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SCOPE OF REVIEH 

Bob Taylor, Program Analyst 
Dan Joyner, Fiscal Officer 
Kathryn Ratcliff, Evaluation Analyst 

This review consisted of surveys of fiscal and. prograrrunatic records) limited 
tests of project records, and interviews with key personnel. The overall objectives 
of the field review are: 

1. To revie'YT program and fiscal operations for compliance with LEAA, l-'lLEAC, 
Region 5 requirements and compliance with the provision~ of the approved 
subgrant. 

2. 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 fi~ld w·ork for the revie~ conunenced September 19, 1973, 

Project personnel contacted included Hr. Earl Baldwin and Hr, John Pullman, 

BACKGROUND INFORNATION 

A. The Specific Objectives of the Ho~e Detention project are: 

1. To keep the youtlls assigned to the project as trouble free and as available 
to the court for further study as those in the Detention Center, 

j ___________ . ____________ *_.,,!t_' ... _______________ .... _ 
~--~~----~--------------------------~~-----
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1I. 

2. To .provide an intensive type of supportive supervision to the youths 
assigned to the program. 

To provide a lias on with the youths, ·their parents, the schools, and 
other appropriate community service~. 

rhe selection criteria used in assigning youths to the llome Detention project 

are: ,'" 

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

2. The parents will, at a minimum, not be restrictive to close supervision; 

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

3. 

5. 

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

case; 

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

C. Modification of Grant Activities 

The subgrant app.lication as \\lritten and ap~ro~ed contains the followiDg 
statements as to the operation of the program. 

1. The Home Detention proposal seeks to demonstrate that it is both practical 
from (J.) an operational point of view and (2) economical from a financial 
point of view to place youths, who would otherwise be detained in a secure 
facility, under the supervision of a "Home Det~ntion Harker, II \,'11ose maxi­
mum assignmcnt \vi1l be five detainees, would be free from all other duties 
and responsibilities to work with his wards. 

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

3. 

4. 

'1.'he CYL I s will keep in daily contact \vith the youth, his parents, teachers, 
the police, and any; others \vho are signifi:ant in his ~ife. ~n, a~clit:i.o~, 
the CYL 'viII attempt to involve the youth 1n construct1ve act1vl.,\::lCS Hlnch 
\~ou1d be'. aimed at ass'isting the youth in making a marc adequate adjustment. 

The Community Youth Leaders (CYL' s) 'vil1 hnve an ordinnry limit of five 
(5) you ths per portIOn. The CYL' s '''ill have no prescribed hours of \vork 
and lwve no o[fice. He ,,,auld only have his car and be reimbursed for his 
milenge. 

5. Thc time the CYj. ,vl.ll spcnd \\lith earh offender is ticterm11wc\ by lnd:ividu:ll 
I1('C<1; 1I0Wl'Vl'!", :l mlnlmullI ()[ t'vl~lvc hOlll"!-> 'vcekly is n l:e"quiHitl,. Haxilllulll l'OIl­

lill'! .Is iurtilvl' tlC'l'lllllpl.ll1!1t'd lilrough grlllip-lype ncLiviUl'S. 

6. ''In!('lwiVl' Sllp('1"vl~d()nll i.nc111dc'H a minimum of three dni1y 1'('yeh(111" C(ll\t·;1t'l~; 
lIL I\nllll' ut" ::dIlHlJ \>y lhl.' CYL. '\;~L.i.v.iLi(':; sllpl'rvj};L~tI <lrl' bOlh jnlorm;\\' (d.lil.y, 
normal lifl' ~:illl;ILit\I\~;) anti funn;\1 (i.l'., [orlllill rl'cn.:allun "CLJvLlil'~;, drulil 

1 " 1" )1" 11(1 clllll','"I\ ,"IC'.tl"Vl" (.1" C",", ,,'lll'I'l' l111d hu!',l (' C()t"p:;., )',rllup COUl1Hl' 1.Ilg Be'SR l IS, a 
ptlH!l.i h Il'. 
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The concept of llome Detention was expanded in several directions. Belm" 
are listed some of the program modifications that were not included in the 
approved subgrnnt npplication. Source: Special Report Realignment and 
Assignment of Home Detention Program Staff - 3/21/73. 

1. The Court on a limited selective basis began placing childreg under post. 
trial supervision into the program. This modification of the program 
appeared less expensive than employment of additional "highly trained!: 

2. 

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. 

Certain designated staff of the Home Detention program were assigned to 
the Probation Department and will work specifically in the superV1S10n 
units of the Court's three Branch Offices. The CYL's will be assisting 
in post-dispositional services. to youth placFd on official court super­
vision who are in need of the highest structure and control. Each 
branch office will have two (2) Corrununity Youth Leaders assigned to pro­
vide additional intensive supervision of youth who have been placed on 
suspended commitment to the Hissouri 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 Offica Supervisor. 

4. The Home Detention Worker will be quartered in the Branch Office~ and 
will basically use the same general work hours as other Court Staff. 
Hmvever, flexibility of hours must be considered as often the llome 
Detention Worker 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 I'stranger to stranger" type offenses that ,vill require the 
most intensive type of supervision. 

6. 

7. 

It will be the responsibility of the Home DetentidnSupervisor 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. 

Monthly mileage reports (for those workers assigned to the field units) 
"Jill be submit ted through the Uni t Supervisor for initial and signed . 
approval to the Home Detention Supervisor .. 

.~, 

8. The llome Detention ~~orker shall be accepted as" a regular member of the 
Branch Office Staff and is to participate i~ all meetings, activities, 
~tc. as designated by the Unit Supervisor and/dr adlllinistration. 

:' . 
! 

Tn addition to ilssign'ing the CYL's t'() post trial sllpcrvi.sion [Inc! lHlsigning 
tll'em to lhe Branch Offices, t\.JO ndditlonu'!' prognll11, modificnUons have bt'l'H 

:i.lllplCIlll'lI tl'U. 
'.' 
I 

,1 : 

__ ~ ________________________________ r~~w=r~ ______ " _______________________________ '· ________________________________________________ ~ __ ------- ,. 
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1. The Juvenile Court has instituted a work program for youths on pro­
bation, and the Community Youth Leader(s) attached to the unit flre 
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, 
D) 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. 

FINDINGS ---- ,. 
A. Significant Activities Implemented 

D. 

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

2. For the same period as noted in item one above, 158 post-adjudication cases 
were supervised by the Community Youth Leaders. 

3. Tennination of the pre-aEijudication cases during the time period Narch­
August numbered 400 cases and were for the follmving reasons: 

4. 

Placed on Probation 
Committed to State Institution 
Committed to County Institution 
Case Dismissed by Court 
Returned to Detention by CYL 
Released from Program by Probation 
Committed New Offense while in the 
Warrant Refused 
Group Home Placement 
Consent Decree 

Office 
Program 

Number 
31 
62 

0 
219 

28 
6 
3 

49 
1 
1 

% 
7.6 

15.5 
0 

5f,.7 
7.0 
1.5 

.8 
12.3 

.3 

.3 

Three (3) of these cases which \Vere terminated in item 3 above ,,,ere be­
cause a nClv offense 'vas commi t ted Ivhile the youth 'vas in the 1I0me Deten­
tion Program. This represents .8% of the total cases supervised. 

Delo,o1 arc listed areas of deficiencies in the programmatic operation requiring 
clarification or corrective action. 

1. Utilization of Manpower 

Attachment /\ indicates the organ:i.zational structure before tho 
implemenlntion of the post-adjudic.1tion activ.ities and attachment B 
indicates the implied organ:i.znLional struct.ure after the :i.mplenl('lltatlon 
of till' pOsL-;ldjlldLc(ltion supl'rvision. 

As a result of the progr.11llmatic adJustlllCI)ts whi.ch produced the 
sup<.'rv.inioll llf PlHlt-:lli.illdicHLllll\ C,l1H:S, t:1t!.' 11l.l'nlwr of yout.hs HUIH'rviHl'd 
Pl'1." comlllunity youth lender is more lh<ln the mnxfmum of five as sLipulntt'd 
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in the approved subgrant application and in the case of those Community 
Youth Leaders who have been assigned with a Field Unit the· maximum cuse]oud 
of 10 as stipulated in the special report dated March 21, 1973, has been 
exceeded. Attachment C lists the caseloads for the 1I0me Detention Ilouse 
staff and probation staff as of September 26, 1973. 

The approved subgrant appl:i.cation stipulates that the Community Youth 
Leaders ~o1ill provide "Intensive Supervision" tha t involves a minimum of 
three daily "eyeball" contacts at home or at school. The application also 
states that the t:i.me the CYL will spend with each offender is determined 
by individual need; however, a minimum of twelve hours \Veekly is a 
requisite. The addition of post-supervision cases to the Home DetenL:i.on 
Program resulted in the following: 

Contact Information (Eyeball contacts) 
He examined information on entrants to the program ~1arch 
through June, 1973. We have contact info. on 231 of 259 
entrants. 
Findings: 

1. In only one case did a program enrollee have at 
least one day in which the number. of 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 20L,8 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 \Vhich could result :i.n confusion and conflicting 
lines of authority is the apparent direct line superv:i.sion of the Commullity 
Youth Leacler 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 Narch 21, 1973, 
states: 

a. The Community Youth Leaders '''ill be administratively respon8ib] (' 
to the Director of the 1I0me Detention Program but I"ill be dirc'ctly 
supervised and evaluated by the Branch Office Supervisors. 

b. It will be the responsibility of the Home Detention Supervisor 
to prov:i.de performance evaluations of the Home Detention Workers 
in the Branch offices, taking into account those observ.1t:iol1s 
of the Supervisor, Unit Supervisor, and the Deputy Juvenile 
Officer. 

Attachment B illustrates the organiziltio·nal chart by interprctat 1.011 

of th(' above listed paragraphs. Community Youth Leaders nssigncd t·o tilt' 

·f:leltl uniLs .:Ire technical]y responsible to the Project Di.n'cLor of thl' 
lIome' Detention Progr.1m, but they also are supervised on a direct line b:tsls 
by till' Fi('ltl Unit SlIpL'rviHors. TId" in <1 vl'ry tlnl1s11nl and (\ (,()llfUldlll'. 

Ril"uiltilln :in tll'lt om' employ(>e tl'cllllic<ll1y ·is supervisee! hy t"lvn individll<lls 
and lllOSl' lndlvlduLl.ls rL!prescnt Lwo Rcpnrate diciplines, detont.i(lll and prll­
hilt Inll. 
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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 
illustrated in attachment A, each of the Home 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. Furthermore, one of the Home Deten­
tion Supervisors is working primarily in the area of .,pecial projects (Le., 
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. 

2. Duplication of Program~ 

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

a. Deputy .;uvenile Officer: Aide S-HP29-72-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 ,,,ork fifteen 
(15) hours per week. 

Function 
manner: 

- I To as&~is t the Deputy Juveni~_e Officers in the follm"ing 

Primary 
(1) Monitor adherence to the general and specific 

rules of supervision including daily school 
and/or work attendance; compliance '''ith restric­
tions relative to associates and places designated 
"off limits" and compliance with instructions 
as to restitution payments. 

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

Secondary 
(3) Assist in acqulrlng information for background 

investigations. 

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

(5) When situation warrants, provide close survc:Ual1ce 
and control of youth os an alternative to detention 
prior to the Court lIearing. 

it is proj('<:ted that each ,dde w:11J" be nssir,ncd 15 R\lI)(,l."vi~don (:ilr~(~n, 

lll<"I'l'hy prc1v.idlllg scrvicc!.; to lHU YOllLlw ,,,llhlll (I Blx In(llllil-pl'rillli. 1 .. 11'!;l'ly 
s{'rvl,('C's of the Hides '"ould he llt'l.l:l.Z('c\ [or the In1tin1 illl:CI1~dv(\ thrL'l'-

i 

;n 

.... 
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month period of supervision, with emphasis on those youths under suspended 
commi tnien ts . 

b. Special Probation Services V-AC43-73-c2 
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 
risk" 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 :wenile 
Officer (currently 15) averaging one year in treatment. 

(2) Maintain the Supervisor and 7 Special Officers of the 
Diagnostic-Treatment Unit to provide intensive super­
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 obj~ctives for the Special Probation Services and the 
Deputy Juvenile Officer Aide grants are very ~imilar to the present onera-
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 

3. 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 Pro­
gram rather than secure detention. As stated earlier, the Home Detention 
Program was designed to provide supervision to pre-disposition yout~s. To 
compare the cost per child care day at present \-lith the cost per clnld c[\re 
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. For Jan.-April (4 mo.):::$229,480 

73-7', Budget:· $946,175. For Muy-!\Ug. <" mo.):::$315,392 

- Months Bud ge t 

$229,1180 

MIlY thrll AugusL, 1973 $3.15,3n 

Child Care 
Days 

1.0,929 

10,985 

Cost per 
nay 

$20.99 

$I.H. 7 J 

". 
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Home Detention 
Phase II grant: $245,659 

During Jan.-August (8 months) two thirds of CYL time was spent 
on pre-disposition cases, one third on past'-disposition. 
',rhus, the pre-disposition HDP budget was estimated to be 
2/3rds of the total of the 8 month amount ot $16 t,,591, and 
hence to the $110,276. 

Months Budget 

Jan.-August $110,276 

b. Dec. 1, 1972 to Jan. 31, 19731 

Home Detention Program 
Secure Detention 

2 c. July 1, 1972 to Dec. 1, 1972 
Home Detention Program 
Secure Detention 

d. l-farch 17, 19723 

CONCLUSION 

Home Detention Program 
Secure Detention 

1St . Louis High Impact Unit - Preliminary 
2I bid 
3Research Allalysis Corporation Evaluation 

Child Care 
Days 

8,559 

$20.79 per 
$20.76 per 

$ 9.48 per 
$14.79 per 

$ 8.22 per 
$17.54 per 

Evaluation 

Cost per 
Day 

$12.88 

child care day 
child care day 

child care day 
child care day 

child care day 
child care day 

The Home Detention Program as presently operated represents a major deviation 
from the approved method of operation as presented in the application. A revised 
barr,ative submission requesting the programmatic changes must be submitted to justify 
those changes that have taken place in the program. 

I 

The operation of the Home Detention Program, if it is to remai~ as presently 
constituted, overlaps programmatically and administratively with both the Deputy 
juvenile Aide Program and the Special Supervision Unit prograrn. Consideration should 
be given to consolidating these programs under one administrative section rather 
than continuing the Fragmented operations under which the programs are operated presently. 
This reorganization would possibly eliminate, without detrimental effect on the program, 
the number of supervisory personnel and lessen the cost of the programs. 

The present operations of the Home Detention Program contain both a work and 
recreation program. Th:f.s is a major deviation from the approved application und this, 
along with increasing the caseload of the Community Youth Leaders, has resulted in less 
duily supervision and fewer "eyeball contacts" although the youths are supervised in group 
llctivitios for grcnter periods of time. Consideration should be given to elimll111r l.ng tilL' 
recreation' program and posf>ibly the work program since the St. Louis Impact Progrillll is 
fllndl11r. the Poll ('c YOl\th Corps, Team COllns~!1i.np,-Hnnl Con', Delinquents, nnd the St lIclt'nl 

Hilrk AHHI!;lj\IIl'.(~ l'rllgr:1I1l whidl nrc pr.l!11urlJy work/recreatiun related prograllls. 

Fun,her evaluatIon lind possible rec<wlII\('ndaL:ioi1s will be forthcoming with the 
evn)unthm of the St. LO\lis High lmpuct PrognlUll:l. 

o. 

Assistant SupColrintenden 
Detention Center . 
Project Director 

Secretary 
Secretary 

~ 

. 

Supervisor 
Supervisor 

Community 
Community 

Youth Leader 
Youth Leader 

CYL 
CYL 

CYL 
CYL 

CYL 
CYL 

CYL CYL 

CYL CYL 

CYL CYL 

ATTACHMENT A 
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Pr.ogrmn House St<lff 

September 26, 1973 

CommunHy Youth Leader 

James Barrett 

Cornelius Pullman 

Walter Rucker 

Sherr.y Hearring 

Hark Boullion 

Wesley Jackson 

Joyce Johnson 

Ferrell Petty 

Unassigned 

Post-Disposition Staff 

Community Youth Leader 

Unit A 
Robert Nicholson 
Frank Howard 
Sherry Hearring* 

Unit B 
Harold Lewis 
Russell Ne\.,house 

Unit C 
Barry Cannon 
Lamar lIm.,ard 
Ferrell Petty* 

* Not assigned to a field unit. 

Cases Assigned 

9 

0 

11 

2 

3 

9 

8 

9 

1 

Cases Assigned 

13 
14 

1 

19 
17 

13 
11 

1 
\ , 

ATTAClI}1ENT C 

ATTACHHENT D .. 
~A'I:l0N OF TilE IlOME DETENTIO~ PROGRAH 

The St. J.ouis City Juvenile Court's Home Detention Progrnm began operation in 
1971 hut did not receive MLEAC funding until Juno 1972. Tilis program was designed 
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 I!e<ll"­
inn Officer and then approved by the Juvenile Court Judg~. This assignment was in 
lieu of spending time in tile Juvenile Detention Center awaiting court action on a 
referral. The program has since been expanded to provide supervisioll to juveniles 
after th8ir. court disposition. The bulk of this report, however, \.,ill be concerned 
with the pre-dispositional phase. 

The objectives and potential benefits of the Home Detention Prog1:'am (hereaHel;' 
referred to as the HDP) examined by the evaluation study were; 

1. To keep those youths assigned to the project as trouble free and as 
available to the Court as those in the Detention Center. 

2. To provide an intensive type of. supportive supervision to the youths 
assigned to the program, nnmely 2, minimum of three r:eyeball ll contacts 
(in-person visits) with each youth per day. 

3. To provide a liaison between the youths, their patents, the schools 
"and other appropriate community services.· 

4. To provide an economical alternative to secure detention. 

5. To reduce overcrowding in the Detention Center, 

Because systematic records have been kept on the IIDP since its inception, 
several comparisons can be made indicating trends in the project over time, In 
particular, profile information on age and most recent offense, average time spent 
in Secure Detention and the HDP, and reason for termination can be compared for 
several time period£. 

I·. PROFILE OF IIOHE DETENTION PROGRAN PARTICIPANTS 

The population served by the HDP has remained just under 90 percent male (89.2, 
88.5, and 88.11 respectively, for· each eva'luation per'i'od), The age distribution, hm,'­
ever, has been shif~ing downward with each evaluation period, Analysis of Table 1 
presented belo\oJ indicates that the median age dropped from fifteen in the first t\'lO 

evaluation periods to fourteen for the current period (the current average aBe is 
13.9). The cumulative percentages reflect this trend in yet another way: the per­
centage of the enrollees under fou~tGen years of age increased from 27.6 percent in 
the first evaluation period to 39./f percent in the seccrnd and 55.0 percent in the third. 
This Sllift to a younger populntion may be clue to a shift in the population referrod to 
the ,luvenile Court, or it may indicate that those assigned to tbe ItoP have become an 

" 
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increasingly young group compared to the entire detained group. The EvaluHtion UnH 
does not currently }1nv~ sufficient information available to resolve this question. 

Entrants to HDP 
9-30-71 to 
7-1-72 

TABLE I 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF HDP YOUTHS 

Entrants to HDP' 
7-1-72 to 
1-31-73 

Entrants to HDP 
1-1-73 to 
8-31-73 

., 

Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Percent Cumulative 
·Percent 

Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

under 10 0 .6 1. 36 . To- -'---T:"6 ---I~s-" 2-:-f-'-'-"- ;--··3:.:fl:-----· '-4'.67'-' ---
11.28 
21.79 
36.77 
55.45 
78.80 
92.61 

11 .6 2.2 2.9 5.0 6.61 
T2 5:5-------"1':7----·- --"10·· .. 6 -- -------···i~L6··-··------- ., -io·. 51 

13 If.9 12.6 11.2 26.8 14.98 
, 14 i4~·6··-·------2i:·6-----· .... ·Y2:6-:-·---·-----· .. -·39·.4 .. --....... -. ····ls·. 68 

15 26.3 53.5 27.9 67.3 23.35 IK--·· .. ·····29:9··· .... ·_ ...... _·· .. ···S3·.4 ._ ....... 29.1 - ........ ·'--""'-96.4 13.81 

17 16.6 100.0 3.5 99.9 7.39 

N=340 N=308 
" 0 

The evaluation periods referred to are: 9-30-71 to 7-1-72; . 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. 

100.0 

N=514 

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 incrciase in the fraction of 
youths with theft as their most recent offense, and a notable decrease in the frac­
tion.s for runaways and auto theft, Again, it is unclear ,,,hether ~his represents a 
change {n the general referral population or a change in the fraction of youths re­
ferred under each offense category who are assigned to the IIDP, 

'fABLE 2 

PERCENT OF YOUTHS ENTERING HOP BY MOST 
RECENT OFFENSE 

I 

Entrants to HOP 
9-30-71 to 
7-1-72 

Entrants to HOP 
7-1-72 to 
1-31-72 

Entrnnts to Imp 
1-1-73 to 
8-31-73 

Theft 
ASSllUlt 
'J'heft & AssLlult 
Rll\1<l\"ny 
Aut 0 Theft 
Arson 
Sex Crime 
DruflFl 
n.·,.,...-

29.5% 
24.4% 

21.4% 
'J 2 ~O% 

1.3% 
2.0% 
1.6% 
., 0'" 

42~9% 
22.1% 

... - - .',"'. ---.... ~.--""'-""" l~. 8% 

5.9% _ .......... - .. . 
5 ;9% 
3;2% ...... " .... 
2.1% 
1.2% 

, r "., 

. '";--_ ..... ,. . ...... 

49.9% 
]5.3% 

. __ .. -- .... 5.9% 
2 .71:' 
1. O~/~ 
O. b/~ 
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The offense codes used by the IIDP staff do not permit a sepnration of Impact 
and non-Impact crimes.' To obtain a more detailed indication of t~e types of offenses 
conm1itted 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 refhrrals 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 lIDP has a fair number of juveniles with rnther 
extensive referral histories. This high level of prior referrals is of note in later 
considerations regarding the small numb'er of youths who committed an offense while on 
the Home Detention Program. 

Examining the current referrals of these same 44 juveniles we found that fl6 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 IIDP participants are not exclusively juveniles who have cOffiI!1itted 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 
HONTHLY ADHISSIONS TO THE HOHE DETENTION PROGRAM 

Time Period Average Honth1y Admissions 
to HOP 

. 
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 decrease in the number of 
youths who are being referred' to the Court and hence subject to detention, ",hiel1 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 lIDP are available for two recent 
periods Dnd indicate that the number·of days in the HOP has alsQ been decreasin~. 
For the period' July 1, 1972 to January 31, 1973 the aV'erage exceeded 36 days. Fl'll" 

Fpbruary 1, 1973 to August 31, 1973 the average is 18 days. This decrense ill time 
spent in' the program should be kept in mind when we reach the section indicating ser­
vices the. progrnm has bt'cn able to provide I in that the short procrnnl pH!"t.: i e.i p;ll i 011 

time limits the f~as.i.bility of certain kinds of assistance the Conununity Youth l.e".lder 
(CYL) m:i,ght attempt. 
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II. PROGRMI SERVICES PR~V!DED 

The Imp seeks to 1) provide intensive supervision to youths in the program, 
2) provide collatc;:'nl contncts Hith parents, schools and other [lppl'opdat(~ comfl\unity 
agencIes,3) fjnd jobs (or enro.l1('e8 1 and 4) return them to schoo1 HIH.I t.o plHt:l~ 

them :In special progrilms. He examil1l~d ench of t!l(!!:c nrens of sel:vIt~e. 

A. !::y_e!J;.01-contClcts. A rather ideaHstjc p,onl of three d~d 1y contncts pel' 
juvcn:l1c was set by the project stnrE. The data [or Janu0ry to August 1973 indjcatcs 
thn t t.his goal \vas hardly ever achieved. He found only 39 instances in Hhich there 
were tllree or more contacts for a given juvenile in a single day, and only 34 instances 
in which two contacts were m[lde. He examined the ratio of eyeball contacts to days in 
the lIDP for each youth for whom we had contact data (N=4l4). Table 4 below indicates 
the percent of youths in each ratio range. For instance) almost one fourth (21.3 
percent) of the youths \.,ere found to have from 0 to 0.40 eyeball contacts per day. The 
table shows that the large majority (84.1 percent) have O.BO contacts per day or less, 
far short of the expected three a day. 

TABLE 4 

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

Ratio of 
Eyeball contacts to 

Days in HDP 

o - 0.110 
0,41 - 0.80 
0.81 - 1.20 
1.21 - or more 

Percent of Youths 

21.3% 
62.8% 
11.3% 

4.6% 
100.0% 

B.' Collateral Contacts. In order to provide a.liason with youths, parents, 
schools and otller appropriate community agencies, CYLs were encouraged to make con­
tacts with people other than the youths themselves. \Ve found that the average number 
of such contacts per case was 35, or 2.04 per case day. The nature of the contacts 
was e~amincd to determine if cases generally received collateral contacts across 
severnl categories of contact or if case contacts were generally limited to one or 
tHO categories of contact. The categories used were:parents, other relatives, school, 
neighbors, 11calth service agencies, employers, job corps, and vocational training 
agencies. Table 5 indicates the number of different categories of contact which each 
juvenile received. The table shoHs that just over 60 percent of the cases received 
contacts in three or more categories. 

TABLE 5 

Number of Different Cntegories* of Con~act For Each 
Jllven:i.l c 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 or Illore 

Percent of Juveniles 

1.0 
M.l 
2/,.2 
1.0.5 
17.7 

2.2 
0.2 

", 

An examination of the percent of cases \vhich Ilr>d cacll 
T bl 6) d .. different type of contact (sec 

a c amonstrated that thc ma.·J'or types of cont,"ct 
1 . ,. Here wiLli p,rrcnts and otlter re at1ves. Persons· in several of the contact categories were rarely contacted. 

TABLE 6 

Percent of ' Juveniles with 
Each Different Kind of Contact 

Type of Contact Percent ~f Cases in \Vhich 
At Least One Contact Occurred 

Parents 
Other relatives 
Neighbors 
School 
Employer/potential employer 
Health Service Agency 
Vocational Training Agency 
)ob Corps . 

90.0% 
79.8% 
.28.5% 
18.7% 

2.6% 
1.7% 
0.7% 
0,2% 

(N=4l7) 

For instance, in 90.0 percent of the cases a parent was contacted whereas in only 
2.6 percent of the cases was an e 1 mp oyer or potentia~ employer contacted. 

Since pare~ts and other relatives Here contacted in such a high percent of the 
cases, He Here 1nterested in examining the fraction of colI t~ 1 ' 
and other relative contacts represented for each youth. It ac~·~td ~:n~:~~sa~o(~I~~~lo~a;:l~nt 
nt~arllY ~lllclasesbthe parent and other relatives were contacted, they received a ~el~-

1ve y sma num er of contacts. 

TABLE 7 

Parent and Other Relative Contacts as a 
Fraction of all Collateral Contacts 

Fraction of Collateral Contacts which 
are with Parents or other Relatives 

o - .20 
.21 - .110 
.41 - .60 
~6l - .80 
.81 - 1.0 

Percent of Youths 

0.2 
6,3 

27.1 
27.1 
39.2 

'l'~l~J,e 7 ,indicates that in a large perccnt of the cases the majority of conttlcts 
wele with parents [Inti other relat~ves. It is poss:l.hle lhnt tl\is concentr,1t i.Oll of 
contl1cts \v:l.th p'll:ents and other relatjvcs \vus an inilclvert"11t 

t I ! '-' olltcome of attC'mptl:l to 
COil act'.tle YOlltl, thnt is, that the CYL \vL'nt to the home in I 
tncl \vith the youch Qnd instead lOpes of Ill.:lklnc il l'OIl-

1 . was met by a parent or other relative. If this is 
t Ie crlSc, C'.onsicier.1b] e energies of LI CYI . Ie J nrc apparently spent in trying to m{lkc 
contnct with the.youths. 



The smnll percent of juveniles in Table 6 for whom contacts were made with all 
employer or potential employer, as shmvn, indicates very little job assistance has 
been provided by the program. In 23 cases, (out of 514), CYLs indicated they lwei 
helped the youth find a job. These numbers must be interpreted cautiously, however. 
The aBC distribution shmV11 in Table 1 indicates that the program is dealing increas­
ingly \-lith youths who are not job candidates bec·ause they are too young. 

C. Services Provided: Returning Youths to School, Enrollment in Special 
Programs. CYLs arc 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 behavior in both of these areas, using activity reports rotltinely com­
pleted by CYLs. In 9.5 percent of the cases the CYL indicated that there was a 
referial 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 man:.'. This Hou1d appear to qualify these you ths for a Hide 
range of programs (e.g. programs requiring first offenders, as Hell as tll05e set up 
for "hard-core ll 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, 
Hhich gives the CYL very little time to d~termine.the youth's needs ai1d interests, 
and to find an appropriate program. Also, as shm-m later, most of the youths termin­
ate from HDP either because a ,·)arrant is refused or the case is d:ismi.ss~d. The Court 
and the CYL at that time lose control over the youth ~nd have no authority to require 
him tf'l remain in the assigned program. Furthermore, the recreational progrmn \vithi.n 
the HDP was set up during the most recent phase of the program and it has, accordin8 
to staff Horkers, cut down on referrals to other programs. 

IImv effective 'vere the CYLs in getting youths back :i.nto school or keep:ing them 
:i.n school 'vhile they '-lere in the HDP? Pifty-nine percent said they di.d so. The 
evaluation attempted to validate CYL claims that they helped a youth return to sclloal, 
\vith attention to ,,'hether 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 area 
Here attempts to keep the youth in schooll that is, they occurred among youths alreauy 
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 

Di.d CYLs Help Youths Return 
1'0 or Remain In School ? 

NO YES 

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

NO 149 44 

TOTAL 187 279 

TOTAL 

273 

J93 

I, (l(' 

1'\l\.Ir., of th(lsll ill scliool HhC'n Lhey joi.lll!d tllp lID!' (~73), 235, or B6.] percent, \,'('rl' 

h('llH'u to .1~:.:.!l~l~i!l ill ~;C'llOo1 \"hlle of Llio:j(' nol: i,n scllool \"IWll Lhey Joined till! l!])l' (11):n 
only 22.7 percC'.nt (/,/,) Wl're hclpNI to YP.!II.r.l:. Tt may be lll;lt tl is eXLrt'llll'ly dil [it'lli( 
to lwlp 11 YOllth .'!;_~t_\lE!.~ to school and Ihl' 1 ill\i(;('d tin\l' the youlh is in the IIDP Lll:!'.L'ly 
prccJud0s Lhin ,\"h.Ue facilJLnt.ing bl'havjot:B to h(']p a youth stay ill sC'hool ,11'(' IIlO)'l" 

realistic.: \vJthin. 1'11l1 time the CYL usually hus to work with the youL!]. 

Narrative CYL activity recorda were examined for a sample o( youths to determine 
,.,hat kind of supportive documentation existed in cases in "'hich the CYL had i.ndic<lLed 
that he had helped the youth return to or remain in school. There ,,,ere L,6 cases in 
the sample in Hhich the CYL had indicated that he had so helped a youth. In 24 of 
these cases we could fincl no such narratives in the youth's file. In the remaining 
22 cases, there were 10 i.nstances in which there was no mention of school in allY 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 tile 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 heing recorded by the CYLs. Since 1ia80n Hork 
with schools and he]~ in improving school attendance Here important aspects o[ the pro­
gram, such efforts should be noted in the records as tIley occur. 

III. PERFORHANCE OF HDP YOUTHS 

The HDP set several goals for the youths involved :in the program. The principal 
ones \'lere: 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 5% or fewer complaints regarding the youths behavior from parents; and to have 

'., 

5% or feHer complaints from schools. Reported belo\'l are current evaluation period results, 

It was found that only 20 youths, or 4 percent, had absconded from the program. 
~ these, 3 were in group homes and ran from them. Complaints ",ere received from 
parents in 32 cases and from schools in 35 cases, \.,ith an overlap of 19 cases in \,rhich 
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 offi·cials) both slightly high in comparison to proj ec t goals. 

To examine whether or not the youths remained as trouble free as those in Secure 
Detention,records of incidents occurring in Secure Detention and records of new vio­
lations occurring \"hile youths were on HDP ,.,ere examined*. It was realized that the 
reporting rate for offenses occurring in Secure Detention is likely to be near 100 per­
cent, Hhile that for youths on the HDP would be much less, There were only 4 instances 
in which HDP youths committed a ne,,,, offense. This represents 0.77 percent of the' (.'n­
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 youtIIS. Some youths were involved in more than one incident; the toLal 
number of youth inc:i.dents was 162. The offense rate relative to the number of admis­
sions to Secure Detention was 6.96 p~rcent) 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 offenses of a purely minor nature, It is interesting 
to note that many of the youths involved in offenses while in the Secure Detentioll 
facility \.,ere later placed, in the HDP. Namely, 30 of the 152 youths \,ere placed in 
HDP, including 21 percent of those ,.,ho had been involved in fights and 15 percl'nt oE 
those Hho have been troublesome before, an impressive finding given the relativ01y 
trouble free experience of the BDP. 

'/( . It was not possible to obtain comparative numbers on of,fenses duri.ng detention [oJ: 
control groups such.:1s youths released to pnrents, or youths si.milar to 11111' yOlfll1:~ in 
age, sex and prior referral history, as outlined in the Evnluation COmp0I1l'11L. Thin 
was because it prov~c1 to be' practically impossible. to designate such pop\llntions Ll~;.Ing 

1.n[ol"llwLion :1.n the .JUvl~Il:Ue COllrt CompuLI'r tn(ormation Sy~;t.el1l. At pn~Ul'nt, .lnl (llInd! i tlll 
indiclltinp, to \"holll a child is rL'1easl~d is not nvailnblc· on the computer for thl' (1IIIl' 

pC'rioc1 of: :i.ntC'l"est nncl prior 1:'c[('r1'111 hit,tor:ie's at thp. ('n.d of the ]9('0'n <Inti h(T.illllinr, 
of the 1970's are not sufficiently re.liLlhlL· .Lo b'l~ valJd for tlj('~i0 ptlrpo~a:s. 

.. I 



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 simil~r data for Secure Detention youths j 

but it was r;el1'erally felt by Detention staff that the attendance rate ~"ould be perfect, 
save for those who escaped from the 'facility. The rate attained by the Imp seems to 
indicate that they are quite successful in keeping their youths available to the Court 
for further study or adjudication.* 

Data regardj,ng reasons for termination from the HDP are avai.lable for the tlu;ee 
evaluation periods. Termination reasons which can be considered program failures, 
namely, "Return to Detention l1 and lrCommitted a Ne\V Offense, n have seen a rela tiva 
decrease in each evaluation period, Table 9 below gives specifics, 

Normal Court Disposition 
(,,,arrant refused, case dis­
missed, committed or re­
ferred to an Institution) 

Returned to Detention 

Committed a Ne\., Offense 

TABLE 9 

Terminations from HDP 

First Evaluation 
Period 

21.0% 

5.2% 

(N"'252) 

Second Evaluation 
Period 

90.1% 

7,2% 

2.7% 

(N=334) 

Current Evalua­
tion Period 

6.0% 

1\0% 

(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 \Vere refused or their cases \Vere ultimately dismissed. (This occured 
in 359 cases, which represents 70 percent of all terminations, and 76 percent of the 
cases terminated by a norma~ 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 cas~s 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 I~P may affect the Court's ultimate decision in the case. For ex­
ample, HDP-supplied information regarding the youth's adj us tment and behavior in l he 
community during the' pre-adjudicati.on period may hilve disposed the Court to use less 
severe methods of handling some .emles. 

+: l't shouJd be' llotl'ti that II conRidC'rnblc number of: youths never had court appoillt·· 
ments or court bend ngs. In particular, 376 youths had no appointments and 7'0 had 
no n(~arj,ngs. Of those ~itl~ appointments, 98% made all appointments, and of those 
~~JJ'!'~ ill'i1ri ng~.; 9B% r.wic all h'l'a rings. 
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1I0HE DETENTION AS'AN ECONOHICI\L ALTERNATIVE TO SECURE DETENTION, AND ONE 
l-lIUCli REDUCES TIlE. OVERLOAD IN SECURE DETEN'f~ , , 

'IV. 

The IIDP seeks to provide services to youths as an economical alternative to 
Sec~re Detention.' 'In previous evaluations of the IID.P, most notably, that completed 
by th~ Research Analysis Corporation, a comparison of average daily costs was mnde 
using ~he Secure Detention Budget divided by the child care days provided in Secure 
DetentlOn, an~ the,HDP Budget divided by the child care days provided by the HDP, 
Such comparatlve flgures are presented in the November 1973 Field Audit report 81ld 
indicate that the Secure Detention Costs have varied from'$14,79 to $28.71 per child 
care day, while IIDP 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 IIDP has been more economical by these estimates t 

In addition to these estimates, an alternative set of figures was considered 
because of the assumptioris 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 \Vould have had to handle 
all child care days of the HDP), Furthermore there are items in the Secure Detention 
Budget '"hich are listed as in-kind contributions on the IIDP 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: . 

Sp.cure Detention 

Jan. - April 

Hay thru August 

Home Detention 
Program 

TABLE 10 

Cost Comparison Figures 

Effective 
Budget 

$212,690 

$298,618 

$110,276* 

Child Care 
Days 

14,566 

15,905 

8,959 

Cost Per 
Child Care Day 

$14.60 

$18.77 

$1,2.88 

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 o~ the nmollnt of grant money spent on predispositionnl phase. It ,,,as thus 
assumed ,that the percent of clerical and supervisory time, and usc of supplies 
is proportional to tile fraction of total time spent by CYLs on predispositional 
activitic.'s. 
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During the current evaluation period, the combined population of the Secure. 
Detention Facility and the HDP exceeded each day the Detention Facility 
capacity of 80 youths. The percent of this overload hun dIed by the Home 
Detenlion program was 71. There were three months during this evaluation period, 
March, April, and July, when the illJP handled a high percent of the overload each 
day in addition to providing care to juveniles ",ho Hould ~~ have caused an overl08c.1 
had they been in Secure Detention. Thus, for instance, in March, thQre were 323 Chl1d 
care days (ou~of a total of 1014) provided by the Home Detention Program which 
would not have been days of overload for Secure Detention. The attached (Graph 1) 
depicts tllis by indicating months in which the average daily capacity of the Secure 
Detention Facility [ell below the capacity figure of 80. During these periods 
ther.e was thus room in the Secure Detention facility for youths released on the HPD. 
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 population has turned upward again in recent montlls. The 
new addition to the Secure Detention Facility scheduled to open this fall, however, 
could resolve the overload problem at the Secure Detention Facility,thus elimillating 
one of tIle benefits of the HDP. 

11.,0 additional lines on Graph 1 should be noted. One is labeled "I1DP population 
I 

\.,ith caseloads of 5 youths per CYL" and indicates the average daily population of 
the lIDP expected if each CYL had his/her prescribed cascload. With the curreht assign­
ment of eight CYLs to predispositi.on work this line is constant from February on at 
110 youths. The second line is the actual daily ILDP. po.pulation, labeled "average !IDP 
population. II Of note is that the expected line is generally above the actual line. 
This indicates that although here could have been days in which one or several CYLs 
had caseloads of mare 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 line' -- "HDP population ~.Jith caseloads of 5 youths per 
CYL" -- from January to February) was warranted in terms of the project's average daily 
caseload. llad all CYLs stayed with the predisposition \.Jork the proj ect would certainly 
have been overstaffed. 

V. CONCLUSION 

Figures developed for this evaluation period suggest several conclusions regardinB 
the Home Detention Program. First, the program has shown general improvement in the 
most recent period as compared to the previous two periods studr4d. Improvements 
have occurred in several areas -- most importantly in keeping tilO youths troubJe free 
( a smaller percent of I1DP participants conmli tted offenses in thj s evaluation period 
them in any previous one). It could, of course, be that the population of youths with 
~.Jhich the lIDP ,,,orks ~ ... as, in the most recent period,' 111ess risky" than those previous]y 
in the IIDP. IIm"ever, there is no evidence to support such a possibility. It '.Jas round 
that the age distribution of the llDP populntion is changing to younger pnrticipnllt~ but 
whether or not this shift is to a less risky population is not cJenr. HDP , it 
ullould be noted, has n0 control over the people assigned to the project; all arc 
placed in the IIDP by the Judge, a~d the IIDP accepts all so ordered • 

. 
StaUf:tiC's on youth nttendance at court hearings and nppoinLments, ava:UlIh](' 'for 

the first: ti.me hl this evaluation 'period, indj,cntc thnt allllost all HDP participLlnls 
11.:1\'0 .1 t h'lIdl'd .11] t \1('1l" h ('[I 1" tnp,s and nppoill tmol1 ts . 

Less impressive from the point of view of program goals, nrp. the fin(llng~1 !'<.'gnrd­
:lllg t Ill' frl'qlll~IlL'Y of CYL ('nnlnct:~; ",Jth t:lll' Yl1ul'h~: I nnd tho HIll;lll vaddy of lyp\'~; lit 
contilt:ls IlI':Hle \viLll ell] lnternl individualf;. It wafi found that the number of (~)'l!1>;111 
COlltll('tn CYLti IlIndc \~llh youl:lw \.JnS fnr ](!:-;r, titan Lhe Bon 1 of tlll"C:e it c!;IY, (llld tl,:tt' 
colllltcru] COlltac!'!l \Vero hellvily concentrated among parents and other rcJntiv(ls. 

..' 
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The reasons for ·the observed level of performance are not known. Possible 
explartatibns might ,include: 

(1) responsibilities in bringing the youth to Court or coo~dinating 
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
cient geographical assignment of youths to CYLs; 

(3) resistance by the youths to a less official Court worker could 
frustrate attempts to contac~ 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 servj.ces provided include a seemingly 
1mv 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 'vhich program goals 'vere not met \'188 

behavior causing complaints from both school officials and parents. 

In general, it appears that the HDP has reached, impol'tant performance g0als 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 partj.cularly 
for any other SCC~ll'C! D('!tention Facility considering a program such as the one 'in St. 
Louis. Moreover the St. Louis experience would indicate that it is probably not 
necessary to provide the intensity of services originally projected. Less ambitious 
supervision schedules are probably realistic. 

Important to note, however, is that we have no evidence that 'the particular 
schedule of sup~r.vision \Vas the contributing factor to the youth's relatively good 
performnnce. That is, 've have no evidence of a casual link bet~veen the services 
provided and the outcome achieved. Were these same youths released without CYL 
supervision, it ~s possible that their performance would have been equally good. 
What ,,'e do kno,,, 1S that the Court has indicated that it ,,,ould not have permitted 
their release without the assurance of supervision by aCYL, . 

, ' 
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RECOHMEI\'UATIONS 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Ey~ball contncts. The possible reasons for the observed level of 
contacts mentioned in the conclUSion section, as well as any reasons 
the llDP staff consi.der important, shoulcj, be examined and resolutions 
to difficulties attempted. The staff might of course decide that the 
original goal (three eyeball contacts daily) wae unrealistically high, 
and that a lesser number (perhaps one a day) is both more reasonable 
in terms of staff resources and adequate to achievq 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. 

Collate~al 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, especially in those cases in which the youth is 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 Pr.ovidence) 
iF a regular school setting seems inappropriate. 

Referrals to other programs. It would surely appear, as noted in the 
our an<llysis of the sample of youths ~vhose complete records were 
studied, tha t there are many types of programs for '''hich the RDP 
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 \vork 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 ,.,ise 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 progrnm. However, 
since the postdispositional ,.,ork done by the CYLs is identical in 
form to the work done by the D.J.O. Aides and since the work of the 
pre and post ,dispositional worker has different specific goals and 
is in a different \.,ork environment, reconmlendations suggesting the 
merger of the postdispositional phase of the HDP with the D.J.O. 
'Aide project seem worthy of serious consideration. 
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