually 
require a team (service coordinator, treatment provider, family, etc) 
decision. 

                                                
20 Conversation with Tom Breedlove, MDYS Deputy Director (5/25/06) 
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MDYS Minimum Contact Standards for Youth on Aftercare 
 

 
 

� Services to Families:  While youth are incarcerated in the state of Missouri, 
they are heavily involved in ‘treatment’.  Families are an integral part of the 
‘treatment’.  MDYS family therapists can travel to the homes of incarcerated 
youth in order to keep the family involved.  

 
� Sex Offenders: Sex Offenders are registered by the court of domicile where 

the youth lives after release, which may not be the same as the committing 
court.  The Service Coordinator assists and provides assurances in the process 
but registering a sex offender is a court managed program. 

 
� Placement Problems: MDYS relies heavily on the family to come up with 

alternatives to placement in the event the youth cannot return home.  
Independent Living options are occasionally used with wraparound services but 
are rare.  Each region has a small budget to address these more problematic 
cases. 

 

Supervision Level 

Face-to-Face 
Visits from 
Service 

Coordinator 

Collateral Contact 
from Service 
Coordinator 

Phone Contact 

Level 4 - Intensive 
At least once 
every 7 days 

At least once every 
7 days by Service 
Coordinator 

At least once every 
14 days 

Level 3 – High 
At least once 
every 7 days 

At least once every 
7 days by Service 
Coordinator or by 
Tracker 

At least once every 
14 days 

Level 2 - Moderate 
At least once per 
month 

At least twice per 
month by Service 
Coordinator or by 
Tracker 

At least twice per 
month, once by the 
Service Coordinator 
and once by the 
Tracker 

Level 1 - Low 
At least once per 
month 

At least once per 
month by Service 
Coordinator or by 
Tracker 

At least once per 
month by the 
Service Coordinator 
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RETURN TO RESIDENTIAL & REVOCATIONS 
 
There is an important distinction between Missouri’s code and Ohio’s 
regarding the authority to take youth in to custody/residential placements 
while a youth is on aftercare.  In Missouri, a MDYS employee can take the 
child immediately into custody and place him/her into a facility.  The 
courts are not involved, except on a courtesy communication basis.  For 
revocations, MDYS holds an administrative hearing (see Appendix H).  By 
contrast, a youth on parole in Ohio cannot be returned to institutional 
status without juvenile court action.  In Ohio, the regional administrator 
or the employee of ODYS supervising the child can request a summons for 
the child to appear in court.  The juvenile court then takes action to 
revoke a youth’s parole status.   
 
Missouri Revised Statute 219.026 states:  

“With respect to any child who has been placed on aftercare 
supervision, if in the opinion of the child’s aftercare supervisors or 
designated employee of the division the child is in substantial 
violation of the terms and conditions of his release, such employee 
may:….Take the child immediately into custody and place him in an 
appropriate residential child caring facility or detention facility or 
other appropriate program…”  
 
(See Appendix F for Missouri Revised Statute 219) 
 

Ohio’s Revised Code Chapter 5139.52 states: 
“At any time during a child’s supervised release or during the 
period of a child’s judicial release to department of youth services 
supervision,  if the regional administrator or the employee of the 
department assigned to supervise and assist the child has 
reasonable grounds to believe that the child has violated a term or 
condition of the supervised release or judicial release, the 
administrator or employee may request a court to issue a summons 
that requires the child to appear for a hearing to answer charges 
of alleged violation” 
  
(See Appendix G for Ohio Revised Code Ch. 5139.52) 
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Officials at MDYS describe this practice in terms of three types of residential options 
that MDYS has available while a youth is on aftercare: Sanctions, Shelter Care and 
Revocation.   
 

Option Purpose Process 

Sanctions 

For youth on 
community care or 
aftercare who are in 
jeopardy of revocation 

Youth is temporarily returned to residential 
placement for up to 7 days.  Service 
Coordinator Supervisors approve and arrange 
return.   

Shelter 
Care 

For youth on 
community care or 
aftercare whose living 
arrangements become 
unstable or unviable 
and need immediate 
placement 

Youth is temporarily returned to residential 
placement for up to 30 days.  Service 
Coordinator Supervisors approve and arrange 
return.   Placement is not punitive. 

Revocation 
For youth in serious 
violation of aftercare 
rules 

There is a due process requirement for a 
revocation but it is not done in juvenile 
court.21  It is essentially a probable cause 
hearing by DYS staff.  The hearing is 
adversarial in nature.  Family attendance is 
encouraged but not mandatory.  Legal 
counsel is not appointed but is allowed.  The 
service coordinator must show that probable 
cause exists to obtain a revocation.22 

 
It should be noted that there does not appear to be a due process component for 
sanctions or for shelter care.  For revocations, an administrative hearing is held by 
MDYS.  The courts are not involved in this hearing.   
(See Appendix H for MDYS Hearings and Administrative Transfers Policy) 
 
 

                                                
21 Missouri Revised Statute 219.026 
22 MDYS written response to questions submitted 6/12/06 
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HUMAN RESOURCE ISSUES 
 

� Line staff in Missouri have introductory salaries of $24,000 and a maximum of 
$37,000.  In Ohio, JCO salaries range from $30,000 to $37,000.  This has fiscal 
implications for comparing per diems. 

 
� An estimated 65% - 70% of line staff are degreed. 

 
� Service Coordinators are assigned to youth throughout the youth’s involvement 

with MDYS.  Caseload size is 15-20 youth. 
 

� Social Service Aides/Trackers (often college students) make regular collateral 
contacts with youth on aftercare/non-residential status. 

 
� MDYS does not do pre-employment drug tests. Nor do they do random 

employee drug tests. 
 

� Union membership is optional and a significant number of MDYS employees opt 
not to join the union.  In general, the union provides basic employment 
protections, and has some involvement in schedule negotiations and quality of 
life issues for MDYS employees.  However, determination of raises is left to the 
Missouri legislature.  This is a major difference when comparing Missouri to 
Ohio.  In Ohio, unions negotiate pay increases and unionized employees are 
represented by the union on all issues regarding terms and conditions of 
employment, which are negotiated between union and employer.   Within 
ODYS, collective bargaining has a clear and direct influence on 
labor/management negotiations and agreements, which in turn affect daily 
ODYS operations. 

 
�  (See Appendices I, J & K for MDYS position descriptions, merit 

classifications, and training requirements) 
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OTHER STATES23 
 
Research revealed that numerous states have examined Missouri’s model, and some 
have implemented certain aspects of the model within their own systems.  
Information based on articles, each department’s website, and phone interviews with 
agency personnel revealed the following: 
 

State 
Reason for 
Researching 
Missouri 

Effort Towards 
Researching/ 
Becoming 
Missouri 

Outcome 

Alabama 

-Outstanding track 
record 
-Lower recidivism 
rates 

-Sent 3 groups of staff 
to tour MDYS 

-Mirroring some MDYS 
programming for girls 

California  -Considered MDYS Model 
-Currently focusing on 
Washington’s plan 

Georgia 
-Under CRIPA 
investigation 

-Hired former MDYS 
employee to help with 
reform 

-Launched pilot program 
-Currently funding less 
expensive community-
based programs 

Illinois 
-Transitioning to 
separate Juvenile 
system 

-12 groups have visited 
MDYS over the past 2 
years 
-Passed legislation with 
programs modeled after 
MDYS 

-Transition team working 
to make changes towards 
Missouri Model over a long 
period of time 
-Currently no new 
funding/construction 

Louisiana 
-Under CRIPA 
investigation 

-In 2004, began working 
with the Casey 
Foundation and Mark 
Steward to develop 
reform plan 

-Reform features a more 
home-like environment in 
secure facilities 
-Five year strategic plan 
to reduce recidivism with 
community/family based 
programming24 

Maryland  
-Recently proposed 
reform that mirrors 
Missouri’s 

-Move towards fewer large 
institutions  
-Construction of small 
facilities scattered 
throughout regions 

Massachusetts  
-Currently operates 
system similar to, but 
not based on, Missouri 

-Small facilities 
-Continuous case 
management of youth 
-More community and 
family involvement 

Washington D.C. 
-Under CRIPA 
investigation 

-Currently contracting 
with Mark Steward 

-Creating smaller facilities 
and better detention 
facilities 

 

                                                
23 Based on a series of conversations with agency personnel and website resources 
24 See Appendix L for the Key Points to the Louisiana Five Year Plan 
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STATE DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON 
 
Statistical information was compiled with data from the U.S. Census Bureau, the 
Department of Health and Human Services, the National Campaign to Prevent Teen 
Pregnancy, the Center for Family and Demographic Research, the National Center for 
Health Statistics, the Welfare League of America, and Standard and Poor’s School 
Matters.  A comparison of various socioeconomic and demographic data revealed no 
significant findings.  (See Appendix M for a table of state demographic data) 

 
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE/PHILOSOPHY 
 
MDYS Mission Statement: To enable youth to fulfill their needs in a responsible 
manner with respect for the needs of their families and their communities 
 
ODYS Mission Statement: To enhance public safety by holding youthful offenders 
accountable and providing opportunities for rehabilitation 
 
The most important ingredient in the Missouri Model appears to be the organizational 
culture/philosophy.  Missouri Model advocates & insiders are saying that the culture is 
more important than the size of the institution.  Similarly, people are saying that the 
culture is more important than having degreed direct care staff.  Although there is no 
evidence to support this, anecdotal information suggests that simply creating small 
institutions or having degreed staff does not guarantee that a system will be similar to 
the “Missouri Model.”  In essence, replicating the MDYS culture trumps any other 
system changes when trying to replicate the Missouri Model. 
 
If ODYS truly wants to adopt the Missouri Model, then ODYS should adopt their 
organizational culture.  If Ohio implements other system changes, but does not full-
heartedly adopt the MDYS culture, the same results can not be expected. 
 
To summarize MDYS’s culture, the emphasis is on treatment versus corrections.  The 
focus is not on punishment.  Peers are responsible for peers and youth remain in small 
groups of 10-12.  Within the small groups, youth confront youth and regularly check in 
with each other throughout the day.  Within these groups, the group assumes 
responsibility for itself and peers assume responsibility for each other’s behaviors.  
Some distinctive examples of cultural/atmospheric differences include: 

� There are no “guards” or corrections officers 
� Youth wear their own clothes 
� All staff wear their own clothes 
� Youth are not expected to walk in lines 
� Youth can be involved in restraining other youth 
� Youth and staff are on a first name basis 

 
When asked to describe the treatment modality, MDYS reported the following: 
“What began as Positive Peer Culture has evolved into an eclectic approach using 
pieces of many modalities and tools including: Situational Leadership, Reality 
Therapy, Cognitive Restructuring, motivational interviewing (service coordinators), 
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Adlerian Psychology, and many others.  The constant being the group treatment 
approach, focusing on group meetings.”25   
 
If ODYS tries to implement pieces of Missouri, but does not whole-heartedly embrace 
and adopt these cultural elements, it should be clear that the essence of the Missouri 
Model is not being replicated, and the same results therefore cannot be expected. 
 

TO BE MISSOURI… 
 
During a preliminary report to ODYS Director Tom Stickrath in May 2006, a request 
was made to outline all of the potential changes ODYS would undergo to fully 
replicate the Missouri Model.  (Comprehensive list of changes is available in 
Appendix N)  While the list is not exhaustive, it is intended to give the reader a 
reasonably accurate prediction of how Ohio’s juvenile justice system would change to 
completely reproduce the Missouri Model in Ohio. 

 

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS: 
 
Clearly, there are significant differences between the two state systems.  Because of 
these differences, a full scale replication of the Missouri Model in Ohio would 
necessitate a number of changes.  These changes vary in feasibility and 
appropriateness.  Some of the changes are short-term, and others are long-term.  
Some are cost-neutral, while others would require significant funding.  Some changes 
are within ODYS’s authority to control, while others require legislative action.  And 
lastly, some of these changes are conceptually ideal, while others are counter-
productive or controversial.   
 
This section of the report will highlight the most salient differences between the two 
systems that have come to light during the research and site visit. The critical 
components of each system are identified and discussed below in terms of the 
feasibility and appropriateness of changing ODYS to adopt the Missouri Model. 
 

1. Culture and atmosphere:  The atmosphere within MDYS facilities stems from a 
social services umbrella, as opposed to the correctional philosophy within 
ODYS.  MDYS staff clearly do not identify themselves as corrections 
professionals.  One MDYS official commented that The Division once considered 
pursuing accreditation by the American Correctional Association (ACA), but it 
was determined to be contradictory to their philosophy.  In contrast, ODYS is 
fully accredited by ACA and the tenets of ACA are woven into ODYS culture and 
daily operations.  While MDYS prides itself on allowing their programs the 
flexibility to adapt to changes as they see fit, ODYS prides itself on having 
statewide consistency and standardization in policy and procedures among all 
sites.  
 
These major differences in philosophy are evident not only in staff culture, but 
in the youth culture.  Youth at MDYS facilities are afforded a very high degree 

                                                
25 MDYS’s written response  to questions submitted 5/1/06 



11/30/06 Final Report on Missouri Model                         Page 31 

of trust, including regular field trips in the community, frequent furloughs, and 
a vast range of possessions within the facilities.  During the site visit to 
Missouri, ODYS staff observed personal coffee makers, glass aquariums, hub 
caps hanging on the walls, leather belts laying on beds, extension cords, 
musical instruments, and a large variety of additional possessions in open 
settings.   One youth in the dual jurisdiction facility was asked about what he is 
not allowed to have, and he could not think of anything.  Youth in MDYS are 
trusted to a much higher degree than youth in ODYS, and there are many more 
freedoms in MDYS facilities. 

 
Another key difference in the culture is the positive peer culture approach that 
transcends everything in MDYS facilities.  The peer culture permeates all 
activities and is the overarching philosophy used to drive programming and 
daily operations.  Youth are given significant responsibility for their peers, 
including confronting peers, recommending peers for release, and restraining 
peers.  There are both positive and negative aspects to this.  On one hand, 
peer culture spreads authority more evenly amongst youth and staff, and is 
more true to life outside of an institution.  On the other hand, one youth’s 
behavior could result in group punishment at MDYS facilities, thereby keeping 
innocent youth from school, work, or other activities.  ODYS incorporates a 
more tapered version of peer culture in their programming, which includes a 
clear delineation between youth and staff authority, and group punishment is 
discouraged. 

 
Overall, affording youth greater trust and freedom inside correctional facilities 
is a double-edged sword that should be carefully considered before changes are 
made.  ODYS may consider moving in the direction of greater freedom for 
youth, and at the same time, less emphasis on a correctional, punishment-
oriented culture.  They have already begun efforts in this direction by piloting 
a new staff uniform to change the facility atmosphere and by placing emphasis 
on furloughs and other positive incentives for youth.  However, the benefits of 
allowing youth a greater degree of trust and responsibility must be carefully 
weighed against the cost of sacrificing safety and security, which must be 
maintained.  This will be more difficult for ODYS, because youth with mental 
health issues cannot be ejected from programs, as they can be in Missouri.  
Ultimately, ODYS may choose to give more freedom to appropriate youth, but 
this cannot jeopardize ACA accreditation, and it cannot be done at the expense 
of safety and security. 
 

2. Liaison Councils:  These councils are very active in Missouri and are engaged at 
the local level as well as in state politics.  MDYS does a fantastic job of 
involving legislators and interested community stakeholders as board members, 
and making the boards active and locally-driven.  Board Members stay engaged 
both internally (participate in youth activities) and externally (ambassadors in 
the community & political arena).  ODYS is moving in this direction by 
strengthening existing facility Advisory Boards.  With the introduction of the 
Community Saturation Initiative, ODYS has both short-term and long-term 
goals to increase the community’s involvement with youth and with programs.  
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Recruitment of volunteers and community members is also highlighted in 
ODYS’s Reentry Roadmap: A 25 Point Strategy Toward Restoration that was 
unveiled in June 2006.26 

 
3. Training emphasis:  MDYS has an impressive training curriculum which offers 

regular trainings to line staff, and ensures that all trainings are reflective of 
the agency’s culture and philosophy.  With the creation of the Training 
Academy, ODYS has a renewed focus on training and is working towards 
improving the quality and quantity of staff training opportunities.  The 
emphasis on training is also highlighted in the Reentry Roadmap. 

 
4. The philosophy of assigning one person to youth from pre-entry through 

reentry:  Conceptually, this structure is admirable for facilitating seamless 
service delivery throughout a youth’s involvement with the juvenile justice 
system.  The Service Coordinator position used by MDYS is a step in the right 
direction.  While Ohio’s Juvenile Parole Officers also offer a degree of 
consistency and stability for youth, ODYS is working towards expanding these 
efforts through several Reentry Court pilot programs.  Ultimately, an ideal 
departmental structure would allow for the caseworker to get involved with 
the youth during detention, and maintain involvement during the institutional 
stay and the parole period. 

 
5. Continuum of services available in each region to keep youth closer to 

home:  This is one of the Missouri Model’s greatest strengths.  Having all levels 
of service available in each region (including bed space, programs and 
specialized treatment availability in all areas of the state) allows youth to stay 
connected to their communities and maintain relationships with staff, mentors, 
family, and other important reentry components.  It also substantially 
decreases youth transfers between facilities.  This is an ideal scenario, and 
would require substantial new funding from Ohio’s General Assembly to build 
numerous facilities throughout the state. 

 
6. Smaller facilities:  Although research was not found to substantiate this, 

anecdotal information suggests that smaller facilities are better.  Facilities that 
house 25-30 youth, and keep the same staff, offer a level of consistency with 
respect to treatment and with respect to youth-youth and youth-staff 
relationships.  ODYS is moving in this direction with the Unit Management 
structure that was recently implemented.  The goals behind Unit Management 
are very similar to a small facility concept: creating consistency in staffing, 
developing staff ownership of small units, and creating an overall environment 
of a small facility. 
 
Another strength of the Missouri Model is the high staff-to-youth ratio that was 
observed during the site visit.  The typical MDYS unit size ranged from eight – 
fifteen youth, with two staff present.  High staffing levels are integral to 
keeping incidents to a minimum.  ODYS staffing ratios are much lower, and 

                                                
26 See Appendix O for the Reentry Roadmap: A 25 Point Strategy Toward Restoration 
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significant new funding would be needed in order to increase ODYS’ staffing 
levels.   

 
Overall, small facilities combined with sufficient staff, consistent staff, and 
well-trained staff, create an atmosphere conducive to positive growth and 
change for youth.  This observation supports ODYS’s desire to have a high-
functioning Unit Management structure. 

 
7. Family specialists provide in-home services during residential & aftercare: 

This is another component of the Missouri Model that ODYS may consider 
adopting.  Employing specialists to work with youth and families on 
reunification issues, to occur while the youth is in residential care and during 
parole, is viewed as a good model for reentry and for family reunification.  
Currently, ODYS contracts with private providers throughout the state to work 
with families while youth are on parole; however, this could be expanded if 
additional funding becomes available. 

 
8. Widespread furlough program:  MDYS provides opportunities for youth to visit 

their placements before they leave facilities.  This provides incentives to 
youth, and gives youth opportunities to identify reentry obstacles and to work 
towards eliminating them, while in a structured and supportive setting.  With 
the recent creation of the Reentry Roadmap, ODYS is considering implementing 
a similar program for home visits prior to a youth’s release.  

 
9. Strong employment programs:  MDYS has an established employment program 

which creates opportunities for youth employment and skill-building through 
state funding agreements and local employer partnerships.  ODYS recently 
secured funding for a similar program, and has implemented a job-readiness 
program for youth on parole.  This too is identified in the Reentry Roadmap.  

 
10. In lieu of revocation programs:  MDYS has several placement alternatives for 

youth on parole who are struggling.  Their “sanctions” program gives youth 
another chance to refocus, before a full-blown revocation occurs.  ODYS 
recently secured federal funding to pilot an “in-lieu-of-revocation” program for 
sex offenders.  This pilot program will be intense and will focus on individual 
reentry issues.  ODYS is also exploring other program options via their Reentry 
Roadmap. 

 
11. Age of Adulthood:  As mentioned previously, the age of adulthood in Missouri is 

17, while the age of adulthood in Ohio is 18.  Over the past 3 fiscal years (FY03 
- FY05), over 46% of ODYS’s new admissions were 17 and older.  In FY05, 6.8% 
of the admissions in MDYS were 17, and there were no admissions older than 17 
(see graph on page 4).  If Ohio were to adopt the younger age limit, nearly half 
of ODYS’s population would no longer be committed to ODYS, resulting in a 
considerably younger and smaller ODYS population.  Another entity, most likely 
Ohio’s adult correctional system, would begin serving this population. 
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12. Serving status, misdemeanor and felony offenders:  The chart on page 3 
reflects the major difference in types of offenders served by each system.  This 
difference is a matter of legislation and would require support from Ohio’s 
General Assembly to alter the commitment rules.  If ODYS begins accepting a 
portion of the state’s status offenders and misdemeanants, it is difficult to 
predict what impact this would have on the size of the ODYS population and 
the mission of the agency.  However it would undoubtedly be a step backwards 
in terms of House Bill 440 and the creation of the RECLAIM (Reasoned & 
Equitable, Community & Local Alternatives to the Incarceration of Minors) Ohio 
program.    RECLAIM was enacted to give counties an incentive to serve less-
serious youth in the least-restrictive environment, and only to commit youth to 
state custody as a last resort.  A reversal of RECLAIM would not be viewed 
favorably among Ohio’s juvenile justice advocacy community and is not 
advisable. 

 
13. School District structure:  Under the Ohio Department of Education’s 

interpretation of the No Child Left Behind Act, core teachers are required to 
achieve Highly Qualified status in their subject area.  The MDYS education 
model does not appear to meet these requirements.  If ODYS adopts MDYS’s 
school district model, their school system will be out of compliance with Ohio 
Department of Education policy to comply with federal requirements.  This 
would jeopardize the ODYS Title I funds.  

 
14. The role of Juvenile Courts:  Another divergence between the two systems is 

that MDYS communicates with courts on a courtesy basis, while ODYS has a 
formal, prescribed, and structured relationship with juvenile courts that 
includes the courts’ regular and ongoing involvement with the youth.   The 
degree of court involvement in returning youth to residential care is a 
noteworthy example of this difference.  In Missouri, youth can be taken in to 
custody on aftercare without court involvement.  Revocation hearings are held 
internally within MDYS.  Ohio’s process requires formal court involvement.  On 
one hand, this gives MDYS more latitude, but on the other hand it lessens the 
court’s ownership and involvement with youth.   ODYS has developed very 
strong working relationships with juvenile courts, and The Department does not 
want to jeopardize these relationships.   

 
15. Weaker, optional unions:  Missouri’s labor management structure is vastly 

different than Ohio’s.  MDYS unions are optional, and a significant portion of 
MDYS employees do not join the union. Missouri’s union does not negotiate pay 
increases and has relatively little involvement in agency operations compared 
to Ohio.  Ohio’s unions are more powerful, and any movement away from that 
would be an obstacle for Ohio.   

 
16. Cost of restructuring:  The fiscal cost of closing all large facilities, acquiring or 

building 50 - 80 small facilities, recruiting and retaining degreed staff, hiring 
family specialists, increasing the staff-to-youth ratio, among other changes 
would be immense.  Juvenile justice reform would need to be a an extremely 
high priority for the Governor, the General Assembly, and Ohio’s public in 
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order to garner the substantial fiscal support needed to overhaul ODYS’s 
physical facility infrastructure. 

 
17. Treatment-specific facilities:  Dissimilarity exists in relation to grouping youth 

by treatment needs.  In Missouri, youth are grouped by risk and by geographics, 
while in Ohio there are facilities and units that are treatment-specific.  For 
example, ODYS has a therapeutic community to address substance abuse issues 
at their Mohican facility, as well as a sex offender facility in Circleville.  For 
Ohio to adopt the Missouri Model, these programs would be abolished, and 
treatment-specific facilities would no longer exist. 

 
18. Economy of scale:  One disadvantage of smaller facilities is that they cannot 

support specialized staff at each site.  For example, ODYS facilities currently 
provide full-time chaplains, recreation staff, nurses, psychologists, and 
teachers in each content area, including vocational programs, at each facility.  
Because they are smaller, the facilities in MDYS do not employ these full-time, 
specialized staff.  A movement toward smaller facilities would reverse some of 
the economy of scale benefits in ODYS’s current structure.  This would 
decrease the number and types of services offered at each site. 

 
19. Youth on youth restraint:  There is a key difference in restraint techniques 

used in Missouri versus Ohio.  MDYS relies on youth involvement in restraining 
other youth due to lower staffing patterns in smaller facilities.  This practice 
fits with their peer culture.  In Ohio, this practice would be an ACA violation 
and would be controversial according to other juvenile justice experts. 

 

PENDING QUESTIONS 
 

Due to differences in data collection systems, a number of questions for the 
comparison between Missouri’s and Ohio’s juvenile justice systems are unanswered at 
this point.  There are some pieces of data that are not collected by MDYS, such as a 
breakdown of youth by mental health diagnosis or axis level.  Other pieces of data, 
such as the percent of juvenile felonies in Missouri that are committed to MDYS, could 
not be found.  Although the Missouri Juvenile Court Statistics Report has a great deal 
of data, comparisons could not be made to Ohio, due to different terminology and 
sentencing structures.  Because of this, it is still difficult to compare the portion of 
delinquent youth that are being served by the state systems.  If the data permitted, 
remaining questions include: 

� Of the youth that commit felonies in Missouri, what percent are committed to 
MDYS? (17% for Ohio in 2004) 

� What is the breakdown of mental health diagnoses and axis levels for the youth 
committed to MDYS, and how does this compare to Ohio? 

� How many delinquency programs and services are available in both states? 
� What is the total expenditure on juvenile delinquency programs in each state? 
� How much federal revenue supports each state (e.g. Title IV-E & Medicaid)? 
� What would be the cost of converting ODYS to the Missouri Model?  How many 

facilities would be needed? (Difficult to answer because it’s difficult to know 
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how our population would change if we stopped serving youth 17 and older, 
and started serving non-felony offenders) 

� How would recidivism rates compare when using a broader definition of 
recidivism?  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

The Missouri Division of Youth Services has many strengths that Ohio may choose to 
adopt or emulate.  The most central ingredients in the Missouri Model recipe are their 
organizational philosophy and the atmosphere of their facilities, which affords a high 
degree of trust and responsibility to youth who have the maturity and mental capacity 
to benefit from this type of environment.  Any changes that ODYS makes in this 
direction should be carefully considered and should involve input from both internal 
and external stakeholders.  In addition, safety, security, costs, timeframe, politics 
and authority should be factored in to the Missouri replication equation.   
 
Other key ingredients to the success of the Missouri Model, such as higher staff-to-
youth ratios and availability of all programs in all regions, are ideal scenarios that 
ODYS cannot afford to adopt in the foreseeable future.  However, there are a number 
of positive aspects about the Missouri Model that Ohio has already adopted or begun 
implementing.  Furloughs, greater community involvement, job skills programs, staff 
training, and alternative sanctions options are just a few examples of new initiatives 
unveiled in ODYS’s  Reentry Roadmap  that are in sync with many of Missouri’s best 
practices.  Much of the research in this report, as well as the site visit to MDYS, 
reinforces the direction ODYS is moving in, and supports many of the new initiatives 
that are currently under way in Ohio. 
 
In addition to the initiatives mentioned above, ODYS has many strengths that should 
not be reversed in the quest to replicate the Missouri Model.  More specifically, ODYS 
is connected to several professional affiliations and federal acts of legislation, which 
they have worked hard to comply with and sustain compliance with over time.  For 
example, ODYS has implemented numerous facility improvements in accordance with 
PREA; they are ACA accredited; they are in compliance with the JJDP Act regarding 
their dual jurisdiction program; there is no question about their compliance with the 
No Child Left Behind Act; and they afford ample due process rights when taking youth 
in to custody.  Furthermore, ODYS places a strong emphasis on consistency in policy 
and procedure, and in collecting data to measure performance.  This commitment is 
evident in their recent decision to implement Performance-Based Standards in order 
to better inform policy decisions. 
 
Beyond these strengths, there are several aspects of ODYS’s infrastructure that are 
unique to Ohio and should not be overlooked in this analysis.  Ohio’s use of 
Community Correctional Facilities (CCFs) provides small, local, regionalized 
residential programming.  Similarly, RECLAIM Ohio provides local programming to 
juvenile delinquents throughout the state as alternatives to being committed to a 
state facility.  These are integral parts of Ohio’s juvenile justice system, and must be 
considered when comparing Ohio to Missouri.   
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In summary, a hybrid approach is recommended, whereby selected elements of the 
Missouri Model are adopted and incorporated in to Ohio’s juvenile justice system.  The 
Missouri Model is not necessarily analogous to all populations of youth, nor is it 
analogous to every state’s political structure and public opinion.  The key is to fit 
together the right combination of programs and services for the population of youth 
being served, while staying in line with public opinion and fitting into the political 
context of the state.  With this in mind, changes can be implemented to improve 
Ohio’s juvenile justice system, and ultimately to improve the lives of Ohio’s youth.  
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