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BACKGROUND 

This proJect wa. £unded by thQ Governor~a Office of 
Criminal Justice Services with :funds appropriated by the 
:federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
The proJect commenced on April 11, 1985, and terminated on 
March.31, 1986. 

The proJect had two principal goala: (1) to determine, 
via a statewide survey, the extent to which pre-adJudicatory 
"home detention" is being utilized by Ohio~ Ell Juvenile courts 
and with what results, and (2) to select one or more exem­
plary programCs) o:f 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 Juveniles 
in the United States began in 1971 in St. Louis. The early 
history of that program and six othera based on the same 
programmatic model has been well documented in evaluations 
(Keve and Zantek, 1972; Young and Pappen£ort, 1977). 

Structure and Operations 

These early programs, like Moat of those today, were 
adainistered by Juvenile court probation departments. In 
general, these programs were zta££ed by paraprofessionals, 
each of whom had a caseload Ox five youths at anyone time. 
These youth workers were expected to exerciee daily super­
vision of their caeeloads and to keep their auperviaeee 
.. trouble free and available to the court." 

Surveillance was accomplished priMarily via daily per­
aonal contacts (at least one per day) with theae youths and 
daily personal or telephone contacts with the youth.' 
parents, teachers, and (where applicable) employers. Rules 
(frequently embodied in written contracts) typically 
included: (1) attending school; (2) observing a specified 
curfew; (3) notifying parents or worker as to whereabouts at 
all times when not at home, school, or work: 
(4) abstaining from drugs; and (5) avoiding companions or 
places that "might lead to trOUble." 

Programs were baaed on the rationale that close super­
vision would generally ke&p Juveniles "t.rouble :free and 
available to the court" and that this type o:f program would 
enable youth worker. to provide needed &~rvice. to youths 
and their families, thus increaaing the probability of suc­
cess. Youths who did not ~dhere fully to prograa require­
ments could be taken to secure det~ntion by youth workera. 
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Youths Served 

All of the prograMs accepted either alleged delinquents 
only or both allegad delinquents and alleged status o£fend­
era. Burglary was the most frequent delinquency charge 
filed against program participants. Moat delinquency 
charges filed against prograM participants ware Judged to be 
moderately serious, and participants were si.ilar to those 
in secure detention except for charges of hOMicide, aggra­
vated assault, and rape (relatively infrequent and rarely 
released to such alternative programs). 

Program Outcomes 

Depending on one's operational definition of "success," 
evaluations of hOMe detention prograae indicate that success 
rates nationally range frOM 71% to 98%. That is, if one 
uses the moat restrictive definition of success (COMpleting 
home detention without incident), the 19sat auccessful 
programs are 71~ successful. If, on the other hand, one 
adopts 8 aore liberal definition of success (co.plating ho.a 
detention without any new alleged offense.), the ~ 
programs attain succe •• rates as high as 98~. Furthermore, 
these evaluations indicate that lIIlost of t.hoa. who "fail" on 
home detention are returned for rules violations, rather 
than for alleged new offenses or for running sway. 

Programs deSigned exclusively for alleged delinquents 
are as effective as those accepting status offender. as well 
as delinquents, underscoring once again the fsct that 
"offense category" is a poor predictor of future risk. 
Indeed, evaluators have concluded that additional youth. 
could have been handled in home detention progra.. and other 
alternative programs and that aoae courts were "unneces­
sarily til'Aid" in referring youths to auch progreuua (Young 
and Pappenfort, 1977:31). 

One state legialature (California) haa .andated that 
each county probation department initiate a program of "hOMe 
supervision" (home detention) for youths "who would not 
otherwise be detained." Csseloada in the •• Mandatory Cali­
fornia prograMS are not to exceed ten (Rubin, 1985:142). 

Coat.a 

National evaluative data (Keve and Zantek, 1972; Rubin, 
1979) and the present atudy indicate that ho •• detention 
programs cost only one-third to one-fourth the per die. coat 
of secure detention facilities. 

I 
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THE PRESENT STUDY 

This reaearch relied on nuaeroua sourc •• Ox data, in­
cluding: (1) a comprahenaive literature review: (2) a 
statewide survey <aailed questionnaire> ox all Ohio Juven­
ile/probate court Judge. active in hearing Juvenile caaes 
(97 Judges representing all 88 counties); (3) an in-depth 
ca.e .tudy o£ Ohio~& largest hoaG detention prograM, the 
Cuyahoga County HODe Detention ProJect; (4) 8 atatewide 
conference on hoa. detention; and (5) information obtained 
£rom two o£ the nation'. Moat .atabli&hed and beat-known 
hOMe detention progra •• , located in Louisville and San 
Diego. 

Th9 Stetew!de Surv9v 

Despite auccG.A£ul pre-t •• t. in thr •• Ohio Juvenile 
court., two reviaions ox the survey inatruaent to incorpor­
ate suggested changea, and a favorable written review by on. 
of the state's leading authorities on Juvenile lU&tice, the 
ststewice survey was not endorsed by the Ohio A •• oeiation of 
Juvenile and Faaily Court Judge., largely due to active 
OPPOSition by the (then) pr •• ident of tho A •• ociation. 1 
The absence of endorae.ont undoubtedly had a significant 
adverse effect on the re.pon •• rete which, d •• pita nuB.roue 
efforts, remained disappOinting, with only 28 <approxiMately 
one-third) of Ohio'. 8S countiea repre.ented. However, the 
statewide survey served two purposes: (1) it provided aOM. 
statewide data conc@rning ho •• detention, and (2) it 
provided in£or~ation on each prograM'. scop., databas., and 
willingne •• to •• rv. as host ait. for a "ca •• study." 

Finding. frOM the Stat.wig. SyrY9v 

As noted, the rea pons. rat_ for the atat.wide &urvey 
never .et the researcher's expectation.. FurthorMoro, a 
comparison of respondent. with non-r •• pondenta indicat •• 
that the respondents represent 1 ••• populous counti... This 
may be attributable, at leaat partially, to the lack of 
endorsement by the Judges' aa.ociation, which aay have had 
More influence in the urban countie.. Therefore, caution ia 
urged in generalizing from the result. of the atat.wide 
survey, since only one-third of Ohio'. count i •• are repre­
sented aMong the r •• pondenta. 

1 The final report contains extenaive diacu.aion and 
dOCUMentation of the •• eventa. 
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How do Juvenile court Judge. decide whether a youth i. 
an appropriate candidate for hoae detention? According to 
our respondent., thr~e factors ere ~o.t frequently con~id­
ered in reaching this decision (listed in rank order of 
hlportance) : (1) the a@riouem ••• o£ the alleged o£!en •• ; 
(2) the youth~a previous record; and (3) the hOMO environ­
ment. Respondents alao indicated that the recoa •• ndetion. 
of court staff, especially probation o££icera p are very 
important in the decision to u •• ho •• detention. 

SOMewhat aurpriaingly, Moat raapondenta •• ldoa or never 
use written agree.ents sPQcifying the conditions and re­
strictions to which the youth i& to be subJected. Alao, 
only a small Minority of re.pondent. reported that they in­
clude in written agree.ent. the aanctiona to b. iMpos.d if 
the agreement i. broken. However, the data clearly show 
that auch sanctions ~ impo.ed when .gree.enta are 
violated, with the Moat £r&qu~ntly-i.po&.d aanction. con­
eisting of place.ent in. detention or other place.e.enta 
and/or further re.trictiona on privilege •• 

Probation staff and parents/guardian. ere Roat :fre­
quently relied upon for aupervision. The Bost frequently 
e~ployed aeans of Monitoring are vi.ita to the youth'. home 
and telephone calla, followed by vi.ita to achool. and .M­
ployers. Sta£:f re.pon.ible for Monitoring relea8ft •• gener­
ally have the authority to place th •• in detention or in 
other plac.menta if they violate the tarM. of their rele •••• 

An iMportant factor in Monitoring and enforcing egr •• -
Dents ia caa.load 8ize. Re.pondents reportad that 1n 1984, 
the average caa.load at anyone ti.. for tho.. r •• ponaibla 
for such aonitoring ranged :frOM 2-45. Most reported having 
no established policy concerning .axiMua ca •• load Aiz~. 

Respondent. were about equally dividGd batw •• n tho •• 
eef!n1.ng ... uee ..... fl. "appearance :for adJudication without 
any new arresta ll end tho •• defining it aa "no violation of 
the t.eras of the agree.ent." Of 2,.708 youtha rel.aeed on 
"holle detention" by our re.pondent. in 1984, a total o£ 
2,470 (91~) aucc.a.fully COMplied with the conditiona 
i.posed on theM and subsequently appeared for adJudication. 
Technical violationa of agr •••• nt. accounted for far aore 
"failure." than did arre.t. for new O££tIUHlea. 
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With respect to overall aaaesaaent. o£ hoae detention, 
85~ o£ our reapondent. thought the r.sult. were &ither "very 
good" or "good." Nona rat.ed the resulta worae t.han "feill:" 0" 
However, when asked what their cOM.uniti.s' aasesaMente 
were, they expressed GOMewhat More apprehenaion, with nemrly 
hal£ (46~) perceiving their co •• unit!e.' r.actions aa 
"llixad." 

According to our reApondents, s.cure detention coata 
average $42.57 per day. Non-A.cure detention and other non­
secure placeaent coata averag. $28.07 per day. 8y co.pari­
son, the average coat of hoae detention is 014.94 a day. 
Thus, daily costa for hoae detent.ion average about one-third 
the coat o£ secure detent.ion and about one-half the coat 
other non-aecure placementa. 

Following a preliminary analy.i&, the Cuyahoga County 
Ho •• Detention ProJect was selectod for a detailed ca •• 
study, which utiliz.d several .oure •• o£ inforMation: (1) 
official recorda concerning prograM participants; (2) inter­
view. with Judge.; (3) interview. with the ProJect#a 
director; (4) interview. with ProJect caaeworkera; .nd (5) 
field observation. of ca •• worker Monitoring and couna.ling 
activitiea. 

Background 

The Cuyahoga County Hoa~ Det.ntian ProJect wa. begun in 
Auguat, 1981, in reapons. to concern about the burgeoning 
population o£ the detGntion hoae. Th. ProJect was initially 
funded via the Law Enforce.ent A •• iatancG Act, end Auba.­
Quent to the deaiae of the LEAA, the ProJect'. funding haa 
co •• priaarily fro. the Stat. Q£ Ohio (AD. Sub. H.B. 440). 

Adminietration and Staffing 

Structurally, the ProJect ia an integral part of the 
detention hOMe of tha Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court. 
ProJect staff include a director, a senior ho •• detention 
~rker, six ca •• workers, and a .ecretary. 

The ProJect can rftceive referral. at two pOints 1n the 
adJUdicatory procoas, for both statu& offenders and 
delinquents (either alleged or adJudicated). Th. initial 
point of referral ia at intake, and thia re£@rral aay be 



-6-

_ade i~.idiately upon preparation of the coaplaint. Each 
Juvenile i& initially r.f~rred (and, technically, adMitted> 
to the detention hOMe prior to being assigned to G probation 
officer. This facilitates the youth'. return to detention 
ifhe/ahe .ubaequ.ntly violet@. the conditions of rel.8a~. 

Such pre-adJudicatory referral. froa intake officers 
and probation officers initially dominated the prograM, but 
the .ix of referrala shifted quickly to a balance between 
pre- and poat-adJudicatory referrals, then (in 1985) shifted 
draMatically toward a MaJority of post-adJudicatory 
referral •• 

A second referral point occurs when the youth appear. 
for the adJUdicatory hearing. At that pOint, the Judge is 
the source of referral and the Juvenile iA referred to the 
hOMe detention proJect via the detention hOMe. 

Following re£erral, the youth and his/her parent or 
guardian aeet with the proJect superviAor to as •••• the 
appropriateness o£ tho ra£erral and the prograM'. capacity 
to provide adequate auperviaion o£ the youth. For thoa. 
accepted, the next step involves discus.ing the behavioral 
guidelines, which are eMbodied in & contract aign8a by the 
youth, his/her parents/guardians, and the ProJect super­
visor. The Court retains logal Jurisdiction over the youth 
during the period o£ hOMe detention. 

Caaeworker R.spon8ibilitjem 

HOMe detention caaeworkers heve two priaary re.ponsi­
bilities: (1) to ••• that the youth appeara in Court for 
necessary hearing. without any new arreats or in£ractiona, 
and (2) to provide conatructive alternative activities for 
each youth. The priaary Bethod of Aupervision 1. vi. un­
scheduled, face-to-£ace contacta with the youth every day_ 
In addition, the caseworker contact. parente/guardians daily 
and Makas regular contacts with school peraonnel and 
employer •• 

Prior to the court hearing, the c ••• worker coaplotea a 
final report which auaMariz •• the Juv.n11a'. ho •• detention 
experience end ia a valu.ble aide to the Court. 
to 

Client Popylatigo Trend. 

The ProJect provided auperviaion to 2,377 youths and 
nearly doubled in 8iz8 between 1982 and 1985. It 1. 
proJected that this prograM will Aerve 800-1,000 youths in 
FY86. Referrals heva been about equally divided between 
blacks and whit •• , with only occeaional referral. of other 
clients. 
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Approxiaately 60% o£ all referral. have b •• n .&l~., and the 
average age has reaained at about 15. Referrala for 
delinquency charge. have outnu.berad thoa~ for &tatue 
offenses, 63~-37~. 

One of the Moat iMportant trends ia the growth in the 
nUMber of "alternative care daYA" (the nuabCDr of daYAl.t.hat 
would have to be added to the d.t.ent.ion ho •• '. aggregate 
detention daya in the abaence of the ho.. detention 
prograM). In 1982, the program provided a total of 4,040 
alternative care daya. Between 1982 and 1985, that figure 
increaaed draaatically (215.6") to a total of 12,752 daya of 
alternative care, thuA reflecting the confidence of ita re­
ferral sourc •• (Judge. and refer ••• > and providing aignifi­
cant coat bonefits to Cuyahoga County. 

Meaaurinq "SUCC(UUi" 

If the leaat re.trictive definition of auece.a 
(re.aining trouble-fr •• and available to the Court. with no 
new arrests) ia applied, aucceaa rat •• for the Hoa. 
Detention ProJect are aa follow.: 

1983: 
1984: 
1'985: 

9"7.8" 
95.2% 
'94.2" 

Obviously, the •• auecea. rate. are extre •• ly high. 
Further.ore~ there i. not .uch variance in auec ••• between 
pre-adJudicatory and poat-adJudicatory referrals: 

Pr@-AdJudicatory SUCC9§§ft8 Poet-AdJudicatory Syec ••••• 

1983: 
1984: 
1985: 

97.3" 
94.5" 
95.1" 

1983: 
1984: 
1985: 

98.3" 
95.8% 
93.871: 

To evaluate the auec ••• of the prograM according to thG 
~ re.trictive definition (reMsining out of the d9tention 
cgnter and available to the court), a randoM a.aple (N • 
417) of the client population (1981-1985) wa. conatructed. 
In applying thi& aor. re.trictive definition the key 
difference, of course, is in the atetiatical treat-
Ment of "in-program failurclllB." Uaing the 1 ••• t r •• trict­
ive definition, youth. who ware returned to tho detention 
home were not counted .a failure. boceu •• they had not been 
arrested for new alleged offen ••• and were atill available 
to the court for their hearings. An alternative view of 
such csses, however, io that they do, in fact, rapre.ent 
progra~ failures if the goal ia to keep the youth in the 
cOM~unity, rather than locked up in the det~ntion hoae. 
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Applying this operational definition, of course, re­
sulta in lower aucce •• rates than tho.e obtained according 
to the leaat restrictive definition. The following "succas. 
rates" were calculated for the overall aaaple and for 
specific subgroups: 

Success Rat~ 

Overall Sample: a2~ 

Males: 87~ 

Feaal •• : 73~ 

Black.: a2~ 

White.: 83% 

Delinquency Charge.: 84% 
StatuA Offen.~ Charge.: 79% 

Age: 
11: 
12: 
13: 
14: 
15: 
16: 
17: 
18: 

100~2 
69~ 

87~ 

82~ 

83~ 

74~ 

86~ 

100~2 

It ia apparent that &ucce •• rat •• do vary, •• pecially 
by aex and by offense category. There ia, in fact, an in­
teraction effect between these two variablea, aince aal •• 
constitute 8 far higher proportion of delinquency referral., 
while feMales are Much Mor@ likely to be referred for statu. 
offenses. 

Confidential interviews with Rrograa .taff .e.bera and 
with the director &uggeat that the Moat difficult youth. to 
supervise in hoae detention are "unruly f •• al •• ," while 
delinquent males generally comply More readily with the re­
strictions iMposed by hoa. detention. 

2 Ags-specific 8ucc •• a rat •• for 11 and 18 year-olda are not 
reliable due to insufficient subaaapl •• in th ••• two age 
categories. 
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While ueeful, aggregate 8ucce§a rat •• aay Maak Rany 
important factora. For policy.akers and progra~ Managers, 
it is important to asaesm the contribution of specific vari­
ables to the overall auccesa rates. For thia reason, the 
data were analyzed using logistical regression analysiS. 
This analysis indicated that ona variable, th@ number of 
cont§ct~ with the youth, was statistically significant in 
deterMining success in the prograM. It is likely that 
caseworker contacts with a youth have both deterrent and 
socializing effects, since th~y provide occasions for both 
monitoring and counseling/advising the youth. 

Alao, though not necessarily cauaally related, an 
increase in the number of daya spent in the detention home 
was associated with a IowaX' IIsuccess rate" for youtha in the 
program. 

Program Funding and Coats 

State Youth Services aubsidies to the Cuyahoga County 
Home Detention ProJect for th6 five moat recent fiscal years 
were as followa: 

FY83: 
FY84: 
FY85: 
FYS6: 
FV87: 

$I 98,000 
109,919 
146,826 
204,299 
222,463 

These subsidies provide fund~ for program ataff ealaris. and 
benefits. Other cost. are borne by Cuyahoga County. To 
understand what this means, in terma of cavinge to the 
County, one need only examine the last available full year 
of cost data (1984): 

Alternative Care Days Provided: 

Cost Per Day, Detention Ho~e: 
Cost Per Day, Home Detention: 

Cost of Providing Car. (Detention Home): 
Cost of Providing Care (Home Detention): 

SAVINGS TO COUNTY: 

Other Issues 

8,740 

$79.56 
14.68 

$695,354.40 
128,303.20 

$567.051.20 

Two other isau •• emerged from this atudy. The firat 
concerns the de~ree of discretion sxarci.ad by home 
detention staff. As might be expected, ataff members vary 
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in their use of discretion. So ••• taff believe that the 
standards and expectations applied to youths should be uni­
form and argue that too much variation among workers' deci­
sionmaking (with respect to revocation and return to 
detention, for example) is unfair to those youths who happen 
to have a "strict" worker. And, since some youths are 
pleced on home detention status more than once, those youths 
may be confused and even more likely to fail if, over time, 
they are auperviaed by workers with significantly different 
"tolerances. II 

By way of contrast, other staff .tress the desirability 
of allowing workers the flexibility to exercise their Judg­
ment in Making "field deciaions" aa they see fit. These 
workers argue that it would be impossible to creste totally 
uniform policies to be applied to ev~nt~ that are inherently 
non-uniform. This debate is, of course, commonplace in 
criminal and Juvenil& Justice adMinistration, and each side 
haa ita proponftnta. 

A second issue of potential importance in some programs 
concerns the po~sibility that home detention prograM. May be 
perceived aa "coRpeting" with probation programs, especially 
where more intenaive probation progra •• exist. This issue 
could be very important in some court., and could result in 
80IRe ael:£-defeating "turf' battle.e. 1I if not anticipated and 
controlled. The goale and obJectivea o:f home detention 
programs Must be carefully articulated and contrasted with 
those of other program., eapecially tho •• likely to be 
perceived sa a1ailar. 

~8tion81 Exempl§ry PrograM. 

In' addition to the statewide survey conducted in Ohio 
and the detailed case study o:f the Cuyahoga County proJect, 
representatives o:f several national exeMplary prograMS were 
contacted and in£ormation concerning theae progra.. was 
obtained. 

In 3ef:feraon County (Louiavilla>, Kentucky, houae 
arrest ia iMposed on the youth and hia/her parent/guardian. 
The probation o£ficer is expected to diacuse with the youth 
and faa11y all conditions iMposed by tho court prior to 
their leaving court, to insure that the youth and faMily 
have a contact at the agoncy 24 hours 8 day, and to check 
:for COMpliance ". • if the probation of£icer auspect. for 
any reason that the •• condition. are not being adhered to·' 
and t. • • • to inforM the Court of any non- COMpliance" 
(3efferaon County 3uv.nile Probation Services, 1983). 
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The 3.f£~raon County 3uv~nilG Court ~ay also impose 
IIhOIl. lI!.upervi&ion" if & JuvEi1:nile and hie/har family are 
thought to be in n&ed of additional support servica. during 
the adJudicatory process. Workers supervising youths placed 
in home auperviaion statum have B8ximuM caaeloada of five 
end are expected to (1) execute 8 contract with the youth 
and the parent/guardian prior to their 1&4ving court; (2) 
hs\re at lesst one :£ace-to-face ~ one telephone contact 
with the youth each day; and (3) have at least one 
:£ace-to-face Q£ one telephone contact with the 
parent/guardian each week. These contacts are intended to 
enable staff to identify probleme. monitor the youth's 
adJust.ent, and provide neQded service.. If a youth 
violates the provisions 0:£ the agree- •• nt, a conference is 
held to deter_in. wh.ther to return the youth to court for 
non-coJllpliance. 

The San Diego County Hoae Supervision PrograM began in 
1976 in response to .tatewide legislation encouraging in­
creased comMunity treataent and the separation 0:£ atatu8 
offenders £ro~ delinquents. The State 0:£ California re­
quires counties to operate hOMe supervision progre •• as one 
type of comMunity alternativG to the use 0:£ •• cure deten­
tion. Further, California law require. the probation o:£:£i­
cer to relesae a Minor froa the dotention center and place 
hiM/her on ho~e superviaion if the probation officer 
.. • • • believe. 24 hour s.cure detention 1& not nece •• &ry 
in order to protect the .inor or the peraon or property o£ 
another, or to ~n.ur. that the ainor doe. not fl •• the 
Jurisdiction 0:£ the court .. (San Diego County Probation 
Depart.ent, 1966). Two goal. are •• ndet.d for aueh ho~. 
8upGrviaion progra •• in California: (1) to a •• ure appearance 
at interviewA and court hearings (goal: 98~ COMpliance> and 
(2) to assure that tha minor obeys the conditione of release 
and cOMaits no offenses (goal: 80~ coapliance). 

Workers' salaries are essentially subsidized by the 
stete and caaeloada may not exceed ten. San D1_go County's 
com~itmenta, in return for theae £undc p are: (1) to maintain 
at l~est 80~ o£ the ainors in the co •• unity without return­
ing theM to custody; (2) to pGrsonally contact each Minor at 
least once a pay; and (3) to provide 8upervision for at 
least 800 ainora who would oth~rwiae be detained. Minora 
who do not comply with the terma of hOMe supervision May be 
arrested by probation o:£ficers and returned to Juvenile 
court :£or review end, possibly, placement in secure deten­
tion. The prograM reports that ita success rate exc.eded 
97~ in 1983-1984 (San Diego County Probation Department, 
1986). 
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Stat~wid. Home Detention Conferftnc~ 

Another valuable source of information was the Ohio 
Conference on Ho •• Detention, held at Ohio State University 
on Dec~.b.r 11, 1985. This conferenca was deaigned to: (1) 
disse.inate the findings of the statGwide survey, the 
secondary analysis of national exeaplary prograM., and the 
Cuyahoga County case study; (2) provida a foruD for the ex­
change of information concerning operative hOMe detention 
programs; (3) enable those considering ho.~ detention pro­
gr8~a to acquire valuable inforMation concerning the opera­
tion of such program.; and (4) identify issues and trends 
with respect to th. use of home detention. 

More than 50 paraons attended and participated in this 
conference. This group included Juvenile court Judges; 
court directors; home detention proJect directors; probation 
officers; researchers; planners; court placement directors; 
and representativ$& of the Ohio Departaent of Youth Servi­
ces. Operative home detention progra •• were deacribed and a 
nuaber of issues ware discussed, including: (1) the u •• of 
volunteers to supplement court staff in Monitoring youth 
placed on hOBe d.tention; (2) difference. in prograa design 
as related to differences in county COMposition and resour­
ces; (3) criteria £or "success"; (4) profile. of' youth in 
hOM~ detention programs; (5) Methods of Monitoring for com­
pliance with hoae detention conditions: (6) hoae detention 
as an inforMational resource for the court at the adJudica­
tory and dispositional atages; (7) the proper role of law 
Qnforce~ent in such prograaa; (8) ca •• load size; (9) en­
force.ent/revocation policies; (10) co.parat1va costa; and 
(11) Job descriptions/expectations for prograM ataff. 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

Taken collectively, the information and data generated 
by this study have aignificant implicationa for Juvenile 
Justice policy, though the lower-than-expected reaponse to 
the statewide survey is a significant constraint that may 
limit the generalizability of the study. The policy impli­
cations .8Y beGt be diacumaad in the context of the maJor 
policy issues confronted in this research proJect. 

L El gal I §'UI!!,Ul'HI 

Despite a controversy which aro •• concerning the 
"legality" of home detention in Ohio, this re •• arch haa 
concluded that there ia nothing in Ohio law to preclude the 
USQ of hoa. detention. Th~ aections of the Ohio Revised 
Code (O.R.C.> cited by those who rai •• d concerna were O.R.C. 
2151.31, 2151.311, 2151.314, and Juvenile Rule. 6 and 7 
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(actually, O.R.C. 2151.312 and Juvenile Rule 13 are also 
relevant to this ismue). 

C..pite the fact that the Ohio Legislature did not 
ap.c1ficslly incluQ@ (and may not have baen cognizant of) 
IOhoSl\\!! detention" aa an alternativtl2 to the use o£ secure 
datention, it appears that Ohio Juvenile court Judge. have 
ample discretion to i.sue hoae detention orders. In fact. 
in delineating perai •• ible place. of detention, O.R.C. 
21S10312(A)(4) recognizes as acceptable II ••• any other 
suiteble place designated by the court." Surely such 
language is broad enough to encoMpass the home (or a hOMe) 
a& a suitabls place if ao designated by the court. All that 
would reMain, then, would be e seMantic distinction betwpen 
"holl& detention" and "concH tional release" to the custodial 
parent or guardian. 

Home detention alao &fforda a lea. intrusive type of 
control - - one which corresponds More closely to the r •. ~m­
mendations of the Institute of Judicial AdMinistration/AMer­
ican Bar Association'. (1980) Stlnderda Relating to Int.~iM 
Status. Even the Supreme Court'. controversial deciaion 
concerning the er@ventive det.ntion of Juveniles (~chAl! v, 
Martin, 467 U.S. 253, 104 S.Ct. 2403 [1984]) was limited to 
an environMent where due process protections and the 
conditions of confine.ent far exceed thoa. typically encoun­
tered in the Juvenile Justice ayat.a in AMerica (Brown, et 
al, 1985). 

Thus, it appear. that ho •• detaption ia not only 
legally parmi.aible in Ohio, but a180 may b. viewed 88 • 

le~8 intruaive forM of control that ia conai.tent with the 
philosophy, articulated by several national co •• iaaiona and 
many experts p that the Ioast restrictive Meana available 
should be utilized whenever po.aible. Fro. thia perapec­
tive, the restrictive Meaaure of a.cure detention should be 
reserved for only a •• all percentage of Juvenile., particu­
larly tho •• who aay po •• a "claar and pre.ent danger" to thea 
COlu\uni ty. 

Pgtential X.pacts on D9tention P9pul.~!Qn. &n~ CQAt. 

l The widca.pread iaple.entation (and, where already 
eXisting, re.ponsible expansion) of home detention prograM. 
in Ohio could aignificantly reduce the population of local 
Juvenile detention centera in our atate - - an iMpact that 
could greatly alleviate 80MO of the overcrowdsd conditions 
now existing. 

It i8 evident from tha inforMation aCCUMulated frOM 
national ex •• plary progress and our own .tatewide conferanco 
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that home detention pro9ra~a have con8id~rablQ potential for 
reducing overcrowded detention £acilitie.~ :fore.talling the 
need to conetruct additional :facilities at great. coat, and 
saving significant aua. of money when compared to the opera­
tional coat. of detention centers. 

Quality Control 

The findinga generated by this atudy underscore the 
iMportance of "quality control" in t.he structure and opera­
tion of hOMe detention prograMs. I.portent variables 
include COMpetent aanagement and st.aff: good working rela­
tiona between the hoa. detention prograM and the Juvenile 
court., including t.he probation depart..ent: &M611 (5-6) caae­
loads for home detention workers; and •• phsais on frequent 
contacts, including at laaat one unscheduled daily contact 
with each youth. 

Public Acceptanc$ and §uppo~t 

Finally, there ia the iMportant iasue of public 
support. Hoat citiz~n& probably were unaware of hOMe 
detention progra.s until the recent nationwide publicity 
surrounding houae arrest progr.~& for adults (oxten £ocua­
ing on programs utilizing electronic surveillance, aueh aa 
electronic ~ankle bracelets"). KanagGra of ho~. det.ention 
prograM. Must be cognizant. o:f the need to d~v.lop and main­
tain co •• unity support, aince any alternative to con£in~M.nt 
may be viewed aa a teat of co •• unity tolerance. Three 
factors would appear t.o be especially iaportant in dev.lop­
ing snd Maintaining support in the COMMunity: 

(1) CAREFUL AND RESPONSIBLE SCREENING OF ALL CANDIDATES 
FOR HOKE DETENTION. It would be ~dvi.abl., for example, to 
eli.tnate £ro~ consideration those charged with violent per­
sonal offenses. 3 Th838 offense. po •• the gr~at •• t threat to 
public safety: therefore, thoae charged with auch of£.nae. 
poae the great.est potential risk to the cOMmunity. HOMe 
detention prograMs accepting aueh referrals put at risk the 
survival of the entire prograM, ainc. co.aunity backlaah to 
one highly-publicized asaault could quickly underMine the 
program'. baa. of political support • 

3 Careful acreening should alao take into account police 
report. and such :factors as "overcharging·' by pro •• cutors 
and ":felony JRurderll charge_.. which Slay not accurately 
reflect violent behavior. 
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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 thia study clearly da.on&tret~ 
that frequent contacta with the youth ia the Moat iMportant 
variable associated with successful cOMpletion of hOMe 
detention. FOR THIS TO OCCUR, CASE LOAD SIZE SHOULD NOT 
EXCEED 5-6 PER WORKER. And :for tho •• youthG who do not 
cOMply with their agreements and whoae behavior poses a risk 
to the public, return to secure detention should b. viewed 
aa protection of the public via criB. prevention, and not 
siMply categorized aa a ":failure." TO PREVENT MISUNDER­
STANDING AND CLARIFY EXPECTATIONS, ALL AGREEMENTS 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. Home 
detention prograa .anagera Must be acutely aensitive to the 
:fact that such prograaa conatitute & continuing t.at of 
cO.Munity tolerance. Such program. Rust be operated respon­
sibly, in the public'. intereat, and the public and relevant 
agencies Muat be accurately infor •• d concerning the 
program's goala and achieve.enta. 

If ho.e detention prograM. are Aucc ••• £ul in developing 
and Maintaining the mupport of their Juvenile court. and 
their com.uniti •• , they can repre.ent a 1 ••• intruaive 
a.thod of aocial control and a source of aignificant coat 
savings to Ohio'. count!... This study h •• indicated that 
auch programs, when properly structured and w.ll-•• n~g.d, 
can be very eucceaaful in ~e.ping Juvenile. "trouble-free 
and available to t.he court." The caraful dC!velopDent and 
responsible expansion of auch programs in Ohio ia .upported 
by t.his study • 
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