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The Metropolitan Criminal Justice Center operates the 
Pilot City Program in Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, and 
V.irginia Beach, Vil:"ginia. Established in September, 1971, 
the Center is a research and program planning and development 
component of the College of William and Hary in Williamsburg, 
Virginia. The Center's Pilot City Program is one of eight 
throughout the nation funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance 
AdminiE{tration o,f the U. S. Department of Justice. The! ·basic 
purpos~ of each~Pilot City program is to assist local juris­
dictions in the design and establishment of various projects 
often highly innovative and experimental in nature, which will 
contribute over a period of years to the development of a 
model criminal justice system. The progress to date of one 
such project is the subject of this monograph. Each Pilot City 
team is also responsible for assuring evaluation of demonstra­
tion projects, for assisting the development of improved crimi­
nal justice planning ability vTithin the host jurisdictions, 
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 Lat'" Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration~ The 
Norfolk Pre-Adju¢\ication Non-In~tituticmal Outrea.ch.Detention : 
Project is funded by the Instit,1:i'te under Grant No.73-DF-.03-~0023. 
Financia;l support by,~NILE a;I1,qd~0 does not necessarily indicate 
the conqjJ.rrence of the Institute in the statements or conclu­
sions cdntained in this publication. 
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I. SUMMARY 

A. Findings 

The ensuing evaluation 'report documents the three major 

accomplishments of the Nor'folk Juvenile Non-Institutional Pre-
" .; 

Adjudication Outreach De1;i3htion Program: 

1. Du±~ing 
';;f~!;,'J 

its severi{!~~onths of full-implementation, it 
::··::t:'~4 

amount o£\t;~ansti tutional pre-adj udication deten-
,. 

has reduced the 

tion by 19.1%. 

2. It has met its pl'1imary goal of assuring that children 

in the outreach program remain accessible to the Juyenile 

Court and trouble-free prior to adjudication. 

3. It has demonstrated that outreach detention is current-

ly less expensive and will continue in the future to b~ less 

expensive than institutional detention to oper'ate. 

Good planning, careful management, and the cooperative 

efforts of many concerned individuals and organizations have· 

resulted in ·the successful initiation and operation of ~he 

Outreach Detention Program. The first year of operation* ha,s 

been very productive as indicated by the extent of achievement 

of program goals. The goals are to maintain juveniles "trouble 

free" in the community, in contrast to more secure detention 

facilities, and to have them accessible to the court. All but 

one juvenile have been accessible to the court. Nonehave 

*Actually, 11 months including initial training in February of 
1974, and 10 months of working with juveniles. 
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gotten into further trouble while in the progrkm, although the 

staff thought it advisable to return one other,to secure deten­

tion in order to prevent possible diffi9ulties. 

The program management has 'il/orked effectiv~ly with all 

.' 0t,her elements of the criminal justice system to insure the ac-

c~ptance and workability of the program. Management has also 

built community support for the program, which in turn will can ... 

t fnue to help insure its successful goal achievement. . 

B. Recommendations 

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

important budgetary and funding decisions regarding the contin­

uedoperation of the program, the evaluators make the follo'wing 

recommendations: 
" " 

1. The. program should be continued, being'refunded from 

wh:atever sources are available, and plans made for contj.nuing 

and expanding it as a pe.rmanent part of Norfolk's juvenile jus-

tice services. 

2. Cash allotments for aC1:ivities of program participants 

Sh0Uld be reduced to $5.00 from $lO.OO,'per week. Community con­

tributions are meeting part of this need. 

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 disCI'etion 

of project management so that identified training needs can be 

addressed as they become apparent throughout the year in the 

-iv-
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day to day operations of the program. This discr~tionary train­

ing decision making is essential i.f best results. ,for the expen­
<.-,: 

di tures aI'e" to continue to be obtained. Funding should be 

ample for both staff and management. 

4. Funds for evaluations should be reduced or eliminated. 

By the completion of the first year, much of the evaluation de­

sign work will have been accomplished. A reduction from $7,000 

to $5,000 is not unreasonable and will still allow ample funds 

to analyze and evaluate changes and flJ.rther 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 residential 

placements of youths; arrangements for providing these funds 

must be worked out. 

6. Additional she'[:ter home space is needed, as well as a 

halfway house for runaways. The fprmer would provide required 
:{-', 

temporary residf3ntial space;, the la>J;ter, while meeting this need, 

might also prevent involvement of some youths with the juvenile 

justice system. 

7. As is now happening, efforts should continue to be made 

to prevent involvement of youths with the justice 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, 'tole would be remiss if we did not express our judge­

me~{t that there are addi tionalne'ed's for cha'nge 'and improvement 
I, ~_ 
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in otper 12ar"ts of the syste~. The intervention and helping ef­

forts with problem families are not having all the positive im ... 

pact and reduction of court loads that had been hoped. Further 

efforts must be made in this direction in oI'der to p1;event yO'uths 

fr6m and with problem families from becoming involyed Tt1ith the 

system in such a negative fashion. Statistics aI'e at pI'esent un­

available, but there are indications that far too many juveniles 

are etill b.ing detained in the 'adult jail facility. Probably 

state laws should be changed to': eli~dna1.:e this area of judicial 

discretion. The results have never been proved to be beneficial 

to any youth so treated, and in many cases ca']} 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 t'esuJ.t in genl'2!l""ally better therapeutic ex­

periences for all concerned)! and would fre~ the time and re­

sources of all personnel connected with the courts to deal with 
, I 

more serious problems, and Vtli th more workable corred:ional al-

ternatives. 

",' 

" 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

A~ Background 

In recent years the City of Norfolk has had a problem ~ith 
:./ 

the number of juveniles who have been detained in the (aduLt) 

jfil facility. While perhaps leg~l, this situation is undesire-

able and .unwise. 
',' . ,.,'}(, 

The jail does hot meet certain minimum stand'~\' 

ards with res:peg:t::to privacy and other physical.' feature.~, and 

the care of the juvenile~),which results from these conditions 
r::..,P:;",',:' 

and f!"om operating policies andq,Q"n,4itionE)" hasresul tCE!,c:l in a 
,. 0' 

num.ber of unf8mtunate incidents, including~ssaultscand :~uicides • 
. :/,.:;."l " 

It is sti:t't not clear why these conditions were allo~·,ed to 
'~ 'f' :':'),t f(':.2 • 

come about by the supp'osedly-responsible adlll ts associated with 
" """"'\.J, ;" • 

the handlingi.,i'care and/or treatmeri:t~:m,~~~~bappropriate words in 
, I ' " .~;~ f 

this situation) of ~he juveniles en,'ne:::lned in the. insti t'utions 

involved, although investigation has r'evealed that part of ' the 

proplem is the resul t,?f official policy) which p!lovides that 

whenth~ juvenile detentionh()me has reached its capacity" older 

individuals ~ntrusted to this institution 'for their well being" 
, ';',',: 

',' . ,';:;;:';-.. ' . . 
as ~.,ell as for the safety of the commu:tu ty, wl.ll be trqni~ferred 

to the jail. Others arrive th'er~'by. other means:; 

A study of the problem, using 1971'~atal only shows that for 
1.,.\., 

the year, 259 juveniles ~.,ere:tl"lansferred from the detention home 

1~1. Anthony Fitch, Donna M. Bishop~ and Walter> J. Diggles, A 
8.:.tud in' 'the' Cit' . 'o'f' N'Or'f'olk' ' Vir' , . .... 

... 1-
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to,~,the jail, ancl 341 were placed directly in 'th.:e j ai1. 2 This 
'~L\" ,,;;:,( .. ~ 

study goes on ~:to : state that "Examination'6f' Y01ith Cent,sr statis-

tiq;~, shows) hO~:lever, 'that one or more beds at., the Youth Center 
\ .. :: 

were tthoccupied on 253 of the 352 days on which children wel,1e 

detained at theLCity Jail.1I (ibid, p. 23) Such a situation is 

app~lling. ~ 

'TQ~ study of:: juvenile detention practices raises other 
;':"'" 

serious questions about the need for or desirability of deten­

tion itself for many of the alleged offenders" and indicates 

that the functional'j ailing of some youths of "status" offenses ~ 

tha.t is, those which are offenses only for the young; and not 

for adults, is an inappropriate means in which to deal with the 

problems of pel'lsona1, family, and social adjustment of which the 

alleged behavior is symptomatic. In summary, there:~ere too 

many children in jail, and substantial reason to believe that 

too many children were being detained in secure custody.Alter­

natively, it seemed poss:Lble that other means of maintaining 

children in custody could be devised, and that the oVE:lrfl?w 

problem could bea1ie~i~:~:edi:\bV, some means other than the6on­

struc,tion of more secure deten~;i:~on facilities. 
:~.{: .. , 

To accomplish these ends ,t.hat is, a reduction of the number 

of juveniles in j Ciil, and of the !1Umber:;::i,I1 ::;ecure custody, a 

number of programs have been instituted by the City of Norfolk, 

o.ssistedby the" provision ofSi;ate and Federal funds. One pro­

gram provides additional legal staff for the Office of Common­

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

20p. cit., p. 20 
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individuals, whose infractions are minor', and to improve the 

prosecution of those individuals, who, in the judgrn;ent of the 
f 

attorneys involved, warrant';,such treatment. Another pl"'ogram 
., ; ~> ::~.,: . 

. is designed to proviq,e increi~,~ .. ~d and improved probation sex'vices 

for the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Courlt. It is hoped that 
~' .. ;;\ 

this program will result in:#~re therapeutic handling of children 
, '~.' 

in problem family si~),lations~:·;.:and that, as a result of this and 
,:': ~ , ":'.': ~ , 

other actions, fewer m.atters .will be brought for adjudication, 

and more problem families divep~t:ed to helping agencies within 

the community. 

A third program, aimed dif:~ctlY at the problem of over'crowd­

ing and high costs of secure detention is the Outreach Detention 

Progl"'am which is the subj ect of this evaluation. It and the 

development and use of a less-secure detention facility are the 
. 

main efforts in reducing the transfer of juveniles to the City· 

Jail as a result of overcrowding. 

B.. Obj ectives 

The ~~rfolkJuvenile Non~Institutional Pre-Adjudication 
.;::, 

Outreach Detention Program was designeC!. to demonstrate that it 

is both practical from an operational point of view and econo­

mical from a financial point of view to return alleged juvenile 

offenders, who would otherwise be detained in a secure facility 

prior to the adjudication of their cases, to their'own home and 

community. Such a program T,qas designed and implemented in ordfar 

to reduioe the burden on det~ntion space, and thereby the number 

.-, 
____ ,_..:;,:;;,;,.....;;.;,;;,;; .. ..;;;, ____ ,;;._.::."~. ___ .... -~-.--.~.-----"-.. ~-----~---.""-- -"' -.~., >'~.-.'~.-~.--~""c:<'~::::::r-:'illC=;:::~="""""'· 
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of .jl.1ve':1iles transfer:r:l,ed to the adult jail t\acility as a result 

of overcrowding at the secure detention h<;>me. The pl""ogrl3.m is 
__ ---~ .. '- -.~ f ... -

also intended to provide a key element i:, a d,eveloping 0 system 
o I, 

of specialized detention services adslressing the specl,fic pl!e-

\:djudication needs 9f each juvenile. It can aid in the:avoid­

\~\1ce of the otherwise necessary capital expenditures for ~ddi-, 
, 0 

tional detention facilities, and l~esult in the p:r;;oteation of de.:.. 

tained children from physical and sexual assaults. 

The basic operating objectives of the program are quite 

specific. Children in outreach detention are to: remain trouble­

free, and are to be available to the Court as required. Remain-

ing trouble-free assures that the individual will do no harm to 

himself or to others. 



:l 
\~: 

~{~;~:l;'\'~t""d ~:'",,'>\.~'~~ 
1·~1t><.j.,:.~r!,t't'·1:· 
~V : ,1 '~" L~ ~ 

,i 

1\ 

; .... .,.. 
'I .-

•"" 

.. .,~. " . 

.-

-•'" .,," ,"'" 

-r 

":.,' 

, ~----'~~--"-,----,--~ 

III. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

A. Program Desig~ 

The program is ope~ated unde~ the auspices of the Norfolk 

Juvenile Detention Home. It is staffed with six persons, one 

Outreach Detention Social Worker) who is the supervisor of t:he 

project, four Childreri's supervisors, and one cle~k typist. 

The supervisor is: responsible to the Superintendent of the Deten­

tion Home, ~7ho,: is th~ Proj ect Director. 

The program design specified that each of the four 

Childt'en's Supervisors carry a, maximum caseload of five, and 

that the average caseload be as close to this number as 'circum-

stances permit. Given current operating procedures in the 

Juvenile Court, approximately three weeks elapse in the normal 

case between the filing of a petition and the disposition of 

,;;t:he case. Many of the children involved have normally been 
"", ',\,1,:" , 

placed in the custody of the detention home" during 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 

sucdE!,p,~,:ful in dealing w'ith its pa~ticipants,. it is estimated 

that approximately 3l~O children can be handled il1 the course 

of a 12 month span who would otherwise have to be maintained in 

the secure"'o:h,less-'secure detention facilities. 
" ",,;' I, •. 

Operations of the program hu.ild upon, but substantially 

differ from prior detention prooesses. In a typical situation" 

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

-5-
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, tion of his case. The immediate daily responsibility for the 

juvenile rests with the detention home staff members who\deal 

with the juvenile in h:i;§,. various living activities at the fa­

cility. Additional responsibility is vested in the probation 

officer from the juvenile court who must see the individual' 

occasionally in preparation of his case for court action.. With 

the Outreach Detention Program, the same concept of shared 1:'e­

sponsibility is continued; the crucial difference is that the 

detention workers now function in the community rather than in 

"the detention facilities. 

Basically, the program is designed~d~{'that whenever the 

court decides that a juvenile is to be detained, he will be 

considered for placement in the Outl:'each De.tention Progt'am .. 

He will ordinarily be placed in the program unless there is 

some particularly important reason for institutional detention. 

The de,cision 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 

of the Juvenile Court Judges. 

The basic criteria for participation in the program are the 

follo~ii'lg : 

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

2. ~W;:~J;'l}(~ parents will at least not be resistive to close 

supervision. 

-3. The case is not of a notorious nature that makes the 
c,I;', ' 

child wholly unacceptable to the community. 

-6-
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\I.. There is an Outreach Supervisor available with capa--
" '. 
i 

city for +',he child) that is, there is room in the 

program. 

5. The location of the child's hOYne does not offer an 

irripediment to close superyision. 

In practice , it has worked ou1:~;;t:l1aj:each case is considered 

only in the context of the current situation and the apparent 

>rec1.diness of the individual concerned to benefit from the pro-
. ~ 

gra:m. No charges automatically disqualify an individual, and 

the presence or absence of a I?,ast re.pord of involvement with 

juvenile authorities similari;'do~s n~t automatically disqualify 

a potential participant. Program management has made it a 

practice to provide that in each case the youth to be supervised 
fit"'/' 

be acceptable to the outreach supervisor, who makes a judg1ement 

as to whether or not it appears possible to establish and main-

. tain a suitable, well functioning personal interrelationship, 

which is essential to the successful working of the program. 

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

requirement that the child will do no harm to himself or to the 
'. 

community must be met. The criteria and careful selection pro-

cesses have insUJ:'ed that this has been the case fop every child 

selected, although it has occasionally seem.ed advisable to re­

tUI'n participants to secure detention when they are having dif· .. 

ficulties adjusting to the t>equirements of living in the com­

munity. 

In the day-to-day wot'kings of the program, a numbet' of im-· 

portant design considerations have been implemented, 'vhich in 

-7-
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turn l1Clve resulted in a highly successful first year o':G, opera-
~~:. -, 

tions. The children's supervisors work in an informal two-man 

team, a IIbudd~tI arra~gement that'el)ables either supervisdX' to 
, ~\~,; 

assume responsibility' fcn"'the 6ther\'s cases' when:.the othe~":nnist 

be absent. The continuity of ~lose sup,ervision i/~ too impo!;'tant 

to be interrupted when a supervisor must,;,takean unplann~¢I':day 
.;~';' . 
~;;':t ' 

off for illness or other reasons. In addition to proviging this 

backstopping, the buddy system also provides for interaction be­

tween all members of the groups assigned to the supervisors, 

thereby providing enhanced social support for successful con­

tinuance in the program. Joint activities and outings have fur-

ther served to reinforce this essential social support. 

The program is basically designed so thatthef;e is a maxi­

mum of five children in a gi\1,:~n super'visor t s caseload at any 

given time. During the initial operations this maximum was not 

met, but such was prObably just as well as all concerned were, 

just getting to know;'I"the progr.am routines and requiremlEmts, and 
<J; 

it was important not -to make any mistakes "which might have nega-
,.' ~ 

tive effects' on essential judicial support for such an innovative 

program~ In recent months, attention~has been given to defining 
, ,', : : ~, ; \ " 

and dealing with cons'traints wrdch have worked to limit thenum-
, -,' 

ber of persons andP;~rson days that have been in the program. 

A clear need is the'; availabili ty of surrogate homes, particularly 

for females who are often unable foQr a variety of reasons to bE? 

returned to their parents\ homes. Arrangements have been made 

with an organizatio~ called Helping Hands to obtain volunt~er 

homes for program participcmts ~ and the revis:¢d budget also pro-
/( 

-8-
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vides for 'funds to purchase suitable accommodatiotis commercial-
-'."',' 

1y for older, more self-sufficient youDgsters. Equally impor-
""'. 

tant) the maximum caseload of five children p'e:'C'. supervisor has 

been maintained (except for the occasionalba.ckstcpplng). It is 

important that this figure not expand, so that the intensive in .. 

teraction and support aspects of the program will not be lost. 

To best meet the .needs of the participants, the court ~I 

and the community, the super:visors work long hours on a flexible 

schedule. They have no prescribed office hours, and, in fact, 

no office. They work oilt of their cars, and their clerical duties 

are purposefully kept at the absolute minimum consistent with re­

sponsibilities to -the court, the program, and the child. The 

only written work required o~ them are periodic mileage reports 

for reimbursement purposes, occasional administrative paper work 

that is unavoidable, such as personnel forms, and a "lo!?;:" of 
~:-': 

activity expense, also for accounting purposes, and sigriificant 

case data. The program is designed to keep written work"lto a 
. ·.·:~:;:~:1" 

minimum, in order not to interfere with the interaction b~ibween 
"to\)-' 

supervisor and part}cipant. Ordinarily the transmission of case 

material is handled verbally, but if a prcbation offic'er or.R?tt:,1jl,E)lr 
'.- 1 ," ~II '""_~'~~~'~/~I 

official requires written materials , it \<1ill be provided. --:":7:'~!. 

The supervisol~S keep in close daily touch with their chargesl' 

and with .. :jt;he parents, teachers, police, and others who playa 
".~~t:'t~t ' 

~',(I 

signif;;tbant role in the children ~ s lives. In addition to con-' 

tacts relating t6 various emergency matters, or matters of 

immediate concern to the participants, the supervisors arrange 

for recre~tigi1al sessions" group discussions ~ and other activi-

_____________ 'w ____ _ 
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ties that will assist in stabilizing the child in the program. 

The results have been most gratifying. 

B. Operations 

The progYlam began operation in February of 1974-. Staff 

were selected and initial training sessions were conducted. 
'. " .:.':~::1 i,;t:lt~~~\". 

J ;;;~:,,;~,_ , 

Following this carefully planned beginning, the first youths 

were admitted to the program in March, 1974. As the staff be­

came more confident of their ability to handle themselves and 

the youths entrusted to their supervision, they gradually began 

to accept youths with more serious charges, as long as other 

program selection criteria were met, and those,i,wh()' looked as ,·if 

they m:ight be poorer risks in the outreach progi:-am. Table I 

presents information on the operation of the program through the 

last seven months of the calendar year. The data show that over 

th!)ee and three quarters pers,on year's of the. detained youths' 
.. , ,', t 

time was spent in the outreach program in thi~\,i seven month 
-' " '. 

pe.piod after things we;e well established. Assuming a cost sav-

ings of approximately $11.50 per perS9.n" day ,this period amounted 
: ,§'r>" ' "', ·\f L

'. • .". 

to a savings to the' gove!nment of $:1.5,916. 00" exclusive of capi-

tal costs, and of pdssible future costs to society as a result 

of negative leal'"'ning iii\~he secure detention situation. 

-10-
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TABLE.I 

Total 853 ;~tJ~~ 531 1,384 
-.1, ~ 
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The impact of the Outreach Detention Program on the '. tota.1 

detention popu1atipn is presented iri Table II for the same 

seven months period. A maximum of 28.5% of the person days in 

detention were spent in the outreach pI"ogI"am in the month of 

.... SeptembeI". The minimum peI"centage of person days in the progI"am 

was 10.9%, 't'1hich took place in June. OveI"al1, the Outl:1eat;?l! 

Detention Program reduced institutional detention by 19.1%. 

TABLE II 

Person Days In Outreach As A % Of Person Days In Detent~(';m 

Selected Months 

June 

JUly 

August 

September 

Ootober 

November 

December. 

Detention 

1,146 

979 

1,116 

1,002 

954 

971 

Outreach 

125 

183 

212 

286 

220 

121 

237 

% in 
Outreach 

10.9 
,:~~. 

, (~I. 
". 18.7 r. 

19.0 

28.5 

28.1 

12.5 

21~8 

_________________ ~ ____ .._.:.:,.:,,'.;~~~~,..:.l(>-;'··----:"-~-

7 Mohths 7,257 ·· .. 1,384 19.1< 

'.:. 
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Discussions wi"th program,personnel indicate ,that much of 
>~: 

the fluctuation in the percentage of person days J;S a function 

of the severity of the charges of the pre-adjudication court 

population of any given time. When the judges require the post­

ing of a cash~ond, for in$t~nc~, the youths cannot be ~llowed 

to participate in the outreach program. Even with these and 

with other constraints,such as the lack of surrogate homes for 

otherwise eligible participants; over the seven months period 

represented in the statistics, almost 20% of the person-days of 

those in detention have been spent in the outreach program. 

GOAL 

TABLE III 

Person Who Violated Program Goals During The 

First Year Of Operation 

VIOLATIONS 

Available to Court 1 

o Trouble free 

The data in Table III Cle~;:4Y show how well the pr?~ran:!­

!1as"'2lILet its primary goals. Th_~re can,;,.be no ar&umen!.J:!.tth the 
"(!i ~, :~~;:W~~:}~.:. 

basics'ticcess of this innovative venture in its first. ~ear of 

-13-
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Additional remc:rrks with regard to the operation of the 

"program are c\ontained in the evaluation section, each intro­

duced in the context in whi,ch it is relevant. In summary~ it 

should be again emphasized that the program design and imple-

mentation has been succesBful in every way. 

'\ I 

----~~------------
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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 indivici,uals knowledgeable about the'program . 

Those selected represented key elements in the syste~ responsible 

for working with problem juveniles in Norfolk. 

ments represented are project management, court management, court 

social services staff, the City Human Resources Depart#1~!lt, the 
. ~,-~r,~~"'~'. 

City Criminal Justice Planning function , the Pilot Ci ti~~~~;\~#'-~!t.i~:li";;'::: 

the Outreach supervisors ·'themselves. The intervie"7s were con-

ducted in a three-day per1iod from July S'th through lOth, and 

again in early December. These interviews, prior observations 

and correspondence, and statistical information on program 

operations comprise the basic information and data based on which 

this evaluation is based. 

The materials belot\T 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 CO,n.siderations 

1. "Does management have control of the proj ect, . ~i~)?:,ecial-

1y with regard to ait:ernative detention 'decisions?" .' 

-15-' 
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The answer to this is generally "Yes.1! With regard to 

all aspects of the program except detention decisions, manage­

ment has and is excercising a very capable control of the pro­

ject. Detention decisions are occassionally shared with the 

judges. Al thoughth~/ judges have increasingly relied on the re­

commendations of project personnel, there ~las some val:'iation in 

jUdicial reception of the program at first; this initial hesi-

tancy has been largely overcome. The basic situation now is 

workable and the detainees are being moved to the program in 

accordance with the appraisal of project management. 

2. nIs there good two-way communication between management 

and the children's supervisors and between management and the 

Court?" 

With respect to the communication between management 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 children's supervisors them-

selves, the program manager conducts a monthly review session 

with each of the supervisors at which their work is discussed 

and critiqued; areas where improvements may be made are indi­

cated and, in general, the performance of the program is dis­

cussed ope~ly and effectively, 

Communication between mana~ement and the Court is more com­

plex. Management is' '!ommunicating effectively wi'th the judges 

although there is some variation, in thei~"r'espoll'i'Se~ Proj ect 

management is also building sound patterns of conimuri~fcation 

-16-
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with various members of the Court's service staff. There have 

been some misunderstandings or other difficulties with regard 

1!'o: .. procuring certain i terns of information and data from the 

Court, but this is a function not of poor communication but 

rather of other difficulties internal to the Court. 

3. "Is t,here sufficient control to provide accountabil­

ity whla.e permitting individual creativity?" 

t, 

Both staff and project management are enthusiastic in the 

manner in which they have been given freedom to devise creativ,e, 

solutions to the problems which they encounter in their work. 

Mr.:. Ferguson has clearly delegated all operating respon~ibility 

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

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

Mr. Bradby has defined the goals and objectives of the program 

to' the Outreach supervisors, and 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 

controls on th~ program itself--i.e., that the children being 

supervised sl(hould 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-

couniability for everyon&'s actions. 

i' 4. "Has management been able to convey commitment to the 

project?" 

-17-
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and commitment on the part of court personnel and the judges, 

as well as getting some acceptance and commitment in the conl­

munity. One of the originally select~d supervisors whose em­

ployment was terminated was clearly not strongly committed to 

the prog~alIl. In addition to his motivational problems, there,. 

were other aspects of his work which were unsatisfactory. 
,.~1~i~~i~ ,-

Another sti1?::~r>visor later accepted other employment, and has be.en 

replaced. Overall, management has conveyed very successfully 

its own commitment to the project and is working with good suc­

cess t.6~ secur>e acceptance and cornmi tment on the part of others 

in the cr>iminal justice system and t1'l~ community at lar>ge. 

5. "Are staff activities tr>uly\'an extension of manage-

ment?V! 

As descr>ibed above, the style of management is per>missive 

insofar> and so long as goals are being met.' In this sense, 

then, staff activities ar>e 100% an extension of management • 

C. Or>ganizational Considerations 

1. "Is confinentiality of infor>mation with regal"'d to 

juvenl,es being maintained?" 

The eva'luators were unable to disco\rer any problems of 

violation of confidentiality with regard/Ito the juveniles • 

There have been no leaks and no problems with the persel"'vation 

of confidentiality. 

2. "Is project information conveyed t~ the court i.I{:;.ira/ 

useful format?" 

,,' I' 
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The information is being conveyed to the court in a use-

ful format to the judges and to the COU'r't social service 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 t'he recommen­

dation of Outreach Detention program personnel that -the defendant 

be allowed to continue a month in a similar, clos,ely supervised 

situation. This was permitted and it worked. 

3. flAre court social services staff utilizing information 

produced by the Outreach Detention staff?" 

The answtiir to this is in the affirmative. The on1:ycon­

cern that project staff expressed is that they riot become the 

sale research utilized by court staff. Court staff are serious .. • 

ly overburdened and are forced to rely on whatever help they 

can get from other sources in the system. They are becoming 

very receptive to information and reoommendations from the 

Outreach" Detention workers and are strongly motivated to utilize 

this information in their own decision-making and recommendations • 

4. "Are juveniles receiving the an~icipated number of con­

tacts by the chi+dren's supervisors?\! 

The answer to this is affirmative. All of the children 

receive the minimum number of contacts as proposed, and addi­

tional contacts are made with certain children as when necessary. 

For some individuals, supervisers have acted almost, as babysit­

tersfor extended periods of time during the day when this has 

been indicated by the situation as advisable. 

--19-
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5. "Are !children' s supervisors availaple at all tiriles 

to meet the needs of their supervisee.s'?" 

The answe:r.' to this is in the affirmative. There have 

been no problelns 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. 

However, 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 critet'ia adequate and are they being 

observed,?" 

The detention criteria, explicated in the Program Design 

section above, are cer.tainly 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 hench, 

these have always been resolved to the satisfaction of the 

Court and program staff . 

D.Overall Program Effectiveness 

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

work for ~he program l s operation'?'" 

-20-
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The answer to this is mixed. Staff~ at the time, eval­

uated SOlne aspects of the initial training activitier in a re­

latively negative fashion. However, it is possible that their 

ot'ln lack of exp"erience.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 1!ery carefully ini­

tiated with a relatively small number of par:-,ticipants in order 

that ~he 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 

has been a mo~t successful beginning, and much successful learn­

ing in problem solving involved in carrying out of their jobs 

has been accomplished as a result • 

2. "Are yout'ilS tvho enter the program just as accessible 

to the court for study and hearing as youths detained in the 

traditional manner?" 

-21-
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The answer to this is in the affirmative. Of 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 personnel as be~ng 

officially in no difficulties with any authority, school, 

police or 6ther social agencies. In every case, all 'of ~he 

youths who have been maintained in the program have been main­

tained completely trouble-free for this period. One or two 

have indicated. some problems in adjustment and have been return­

ed to normal detention, but again ther,e was no official contact 

with authorities in a troublesome situation. Therefore~ .. a:ll 

youths have been maintained completely trouble-free during 

outreach detention. 

4. "Are the number of youths detained i:tt jail reduced 

through the existence of this program?" 

Statistics on this point are not completely available. 

Clearly, there has been some reduction in the number of youths 

in jail as a result of not having to be transferred there when 

the secure detention facility becomes overcrowded. Unfortunate­

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 

I 
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positive in that a number of personnel are more aware of the 

probable negative effects of incarceration of j,ail, including, 

among others, the judges who are occasionally responsible for 

this. The actual impact of the program is difficult to ascer­

tain with any degree of certainty because of the development 

and implementation of other pl·ograms in the criminal justice 

system in Norfolk which are also impacting the number of youths 

detained or in jail. These factors preclude any exact quanti-

«< f'ication of the impact, but there undoubtedly has been some, 
'J, 

and in the desired direction, i.e., a reduction of juveniles 

in jail. But more work, beyond the scope of this particular 

Pl"Oj ect, needs to be done on this problem. But this"program, 

Outreach Detention, has been a success. 

-23-
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V. COSTS AND COST COMPARISONS 

The grant application documentation originally projected 

two estimates for project costs. The first, wnich includes 

certain one-time-only costs for such itl3ms as training, equip­

ment, and evaluation, was projected to be $10.00 p~~ day per 

child. , By omitting the non-recurring first year expenses, 
". 

it was estimated:thatthe costs per day per child would be ap-

proximately $9.00. 
~.'t~t': \ ~;~~V 

In contrifst, 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 $~OO,OOO neces-

sary to construct twenty beds necessary to accomodate the 

estimated 3~O children to be handled in the Outreach Detent~on 

~rogram. 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 $3,000 per month. Asstlming an average thirty 

days per month, the daily value or cost as expressed by the 

imputed rent, works out to be $5.00 per bed per day. If this 

had to be added to the other Icosts, $19.00 per day, the total 

would be $24.00 per child per day. 
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Since these estimates were developed ,·,two things have 

taken place. Actual operating costs of the Outreach Detention 

Program per child day have been higher, due to the smaller tha.n 

anticipated number of children. in the program a.cros s 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 1971+, the costs for the Outreach Detention pi10gram 

were calculated to be $14.50 per child, and theC'...lJ.rrent opera-
",' <': ~'·i;:' .', 

'ting~~,s:~,§;,ts of secure detention approximately $26.00 per child 
. , . ~ ',r, .' 

per day . "'Since that time t,hey may have increased $ 27 .00 per 
,;.(~~:' '/,', :, 

child per day. Construction costs have also escalated, 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 ) it is 

far more economical to provide for children in the Outreach 

Detention 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 tl7hich must be me'l: 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 it is impossible to reduce 

aggregate oper,ating costs by reductions in population. As a 

result of thil3, if the population numbers decrease, there are 

-25-
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fewer individuals across whom to average the costs, and the 

average cost 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 tasks~ 

and the fewer individuals they have to deal with, the mo:r'~, 

expensive~ other things equal, will be the costs of treat*ng 

thes'e few€!r individuals. 

Our investigation of the cost structure has inclined us 

to make the judgement that all program cost$ 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 jo~ of 

making this capacity available on a regional basis* so that the 

se~vices being provided can be used by those in need; at the 

same time, minimum fixed costs are spread out over a larger 

popule,tion, 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 learning experience which this entails 

for many detainees~ showing that it often leads to socialization 

<$. During the first,el,even mOl):ths of 1974, 90 juveniles from 
other jurisdictions were admitted to the Norfolk facility. 
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or encu1turation into a deviant, criminal sub-culture. This re-

suIts in high costs to society incurred both in losses due to 

criminal dep!'edations, and also in higher long term cO:l:1rectiona1 

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 individual 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 'b'f future costs, as 

a result of positive learning about how to maintain oneself 

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 CCI3tS are being 

avoided by the working of the Outr.each Detention pro~ram. 

In summary, every indicator Eojnts to maximum use of the 

Outreach Detention program as the least costly form of deten­

tion services. It has proven to be functionally effective, 

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 

secure detention, even without allowing for capital costs. 

A final observation is -that program administrators are to 

be congratulated for utilizing the resources of the program 
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wisely. There has been, in our considered judgement, neither 

Q,ver-spending nor the, converse. Usually, of course, given 

"ou'tside" money, there is a strong temptation to wasteful 

over expenditures. Program management is to be complimented 

for their avoidance of this common pitfall • 

II 
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