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SCOPE OF REVIEW

This review consisted of surveys of fiscal and, programmatic records, limited

tests of project records, and interviews with key personnel. The overall objectives
of the field review are: '

1. To vreview program and fiscal operations for compliance with LEAA, MLEAC,

Region 5 requirements and compliance with the provisions of the approved
subgrant., '

-,
3
./
N

To determine that the project is conducted in an economical and efficient
manner and that project objectives are met.

3. To determine if administrative and financial controls are adequate to
provide accurate and reliable operating and financial reports required
for project management and evaluation.

The field work for the review commenced September 19, 1973,

Project personnel contacted included Mr. Eafl Baldwin and Mr, John Pullman,

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. The Specific Objectives of the Home Detention project are:

1. To keep the youths assigned to the project as trouble free and as available
to the court for further study as those in the Detention Center,
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2. To provide an intensive type of supportive supervision to the youths

3.

assigned to the program.

To proéide a liason with the youths, their parents, the schools, and
other appropriate community service?.

The selection criteria used in assigning youths to the llome Detention project
are::

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

The child has a home, either real or surrogate to which he may return;

The parents will, at a minimum, not be restrictive to close supexvision;

The offense is not of a notorious or heinous nature which would render
the child unacceptable to the community;

There is a Community Youth Leader (CYL) available who can take another
case;

The location of the youths will not offer a geographic impediment to
close supervision.

Modification of Grant Activities

The subgrant application as written and approved contains the following

atatements as to the aperation of the program.

1.

6.

The Home Detention proposal seeks to demonstrate that it is both pract?cal
from (1) an operational point of view and (2) economical f?om a‘financ1al
point of view to place youths, who would otherwise be detalnﬁd in a sec?re
faeility, under the supervision of a "Home Detgntion Worker,'" whose maxi-
mum assigmment will be five detainces, would be free from all other duties

and responsibilities to work with his wards.

Using 14 Community Youth Leaders with a caseload of five juveniles each,
the total normal caseload of the project is 70.

The CYL's will keep in daily contact with the youth, his parents, tgthers,
the police, and any, others who are significant in his life. ln'aqdltlog,

the CYL will attcmﬁt to involve the youth in constructive activifies which
would he aimed at assisting the youth in making a more adequate adjustment.

The Community Youth Leaders (CYL's) will have an ordinary limit of five
(5) youths per person. The CYL's will have no prescribed hours of work
and have no office. He would only have his car and be reimbursed for his
mileage. -

The time the CYL will spend with each of fender is determined by individual

need; however, a minfmum of twelve hours weekly is a requisite.  Maximum con-

Lact Is further accompllished through group-type activitices.

: " oo bl s
"Intensive Supervision’ tucludes a mintmum of three daily Teyeball™ contacts
ot home or school by the CYL.  Activities supervised are both intormal (daily
narmal 1ite wituations) and formal (i.c., formal recreation activities, drum

and buple corps., gproup counseling sessions, and church activities where
¥ v
possible,
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The concept of Home Detention was expanded in several directions. Below
are listed some of the program modifications that were not included in the
approved subgrant application. Source: Special Report - Realignment and
Assignment of Home Detention Program Staff - 3/21/73.

1. The Court on a limited selective basis began placing children under post:
trial supervision into the program. This modification of the program
appeared less expensive than employment of additional "highly trained”
Probation Officers and supportive staff persons, and could be carried
out without increased funding. Additionally, caseloads can be increased

to ten (10) cases per worker over the present maximum of five (5) cases
per worker.

2. Certain designated staff of the Home Detention program were assigned to
the Probation Department and will work specifically in the supervision
units of the Court's three Branch Offices. The CYL's will be assisting
in post-dispositional services.to youth placed on official court super-
vision who are in need of the highest structure and control. Each
branch office will have two (2) Community Youth Leaders assigned to pro-
vide additional intensive supervision of youth who have been placed on
suspended commitment to the Missouri State Training School for Boys
(Booneville).

3. The Community Youth Leaders will be administratively responsible to
the Director of the Home Detention program but will be directly super-—
vised and evaluated by the Branch Office Supervisor.

4. The Home Detention Worker will be quartered in the Branch Offices and
will basically use the same general work hours as other Court Staff,
However, flexibility of hours must be considered as often the llome

" Detention Worketr may be called upon to maintain alert supervision at
hours other than the' normal 9 to 5 time period.

5. The Home Detention Program Worker will be assigned a maximum of 10 cases
each. It can be assumed that they all also involve youth with serious

charges or "stranger to stranger'" type offenses that will require the
most intensive type of supervision,

6. It will be the responsibility of the Home Detention Supervisor to pro-
vide performance evaluations of the CYL's in the branch offices, taking
into account those observations of the Supervisor, Unit Supervisor,
and the D.J.O.

7. Monthly mileage reports (for thbse workers assigned to the field units)
will be submitted through the Unit Supervisor for initial and signed
approval to the Home Detention Supervisor.

) A

8. The Hlome Detention Worker shall be accepted as a regular member of the
Branch Office Staff and is to participate in all meetings, activities,
etc. as designated by the Unit Supervisor and/or administration.

In addition to assigning the CYL's to post trial supervision and assipning
them to the Branch Offdces, two additional program modifications have been
implemented.

. . ,
0
PR
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FINDINGS

A

1. The Juvenile Court has instituted a work program for youths on pro-
bation, and the Community Youth Leader(s) attached to the unit are
responsible for the supervision of from 6-10 probationers during each
four (4) hour period of work.

2. The Home Detention Program sponsored in conjunction with the St. Louis
Juvenile Court and Detention Center an activity and recreation pro-
gram which included:

A) The formation of 4 softball teams,

B) had a picnic,

C) had three field trips to the Cardinal Baseball games at
Busch Stadium, and :

D) participated in a swim party at the Page Park YMCA.

Significant Activities Implemented

1.

For the period January 1, 1973, to August 31, 1973, the Community Youth
Leaders supervised 514 pre-adjudication cases.

For the same period as noted in item one above, 158 post-~adjudication cases

" were supervised by the Community Youth Leaders.

Termination of the pre-adjudication cases during the time period March-
August numbered 400 cases and were for the following reasous:

Number Z
Placed on Probation 31 7.6
Committed to State Institution 62 15.5
Committed to County Institution 0 0
Case Dismissed by Court 219 54.7
Returned to Detention by CYL 28 7.0
Released from Program by Probation Office 6 1.5
Committed New Offense while in the Program 3 .8
Warrant Refused 49 12.3
Group Home Placement S 1 .3
Consent Decree 1 .3

Three (3) of these cases which wvere terminated in item 3 above were be-~
cause a new offense was committed while the youth was in the Home Deten-
tion Program. This represents .8% of the total cases supervised.

Below are listed areas of deficiencies in the programmatic operation requiring
clarification or corrective action.

1.

Utilization of Manpower

Attachment A indicates the organizational structure before the
implementation of the post-adjudication activities and attachment B
indicates the implied organizational structure after the implementation
of the post=adjudication supervision.

As a result of the programmatic adjustments which produced the
supervision of past-adjudication cases, the number of youths supervised
per community youth leader is more than the maximum of five as stipulated

Page 5

in the approved subgrant application and in the case of those Community
Youth Leaders who have been assigned with a Field Unit the maximum casecload
of 10 as stipulated in the special report dated March 21, 1973, has been
exceeded, Attachment C lists the cascloads for the llome Detention Housec
staff and probation staff as of September 26, 1973.

The approved subgrant application stipulates that the Gommunity Youth
Leaders will provide "Intensive Supervision' that involves a minimum of
three daily "eyeball" contacts at home or at school. The application also
states that the time the CYL will spend with each offender is determined
by individual need; however, a minimum of twelve hours weekly is a
requisite. The addition of post-supervision cases to the Home Detention
Program resulted in the following:

Contact Information (Eyeball contacts)
We examined information on entrants to the program March

through June, 1973. We have contact info. on 231 of 259
entrants. '

Findings:

1. 1In only one case did a program enrollee have at
least one day in which the number cf eyeball con-
tacts with CYL's was three or greater.

2, The 231 participants represented 3301 child care
days in the program, and they had had 2048 eyeball
contacts with CYL's, Thus the average number of
eyeball contacts per child care day is .620, con-
siderably less than the expected three specified
in the grant.

Another major problem which could result in confusion and conflicting
Jines of authority is the apparent direct line supervision of the Community
Youth Leader by the Field Unit Supervisors (Probation Staff) and the Project
Director (Detention Staff). The Special Report concerning the Realignment

and Assignment of the Home Detention Program Staff dated March 21, 1973,
states: '

a. The Community Youth Leaders will be administratively responsible
to the Director of the llome Detention Program but will be dircctly
supervised and evaluated by the Branch Office Supervisors.

b. It will be the responsibility of the Home Detention Supervisor
to provide performance evaluations of the Home Detention Workers
in the Branch offices, taking into account those observations

of the Supervisor, Unit Supervisor, and the Deputy Juvenile
Officer.

Attachment B illustrates the organizational chart by interprectation
of the above listed paragraphs. Community Youth Leaders assighed to the

field units are technically responsible to the Project Direcctor of the

Home Detention Program, but they also are supervised on a direcct line basis
by the ¥Field Unft Supervisors. This is a very unusual and a confusing
situation in that one cmployee technically-is supervised by two individualsy
and those Indlviduals represent two separate diciplines, detentlion and pro-
hat lon,
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Another possible problem with the new organization that will be dis-
cussed is the possible under-utilization of the supervisory staff. As
1llustrated in attachment A, each of the llome Detention Supervisors were
responsible for the supervision of seven community youth leaders. Under
the present organization, six of the fourteen community youth leaders are
assigned to the field units and the majority of their supervision is pro-
vided by the field unit supervisors. TFurthermore, one of the Home Deten-
tion Supervisors is working primarily in the area of special projects (i.e.,
recreation and work programs), and only a minimal amount of his time is ex-
pended supervising the Community Youth Leaders. Lastly, the grant provides
for two secretaries and one of the secretaries major responsibility is the
preparation of the daily detention population report. Approximately 50% of
this report is related to the Home Detention Program.

Duplication of Programs

At present, the St. Louis City Juvenile Court is the subgrantee for
two additional projects which are designed as follows:

a. Deputy .Juvenile Officer Aide §-MP29-72-c2
There is a definite need to increase the intensity and effective~
ness of the supervision or probation process by increasing con-

tacts with youth and upgrading the surveilance and control aspects
within the probation process.

Employ twelve (12) Deputy Juvenile Officer Aides to work fifteen
(15) hours per week.

Function - To ase#st the Deputy Juveniie Officers in the following
manner:

Primary :

(1) Monitor adherence to the general and specific
rules of supervision including daily school
and/or work attendance; compliance with restric-
tions relative to associates and places designated
Yoff limits' and compliance with instructions
as to restitution payments. '

(2) Provide brief written reports of weekly contacts
and observations to the Deputy Juvenile Officer
and Supervisor.

Secondary .

(3) Assist in acquiring information for background
investigations.

(4) Provide transportation of youths to appointments of
various nature., :

(5) When situation warrants, provide close surveilance
and control of youth as an alternative to detention
prior to the Court Heaving.

It 1s projected that each alde will be assigned 15 supervision casas,
thereby providing services to 180 youthys within a six month-period., lLavpely
services of the aldes would be utilized for the Inltial intensive throee-

A =090 vt % 03 M el oo
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month period of supervision, with emphasis on those youths under suspended
commitments.

'b. Special Probation Services V-AC43-73~cZ
This program was designed to focus on two problem areas:
(a) lack of adequate mental health service - both diagnostic
and treatment - for children coming to the attention of the
court, and (b) the need for alternatives to institutional
placement. Below are listed the specific objectives which
focus on the alternatives to institutional placement.

(1) Accept for intensive supervision 140 of the "highest
rigk' cases in the Court, diverting them from insti-
tutions without undue risk to -the community. This
means an average of 20 cases per Special Deputy Javenile
Officer (currently 15) averaging one year in treatment.

(2) Maintain the Supervisor and 7 Special Officers of the
Diagnostic-Treatment Unit to provide intensive supetv-
vision for high risk cases. Increase their average
caseload from 15 to 20 through greater use of aides
and students to assist in contacts.

" The above-listed objectives for the Special Probation Services and the
Deputy Juvenile Officer Alde grants are very similar to the present opera-
tions of the Home. Detention Program. It must be pointed out that each of
the grants are operated by a separate section in the juvenile court:

Home Detention Program - Detention
Deputy Juvenile Officer Aide - Probation
Special Probation Services - Diagnostic/Treatment Center

Cost Effectiveness of Home Detention Program

One of the major objectives of the Home Detention Program is to prove
that it is both practical from an operational point of view and economical
from a financial point of view to place youths in the Home Detention P?o—
gram rather than secure detention. As stated earlier, the Qome Detentlog
Program was designed to provide supervision to pre-disposition youtﬁs. To
compare the cost per child care day at present with the cost per child care
day computed, January 31, 1973; December 1, 1972, and March 17, 1972, only
the pre-disposition cases will be used.

.a. Present Cost

Secure Detention

72-73 Budget: $688,440. TFor Jan.-April (4 mo.)=$229,480

73-74 Budget:- $946,175. For May-Aug. (4 mo.)=5§315,392

- Months Budget Cliild Care Cost per
Days Day
Jan. thea April, 1973 $229,480 10,929 $20.99
May thru August, 1973 §315,392 10,985 $28.71
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Home Detention : ‘
Phase II grant: $245,659

During Jan.-August (8 months) two thirds of CYL time was spent : Assistant Superintendeng
on pre~disposition cases, one third on past-disposition, | Detention Center
Thus, the pre-~disposition HDP budget was estimated to be ‘ )
2/3rds of the total of the 8 month amount of $164,591, and

hence to the $110,276. B Project Director
Months Budget Child Care ) Cost per %
. Days Day 1
Jan.-August $110,276 8,559 $12.88 secretary Secretary
b. Dec. 1, 1972 to Jan. 31, 1973%
Home Detention Program $20.79 per child care day
Secure Detention . $20.76 per child care day
c. July 1, 1972 to Dec. 1, 1972°
Home Detention Program $ 9.48 per child care day
Secure Detention : $14.79 per child care day
d. March 17, 1972° , .
Home Detention Program . $ 8.22 per child care day
Secure Detention 817.54 per child care day
lSt. Louls High Impact Unit - Preliminary Evaluation Supervisor
Ibid : Supervisor
SResearch Analysis Corporation Evaluation
CONCLUSION
The Home Detention Program as presently operated represents a major deviation
from the approved method of operation as presented in the application. A revised
narrative submission requesting the programmatic changes must be submitted to justify
thpse changes that have taken place %n the program. Communi ty Community
‘ : e Youth Leader
' The operation of the Home Detention Program, if it is to remain as presently Youth Leader

constituted, overlaps programmatically and administratively with both the Deputy

Juvenile Aide Program and the Special Supervision Unit program. Consideration should

. CYL

be given to consolidating these programs under one administrative section rather CYL
than continuing the fragmented operations under which the programs are operated presently. CYL CYL
This reorganization would possibly eliminate, without detrimental effect on the program, - CYL
the number of supervisory personnel and lessen the cost of the programs. CYL VI
) CYL !
The present operations of the Home Detention Program contain both a work and , CYL

. ) . : : T P CYL
recreation program. This is a major deviation from the approved application and this, ‘ CYL

along with increasing the caseload of the Community Youth Leaders, has resulted in less CYL . .

dally supervision and fewer "eyeball contacts'" although the youths are supervised in group
activities for greater periods of time. Consideration should be given to eliminating the

recreatlon program and possibly the work program since the St. Louls Impact Program is
funding the Police Youth Corps, Team Counselinpg~Hard Core Delinquents, and the Studint
Work Assistance Program which are primarily work/recreation related programs.

Further evaluatlon and possible recommendations will be forthecoming with the
evaluation of the St. Louls HL Impe Programs. : !
© 1 gh lmpact ograms ATTACHMENT A
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ATTACHMENT D

EVALUATION OF THI {IOME_DETENTION PROGRAM

Program louse Staff The St. Louils City Juvenile Court's Home Detention Program began operation in
1971 but did not recelve MLEAC funding until June 1972. This program was designed

. September 26, 1973 to work with youths in the predisposition stage of the judicial process. To be
assigned to the program, a juvenile had to be both recommended by the Detention Hear-
ing Officer and then approved by the Juvenile Court Judgb. This assignment was in

Community Youth Leader Cases Assigned licu of spending time in the Juvenile Detention Center awaiting court action on a
referral. The program has since been expanded to provide supervision to juveniles
James Barrett 9 after their court disposition., The bulk of this report, however, will be concerncd
with the pre-dispositional phase.
Cornelius Pullman . 0
"The objectives and potential benefits of the Home Detention Proglam (hereaftcr
Walter Rucker 11 referred to as the HDP) examined by the evaluation study vere;
Sherry Hearring 2 1. To keep those youths assigned to the project as trouble free and as
3 available to the Court as those in the Detention Center.
Mark Boullion
2. To provide an intensive type of.supportive supervision to the youths
Wesley Jackson 9 assigned to the program, namely a minimum of three "eyeball' contacts
3 ol g (in-person visits) with each youth per day.
oyce Johnson
‘ : 3. To provide a liaison between the youths, their parents, the schools,
Ferrell Petty 9 ‘and other appropriate community services. -
Unassigned 1 4. To provide an economical alternative to secure detention.
Post-Disposition Staff : 5. To reduce overcrowding in the Detention Center,
ost~Disposition . .
Community Youth Leader Cases Assigned . . o !
A Because systematic records have been kept on the HDP since its inception,
Unit Robert Nichol 13 several comparisons can be made indicating trends in the project over time, In
FO e;tH 1C13 son ’ 14 particular, profile information on age and most recent offense, average time spent
S;an ;war - 1 . in Secure Detenticon and the HDP, and reason for termination can be compared for
erry Hearring® . several time periodes.
Unit 3arold Lewis ~ 19 L. PROFILE OF HOME DETENTION PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
Russell Newhouse 17 The population served by the HDP has remained just under 90 percent male (89.2,
Unit C . 88.5, and 88.4 respectively, for-each evaluation perlod), The age distribution, how~
n Barry Canno 13 . ever, has been shifting downward with each evaluation period. Analysis of Table 1
Li;az H;;qrg 11 presented below indicates that the median age dropped from fifteen in the first two
Ferrell P;tty* 1 evaluation periods to fourteen for the current period (the current average age is

5 13.9). 7The cumulative percentages reflect this trend in yet another way: the per-

' centage of the enrollees under fourteen years of age increased from 27.6 percent in

* Not assigned to a field unit. . the first evaluation period to 39, 4 percent in the sc?ﬁnd'and 55.0 percent in the third.

This shift to a younger population may be due to a shifit in the population referred to
the Juvenile Court, or it may indicate that those assigned to the HDP have become an
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increasingly young group compared to the entire detained group. The Evaluatiov Unit
does not currently have sufficient information availlable to resolve this question.

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF HDP YOUTHS
Entrants to HDP

Entrants to HDP Entrants to HDP°

9-30-71 to © 7-1-72 to 1-1-73 to
7-1~72 o > 1-31-73 . 8-31~73
Age Percent Cumulative Percent Cumulative Percent Cumulative
Percent ‘Percent Percent
undex 10 0.6 — 1.36
<10 1.6 1.5 2.1 3.31 4.67
11 .6 2.2 2.9 5,0 | 6.61 __ 11.28
1z 5.5 7.7 TioleT T T T IS6 10.51 21.79
13 4.9 12.6 11.2 26.8 | 14.98  36.77
14 1476 27.6 TR0 T T T T 18,68 55.45
15 26.3 53.5 27.9 67.3 .23.35 178.80
6T 2909 e T T 2901 9644 13.81 - 92.61
17 16.6 100.0 3.5 99.9 7.39 100.0
N=308 N=340 N=514

The evaluation periods referred to are : 9-30-71 to 7-1-72y  7-1-72 to
1-31-73 ; and 1-1-73 to 8-31-73 unless otherwise noted. The last two
evaluation periods overlap by one month in which there were 44 entrants
to the program. :

L
The majority of youths in the program continue to have theft or assault as their
‘most recent offense (see Table 2). There has been an incréase in the fraction of
youths with theft as their most recent offense, and a notable decrease in the frac-
tions for runaways and auto theft, Again, it is unclear whether this represents a
change In the general referral population or a change in the fraction of youths re-
ferred under each offense category who are assigned to the HDP.

TABLE 2

PERCENT OF YOUTHS ENTERING UDP BY MOST
RECENT OFFENSE
Entrants to HDP

Entrants to HDP Entrants to HDP

9-30-71 to 7-1-72 to 1-1-73 to

7-1-72 1-31-72 - 8-31-73
Theft 29.5% 42.9% 49 .9%
Assault 24 .47 2% .
Thelt & Assault L 1.8% -
Runaway 21.4% . 509 59
Auto Theft ~ 77 T o120 - 509% ‘ 2.7%
Arson 1.3% 3227 T Y O
Sex Crime  ~  2.0% . 2.17% 0.6%
Drugs 1.6% L R XY 2 o 1.6%

Nt ) 2 aow YT e ne Y AR v
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The offense codes used by the HDP staff do not permit a separation of Impact
and non-Impact crimes.  To obtain a more detailed indication of the types of offecnses
committed and referral histories of juveniles assigned to the HDP, the complete re-
ferral history of a sample of 48 youths was examined. The results of this examination
were interesting in light of the popularly held view that the juveniles assigned to
the program are very unsophisticated kids in terms of the number of prior referrals
each has. We currently have referral information on 44 of the 48. Of these, 24 had
no referrals to the court prior to their current one. Twenty had had at least one
prior referral; with the maximum number of prior referrals for a single juvenile being
seven. For the group of 20 with prior referrals, the average number of prior referrals .
was 2.70. Six of the juveniles had had a prior Impact referral for a total of 8 Im-
pact referrals and 19 had had non-Impact referrals for a total of 31 non-Impact refer-
rals. These numbers indicate that the IIDP has a fair number of juveniles with rather
extenslve referral histories. This high level of prior referrals is of note in later
considerations regarding the small number of youths who committed an offense while on
the Home Detention Program. .

Examining the current referrals of these same 44 juveniles we found that 46 per-
cent had Impact referrals, 43 percent had non-Impact referrals which would have been
a felony or a misdemeanor had they been adults, and 11 percent had juvenile status
referrals, neglect referrals, or traffic referrals. Again, the numbers indicate that

the HDP participants are not exclusively juveniles who have committed only minor of-
fenses.

The number of participants entering the HDP has increased considerably since early
periods of grant operation, as shown in Table 3 below. ‘

TABLE 3

MONTHLY ADMISSIONS TQ THE HOME DETENTION PROGRAM
Time Period ' o Average Monthly Admissions
. to HDP
9-30-71 to 1-31-72 16
2-1-72 to 7-1-72 45
7-1-72 to 1-31-73 48.5
2-1-73 to 8-31-73 67

The number of days youths spend in Secure Detention prior to joining the HDP
has been decreasing over time, This trend may reflect the decrcase in the number of
youths who are being referred to the Court and hence subject to detention, which could
have an effect on the processing time for youths under detention, The average number
of days in Secure Detention before joinihg the HDP for the period of 9-30-71 to 1-31-
72 was 26; for the period 2-1-72 to 6-31-72 was 10; for the period 7-1-72 to 1-31-73
was 6.3; and for the period 2-1-73 to 8-31-73 was 5.8,

Figures on the average number of days in the HDP are available for two recent
periods and indicate that the number of days in the HDP has also been decreasing.
For the period- July 1, 1972 to January 31, 1973 the average exceeded 36 days. Ior
February 1, 1973 to August 31, 1973 the average is 18 days. This decrease 1in time
spent in the program should be kept in mind when we reach the section indicating scr-
vices the program has been able to provide, in that the short program particlipation

time limits the feasibility of certain kinds of assistance the Community Youth lcadex
(CYL) might attempt. . .
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II. PROGRAM SERVICES ﬁROV}DED

The HDPY seeks to 1) provide intensive supervision to youths in the program,
2) vprovide collateral contacts with parents, schools and other appropriate community
agencles, 3) find jobs for enrollees, and 4) return them to school and to place
them in special programs. We examined each of theue areas of service,

A. Eyeball contacts, A rather idealistic goal of three daily contacts per
juvenile was sect by the project staff. The data for January to August 1973 indicates
that this goal was hardly ever achieved. We found only 39 instances in which there
were three or more contacts for a given juvenile in a single day, and only 34 instances
in which two contacts were made. We examined the ratio of eyeball contacts to days in
the HDP for each youth for whom we had contact data (N=414), Table 4 below indicates
the percent of youths in each ratio range, For instance, almost one fourth (21.3
percent) of the youths were found to have from O to 0.40 eyeball contacts per day. The
table shows that the large majority (84,1 percent) have 0.80 contacts per day or less,
far short of the expected three a day,

TABLE 4

Percent of Youths with Given Ratio of Lyeball Contacts
to Days in the Home Detention Program

Ratic of Percent of Youths
Eyeball contacts to

Days in 1DP

0 - 0.40 21.3%

0.41 - 0.80 62.8%

0.81 - 1.20 ' _ C11.3%

1.21 - or more ) 4.6%2
100.0%

B.  Collateral Contacts. In order to provide a liason with youths, parents, ;
schools and other appropriate community agencies, CYLs were encouraged to make con-
tacts with pecople other than the youths themselves. We found that the average number
of such contacts per case was 35, or 2.04 per case day. The nature of the contacts
was examined to determine if cases generally received collateral contacts across
several categories of contact or if case contacts were generally limited to one or
two catepories of contact. The categories used were:parents, other relatives, school,
neighbors, health service agencics, employers, job corps, and vocational training
agencies. Table 5 indicates the number of different categories of contact which each
juvenile received. The table shows that just over 60 percent of the cases received
contacts in three or more categories. :

TABLE 5

Number of Different Categovries* of Contact For Each
Juvenile

Number of Catecporics Percent of Juveniles

1.0
14.1

0

1

2 . 24,2

3 40.5

4 - - 17.7 '
5 , 2.2 |
6 or more L 0.2 i

gzbizazinjgiggsiiqghg Efrcenﬁ of cases which had each different type of contact (see
-rated that the major types of contact were wit d ;

: ' : N witli parents and other
relatives. TPersous in several of the contact categories were rarely contacted

TABLE 6

Percent of Juveniles with
Each Different Kind of Contact

Type of Contact Pexrcent of Cases in Which

At Least One Contact Occurred

Parents ‘ 7
Other relatdives gg.g;
Neighbors 28‘5;
School 18.7%
Employer/potential employer 2‘6;
; Health Service Agency l(7;
Vocational Training Agency ‘ 0‘7;
Job Corps : 0‘2;

- (N=417)

For instance, in 90.0 percent of the cases

a parent was contact o i
2.6 percent of the cases ed whereas in only

was an employer or potential employer contacted.

Since parents and other relatives were contacted
cases, we vere interested in examining the fraction of
and other relative contacts represented for each youth

n?arly-all cases the parent and other relatives were cont
tively small number of contacts.

in such a high percent of the
collateral contacts which parent
It could be that although in
acted, they received a rela-
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TABLE 7

Paren? and Other Relative Contacts as a
Fraction of all Collateral Contacts

Fraction of Collateral Contacts wﬁich

are with Parents or other Relatives Percent of Youths

0 - .20

21 = .40 g'g
41 - .60 271
.61 - .80 27.1
.81 = 1.0 39.2

Table 7 indicates that in a large percent of the ¢
were with parénts and other relatives It 1s

e

contacts with parents and other relatjves was
fongacr:fhg youth, that is, that the CYL went to the home in hopes of making a con-
tact with the youth and instead was met by a parent or other relative, 1I1f éhis is

the case, cousiderable encrgies of ti !
siderab] e we CYL are apparvently s : :
contact with the youths. ) " Y spent in trying to make

ases the majority of contacts
possible that this concentration of
an inadvertent outcome of attempts to



The small percent of juveniles in Table 6 for whom contacts were made with an
employer or potential employer, as shown, indicates very little job assistance has
been provided by the program. In 23 cases, (out of 514), CYLs indicated they had
helped the vouth find a job. These numbers must be interpreted cautiously, however.
The age distribution shown in Table 1 indicates that the program 1s dealing increcas-
ingly with youths who are not job candidates because they are too young.

C. Services Provided: Returning Youths to School, Envollment in Special
Programs. CYLs are instructed to attempt to enroll the HDP youths in appropriate
programs and to help them return to school or stay in school. The evaluation exam-
ined CYL bchavior in both of these areas, using activity reports routinely com-
pleted by CYLs. 1In 9.5 percent of the cases the CYL indicated that there was a
referral made to another program. The offense history figures presented earlier for
the sample of HDP youths, showed a wide variation in offense history-—from virtually
no offenses to very manv. This would appear to qualify these youths for a wide

range of programs (e.g. programs requiring first offenders, as well as those set up
for "hard-core" delinquents).

The low percentage of youths referred to other programs might possibly be ex-
plained in several ways. For one, youths are in the program an average of 17.5 days,
which gives the CYL very little time to determine the youth's needs and interests,
and te find an appropriate program, Also, as shown later, most of the youths tecrmin-
ate from HDP either because a warrant is refused or the case is dismissed. The Court
and the CYL at that time lose control over the youth and have no authority to require
him ts remain in the assigned program. Furthermore, the recreational program within
the HDP was set up during the most recent phase of the program and it has, according
to staff workers, cut down on referrals to other programs.

How effective were the CYLs in getting youths back into school or keeping them
in school while they were in the HDP? Fifty-nine percent said they did so. The
evaluation attempted to validate CYL claims that they helped a youth return to school,
with attention to whether or not the youth was in school when he/she entered the HDP.
It was found, as indicated in Table 8 below, that most of the attempts in this arca

_were attempts to keep the vouth in school, that is, they occurred among youths already
in school, and not attempts to return youths to school,

TABLE 8

CYL Efforts to Improve School Attendance Behavior
Given by Youth's Original School Status

Did CYLs Help Youths Return
To or Remain In School ?

NO YES . TOTAL

Was Youth in School YES 38 235 273
When he Joined HDP?

NO 149 . 44 193

TOTAL 187 279 460

Thus, of thosce in school when they joined the uUDP (273), 235,
helped to remain in school while of those not in
only 22.7 percent (44) were helped to return. Tt may be that it is extremely dif[icult
to help a youth return to school and the limited time the youth Is in the HDP lavpely
precludes this ,while facilitating behaviors to help a youth stay in school arv more

realistic within the time the CYL usually has to work with the youth.

or 86,1 percent, were
school when they joined the HDP (191)

o o ey

Narrative CYL actilvity reccords werc cxamined for a sample of youths to determine
what kind of supportive documentation existed in cases in which the CYL had indicated
that he had helped the youth return to or remain in school. There were 46 cases in
the sample in which the CYL had indicated that he had so helped a youth., 1In 24 of
these cases we could find no such narratives in the youth's file. In the remaining
22 cases, there were 10 instances in which there was no mention of school in any nar-
rative, 8 mentioned school but did not indicate any facilitating behavior by the CYL,
and in only 4 cases did the CYL indicate specifically how the youth had been helped.
These figures may not indicate that the CYL did not help the youths but if such assi-
stance is being given it certainly is not being recorded by the CYLs. Since liason work

with schools and help in improving school attendance were important aspects of the pro-
gram, such efforts should be noted in the records as they occur,

III. PERFORMANCE OF HDP YOUTHS

The HDP set several goals for the youths involved in the program. The principal
ones were: to keep youths as trouble free and as available to the Court as those
in Secure Detention; to have a rate of absconding from the program of 5% or less;
to have 57 or fewer complaints regarding the youths behavior from parents; and to have
5% or fewer complaints from schools. Reported below are current evaluation period results,
It was found that only 20 youths, or 4 percent, had absconded from the program.
Of these, 3 were in group homes and ran from them. Complaints were rececived from
parents in 32 cases and from schools in 35 cases, with an overlap of 19 cases in which
both parents and school complained about the youth's behavior. The resulting per-
centages are 6.6% for complaints from parents, and 7.2 percent for complaints from
school officials, both slightly high in comparison to project goals,

To examine whether or not the youths remained as trouble free as those in Sccure
Detention,records of incidents occurring in Secure Detention and records of new vio-
lations occurring while youths were on HDP were examined* , It was realized that the
reporting rate for offenses occurring in Secure Detention is likely to be near 100 per-
cent, while that for youths on the HDP would be much less, There were only 4 instances
in which HDP youths committed a new offense. This represents 0.77 percent of the en-
trants to the program, or .0005 offenses per child care day. None of the offenses were
Impact offenses. . In the Secure Detention facility there were 96 incidents involving
152 different youths. Some youths were involved in more than one incident; the total
number of youth incidents was 162. The offense rate relative to the number of admis~
sions to Secure Detention was 6.96 pércent, or ,007 offenses per child care day. The
incidents included 89 youths involved in fights, 34 involved in assaults, and 6 involved
in attempted escapes, clearly not cffenses of a purely minor nature. It is interesting
to note that many of the youths involved in offenses while in the Secure Detention
facility werce later placed,in the HDP. Namely, 30 of the 152 youths were placed in
HDP, including 21 percent of those who had been involved in fights and 15 percent of
those who have been troublesome before, an impressive finding given the relatively
trouble free experience of the HDP, ‘

* ' It was not possible to obtaln comparative numbers on offenses during detention for
control groups such as youths released to parents, or youths similar to HDP youths in
age, sex and prior referral history, as outlined in the Evaluation Component, This
was because it proved to be practically impossible. to desipnate such populations using
information in the Juvenile Court Computer Information System, At pregent, inlormation
indlcating to whom a child is releasud 1s not available on the computer for the time
period of dinterest and prior veferral histories at thp end of the 1960's and begining
of the 1970's are not sufflciently reliable Lo be valid for these purposcs,



The rate at which HDP youths attended their court hearings and appointments
was also examined. It was found that the percentage was 99 for both hearings and
appointments. It was not possible to obtain similar data for Secure Detention youths,
but it was genmerally felt by Detention staff that the attendance rate would be perfect,
save for those who escaped from the facility. The rate attained by the HDP scecms to
indicate that they are quite successful in keeping their youths available to the Court
for further study or adjudication.*

Data regarding reasons for termination from the HDP are avallable for Fhe three
evaluation periods. Termination reasons which can be considered program fallu?cs,
namely, "Return to Detention" and "Committed a New Offense,'" have seen a relative
decrease in each evaluation period. Table 9 below gives spegifics:

TABLE 9 f
Terminations from HDP
Current Evalua-

First Evaluation Second Evaluation

Period Period tion Period

Normal Court Disposition

(warrant refused, case dis- . .
missed, committed or re- 73.8% 90.1% 93.0%
ferred to an Institution) N

Returned to Detention 21.0% 7.2% 6.0%
Committed a New Offense 5.2% 2.7% 1,0%

(N=252) (N=334) {N=509)

New offenses committed during this evaluation period were: tampering with an
auto, riding in a stolen auto (2 youths), and driving an auto without the owner's
consent. None are of a serious nature, in contrast to Impact offenses committed
during the previous evaluation period.

A large majority of youths terminated during the current evaluation period be-
cause warrants were refused or their cases were ultimately dismissed. (This occured
in 359 cases, which represents 70 percent of all terminations, and 76 percent of the
cases terminated by a normal court disposition.) This is an interesting figure in
that the program is providing an alternative to Secure Detention for a large percent
of youths who ultimately have their cases dismissed by the Court. This appears to
be an appropriate diversion from the security and restrictions of the Detention Center,
It should be noted, however, that it is possible that the youth's selection for and
involvement in the HDP may affect the Court's ultimate decision in the case. For ex-
ample, HDP-supplied information regarding the youth's adjustment and behavior in the
community during the pre-adjudication period may have disposed the Court to use less
severe methods of handling some cases.

% Tt should be noted that a consilderable number of youths never had court appoint-
ments or court hearings. In particular, 376 youths had no appointments and. 78 had
no nearings. Of those with appointments, 98% made all appointments, and of those
with hearings 98% made all hearings.

) . _9-

*IV. HOME DETENTION AS AN ECONOMICAL ALTERNATIVE TO SECURE DETENTION, AND ONE

WHICH REDUCES THE.OVERLOAD IN SECURE DETENTION,

The HDP seeks to provide services to youths as an economical alternative to
Secure Detention. ' In previous evaluations of the HDP, most notably that completed
by the Research Analysis Corporation, a comparison of average daily costs was made
using the Secure Detention Budget divided by the child care days provided in Secure
Detention, and the HDP Budget divided by the child care days provided by the HDP,
Such comparative figures are presented in the November 1973 Field Audit report and
indicate that the Secure Detention Costs have varied from $14.79 to $28.71 per child
care day, while IDP costs have varied from $8.22 to $20.79 per child care day. With
the exception of one brief evaluation period (December 31, 1972 to January 31, 1973)
the HDP has been more economical by these estimates,

In addition to these estimates, an alternative set of figures was considercd
because of the assumptions used in deriving the first set, The additional figures
are based on estimates of the child care cost if all the youths had remained in de-
tention(i.e., if the HDP had not existed, Secure Detention would have had to handle
all child care days of the HDP). Furthermore there are items in the Secure Detention
Budget which are listed as in-kind contributions on the HDP grant and these should
be excluded from the Secure Detention budget before calculations are made. The re-
sulting figures for the most recent evaluation period would thereby be:

N

TABLE 10 - oy

Cost Comparison Figures

Effective Child Care Cost Per
Budget Days Child Care Day
Secure Detention
Jan. - April $212,690 14,566 $14.60
May thru August $298,618 15,905 $18.77
Home Detention
Program $110,276% 8,959 $12.88

-

Using this more rigorous comparison, the HDP still appears to be an economical
alternative to Secure Detention.

* The Home Detention Budget used in calculations here is less than the actual

grant. After examining the percent of time the CYLs were spending on predis-
positional cases it was decided to take only that percent of the budget as represen-
tative of the amount of grant money spent on predispositional phase. It was thus
assumed that the percent of clerical and supervisory time, and use of supplies

is proportional to the fraction of total time spent by CYLs on predispositional
actilvitics, )
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During the current evaluation period, the combined population of the Secure . i - ;,f‘_:::rfngf;ﬁg__k;4ﬁ__%i .;E [:.l::;me_“*"f:: l:::::fiiﬁl;
Detention Facility and the HDP exceeded each day the Detention Facility i : e };j RENCAL .:TW‘E GRAPH 1 o ;ﬁ-%f'ﬂ—%%j—rfifur.ﬁ_%sz;?%ﬁ_"
capacity of 80 youths, The percent of this overload handled by the lome : ' AT A bk s ‘fffﬁﬁﬁ"“-f;; = ‘ :::{. =
Detention program was 71. There were three months during this evaluation period, —lf; :!: LA S t:ff*':E 7 :.:ﬁ E = ufff:‘-. ;17‘57”'::rf*%**:fﬂ;;'
March, April, and July, when the HDP handled a high percent of the overload each . ] F'e‘;L,f,. T it T '?!}~L?ﬁ~ 1:;4 T v; ;_«LJZ«M
day in addition to providing care to juveniles who would not have caused an overload -850 _'; : : i SN - ; : e . DA
had they been in Secure Detention. Thus, for instance, in March, there were 323 child ! ;% | . : ;. e — iI;’“__Lf“‘ P~ A
care days (out” of a total of 1014) provided by the Home Detention Program which SR B :;;; ] j: IS RS {z - T 3 R SN RS
would not have been days of overload for Secure Detention. The attached (Graph 1) ’ P EEN L MR SRS, T .?f’f‘é A N R ﬂj:j_Li.:ij4~Lij:i;' B T
depicts this by indicating months in which the average daily capacity of the Secure = T N R : SRR B — .L“;F//: ] W h— u,:f———~j.7_f_t£t:
Detention Facility fell below the capacity figure of 80. During these periods e i - RS IR TR }gt“ —— TR s e
there was thus room in the Sccure Detention facility for youths released on the HPD, 300 |~ Total Admissions Tof— e

were the low Secure Detention figures a continuing trend, part of the rationale for

the Home Detention program would be threatened, However, current figures indicate

that the Detention Center populatibn has turned upward again in recent months. The

new addition to the Sccure Detention Facility scheduled to open this fall, however,

could resolve the overload problem at the Secure Detention Facility,thus eliminating

one of the benefits of the HDP. 150
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Two additional lines on Graph 1 should be noted. One is labeled "HDP population I R PN SR ' b e et I A R,
with caseloads of 5 youths per CYL" and indicates the average daily population of A _ T e T T ~ , — e

the NDP expected if each CYL had his/her prescribed casceload. With the current assign- . ] RN e f e e | e e —

ment of eight CYLs to predisposition work this line is constant from February on at " : : -l PR AT : -

40 youths. The second line is the actual daily HDP. population, labeled"average HDP

population." Of note is that the expected line is generally above the actual line. o0
This indicates that although here could have been days in which one or several CYLs

had caseloads of more than five, there has not been a general problem of case-overload

for the program. Clearly the shift of CYLs from pre- to postdisposition work (shown .
by the drop in the expected 1inet -~ "HDP population with caseloads of 5 youths per

CYL" -- from January to February) was warranted in terms of the project's average daily
caseload. MHad all CYLs stayed with the predisposition work the project would certainly
have been overstaffed.

_ : L f-e —{ Average Daily

rosmed Population For
'E-——a Detention Centerf|.-.—— .

V. CONCLUSION

Figures developed for this evaluation period suggest several conclusions regarding, Lo
the Home Detention Program., First, the program has shown general improvement in the '
most recent period as compared to the previous two periods studtéd. Improvements
have occurred in several areas -- most importantly in keeping the youths trouble free
( a smaller percent of UDP participants committed offenses in this evaluation period
than in any previous one). It could, of course, be that the population of youths with
which the HDP works was, in the-most recent period, 'less risky' than those precviously
in the MDP. However, there is no evidence to support such a possibility. It was found
that the age distribution of the HDP population is changing to younger participants but
whether or not this shift is to a less risky population is not clear. HDY , it
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should be noted, has no control over the people assigned to the project; all are !
placed in the IDP by the Judge, and the IDP accepts all so ordered, :;;Q;E; Average HDP

Statistics on.youth attendance at court hearings and appointments, avajlable for ) ':K%IIt Popularion
the first time in this evaluation 'period, indicate that almost all HDP participants R L“*f+*‘?‘ﬁﬂ"rr**“fw"“"“"-**-F~Mﬁ~~--
have attended all their hearings and appointments, o ‘ Lo e T : -

‘ ¢ Jan.  Feb. Mar., Apr., May ‘~June July Aug. Sept.

Less impressive from the point of view of program goals, are the findings regard- a

fng the frequency of GYL contacts with the youths, and the small varivety of types of - 1973 . R

contacts made with collateral individuals. It was found that the number of cycball
contacts CYLs made with youths was far less than the goal of three a day, and that
collateral contacts were heavily concentrated among parents and other relatives.




The reasons for the observed level of performance are not known. Possible
explanations might .include: :

(1) xresponsibilities in bringing the youth to Court or coordinating

with the regular DJO on the case perhaps cause unanticipated
burdens on the CYLs;

(2) difficulties in locating the child may be accentuated by ineffi-
. clent geographical assignment of youths to CYLs;

(3) resistance by the youths to a less officlal Court worker could
frustrate attempts to contact the youths;

(4) failure to set up an efficient meeting schedule with assigned
youths might create for the CYL a considerable transportation
problem,

Other findings in the area of program services provided include a seemingly
low percent of cases (9.5%) in which the CYL referred the youth to a special pro-
gram and a low percent of cases (22.7%) in which a youth was helped to return to
school. The main area of youth performance in which program goals were not met was
behavior causing complaints from both school officlals and parents.

In general, it appears that the HDP has reached important performance gokls for

the youths in the program-even though it has not provided the intensity of service
that had been planned. This level of success is an .important finding particularly
for any other Secure Detention Facility considering a program such as the one 4n St.
Louls. Moreover the St. Louls experience would indicate that it is probably not

necessary to provide the intensity of services originally pProjected., Less ambitious
supervision schedules are probably realistic.

Important to note, however, is that we have no evidence thattthe particular
schedule of supervision was the contributing factor to the youth's relatively good
performance. That is, we have no evidence of a casual link between the services
provided and the outcome achieved. Were these same youths released without CYL
supervision, it is possible that their performance would have been equally good,
What we do know is that the Court has indicated that it would not have permitted
thelr release without the assurance of supervision by a CYL. .
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RECOMMENDATTIONS

1)

2

3)

l;)

Eyeball contacts. The poésible reasons for the observed level of

contacts mentioned in the conclusion section, as well as any reasons
the HDP staff consider dimportant, should be examined and resolutions
to difficulties attempted. The staff might of course decide that the
original goal (three eyeball contacts daily) was unrealistically high,
and that a lesser number (perhaps one a day) is both more reasonable
in terms of staff resources and adequate to achieve program goals,
Information from this evaluation period would largely indicate that
to be true. If such a judgement were made, the staff would want to
revise their goals in the area of contacts as stated in the project
grant.

Collateral contacts. In the area of collateral contacts, CYLs should

be encouraged to make more facilitating contacts with individuals
and agencies other than parents and other relatives. In particular,
there should be much greater efforts made to contact school person-
nel, especlally in those cases in which the youth 1s not in school.
A major contribution of the CYLs could be in the area of returning
youths to a school situation, including possibly recommending them
for enrollment in an alternative school (such as SWAP or Providence)
if a regular school setting seems inappropriate,

Referrals to other programs. It would surely appear, as noted in the
our analysis of the sample of youths whose complete records were
studied, that there are many types of programs for which the HDP
youths would be eligible. Since many criminal justice programs for
juveniles are underenrolled, CYLs should be made aware of them and be

. strongly encouraged to enroll youths in appropriate programs.

Postdispositional work of the HDP. All the statistics presented thus
far deal only with the predisposition program. In February of 1973
six CYLs were assigned to postdispositional work and began working
in the regular Field Units of the Probation Department. The shift
was a wise one in that the program did have an oversupply of CYLs
in relation to both the number of youths assigned to the program
and the length of stay of these youths in the program., However,
since the postdispositional work done by the CYLs is identical in
form to the work done by the D.J.0. Aldes and since the work of the
pre and post -dispositional worker has different specific goals and
is in a different work enviromment, recommendations suggesting the
merger of the postdispositional phase of the HDP with the D.J.O.

‘Alde project seem worthy of serious consideration.









