o T £ e o T ST

LAW EXFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMEN%&TRATI@N
' NAT!ﬂNA@* ﬁ@_ @@ﬁl MSTICE RE?ERENGIl'
 WASHINGTO .

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

Thw mwrnfmhc was produced from dn@umemts rec@m@ for
inglusion in the NCIRS ﬂata base. Since NCIRS cannot exercise
contrel over the physical condition of the documesrts submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
thns mmm may he used ta evaluate the d&cumem qnallw

S

it o 13 8 i

f PRE-ADJUDICATION OUTREACH
DETENTION PROGRAM wa'

g

s f
RS

. Evaluation Study Final Report

o
.
iu-

e fizs

22 22
I oz

40"

FEEFERE

ER
¥
L FE

ez s

John H. Blgelow

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST GHART.
NATICNAL BUREAU 'OF STANDARDS-1963-A '_ ! :

Ronald £, Klrkpatr ick

bfh associates

J . .
Reston, Virginla

Microfilming ymceﬂwms aased ‘éo cream ‘mas mhe com@iy’ wma

the: stanﬁarm set forth in MEFR 103 11.504 January, 1975

Pomts of view or ummuns stated sn ‘iEns desument axe

thosa pf the author{s) and de not represent the officiai
position or whms M the U.Sv. Departmeut of Justice.

U. S EEMMMENF UF QUSTICE B

"Eﬁmct

te

T T RPN
filme
ETYIEN

NORFOLK JUVENILE NON-INSTITUTIONAL :

i
i
!
|
i
i




g
PR

The Metropolltan Crxmlnal ‘Justice Center operates the
Pilot City Program in Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, and
Virginia. Beach, Virginia. Established in September, 1971,
the Center is a research and program planning and development
component of the College of William and Hary in Williamsburg,
Vlrglnla. The Center's Pilot City Program is one of eight
throughout the nation funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration of the U. S. Department of Justice. The*ba51c
purpose of each: P1lot City program is to assist local juris-
dictions in the design and establishment of various projects 5 S
often highly innovative and experimental in nature, which will " &
o f T contribute over a period of years to the development of a SN
: : ‘ ~ model criminal Jjustice system. The progress to date of one : ;
i such project is the subject of this monograph. Each Pilot City
i team is also responsible for assuring evaluation of demonstra- LB ;
tion projects, for assisting the development of improved crimi- . N
nal justice plannlng ability within the host jurlsdlctlons,
and for providing technical assistance to various local agen-
cies when,requested

The Pilot City Program is funded under Grant No. 73- NI 03~ |
0002 of the National Institute on Law Enforcement and Criminal Lo
Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, The = :{ ¥/ /.
Norfolk Pre—Adjudlcatlon Non-Institutional Outreach Detention R fgg
PPO]eCt is funded by the Instltute under Grant No. 73-DF—03~%0023, L TR
- the concurrence of the Instltute in the statemenis or conclu-
sions contalned in thls publication,
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I. SUMMARY

A. Findings
The ensuing evaluation report documents ﬁhe thrée major
accomplishments of the Norfolk Juvenile Non—Insfitutiopal Pre=-

Adjudication Outreach Deténtion Program:

1. Du@ing its seven‘months of full-implementatibngiit

has reduced %he“émount dﬂ% nstitutional premadjudic;tionidefen—
tion by 19. 3%”’ | |

iﬁg.ﬁ It has‘met its prlmary goal of assurlng that chlldren
1ﬁ the outreach program vemain accessible to the Juvenlle
Court and trouble~free prlor to‘adjudlcatlon.

3. It has demonstrated that outreach detentlon lS current—
ly less expen31ve and will continue in the Luture to be less |
expensive than institutional detention to operate.

Good planning, careful management, and the cooperatlvé
efforts of many concerned 1nd1v1duals and organlzatlons have:
resulted in the successful inltlatlon and operation of the
Outreach Detention Program. The first year of operatlon* has
been very productlve as indicated by the extent of achlevement
of program goals. The goals are to maintain juveniles "trouble

free" in the communlty, in contrast to more secure detentlon

fac1llt1es, and to have them accessible to the cour'tu All but

one juvenile have been accessible to the court. None have

#Actually, 11 months 1nc1ud1ng 1n1t1al tralnlng in February of
197%, and 10 months of working with juveniles. .
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gotten into further trouble whlle in the program, although the

staff thought it advisable to return one other to secure deten-
tlon in order to prevent p0551ble dlfflcultles.

: The program management has worked effectlvely with all
other elements of the criminal justice system to insure the acw
ceptance and workability of the programd Management has also
built communlty support for the program whlch in turn w111 con-

% 5

tlnue to help insure its successful goal achlevement. '

B.a Recommendations

7
Based on experience to date and mindful of the need to make

1mportant budgetary and funding decisions regarding the contin-
ued operatlon of the program, the evaluators make the folchlng
recommendatlons*

’ 1. The program ‘should be continued, belng refunded from
whatever sources are available, and plans made for continuing
and expanding it as a permanent part of Norfolk's juvenlle-jus-
tice services. |

2. Cash allotments for activities of program participants
ehauld be reduced to $5.00 from $10.00;§er week, Community con-
tributions are meeting part of this neea.

3. Training funds should be increased somewhat, if pos-
sible, both for management and staff. It is crucial that the
expenditure of these funds be left open and at the discretion
of project management so that idenfified training needs can be

addressed as they become apparent throughout the year in the
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day to day operations of the program. This diséretionary train-
ing_decisidh making is essential if best results. for the expen-
ditures are: to continue to be obtained. Fundiﬁg should be
ampie for béth staff and management. :

4. Fuﬁds for evaluations should be reducéd or eliminated.
By the completion of the first year, much of the evaiuation de~
sign work will have been accomplished. A reduc%ion from $7,000
to $5,000 is not unﬁeasonable and will still allow ample funds
to analyze and evaluate changes and further developments in the
program. If necessary, further reductions could be made by using
local university based evaluators or municipal staff.

5. Additional funds are needed for temporary residéntial
Placements of youths; arrangements for providing these funds
must be worked out. |

6. Additional shéﬁfer home space is needed, as well as a
halfway houée for runaways. The ﬁ?rmer would provide reqguired
temﬁgrary residential space; the lgﬁter, while meeting this need,
might also prevent involvement of séﬁe youths with the juvenile
justice systeﬁ; |

7. As is now happening, efforts should continue to be made
to prevent invélvement-of youths with the Jjustice system so that
the necessity for and use of all detention programs, secure, less
secure, and outreach, is reduced.

All persons involved with this effort to date are to be
commended for work well done.

However, we would be remiss if we did not express our judge-

mgﬂt that there are additional needs for change and improvement




in other parfs of the system. The intervention and helping ef-

forts with problem families are not having all the positi&e im-
paéf and reduction of court loads that had been hoped. Further
efférts must be made in this direction in order to ﬁreVent yau{hs
fréﬁ and with problem families from becoming involved with the
sysfem’in such a negative fashion. Statistics aré at presént un-
ayailable, but there are indications that far too many Juveniles
are still béing detained in the‘adult jail facility. Probably
state laws should bé changed to! eliminate this area of judicial
discretion. The results have never been proved to be beneficial
to any youth so treated, and in many cases can be shown to be
both harmful to the youth, and expensive to society in the long
run.

A full range of family and youth services outside the pur-
view of the justice system should be developed and used exten-
sively. This would result in generally better therapeutic ex-
periences for all concerned, and would free the timé and re-
sourées;of all personnel connected with the courts ﬁo deal with
more serious problems, and with more workable correé%ional al-

ternatives.

e st e s
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~the handling, (care and/or treatment ary

IT. INTRODUCTION

A} Background

In recent years the City of Norfolk has had a problem W1th
the number of juveniles who have béen detalned in the (adult)
jail facility. While perhaps legal, this situation is undesire-

g 3 i . . a S
able and unwise., The jail doesahot meet certain mlnlmum stand=

ards with respect sto privacy and other physical: features,'and

{the care of tbe juvenlles, whlch results from these condltlons

and from operating policies and condltlons, has resulted in a

number of ‘unfgrfunate incidents, 1 ncludlng assaults -and SUlOldeS. ' o

It is stlll not clear why these condltlons were allowed to !

’ o

Jcome about by tHe supposedly respon31ble adults assoolated w1th

lnapproprlate words 1n

this 81tuatlon) of the juvenlles enme whed 1nfthe~1nst1tutlons ’
1nvolved, although 1nvest1gatlon has revealed that part of ‘the

problem is the result of oFflolal polﬂcy, which prov1des that

when the juvenlle detentlon home has reached 1ts caoaolty, clder

1nd1v1dudls entrusted to this 1nst1tutlon for taelr well belng,

" as well as for the safety of the communlty9 w1ll be transferred

.....

to the jail, .Others arrive there by other meansq

A study of the problem, using 1971 data1 only shows that for

o the year, 259 juveniles were transferred from the detentlon home

1W, Anthony Fitch, Donna M. B:Lshop9 and Walter J. Dlggles, A
Study.of Juvenlle Detention Im.ithe City of Norfolk, Vlrglnla,;y
College of William and Mary Metropolitan Crlmlnal Justlc i

Center, no: date)

wl-




toﬁéhe jail, and 3n1 were“placed.directly‘in tﬁé jail.?ﬁ Thisuy
study goeg on to state thaﬁ "Examination of Youth Centmr.%tatls-
tlQS shows, however, that one or more beds at the Youth Lenter
were Lnoccupmed on 253 of the 3852 days on whlch children were
detalned at the Clty Jail.” (ibid, p. 23) Such a situation is
appalllng. ' | ‘

The study of juvenlle detention practlces ralses other
serious questlons about the need for or de31rab111ty of deten-
tlon Jtself for many of the alleged offenders, and 1ndlcates
that the functlonal Jailing of some youths of "status" offenses,
that is, those which are offenses'only for the young, and not
for aduiﬁs, is an inappropriate means in which to deal with the
problems of personal, family, and social adjustment of which the
alleged behavior is symptomatic. In summary, theré#%eré too
many'children‘in jail, and substantial veason to beiieve %hat
too many children‘Were beingkdetained in secure custody. jAlter-

natively, it seemed possible that other means of maintaining

'chlldren in custody could be dev1sed, and that the overflow

problem coqu be &1lev1ated ‘by . some means other than the con—

struction of more secure detent on facilities.

To accomplish these ends, tﬁat is, a reduction of ‘the number
of juveniles in jail, and of the numbeﬁ&*qagecure cqubdy, a
number of programs have been instituted by fﬁe City of Horfolk,
assisted by thehpmovisidh»éf~8rate and Federai funds. One pro-

gram provides additional legal staff for the Office of Common-

wealth's Attorney. This program is designed to divert those

25p. ecit., p. 20

=2~




is designed to provide incr
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individuals whose infractions aré’minoﬁ,‘and to improve the @
prosecution of those indiviﬁuals, who, in the judg;ment of the
attorneys involved, wﬁrrant?such treatment. Another program

sed and improved probation services

for the Ju?enile and Domestic Relations Court. It is hoped that

this program will result in

ore therapeutic handling of children
in problem family situatioms,%and that, as a result of this and
other actions, feweg Qatters;Will be brought for adjudicétion,
and more problem familiesidivéﬁt@d to helping agencies wiﬁhin
the community.

A third pbogram, aimed difeétly at the problem of overcrowd-
ing and high costs of secure detention is the Outreach Detention
Pﬁogram which is the subject of this evaluation. It and the
development and use of a less—secuvé”detention facility are the

main efforts in reducing the»trahsfer of juveniles to the City.

Jail as a result of overcrowding.

B. Objectives

The N“rf@ik,Juvenile_Noannstitutional Pre-~Adjudication
Outreach De%ention4Program_was designed to demonstrate that it
is both practical from an bperatiqnal peint of view and econo-

micél from a financial point of view to return alleged juvenile

- offenders, who would otherwise be detained in a secure facility

prior td the adjudication of their casés, to their own home and
community. ‘- Such a program was designed and implem@nted in ordgr

to reduce the burden on detention space, and thereby the number

B 3"*-
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of juveniles transferred to the adult jail facility as a vésult

N,

[ "

of overérowding at fthe secure detention home, The program is

{

N

s o oy

also intended to provide a key element in'a dévelOPing,system ~~

of specialized detention services adgréésigg the specific pre-
djudication needs of each juvenile. It can aid in thé?ay§id—

\ance of the otherwise necessary capital“expenditufes fov addiﬁ

.

tional detention facilities, and result in the proteation of de=

e F

tained children from physical and sexual assaults.

The basic operating objectives of the progrém are quite
specific. Children in outreach detention are toireﬁain trouble-
free, and are to be available to the Court as required. Remain-
ing trouble-free assuves that the individual will d¢ no harm to

himSélf or to others.

i e
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ITI. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

A. Program Design

The program is operated under the auspices of the Norfolk
Juvenile Detention Home. It is staffed with six persons, one.
Outreach Detention Social Worker, who is the supervisor of’thé
project, four Children's supervisors, and one clerk typist.

The sgupervisor is responsible to the Superintendent of the Deten~
tion Home, Whgfis thé Prbject Director. |

The\progbam desigh specified that each of the four
Children's Supervisors carry a maximum cééeload of five, and
that the average caseload be és close to this number as ‘circum=-
stancgs permit. Given éurrent operating procedures in the
Juveniie Court, approximatély three weeks elapse in the normal

case between the filing of a petition and the disposition of

‘the case. Many of the children involved have normally been

placed in the custody of the detention hoﬁe”duriﬁg this period.

If the flow of individuals does not vary too widely with season-

al and other circumstances, and if the program continues to be

sucé@§§jul~in dealing with its participants, it is estimated
that approximateiy*SWO children can be handled iﬁ‘fhe course
of a 12 month span who would otherwise have to be maintained in
tﬁe secure”oriless~secure detention facilities.

Operations éf the program Build‘upoh; but substantially
differ from prior detention processes. In a typical situatiohw

a juvenile may be placed in detention to await court disposi-




. tion of his case. The immediate daily responsibility for the

juvenile rests with the detention home staff members whoédeal

with the juvenile in hié_various living activities at the fa-
eility. Additional regbonsibility is vested in the probation
officer frqm the juvenile court %ﬁo must see the individual
occasionali§ in preparation of his case for court action.. With
the Outreach Detention:Program, the same concept of shared re~
sponsibility-iétcontinﬁed; the crucial difference is that the
detention worker§3now function in the community rather than in

the detention facilities.

Basically, the program is designed so'that wheﬁévew the

court decides’that a juvehile is to be detained, he will be

considered for placement in the Qutreach Detention Program.

He will ordinarily be placed in the program unless there is

some particularly important reason for institutional detention.

The decision as to the specific detention decision is delegated
to the Superintendent of Detention, who operates within guide- -

lines and criteria established by the program with the approval

‘1gﬂﬁpf the Juvenile Court Judges. Lol 4

lﬁb The basic criteria for participation in the program are the

folig%ihg:

1. The child has a home, real or'éurrogate, to go to.

2. “The parents will at least not be resistive to close

supervision.

‘3. The case is not of a notorious”ﬁéture that makes the

child wholly unacceptable to the community.




%. There is an Outreach Supervisor available with capa-
city for %he child, that is, there is room in the
program. |

5. VThe location of the chlld's home does not offer an

e lmpedlment to close superv181on.

In practice, it has worked outmihaipeach case is considered

“» only in the context of the current situation and the apparent

freadiness of the individual concerned to benefit from?the pro-

- gram, No charges automatically disqualify an 1nd1v1dua&, and

l:the pvesence or absence of a past record of 1nvolvement with
juvenile authorities smmllarly does not autbmatically disqualify
a potential participant. Program management has made it a
‘practice to provide that in each case the youth to be supervised

be acceptable to the outreach supervisor, who makes a Judgement

as to whether or not it appears possible to establish and main-
.. tain a suitable, well functioning personal interrelationship,

W£ich is essential to the successful working of the program.

In all cases, there must be no bond outstanding, and the legal

requlrement that the child w1ll do no harm to himself or to the

‘communlty must bg,met. The criteria and careful selection pro-
cesgses have insuged that this has been the case for every child
selected, although it has occasionally seemed advisable to re-
turn participants to secure detention when they are having dif-
ficulties adjusting to the requirements of living in the com~
munity. | B

In the day-to-day workings of the: program, a number of im-

portant design considerations have been implemented, which in




: turn haVe resulted in a highly successful first year of opera- , : ; 5
_vtlons. The chlldren s superviscrs work in an informal two-man , A .2,5

team3;a "buddy" arrangement that enables elther superv1soﬁ to | =

assume respon31b111ty for the Other 8 casea whenﬂxhe other must

be absent. The dontinuity of nlose superv1s1on 1s too lmportant

to be interrupted when a superv1sor must.take an unplanned day

of f for illness or other reasons. In addition to provi@ing this

backstopping, the buddy system“aiso provides for interagtion be-
tween all members of the groupa assignedjto the supervisors,
thereby providing enhanced éociaifsupporf for ‘successful con-

" tinuance in the program. Joint activities and outings have‘fuﬁ;

ther served to reinforce this essential social support.

The program is basically designed so that there is a maxi-

mum of five children in a gi@én supefvisor's caseload at any
given time. During the'initial operafions this maximum was nof
met, but such was probably just as well as all concerned were:
just getting to knowuthe pfogram reutines and requirements, and

it was 1mnortant not to make any mlstakes which mlght have nega-

tive effects on essentlal judlCla] support for such an innovative

progranm. Ih recent months, attentionvhas been given to defining

and dealing w1th constralnts whlch have worked to llmlt the num~
ber of persons and person days that have been in the program.

A clear need is thejavallablllty Qf surrogate homes, particularly

for females who are often unable for a variety of reasons to be “

returned to their pafents‘homes. Arrangements have been made

-

w1th an organlzatlon called Helping Hands to obtaln volunteer

i

.homes for program parfL01pants, and the rev1qed budget alsd pro=-

TR T T R g e e e




_ important that this figure not expand, so thaf'the~intensivevih$“i

" teraction and support aspects of the program w1ll not be lost.

are purposefully kept at the absolute minimum con31stent w1th re-

vides for -funds to purchase suitable accommodations commerciale- -

ly for older, more self-sufficient yOungstersl Equally impor-
tant, the maximum caseload of five childreﬁkﬁérMsupervisor has o

been maintained (except for the occasiopai‘baqkstcpﬁing). It is

i
y

To best meet- the needs of the partlclpants» the court,

}
i
)
3

and the communlij, the superv1sors work 1ong‘hours on a flexible
schedule. They have no prescribed office hours, and, in fact,

no office. They work out of their cars, and their clerlcal dutles

spons;bllltles to ‘the court, the program, and the child., The
only written work required of them are periodic mileage reports

fOI IEJ.IIlbuI‘Semen‘t Pur’?oses, OccaSional admlnlstl"ati&le paper WOI'k"
BISeR L
rx i

that is unavoidable, such as personnel forms, and a "log" of

"

activity expense, also for accountlng purposes, and 81gn1flcant

case data. The program is designed to keep written work,to a

minimum, in order not to interfere with the interaction between }

4:\':3\, !

supervisor and parficipanta Ordinarily the transmission of case

material is handled verbally, but if a prcbatlon officer or o¢h

official requires written materials, it will be provided.

The supervisors keép in ¢lose daily touch with their'charges,

1

and with fhe parents, teachers, pdlice, and others who play a

signifvcant roléfin the children's lives. In addition to con--
tacts relating to various emergency matters, or matters of

immediate concern to the partlclpants, the superv1sor arrange

for recreatlonal sess1ons, group dlscu851ons, and other activi-




ties that will assist in stabilizing the child in the program.

The results have been most gratifying.

B. Operations

The program.began~operation in February of 1974. Staff

were selected and 1n1t1a1 training sessions were_conducted.

Following this carefully planned beglnnlng, the flrst youths
were admitted to the program in March, 1974. As the staff be-
came more confident of thelr ability to- handle themselves and
the youths ‘entrusted to their superv151on, they gradually began
to accept youths with more serious charges, as“@ong as other

program selection criteria were met, and thOSemWhpwlcoked as if

they might be poorer risks in the outreach prog%am. Table I
presents information on the operation of the‘ﬁfogram through the
last seven months of the calendar year. The datAMShow that over

three and three quarters person years of the. detalned youths'

tlme was spent in the outreaeh program in th1C,seven month
perlod after things were well established. Assuming a cost sav~

1ngs of approx1mately $11.50 per perqon day, this period amounted

to a sdvings to the government of $15 916. 00. exclu51ve of capi-

tal costs, and of pdssible future costs to sog;ety as a result

of negative learning'iﬁﬁthe secure detention situation.

-0
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TABLE I

PERSON DAYS IN OUTREACH DETENTION

1974 : o
Month Male Female ‘ Total

Ve

June 51 74 e 125

4 i B 3 L 3 MR ] AN
S By SR, s : 4 -
o . : - |

July % 73 110 . 183

August

™ 212

‘ Sep£ember 88 ks ; 286

October 4 220

‘November 56 . 12%

December 18l 76 | 237

531 1,384

Total 853
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The impact of the Outreach Detention Program on fhe4tota1

detention population is preSehted in Table II for the same

seven months perié&. A maximum of 28.5% of the person days in
detention were spent in the outreach program in the month of
September. The minimum percentage of peraon days in the program

was 10.9%, which took place in Jﬁne. Overall, the Outreach

Detention Program reduced institutional detention by 19.1%15_

TABLE IT

Eéfson Days In Oﬁtreach As A % Of Person Days In Detention

Selected Months

~ % in

Detention Qutreach Outreach
June 1,146 125 10.9
July 979 183 BT
August 1,116 212 19.0

' September 1,002 286 f 28.5
October 954 220 23.1
November 971 121 S 1245
December, 1,089 o 237 0 21.8
7 Months 7,257 1,384 19.1
%(
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Discussions with program personnel indicate”that much of
the fluctuation in the percentége of person daysTES a function
of the severity of the charges of the pre-adjudication court \
population of any given timeiﬁ When the judges ré@uire éﬁe poséw

ing of a cash -bond, for insténcé, the youths cannot be allowed

to participatetin the outreach program. Even with these and

with other constrainf;,”éuch‘as the lack of surrogate homes for
otherwise eligible participants, over the seven months period
repreéented in the statistics, almost 20% of the person-days of

those in detention have been spent in the outreach program.

TABLE IIT

Person Who Violated Program Goals During The

First Year Of Operation

GOAL VIOLATIONS
Available to Court 1
Trouble }fée ;; 0 o

The data in Table III cléé@iy show how well the program

‘be no argument with the

33‘et'its primary goals. There can,

' Sy i MR . ,
basic success of this innovative venture in its first year of

operations.

-] 3=




Additional remarks with regard to the operation of the

“.program are uontained_in‘the evaluation section, each intro-
ducéd inyfhe context in which it is relevant. In summary, it
should be agaih‘emphasized that the program design and %mplen

mentation has been successful in every way.
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IV. ~PROGRAM EVALUATION

A. Overview
In accordance with the research design submitted in provi-
sional form in May 1974, a series of guided interviews were con-

ducted with those individuals knowledgeable about the  program,

Those selected represented key elements in the syste@fresponsible

for working with problem juveniles in Norfolk. The

ments represented are project management, court management, court

social services staff, the City Human Resources Department, the

City Criminal Justice Planning ‘function, the Pilot Cities! :

the Outreach supervisors' themselves. The interviews were con-
ducted in a three-day period from jﬁiy 8th through 10th, and
again in eariy December. These interviews, prior observations
and correspondence, and statistical infoéﬁétibn on program

operations comprise the basic information and data based on which

e

this evaluation is based.
The materials below are organized in three major areas as

contained in the original grant proposal; namely, Managerial

',,Considerations, Organizational Considerations, and Overall Pro-

‘gram‘Effectiveness.~'

B. Managerial Considerations

1. "Does management have control of the project,.g:ﬁ@bial—

1y with regard foﬁéi%érnative*déféntigngdééisicnsﬁﬂ}‘uw
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' The answer to this is genefally "Yes," With regard to
ai@ aspects of the program excgﬁt detention decisions, manage—,;
ment has and is excercising a‘ﬁery capable control of the pro-

ject. Detention decisions are occassionally shared with the

judgés. Although the judges have increasingly relied on the re-
commendations of projéct personnel, there was some variation in
judiéial reception of the program at firéf; this initial hesi-
tancy has been largely overcome. The basic situation now is
workable and the detainees are béing moved to ‘the program in
accordance withfthe appraisal'bf project management.

2. “is therevgood two—way communication between management
and the children's éupervisors‘and between management and the |
Court?"

With respect to the communication between manageﬁent and

the children's supervisors, there is excellent communication.

In addition to good day-to-day working relationships, which also

shows good communication among the chilhren‘s supervisors them-
éélvesg the program manager conducts a monthly review session
with each of the suﬁervisors ét'which thelr work is discussed
énd critiqued; areas where improvements'mayAbe made are indi-
cated and, in generéi, the performance of the pfograﬁ is dis-
cussed opéhiy and effectively; |

'Communication between management and the Court is more com-
plex. Management is ~ommunicating éfggctively with the judges
although there is some variation in thé££mﬁéSP§ﬁseg__Project

Y

management is also building sound patterns of communication
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project?"

with various members of the Court's service staff. There have

| been some miaunderstandihgs or other difficulties with regard ¥
to procurlng certaln items of 1nformaflon and data from the 3 ; |
Court, but thls is a functlon not of poor communlcatlon but
rather of other difficulties 1nterna1 to.the Court.
3. ﬁIs there sufficient eontrol to provide accountabil-
ity while permlttlng 1nd1V1dual creatlv1ty°"

Both staff and project management are enthu81astlc in the

manner in which they have been given freedom to devise creat1Vegy‘

" solutions to the problems which they encounter in their work.
jﬂf; Ferguson has clearly delegated all operating responaibility

- for the program to Mr. Bradby and stands by to assist him in

any manner as he may be requested by Mr. Bradby. In return,

Mr. Bradby has defined the goals and objectives of the program
to' the Outreach supervisors, ahd they,‘in turn, are completely
free to devise and work their own solutions to problems which
may come up in the handling of detainees. Because of the clear
contrb;s on thé program itself-~i.e., that the children being
superviaed should meet the simple rules imposed on them to par-

ticipate in the program, should remain trouble-free, and should

be available to the court if necessary--there is adequate ac-

countability for everyone's actions. g

“' 4, UVHas management been able to convey commitment to the

“%'The answer to this is

ery positive with regard to

curreht staff. In turngsthey are getting increased a

- =17~




L

and commitment on the part of court personnel and theijudges
as well as getting some acceptance and commitment ihithe com-
munity. One of the originally seleefed supervisors whose em-

ployment was terminated was clearly not: srrongly committed to

the program. In addition to his motivational problems, thereﬁ“v
were other aspeets of his work which were unsatisfaetory.

Another sup‘rv1sor later accepted other employment, and has been

replaced. .Overall management has conveyed very successfully

its own»eommltment to the project and is working with good suc-
cess‘tg;eecure acceptance and commitmegt’on the part of othere
in thefcriminal justice system and tﬁe community at large.

5. "Are staff activities truljean extension of manage-
menf?” v H

As descrlbed above, the style of management - 1s perm1831ve

1nsofar and so- long as goals are being met.' In thls:semse,

then, staff activities are 100% an extension of management .

C. Organizational Considerations

1. "Is confinentiality of information with regard te
juvenles being maintained?" h |

The evaluators were unable to dlscover any problems of
v1olat10n of confldentlallty with regawduto the juveniles.
There have been no leaks and no problems with the perservation
of confldentlallty

2. "LS project information conVeyed to the court ln;a3'

useful format°"t
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The information is being conveyed t¢ the court in a use-~
-ful format to the judges and to the court social sevvice workers
and others in the criminal justice system. The impact of this
‘has been so positive that in at least one case the disposition
of a juvenile offender was materially affected by the recommen-

dation of Outreach Detention program personnel that the defendant

be allowed to continue a month in a similar, closely supervised

situation. This was permitted and it worked.

: 3.. "Are court social services staff utilizing’information
nyduced by the Oﬂtreach Detention staff?" |

‘The answer to this is in the affirmative, The onlty con-
‘cerh that‘project~staff expréssed is that they riot become the

sole vesearch utilized by court staff. Court staff are serious-

ﬁly overburdened and are forced to rely on whatever help théy

can get from other sources in theé system, They are becoming
very receptive to information and recommendations from the |
Outreach‘Detention workers and are strongly motivated to utilize“tk
this information in their own decision—making and recommendations.
4. "Are juveniles receiving the anticipated number of con-
tacts by the children's supervisorsg?"
The answer to this is affirmative. All of the children
receive the minimum number of conté@ts as proposed, and addi-
~tional contacts are madeé with certain children as when necessary.
For some individuals, supervisers have acted,a1mostwg§ babygit-
ters for extended periods of time during the day when‘fhis has

- been indicated by the situation as advisable.
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5. "Are children's supervisors available at all times
to‘meet the needs of their supervisees?"

The answer to this is in the affirmative. There have
been no problems with supervisor availability. Occasionally,

a message or request from a supervisee has been delayed at

the detention home due to a shortage of staff over the weekend.
prever, the supervisors are now aware of this communication
difficulty and are coping with it. Supervisors themselves
cover occasionally for each other in supervisee contacts. This
has worked very effectively. '

6. "Are detention criteria adequate and are they being
observed?"

The detention criteria, explicated in the Program Design
section above, are certainly adequate insofar as the current
operations of the program. They are necessarily somewhat vague.
However, this has allowed for discretion on the part of the pro-
gram management in the selection of potential program partici-
pants and has worked very well. There has been, as noted above,
some difficulty involved in getting specific decisions from the
judges, although program management reports that in individual
cases where specific requests have been made of the bench,
these have always been resolved to the satisfaction of the

Court and program staif.

D. :Overall Program Effectiveness

1. "Was the training.program adequate in laying the fram-

work for the program's operation?™
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The answer to this is mixed. Staff, at the +ime, eval-
uated some aspects of the initial training activities in a re-

latively ne@atiVe fashion. However, it is possible that their

own lack of experience at that time did not allow them to appre-
ciate the utility of some of the information with which they
were provided, Additional funds were expended for in-service
training which focused more closely on the needs of the staff
and was delivered in such a manner as to make it very accept-
able to the staff. Content of the later training included group
processes and group cohesion, child and family counseling, facets
of behavior modification such as contracting, and highlights of
Reality Therapy and Gestalt Therapy.

- The main learning with regard to program operations has
been conducted on the job. The program was yery carefully ini-

tiated with a relatively small number of paﬁ%icipants in order

peos

that the staff could become acquainted with the obligations and
appropriate behaviors associated with their role as supervisors
and work very closely with the program supervisor, Mr. Bradby.
They have all learned to handle themselves effectively in the

social situations created by the conduct of the program, This

e

has been a mowgt successful beginning, and much successful learn-
ing in problem solving involved in carrying out of théir jobs

has been accomplished as a result.

Sen
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2. "Are youths who enter the program just as accessible
to the court for study and hearing as youths detained in the

traditional manner?"
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The answer to this is in the affirmétive. O0f all the

youths who have participated in the program, all but one have
been accessible to the court. The one missed one court date

and was returned to secure detention.

3. "Are youths relatively trouble-free in their period of

outreach detention?"

Trouble-free is defined by the program personhel as being

officially in no difficulties with any authority, school,

police or other social agencies.f In every case, all of the

youths who have been maintained in thekprogram have been main-
tained d@mpletély trouble—free for this periad. One or two
have indicatgd‘somg problems in adjustmentvand have been return-
ed to normal deténtion, but again there‘was‘no official contact
with authorities in a ‘trOUblesome situation. Therefore},aii
youths have been maintained completely trouble-free dufing
outreach detention. |

4. "Are the number of youths detaihed iﬁ jail reduced
through the existence of this program?" ‘

Statistics on this point are not compietely available.
Clearly, there has béen.some reduction in the number of youths
ih jail as a result of not having to be‘fransferred there when

the secure detention facility'becomes overcrowded. Unfortunate-

f.ly, there have been some youths sent to jail for brief periods of

time -due to overcrowding early in the operation of this program,
largely as a fundtion of the higher seasonal load on the de-

tention program. The indirect effects of the program are also - -

7
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positive in‘that a number of personnel are more aware of the
probable negative effects of incarceration of jail, including,
among others, the judges who are occasionally responsible for
this. The actual impact of the program is dlfflcult to ascer-
 tain with any degree of certalnty because of the development
and implementation of other proerams in the crlmlnal justice
system in Norfolk which are also 1mpact1ng the number of youths
‘detalned or 1n jal These factors preclude any exact quanti-

flcatlon of the impact, but there undoubtedly has been some,\

and in the desired direction, i. e.ﬂ a reductlon of juveniles
1n jall But more work, beyond the scope of thls particular

project, needs to be done on this problem, But thls program,

Outreach Detention, has been a success.
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V. COSTS AND COST COMPARISONS

The grant application documentation originally proﬁéCtéd
two estimates for project costs. The first, which includes
certain one-time-only costs for such items as training,'equip~
ment and evaluation, Was projggted to be $10.00 per day per
ch%id.‘ By omittihg theknon-récurrihgffirst*year expehses,
it‘was eStimateéffhafvthé costs pefidéy péﬁ“éhild would be ap-
proximately $9.00. 1In cohf?ﬁgi, then current estimates indi-
cated a per capita daily cost in institutionalized detention
of $19.00, a figure which reflects neither past capital costs,
nor the expenditure, estimated at $200,000 to $400,000 neces-
sary to construct twenty beds necessary’fo‘aCCOmbdate the
estimated 340 children td be handled in the Outreach Detention
Program. This estimate was based on the then current estimate
of $10,000 to $20,000 per bed for construction costs. If one
assumes a figure at the,mid—point, then $300,000 would have
been required. It is reasonable to assume that 1% of the
capital costs, as a monthly return,’is sufficient to cover the
costs of (interest on) the capital, repairs, and depreciation.
This would be $8,000 per month. Assuming an average thirty
days pef month, the daily value or cost as expressed by the
.imputed rent, works out to be $5,00 pér bed per dayf If this
had to be added to the other costs, $19.00 per day; the total

would be $24.00 per child per day.

-l



Since these estimates were developed,“two things have
taken place., Actual operating costs of the Outreach Detehfion
Prpgram per child day have been higher, due to the smaller than
anticipated number of children in the program across whom the
costs could be spread. Second, actual operating costs in ‘the
detention facility projected construction costs and have in-
creased markedly under the impact of inflation., As of mid-

September of 1974, the costs for the Outreaéh Detention‘pﬁogram

- were calculated to be $14.50 per child, and the current opera-

ts of secure detention apprdkimately'$26.00 per child

per day."$8ince that timewgheyvmay have iﬁcreased $27.00 per
child per day. 'Construc%ion coéts have also escélated, so the
daily costs which would result from possible necessary capital
construction expenditures must also be considered to have risen
between 50 and 100%, to the neighborhood of $7.50 - $10.00 per
child per day. Clearly, under any set of cost figures,'iz_ig

far more economical to provide for children in the Qutreach

Détention program than in secure detention.

One must be careful in using the average cost per child
per day as a measure of‘program costs. There is a certain
minimum fixed cost which must be met in order to operate any
of these detention programs. If a program is operating at a
capacity such that it is not necessary to add additional funds
for flexible operating costs, then iﬁ~is impossible to reduge
aggregate operating costs by reductions in population. As a

result of this, if the population numbers decrease, there are

%
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fewer individuals across whom to average the costs, and the
averagevcost per person will rise. But the total program
costs will not. They will remain fixed at the established
operating minimum, One arrives at the paradox, then, that

the better the correctional institutions carry out their tésks,
and the fewer individuals they have to deal with, the more.
expensive, other things equal, will be the costs of tfeatihg‘
these fewer individuals. | :

Our investigation of the cost structure has inclived ﬁs
to make the judgement that all program costs are being kept as
low as is possible consonant with sound program functioning.
Excess capacity inevitably results in all the detention programs
as a result of the uneven demands for detention services, How-
ever, administrators in Norfolk are doing a very good jb@ of
makiﬁg this capacity available on a regional basis® so tﬁét the
services being provided can be used by those in need; at the
same time, minimum fixed costs are spread out over a larger
population, and are partially paid for by additional user juris-
dictions.

It is impossible to assign dollar amounts to the negative
costs which may be associated with a detention experience in se-
cure detention. A great deal of study has been carried out em-
phasizing the negative léarning experience which this entails

for many detainees, showing that it often leads to socialization

% During the first eleven months of 1974, 90 juveniles_f?om
other jurisdictions were admitted to the Norfolk facility.
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or enculturation into a deviant, criminal sub-culture. This re-
sults in high costs to society incurred both ir losses due to
criminal depredations, and also in higher long term correctional
or custodial costs for the individuals as they are apprehended.
While exact numbers cannot be developed given the deficien-
cies on our current state of knowledge, it seems probable that
the experience in Outreach Detention will result in fewer nega-
tive results, and therefore fewer costs, to the individﬁal and

to society, than one assumes would be the case if these indivi-

duals were maintained in secure detention. There may even be

positive gains, and the resultant avoidance of future costs, as

pmn i

a result of positive learning about how to maintain ones&lf

trouble-free in the community.

Despite the fact that it is impossible to calculate any

exact dollar amounts with regard to these costs, we are reason-

ably certain that some substantial future ccsts are being

avoided by the working of the Outteach Detention program.
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In summary, every indicator points to maximum use of the
y 3

OQutreach Detention program as the least costly form of deten-

tion services. It has proven to be functionally effective,

i i b ‘
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and the direct, indirect, present and future costs are clearly
lower than those of other forms of detention. Even if housing
payments are provided, as is planned for future operations, the

costs will be significantly lower than those of secure or less

3 3 i i i
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secure detention, even without allowing for capital costs.

A final observation is that program administrators are to

be congratulated for utilizing the rescurces of the program
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wisely. There has been, in our consideréd judgement, neither
OVer-spending nor thg_éonverse. Usually, of course, given
“od%side" money, there is a strong temptation to wasteful
over expenditures. Program management is to be complimented

for their avoidance of this common pitfall.
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