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BACKGROUND

This project was funded by the Governor’‘a Office of
Criminal Justice Servicee with funds appropriated by the
fedaral Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
The project commenced on April 11, 1985, and terminated on
March 31, 1986.

The project had two principesl goals: (1) to determine,
via a statewide survey, the extaent to which pre-adjudicatory
“home detention' is being utilized by Ohio’s juvenile courte
and with what resulta, and (2) to select one or more exemn-
plary program(s) of home detention for a 'case study” and
more detailed analysis.

HISTORY AND EVALUATIONS OF NATIONAL HOME DETENTION PROGRAMS

The first formal home detention program for juvenilea
in the United States began in 1971 in St. Louia. The early
history of that program and &ix others based on the same
programmatic model hag bean well documented in evaluationsa
(Keve and Zantek, 1972; Young and Pappanfort, 1977).

Structure and Operations

Thease early programa, like moat of thoae today, were
administered by juvenile court probation departmenta. In
genersl, these programs were staffed by paraprofessionals,
each of whom had a caseload of five youths at any one time.
These youth workers were expected to exercise daily super-
vision of their caseloada and to keep their supervisees
*trouble free and availsgble to the court.”

Surveillance was accomplishad primarily via daily per-
aonal contacta (at leaat one per day) with these youtha and
daily perasonal or telephone contacte with the youths’
parents, teachers, and (where applicable) saployers. Rules
(frequently embodied in written contracta) typically
included: (1) attending zchool: (2) observing a apecified
curfew: (3) notifying parents or worker as to wheraabouts at
all times when not et home, aschool, or work;

(4) abataining from drugs; and (35) avoiding companiona or
places that *“might lead to trouble."

Programs were besed on thae rationale thet close super-
viaion would generally keep juvenilas trouble free and
available to the court” and that this type of program would
@nable youth workers to provide needed sarvices to youtha
and their families, thua increaasing the probability of suc-
ceaa. Youtha who did not adhere fully to program require-
mentsa could be taken to sacure detention by youth workers.




Youths Served

All of the programa accepted aelther alleged delinguenta
only or both alleged delinguents and alleged status offend-
ers. Burglary was the most frequent delinquency charge
filed against program perticipanta. HMNoat delinquency
chargea filed againat program participants were judged to bea
rnodarately serioua, and participanta were similar to thosa
in secure detention except for chargea of homicide, aggra-
vated asasault, and rape (relatively infrequent and rarely
released to such alternative prograema).

Program Qutcomes

Depending on one’s oparational definition of “aucceaa,"
evaluations of home detention programse indicate that success
rates nationeally range from 71% to 98%, That is, 1f one
uaas the moat restrictive dafinition of success (completing
homre detention without incident), the lesst succeassful
programa are 71% successful. If, on tha other hand, one
adopta a more liberal definition of auccess (corpleting home
detention without any new alleged offensaad, the best
programs attain successg rates ag high aa 98%., Furthermore,
these evaluationa indicate that moat of thoase who “fail" on
hone detention are returned for rulea viclations, rather
than for sllegad new offenses or for running away.

Programas designed exclusively for alleged delinquenta
are as effective as thoae accepting status offenders azg well
aa delinguents, underscoring once again the fact that
"offense category" is a poor praedictor of future risk.
Indeed, evaluators have concluded that additionel youtha
could have been handled in home detention programa and other
alternative programrse and that some courts were "unnecesa-
sarily timid” in referring youths to such programs (Young
and Pappenfort, 1977:31).

One atate legislature (California) has mandated that
each county probation department initiate a program of “hore
aupervigion” (home detention) for youtha "who would not
otherwiae be detained.” Caseloadsa in these mandatory Cali-
fornia progrars are not to excead ten (Rubin, 1985:142).

Costa

National evaluativa data (Keve and Zantek, 1972; Rubin,
1979) and the present atudy indicate that home detention
programa coat only cne-third te one-fourth the per diem cost
of sacure detention facilities.




THE PRESENT STUDY

Thia research relied on numerous aocurcea of data, in-
cluding: (1) a comprehenaive literature reviaew; (2) a
statewide survey (railed queationnaire) of &@ll Ohio juven-
ile/probate court judges active in hearing juvenile casea
(97 judges rapresenting all 88 countiea): (3) an in-depth
cage study of Ohio’s largaest home detention program, the
Cuyahoga County Home Detention Project; (4) a statewide
conference on home detention; and (3) information obtained
from two of the natlion’s moast aeatablished and best-known
horme detention programs, located in Louiaville and San
Diego.

Deapite succesaful pre-teats in three Ohio juvenile
courts, two revisions of the survey instrument te incorpor-
ate asuggested changea, and a favorable written rsview by one
of the state’s leading authorities on juvenile juatice, the
statewide survey waa not endorsed by the Ohio Aasociation of
Juvenile and Family Court Judgea, largely due to active
opposition by the (then) president of the Association.l
The absence of endoraerment undoubtedly had & eignificent
adverae effect on the response rate which, deapite numerous
efforts, remainad disappointing, with only 28 (approximately
one-third) of Ohioc’as 88 countiesa reprasented. Howaever, the
atatewide survey asaerved two purposea:! (i) it provided aoma
statewide data concerning home detention, and (2> it
provided information on ®ach program’s scope, datebsas, and
willingneaa to serve as hoat site for a “case astudy."

Findij

Aa noted, tha responae rate for the statewide asurvay
never met the researcher’s axpactationa. Furthermore, a
comparison of reapondents with non-raspondents indicatea
that the respondenta represent lesas populous counties. Thia
may be attributabla, at lesst partislly, to the lack of
endorserent by the judges’ association, which may have had
more influence in the urban countiaes. Therefora, caution is
urged in generelizing from the resulta of the stetewide
aurvey, since only one-third of Ohin’a counties are repra-
sented smong the respondanta.

1 The final report contains extensive discussion and
documentation of thease eventa.




How do juvaenile court judges decide whether & youth is
an appropriate candidate for home detention? Accoxrding to
our respondenta, three fectors are most frequently conaid-
ered in reaching this decision (listed in rank order of
importance): (1) the sericusness of tha alleged offense;
(2} the youth’s previous record; and (3> the homa environ-
ment. Reapondents alesoc indicated that the recommendatiocna
of court staff, especially probation officers, are very
important in tha deciaion to use homa detention.

Somewhat surprisingly, rost respondenta seldom or naver
use written agreements sapecifying the conditiona and re-
atrictions to which the youth is to ba subjectaed. Also,
only a erall minority of respondents raeportad thaet they in-
clude in written agreements the sanctions to be impoased if
the agreement is broken. Howavaer, the data clearly show
that such sanctions are imposad whan agreements are
violated, with the moat frequantly-imposed smanctions con-
sisting of placement in detention or other placemementa
and/or further restrictiona on privilaeges.

Probation astaff and parenta/guasrdiens are moast fre-
quently relied upon for asupervision. The wmost frequently
emnployed mesans of monitoring sre visits to the youth’s home
and taelephone callsa, followaed by viaits to achoola and am-
ployera. Staff responasible for monitoring releasses gener-
ally have the authority to place ther in detention or in
other placements if thay vioclate the terma of their release.

An important factor in monitoring and anforcing agree-
menta ia caseload size. Reapondentsa raported that in 1984,
the average caaaload at any one time for thoase raeasponsible
for such monitoring ranged from 2-45. Most reported having
no astablishad policy concerning mraximum ceaaeload siza.

Agseasne of Home

Reaspondenta were about equally divided betwaen those
defining “succesaa” as "appearance for adjudicsation without
any new arrasts”™ and those defining it as "no violation of
the terma of the agreemegnt.” 0Of 2,708 youtha releasad on
“"home datention"” by our respondente in 1984, a total of
2,470 (91%) succesafully compliaed with the conditions
imposed on them and subsequently appeared for adjudication.
Technical violationa of agreementa accounted for far more
“failurea" than did arrests for new offanses.
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With reagpact to overall sszesasrents of home detention,
83% of our respondaents thought the results werae either “vaery
good" or "“good.” Hona rated the resulta woras than “feir.”
However, when aasked what their communities’ ssseasmenta
werae, they expressad somawhat more apprehension, with nearly
half (46%) perceiving their communities’ reactiona aa
“mined."” ‘

Comparative Cosats

According to our respondents, saecure detention coste
average $42.57 per dey. HNon-secure detention and other non-
secure placerent coats average £228.07 per day. By compari-
aon, tha average cost of home detention ias 814,94 a day.
Thua, daily costa for homa detention averaesge about one-third
the cost of aecure detention and about one-half the coat
othar non-secure placemrants.

Following a praeliminary snalyais, the Cuyahoga County
Homa Detenticon Project was selectaed for a datailed casze
study, which utilizaed several sources of information: (1)
official records concerning program participantse; (2) inter-
viewa with judgeas; (3) interviews with the Project’sas
director: (4) interviewa with Projact ceaseworkers; and (35)
fiaeld obaervationa of caseworker monitoring and counaeling
activities.

Background

The Cuyshoga County Home Detantion Project waas begun in
Auvguast, 1981, in reasponse to concern about the burgaoning
population of the detention home. The Project waa initially
funded via the Law Enforcement Asaistancae Act, and aubse-
quent to the demige of tha LEAA, the Project’a funding haa
core primarily from the State of Ohio (Am. Sub. H.B. 440).

£ ion a

Structurally, the Project is an integrel part of the
detention home of tha Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court.
Project staff include & director, & senior homa detention
worker, six caseworkers, and & secraetary.

Intake and Referrsl

The Project can receive refaerrals at two pointe in the
adjudicetory procaas, for both atatus offendera e&nd
delinquents (either alleged or adjudicated). The initial
point of referral ia at intake, and this referral may be
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rade immidiately upon preparation of the complaint. Each
juvenile is initielly referred (and, technically, admitted)
to the detention home prior to baing eszignad to a probation
officer., This facilitetes the youth’s return to detention
if he/she subsequently viclates the conditions of relsasas.

Such pre-~adjudicstory referrals from intake officers
and probation officers initielly dominated the programr, but
the mix of referrals shifted quickly to a balance betwean
pre- and poat-adjudicatory refarrala, then (in 1983) ghifted
dramatically toward a majority of poat-adjudicatory
referrala.

A mecond referral point occura whan the youth appears
for the adjudicatory hearing. At that point, the judge i=
the source of referral and the juvenile is referred to the
home detention project via the datantion home.

Following referral, the youth and his/her parent or
guardian meet with the project supervisor to asaess the
appropristeneas of the referral and the program’s capacity
to provide adequate asupsrvieion of the youth. For those
accepted, the next step involves discusasing the behavioral
guidelines, which are embodied in a contract aignad by thea
youth, hia/her psarents/guardians, and ths Projsct super-
vigor. Tha Court retains lagal jurisdiction over the youth
during the period of home detention.

agaworker Responsibil

Homre detention ceseworkers have two primary responsi-
bilities: (1) to see that the youth appears in Court for
necegssary hearings without any new errests or infrections,
and (2) to provide conatructive aslternative activities for
aach youth. The primary method of supervision is via un-
acheduled, face-to-face contecta with the youth esvery day.
In addition, the caseworker contacts perents/guardienas deily
and makea regular contecta with school parsonnal and
amployersa.

Prior to the court hearing, the caseworkar completes a
final raport which sumrarizes the juvenlle’s home deteantion
aexparience and is a8 valuable aide to the Court.

The Project provided auvpervision to 2,377 youtha and
nearly doubled in size betwaen 1982 and 1285. It ias
projaected that thie program will aerve 800-1,000 youths in
FYB&. Referrala have been about a&qually divided bhetwean
blacka and whites, with only occasional referrals of cther
clienta.
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Approximataly 60% of all referrala have besen males, and tha
average ege haea remained at about 15. Referrala for
delinquency charges have ocutnumbered those for astetuas
offensaea, 63%-37%.

One of the moat important trends is the growth in the
nurbar of "alternative care daya' (the nuaber of days that
would have to be added to the detention home’s aggregate
detention days in the absence of the homa detantion
program). In 1982, the program provided a total of 4,040
alternative care days. Betwean 1982 and 1985, that figure
increased dramatically (215.6%) to s total of 12,752 days of
alternative care, thua reflecting the confidence of ite re-
ferral sourcas (judges and refereas) and providing signifi-
cant cost benefits to Cuyahoga County.

M ur "Succeas”

If the lesst restrictive definition of auccesa
(remaining troublse-free and availablae to the Court with no
new arrests) is applied, aucceas rstea for tha Hore
Detention Project are aa followa:

1983: 47.8%
1984: 935.2%
1985: 94.2%

Obviocusly, these succesas rates are extremaly high.
Furthermore, there ia not much variance in succeas betwaan
pre-adjudicatory and post-adjudicatory referrals:

Pra- udicator 8
1983: 97.3% 1983: 98§.3%
1984: ©4.5% i984: 95.8%
i985: 95.1% 1885: 93.8%

To evaluate the aucceas of the program according to the
Bre restrictive definition (remaining gut of ate i
center and avallable to the court), a randon aanpla (N =
417) of the client population (1981-19835) waas conatructed.
In applying this more reastrictive definition the key
difference, of course, is in the atetistical treat-

rent of “in-program failurea."” Uaing the legst restrict-
ive definition, youths who were returned to the detention
home were not counted @s fallures becauas they had not been
arrested for new allegad offenses and ware atill available
to the court for their hesrings. An alternative view of
such casea, however, is that they de, in fact, raepresent

program failures jif the goal is to keep the youth in the
community, rether than locked up in the detention hore.
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Applying thia operastional definition, of course, ra-
aultas in lower aucceas rates than those obtained according
to the least reatrictive definition. The following "success
ratea" were calculated for the overall sample and for
apecific subgroups!

Success Rates

Overall Sample: 82x%
Malesa: 87%
Fenalaes: 73%
Blacks: 82x%
Whites: 83%
Dalinguancy Chargea:® 84x
Status Offense Charges: 79%
Age:
11: 100%2
12: 69%
13: 87%
i4: 82%
1S: 83%
i6: 74%
17: 863%
18: 100%2

It ia apparent that auccess rates do vary, especially
by sex and by offenae category. There is, in fact, an in-
teraction effect between thease two varieblea, since males
constitute a far higher proportion of delinquency referralas,
while femalea are much more likely to be referrad for atatus
offenses.

Confidential interviews with program astaff membersa and
with the director suggest that the most difficult youths to
asupervise in home detention are "unruly ferales,”™ while
delinquent males generally comply more readily with the re-
atricticna imposed by home detention.

2 pAge-specific success rates for 11 and 18 year-olds are not
reliable dua to inaufficient subasamples in these two age
cataegories.




While uaeful, aggregate success ratea may mask many
important factors. For policymakersa and program managers,
it is important to asaess the contribution of apecific vari-
ablea to the overall succesa ratea. For thie reasson, the
data were anelyzed uasing logistical regression analysia.

Thies analysiaz indicated that ona variable, the pumbher of
coptactas with the youth, waas statistically significant in

determining success in the program. It ia likely that
casaworker contacts with a youth have both deterrent and
soclalizing effecta, aince they provide occasiona for both
monitoring and counaeling/adviasing the youth.

Alao, though not necessarily ceusally ralated, an
increase in the number of days apent in the detention honme
was aasoclated with a lower "asucceas rate”™ for youtha in the
progran.

Program Funding and Costs

State Youth Services subsidiea to the Cuyshoga County
Home Detaention Project for the five most recent fiscal years
ware as follows:
FYa3: # 98,000

FY84: 109,919
FYas: 146,826
FY86: 204,299
FY87: 222,463

These subsidies provide funds for program staff salaries and
benefits. Other costs are borne by Cuyahoga County. To
underatand what this mesna, in terma of savings to the
County, one need only exanmine the laat available full year
of cost data (1984):

Alternative Care Daya Provided: 8,740
Cost Per Day, Detention Home: #79.356
Coat Per Day, Home Detention: 14.68
Coat of Providing Care (Detention Home): #8695,354.40
Cost of Providing Care (Home Detention): 128,303.20

SAVINGS TO COUNTY: #567,051.20

Other Iasues

Twe other issues emerged from this study. The firat
concerne the degree of discretion exercised by home
detention ataff. As might be expacted, ataff members vary
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in their use of discretion. Some ataff belleve that the
standarda and expectations applied to youths should be uni-
form and argue that toco much variastion among workers’ deci-
aionmaking (with respect to revocation and return to
detention, for example? is unfair to those youths who happen
to have a “atrict" worker. And, since some youths are
placed on home detention status more than once, those youths
may be confused and even more likely to fail if, over time,
they are asupervised by workers with gignificantly different
"tolerances."

By way of contraat, other ataff stresa the desirability
of allowing workers the flexibility to exercise their judg-
ment in making “field decisionsa" as they asee fit. These
workers argue that it would be imposasible to creste totally
uniform policiea to be applied to events that are inherently
non-uniform. Thia debate is, of course, commonplace in
criminal and juvenile juatice administration, and each aide
has ita proponanta.

A sacond ilasue of potential importeance in some prograna
concarns the poasibility that home detention programsa may be
perceived as “compating'” with probation programa, espacially
where more intensive probation programs exiast. Thia isasue
could be very important in some courta, &nd could reault in
sore self-daefeating "turf battlea®” if not anticipated and
controlled. The goals and objectives of home detention
programe must be carefully articulated and contrasted with
those of other programe, especially those likely to be
perceived aa aimilar.

National Exemplary Prograng

In addition to the statewide aurvey conducted in Ohio
and the detailed case study of the Cuyahoga County project,
raepresantativea of several national exemplary programna were
contacted and information concerning these programs was
obtained.

In Jefferaon County (Louisville), Kentucky, house
arreat is imposed on the youth and his/her parent/guardian.
The probation officer isa expected to diascumss with the youth
and famlily all conditiona impoaed by the court prior to
their laaving court, to inaure that the youth and farily
have a contact at tha agency 24 houras a day, and to check

for compliance ® . . . if the probation officer suapects for
any reason that these conditiona are not being adhered to"
and ¥ . . . to inform the Court of any non- corpliance"

(Jafferson County Juvenile Probation Services, 1983).
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The Jefferacn County Juvenile Court may also impoas
“hora asupervision® i1f & juvenile and his/her family are
thought to be in need of sdditicnal support asrvicas during
the adjudicatory procass. Workers supervising youths placed
in home supervislon stetua have maximum casaloads of five
and are expacted to (1) execute s contract with the youth
and the parent/guerdian prior to their leaving court; (2)
have at leazt one face-to-face and one telephone contact
with thae youth each day; and (3) have at lsast one
face-to-face gr one telephone contact with the
parent/guardian each week. These contacta are intended to
enable staff to identify problems, aonitor the youth’s
adjustrent, and provide needed services. If a youth
violatea the provisgions of the sgree- ment, a conference is
hald to determine whether to return thes youth to court for
non-compliance.

The San Diego County Home Superviaion Program began in
1876 in reaponse to statewide legislation encouraging in-
creased comrunity treatment and the separation of astatus
offendere from delingquenta. The State of California re-
quireas counties to operate hore supervision programs ag ons
type of community elternative to the use of ascure deten-
tion. Further, California law raequires the probation offi-
cer to release & minor from the detention center and place
him/her on home supervision if the probation officer
" « o . believes 24 hour sacure detention ia not necessaary
in ordar to protect the minor or the person or property of
anothexr, or to enaure that the minor does not flee the
juriasdiction of tha court* (San Diego County Probation
Departmaent, 1986). Two goals are mandated for auch homa
supervision programs in Celifornia: (1) to assure appearance
at interviewas and court hearinge (goel: S8% compliance) and
(2) to aassure that the minor obeys the conditiona of releasae
and commits no ocffenses (goal: 80% complianca).

Workera’ salaries are essentielly subaidized by the
state and caselocads may not exceed ten. Sen Diasgo County’a
compitmenta, in return for these funds, are: (1) to maintain
at least 80% of the minors in the comepunity without return-
ing thems to cuatody; (2) to personally contact each minor at
least once a day; and (3) to provida supervision for at
least 800 minors who would octherwise be detained. Hinors
who do not comply with the terms of home supervision may be
arrested by probetion officers and returned to juvenile
court for review and, possibly, placement in secure deten-
tion. The progrem reports that its success rate exceeded
97% in 1983-1984 (San Diego County Probation Department,
19865 .




-1i2-

Another valueble source of information was the Ohio
Confarence on Home Detention, held at Ohio State Univerasity
on Dacembar 11, 1985. Thias conference was designed to: (1)
dissemrinate the findinga of the statewide survey, the
asecondary analysis of national exemplary programs, and the
Cuyahoga County caase atudy; (2) provide a forum for the ex-
change of information concerning operative home detention
programns; (3) enable thoase considering home detention pro-
grama to acquire valuable information concerning the opera-
tion of asuch programs; and (4) identify issueas and trends
with respect to the use of home detention.

More than 50 persone attended and participated in this
conference. Thia group included juvenile court judges;
court directors; home detention project directora; probation
officers; researchers: plannera: court placement directors;
and representativea of the Ohio Department of Youth Servi-
cea. Operative home detention programs were described and a
nurber of issues were diacuasased, including: (1) the use of
volunteera to supplement court staff in monitoring youth
placad on home detention; (2) differencea in prograr daeaign
aa related to differances in county composition and resour-
casd; (3) criteria for “succesa’; (4) profilaa of youth in
hore detention programa; (5) mrethods of monitoring for com-
pliance with home detention conditicns: (6) home detention
as an lnformational resource for the court at the adjudica-
tory and dispoasltional atages;: (7) the proper role of law
anforcemnent in auch programas: (8) caseload aize; (9) en-
forcement/revocation policies; (10) comparativa costs; and
(11) job descriptiocnas/expectationa for program ataff.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Taken collectively, the information and data generated
by this study have significant implications for juvenile
Justice policy, though the lower-than-expected reaponae to
the ststewide survey ias a significant conatraint that may
limit the generalizabllity of the study. The policy impli-
cationa may beat be discuased in the context of the mejor
policy iassues confronted in this research project.

Le Y

Desapite a controveray which arose concerning the
“legality” of home detention in Ohio, thiaz reaearch has
concluded that there ia nothing in Ohio law to preclude the
uge of home detention. The asctionsa of the Ohio Revised
Code (0.R.C.) cited by those who raised concerns were Q.R.C.
2151.31, 2151.311, 21351.314, and Juvenile Rules 6 and 7
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(actually, O0.R.C. 2151.312 and Juvenile Rule 13 are alao
ralevant to thia isaue).

Deaplte the fact that the Ohio Legiaslature did not
spacifically includa {and may not have bean cognizant of)
“hone detention® ea an alternative to the use of aecure
detantion, it appeara that Ohioc juvenile court judgea have
anple diacretion to issue home detention ordersa. In fact,
in delineating permisasible places of detention, 0.R.C.
21351.312(A) (4) recognizes as accepteble " . . . any other
auitable place designated by the court.” Surely such
language is broad enough to e&ncompssa tha home (or a home)
az a suitable place if so designated by the court. All that
would remain, then, would be a aerantic distinction between
"home detention" and "conditional rsleaae” to the custodial
parent or guardian.

Hore detention alaso afforda a leass intrusive type of
control - - one which corresponds more cloasly to the ra.om-
rendations of the Inatitute of Judicial Adminigtretion/Amner-
ican Ber Associastion’s (1980) Standear ; y
Status. Even the Supreme Court’s controvmraial dacision
concerning the preventive detention of juvenilea (Schall v.
Martin, 467 U.S. 253, 104 5.Ct. 2403 [1984]1) was limited to
an anvironment where due procasas protectiona and the
conditions of confineraent far exceed those typically encoun-
terad in the juvenile justice system in America (Brown, et
al, 1985).

Thus, it appeara that home detention is not only
legally permisaible in Ohio, but alse may be viswad asz &
leas intrusive form of control that ia conaistent with the
philosophy, articulated by aeveral national commissiona and
many expaerta, that the least restrictive means available
should be utilized whenaver possible. Froam this parapec-
tive, the restrictive measure of aecure detention ahould be
reserved for only a small percentage of juveniles, particu-
larly those who may pose a "clear and presaent danger” to the
commrunity.

Pat

. The wideapread iaplementation (and, wherae already
existing, responsible sexpansion) of home detention prograns
in Ohio could significantly reduce the population of local
juvenile detention centers in our state - - an impact that
could greatly alleviate some of the overcrowdaed conditiona
now exlating.

It ia evident from the information accumrulated from
national exemplary programs and our own statewide conference
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that home detention programs have considerable potential for
raducing overcrowded detention facllities, forestalling the
nead to construct additional fecilities at great coat, and
saving significant suma of money when compared to the opera-
tional coste of detention centers.

Quality Control

The findinge generated by thia study underacore the
importance of “quality control®” in the structure and opara-
tion of home detention programs. Iemportant variables
include compatent managemant and ataff; good working rela-
tions between the home detention program and the juvenile
court, including thae preobation department; small (5-8) case-
loada for home detention workera: and emphasis on freguent
contacts, including &t leazt ona unacheduled daily contact
with each youth.

Pub Accea n u t

Finally, there is the important iasaue of public
support. Hoat citizenas probsbly were unaware of hore
detention programs until the recent nationwide publicity
surrounding houae arreat programa for adulta (often focus-
ing on programe utilizing electronic surveillance, auch asa
electronic "ankle bracelets'"). Hanagers of home detention
programe muast be cognizant of the need to develop and main-
tain community support, aince any alternative to coniinament
may be viewed as & test of community tolerance. Three
factora would sppeaar to be especieslly important in develop-
ing and mainteining aupport in the community:

(1) CAREFUL AND RESPONSIBLE SCREENING OF ALL CANDIDATES
FOR HOME DETENTION. It would be adviasable, for examrple, to
eliminate from consideration those charged with violent per-
sonal offenses.3 These offenses pose® the greatest threat to
public safety; therefore, thoae charged with such offanaes
pose the greatest potential risgk to the comrmunity. Home
detention programa accepting such raferrels put at riak the
survival of the entire program, aince coammunity backlash to
one highly-publicized assault could quickly undermine the
programn’a base of political =mupport.

3 Careful screening should also taks into account pelice
reports and asuch factoras aa “overcharging" by prosacutors
and "felony rurder" chargea, which may not accurately
raflaect violant bahavior.
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(2) AGGRESSIVE, FREQUENT, UNSCHEDULED MONITORING OF ALL
YOUTHS DURING THEIR TIME IN THE HOME DETENTION PROGRAM AND A
WILLINGNESS TO RETURN THEM TO SECURE DETENTION WHEN
NECESSARY. Data produced by this atudy clearly demoncztrate
that fregquent contacte with tha youth ia the most important
variable asaociated with successful completion of hoae
detention. FOR THIS TO OCCUR, CASELOAD SIZE SHOULD NOT
EXCEED S5-6 PER WORKER. And for those youths who do not
comply with their agreements and whose bahavior poses a risk
to the public, return to sscure detention should be viewed
as protection of the public via crime prevention, and not
almply categorized as a “failure.’ TO PREVENT HMISUNDER-
STANDING AND CLARIFY EXPECTATIONS, ALL AGREEKENTS SHOULD BE
WRITTEN AND SHOULD SPECIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND EXPECTATIONS,
AS WELL AS POSSIBLE SANCTIONS IF THE AGREEMENT IS VIOLATED.

(3 COMMUNICATION OF PROGRAMMATIC GOALS AND ACHIEVE-
MENTS TO THE COMMUNITY AND TO OTHER AGENCIES. Hoae
detention prograem managers mnuat be acutely sensitive to the
fact that such programs conatitute a continuing test of
commrunity tolerance. Such programre ruat be operated respon-
sibly, in the public’a intereat, and the public and relevant
agencies must be accurately informed concerning the
program’s goale and achieverments.

® &% ® # 2 L]

If home detention programs ara succesaful in developing
and mainteining the support of their juvenile courts and
thaeir comrunitiea, they can represent & lasa intrusive
rathod of mociael control and a scurce of aignificant cosat
savinga to Ohio’a counties. This study has indicated thaet
sauch programrs, when properly structured and well-managed,
can be very succegaful in keeping juveniles “troubles-fres
and available to the court.” The careful development and
reapongible sxpanaion of asuch programs in Ohio ia supported
by this astudy.
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