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" PHIS (PH74-0-9C0~5-355)

Pre-Hearing Intensive Supervision is a special unit

=S

of Juvenile Court designed to provide an alternative to

- detention during the time prior to a formal adjudicatory
hearing, It is intended to supervise boys on an intensive
basis who might otherwise be detained, thus allowing the

boy to maintain as much as possible a normal life routine.

Compared to a sample of boys that were detained for
the entire pre-hearing period the current year PHIS clients

tended to:

B,

- have similar demographic characteristics (age, race
and family structure);

have slightly less serious past records;

I

f

be charged with a more serious current offense;
- have an equal likelihood of being adjudged delinquent

on the current charge

- have a sm=ller likelihood of being institutionalized

i ; after his adjudicatory hearing.

Compared to the sample of boys that were recleased

during the pre-hearing period without supervision, PHIS




| i et st e R O B A

2o

—~ have similar demographic‘characteristics (age, race,
and family structure):

— haVo more serious past records;

- have a slightly morc serious current offenscsy

~ have a smaller likelihood of being arrested during
the pre-hecaring period;

~ have a greater likelihood of being adjudged delinguent
on the current charge;

- have a smaller likelihood of being institutionalized

after his adjudicatory hearing.

All availablc indicators suggest that PHIS is continuing
to meet all its stated objectives. TFor one, boys who might
otherwise be detainced were being assigned to the Unit. This
is evident by not a single casc being assigned from pre-
trial (and the similarity with those who arc detained. In
addition boys with very scrious past records have been
placed in the Unit. These arc "high risk" cases which by
past evidence indicates that they are most amenable to
PHIS treatment (i.c., greater likelihood of preventing a

re—arrest during the pre-hearing period),
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1.

The Pre-Hearing Intensive Supervision is A program
designed to supervise certain types of juvenile offenders
during the noriod prior to their formal adjudicatory
hearing, The following report is an evaluntion for the
project year ceovaerin-: the perdod from May 1,1975 to
March 1,1976.

I. Introduction

Pre-Hearing Intensive Supervision (PHIS) is a probation
unit desipgned to supervise boys that might otherwisc be
detained between a "preliminary'™ hearing (Pro~Trisl,
Detention, ete,) and the final adjudicntory hearing; a
period which will be referred to as the Pre-Hearing period.
The major aim of PHIS is to cnable the boy to maintain a
reasonably normal life (residing at home, attending school,
ete,.) while awalting an adjudicatory hearing, and to min-
imize the risk to the community. It also helps reduce the
residentinl load of the Youth Study Center. Though the
program is designed to supervise boys for n rolatively
short period of time, (usually less than 90 days) it is
hoped that it will also be supportive of n long term rcha-
bilitation. In fact, plans for long term adjustment are

often initiated during the boy's stay in the unit.

¥ This Tcerm is being uscd in Ghis report @8 & gencrad
term for all hearings that precede an adjudicatory hearing.
Thus it is not to be confused with specific hearings
utilized for serious offenses (e.g. homicide).
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In nddition to the normal probationary services, PHIS
provides highly specinlized services because of the "inten-
sive" nature of its supervision. Probation Officers have

provided, among other things, the following services:

- transportation when necessary for ccurt hearings,
and neuro-psychintric appointments

- transporting boys t: and from school te aveid gang
intimidation

- tutering and assistance in making applications for
boys interested in the Armed Services, cellepe ctc.

- making apprepriate referrals and initial contncts for
sceinl apencies (Mental Health Clinic, Neighborhend
Youth Corps, Employment Offices, cte.)

-~ night visits to cheek on ndherence to curfow

~ assisting familics of clients who are in the process i
of rclocnting

~ visiting District Supcrintendent's to expedite
gschool transfers and plnhcements,

- appearing in court on 1l cases.

The PHIS Unit ceonsists of seven probation cfficers and
one supervisor (Lois Brown). The maximum casclead is
seven boys per prebation officer which enables the daily
centact for ench of the clients. Fer the most part this

maxinum caselend has not been oxcecded.
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The commarison groups were selected from deotention

hearing lists. The two groups werc defined as follows:

1. Detention — Boys that were detained for the centire
pru=hcaring period,
2¢  Release - boys who were released folleviny the nrew

hearing period without sunervision by PHIS,

The commarison groups were randomly scleectoed Lrom tho
detontion haaring lists of the Juvenile Branch of Family
Court in Philadelphia for the period from Muay 1,1975 to
T Venepe 29,1976, The sampling ratio for the dctention

proup wns sne fifth and for ths release group, one fourth,

Jsing this procedure, 115 bays were selected for the
detention pgroun and 120 boys for the releasc proup., Bocnuse
of the restraint of time ag well as some difficulty in
locating reeords, 75 of the detained cases and 80 of the

released enses were finnlly used for this renort.

In order to facilitate the completion of this repart

by the end of the project year, enly boys completing their

PHIS tenura by February 29,1974 were included in the snalysis

for this renort. This included 85 boys,

orsenet e 8 e e



The intake preccess c¢f the unit is relatively simple:
Once a Judge authorizes supervision by PHIS, (scmetimes
with review nond recommendntions by the supervisor of the
unit) the boy and his family is usually interviewed by
the PHIS supervisor within minutes of the Judge's decision.
The vrimary purpose of this interview is to inform the boy
and his family about the nature ¢f the program nd what is
expected of the client, The bey is then assipgned te a
prebation officer and remains in the unit until his nppear-
ance in court for dismesitien on the charge that brought
him inte the unis o unbil the case is terminated for cne

reascn or anethoer {w,ge nrrest, change of court status, cte.)

This repert will address itself te the fellewing issues:
1. The demegraphic characteristics, past court record

and nature of the current charpge agninst the

clients nssigned to PHIS.

2. The likelihcod of arrest during the pre-hearing

pericd for PHIS beys relative te a "eontrel" group
of unsupervised boys.

3. The rutceme of the final ndjudicatery henring of

PHIS boys. ;

L. The likelihecod c¢f detention for detentien and pro-

trial hearings, as well ns type of charges being

coensidered nt these hearings.
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Befere beginning the evalunticn, o shert description
of the juvenile ccurt procedure in Philadelphia follews
in order to facilitate an understanding of the role of

PHIS in the juvenile justice systom.

II. Philadelphin Juvenile Court Prcceduress After a

juvenile is arrested by the Juvenile Aid Divisien¥* the casc
is evaluated by nn intake interviewer nt the Youth Study
Center. One cf three cutcemes are pessible at this nointy
(1) to "ndjust" (the boy is released and receives no
further hearing on that specific charge), (2) "court-

out® nnd (3) "ceurt-in", For either of the latber two
docisions,; the boy receives a4 hearing in juvenile eourt,
In the case of Ycourt-cut" decisions, the hey is relensed
te his narents »r cthor guardinnsg to awalt furthoer hearing.
The "ecurt-in" beys are detained at the Yeuth Study

Center and receive n detention hearing nt the earlioest
pessible time, usually the next dry the court is in
session. One major purpesc c¢f the detention henring is

to have n judicial determinntien about any coxtended
detention, Semewhat similar te tho detentisn hearing,

but cceurring at a later time (usually within cne nenth)
after the arrest, is the "pre-trisl% hearing for the beys

with Ycourt-cut® status.

¥ There arc, of course other ways in which 2 boy may be

referred te court; such as dircct affidavits frem parents or

comnlaints. However, mere than 90% of boys referred teo
Juvenile Court are JAD referrals.,

v oy s ot e
gt s
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Scveral ocutcomes are peossible at both the pre-~trinl
and detention hearings. (We are referring to final hearings
of this tyce and not to these that arce continued.);
1. discharge and release te parents or guardians
(includes cases where the petition is withdrawn
nr "dotermined®) s
2, adjudged delinquent (self admission)
3. relensc to parent or guardian to awnit a formal
adjudicatory hearing;
L. detain to await a formal adjudicatery hearing.

5., Consent Decreo

As previcusly stated, PHIS was designed te provide an
nlternative toe the detenticn decision (number 4 above)
during the period betwoen the preliminary hearing and the
final adjudicatory hearing. Since the decision te detain
is far more likely to be made at a detenticn hearing, it
is expected that most of the PHIS beys will be assipgned

from n detenticen hearing.

In additicn to the pre-trial and detention hearings
cther mere specinlized hearings, can cceur after the detention
or pre-trial hearing, Hewever, they are far less frequent
in number than detention and pre-trial hearings. These

prin~rily include certification (a decision to refer to
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8.

Finally a rudimentary study of a boy's rcceiving a

detention henring or pre-trial hearing was completed by

review of all such hearing lists for the month of October

1975,

Ancther aspect of an ¢ffecctive evaluation concerns the

accurate measurcment of the seriousness of offcnses committed

by the boys. The two annroaches that were used in earlier

years were again used for this year. One apnronch is to

use specific legal categorios for the offenses in terns

of ducreasing scriousness:

1,

e

54

Crimes against the person - (homicide, forcible

rape, assaults of all degreces):
Rebbery - (the taking of property with the usc or
threat of force):

Crimcs apg>inst property -~ (larceny, burgl-ry, auto

theft including opcrating an auto witheout the owners
permission, receiving stolen peods, »osscssion of
burglary tools, frauds of vorious scrts);

Drug Offenses - (illegal sale, usc or possession of

narcotics or marijucna, illegal use cof solvents,
glue sniffing);

Miscellancous adult offenses - (disorderly conduct,

resisting arrest, trespassing, vandalism, malicious

PN,

——
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mischief, wenpons,; liquor law violations, drunkenness,
runaway from correctional institutions, indecont
exnosure, and consensual sexunl acts,):

6., Juvenile Status offenses: (incorripibility, runcway

and curfow violations,

When charged with more than one o~ffensc, the mest
serious charpe (according to the abeove) was used te snoeify
the offense.  Thus, if a boy was charged with ~ss~ult with
intent to kill,; trosnassing, nnd discrderly cenduct, the
only offense considercd for research purnnses wns the nssault

charpe.

Although this "legnlistic! appreach is a reassnnble one
for most purmnnses, it Joes have somc limitnations, In
addition te involving a wid. range of injury nnd social
harm within cach catepgery, such classifications e not always
clearly reflect the naturc of the event. Scllin and Wolfpanpk
have developed = seriecusness senle of delinquencey (hercafter
referred to ns S.W. se~l: or score) that circumvents the
limitations of using lepnl categories. Rathor than boing

based on the lepnl classificrtion of the cvent, it c¢onsiders

3

the amount of nronerty loss (vin theft or damnpe), intinmidation

¥ Thoresten ocllin and MArvin Woligang, THC MensSurcricnt o1
Delinguency, New Yerks: J. Wiley, 1964,

Rp—
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(by wonpon er othorwise), and the-number of nromises
illegnlly entered. The scording system, includin, the
welghte for specific compencnts of the event, 18 outlined

in Figure One,




1
FIGURE ONE
Sellin-Wolimang Scoring System for Delinquent Offenses
ELEMENTS SCORED NUMBER WEIGHT TOTAL

1 2 X 3 b

It
L

I.

IT,

III.

IV,

VI,

Number of Vietims of bodily
harn
A)  receiving mincr injurices
b) treated and discharged.,
¢ hCSpithi%Cdoocsoooooo-o
d killCdoOOGQQGOOOOODoOOQQ

Number cf victims of fercible

80X INnterCcOUrSCecssssissssena

(A) Namber of such victims
intimidated by weanon..

Intimidation (except II above)
1) Physical er vorhol enly
b) By Weﬂwonoouonoaounebot

Number of nremises foreibly
cntcreddoboooitoaonﬂDDOQODD#

Number of Motor vehicles
S5t0LON. s eovcnsosvsoocisonye

- Value of nronerty stelen

damaged or destroyed (in
dcllars)

n)  Under 10 dollrrSeseeds
b 10“2500#:000@0.0090093
C) 251_200006600060060000
d 2001“9000.000-»00:006-
9001“3000000&0@0nao.00
f) 30@01“80000.00»040¢0q0
) Over BOOOO..ieeacsonso

0D
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b
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The system of weipghts wns derived from a fairly
senhisticated senling procedures and ropresents the
cellective judpement of n renpresentative sammle of
individuals. The final result ¢f the nrecedure
renprescents, in o sonsg, sccloty's assessment of the

relative sericusness of variocus delinguent cvents,

The primary scurce of drtn for this evaluatien arc
the officinl court records., In the case of the PHIS
clients n rescarch form is comnletud by the Research
Associote of the Unit (Charles Fenwick) immedintely after
tha case is closed. The boy's court recerd nrevides the
mijor source of infermaticon nnd when necessary the
nrehation efficer is questicned nbeout any deubtful items.
The limitations in the datn ~r¢ basically these limitaticns
that arce truc for court records in generals For cortain
items there is foirly high depgree of cenfidence in their
validity., Thesc would inelude age, racc, luognl charge of
the current ond nast ¢ffense, number cf nast arrests and
past dispesitiens, For seme items such as family inceme,

welfare status, ond occunaticon of family mcembers thoere is

much less eonfidence because of the difficulty in obtaining

s

accurate sclf-reperts from the client and his family as
well as some inconsistency in updating records for these

items., In =art seme of these limitations are overcome

i

gtz
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13.

for the PHIS clients because of tht nrobation officers

: : intimate knewledge of the bey and his family. This
is net the ensc, however, for the comdarison grouns.
As o c~nsequence there is somewhat more confidence in
the auality of data for the PHIS boys than the

commHarison sammles.

There is no absolute assurance that the corparicon
proups nrevide enough comparibility to mnke valid con-
clusions nbout the cffectiveness of PHIS., TFrem 2 »urely
methodal picenl view point the mest idesl desipn would be
te have boys whe are nlaced in detontion t~ ~wnit their
adjudicatery henring randomly ~ssipned to either PHIS,
released without court sumervision, or acturlly nlaced
in detenticn. In this way clear cut affirmative answers
cnn be obtnined abeut the voliidityef PHIS te srevent nrrests
dutting the pre-hearing neried ns well as the imn~et of the
unit en subscouent disnesition ~f the case., 0Of course,
there ~re mhny othor factors te be considered Loesidos
those of methodolegy but such ~n %"idenl® resenrch desipgn
is neot =wr-octicnl, even nutting nside c¢thical considerations.
As o conseoucnce we have adomted the desipgn strategy that
wnas discussed mrevicusly, However, with ansrewrinte
statistical mininulations some rcasonnble nssessments con

be made nbout the effectivenass of PHIS.
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IV. Detuntien nnd Pre-Trinl Hearings

As w»revicusly indicnated the majer notentinl source
for referrnls to PHIS nrc detenticen and »re-trinl heorings.
In order te grin 2 nore cemslete understanding ~beut thusc
hearings and the ty»res of cnses that are »rocessoed, wo
reviewed All ceurt lists fer beth henrdngs for the month
of Qetober 1975, Twe variables werce investipmnteds The
tywe of charge and diswesitinn. The data for tyne »f charpe

is »resented in Table 1.

Table 1 Tyne of Charpe By Type of Hearing

Detenticrn Pre~-Trinl

A N _,.
Persen Offenscs 74 27 205 21
Rebbery 16 6 0l 6
Provncrby ol w 512 56
Druys 7 2 28 3
Other Adult Hl 22 Q7 10)
Juvenile Stotue 50 21 31 3
Tetnl iR 101 96l 99.0
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It is quite clear, and ns one might susneet, there are
2 larpger number of boys being sceen at wre-trinls than
detention hoenrings., 1In terms of the smecific charges, there
is 7 similarity feor the nercentage of crivies agninst the
persen, robbery and drug charpges. The largest differences
occur with property crimes, miscellancous adult charres nnd
Juvenile status offenses. In ¢ nclusion it weould scen that
there is an almost cqual likeliheod in both tynes of
hearings considered being of very scrious charpes (merson
nd rcbbery)., Furthermore, »re-trial hearings rcceive
a larper mercentnpe of pronerty offenders (564 vs 23%)
and the detentison hearings hoving o larger nrowortion of
juvenile status offenders (217 ve 390), In nll likelihcod
the rensen for the large nercentape of juvenile status
offenders nt detention henrings is the fact that thoy
involve situntions wherc the narents or gunrdisns are

unable or unwilling te retnain the youth ~t home.

The disvposition 2t such henrings nre pgiven in Torle
2, TFor »nurwoscs of this rencrt, the cutecencs of the

dotention decisions are listed,
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Table 2 Disposition by Tyve of Trial

Pro-Trial
. 3
237 25
10 1
Q 0

(247)  (26)

Detention
Continued for adj. hear. 0 0
Released 7h 26
Detained 138 L9
PHIS 3 3
Sub-total (220) (78)
Discharpged 35 12
Continued (Pre~Tri~l or Det.) 29 10
Adjudged delinauent. 0 0

282 100

37 38
336 35
(T

Q6 1Q0

It is quite clear that the vast bulk of cases that

are detained come from detention hearings (93%).

This

confirms our sneculations and us such indicates that PHIS

should concentrate its efforts on roeceiving cases from

detention hearings.
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In light of the anparently unreliasble data, it is not nossible
to reach any firm nnd nrecisc conclusions in this nren,

The most we cnn sny is thnt 2 majority of boys ~ssipgned to
PHIS come frem "breken homes®, This is nlso truc for the
other two control grouns, althoupgh thore wns o somewhat lowow

naereentage of "intnet" familics for the detention proun,

The median apge of the PHIS boys wes 16,4 yenrs, which
is nlmost identicenrl to the relesse proup, but slightly
higher than the detention group, Alth~uph there scvems to he
~ slipght tendency to olace the slder bheys in PHIS, comanred
te those nlneced in dotention, +h diffoerences butween thoe
three proups ore rolatively smnlls.  The median age of the
PHIS 'owx hine ehenso” 1ittle oine. the ineostdi o of UL

NrOSPARL,
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Case Load

Since the beginning of the project year (May 1,1975
a total of 116 boys have been assigned to the Unit as of
March 1,1976). In that same period a total of 85 of these
have been completed or discharged. Thus we would project
hy the end of the project yecar a total of 139 boys will have
been assigned to the Unit and 78 of these boys will hove
comnleted their stay by the same period. This volume of

cases is quite consistent with the previous year's cascload,

Source of Referral

In this project year PHIS boys were Peferred al iost
exclusively from a detention hearing (95%). (Sco tabla
3). The remaining 59 were assigned from a review of the
custodial list (boys currcntly in detention). The 1nj'r

and dramatic finding is that not a singlc boy wns assigned

from a pre-trinl hearing. This is crucinl because as we
have scen the detention hearings provide the vast bulk of
cases that are eventunlly detained. Thus it is aquite clear
that although we can not be absolutely certain that all
boys that were referred to PHIS would have normally boen
detained, the probabilities are much higher thit cnsces
coming from detention hearings rather than nre-trinl would
be placed in detention. Thus therc is little question that
the unit is being used in accordance with the mandate of

the project.
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Table 3  Sourcc of Referral

PHIS
Detention Hearing 954
Pre-Trial Hearing 0
Other 5
Total 100%%

VII Demographic Characteristics: O0Of the boys assipgned to

PHIS during the current project year; 8L percent werc black
(sec Table 4): a somewhat similar percentage for the releasc
(80%) and the detention (88%) groups. The racial distribution
of the PHIS clients has changed very little since the beginning

of the project,

The data on the prescence or absence of parents has
tended to fluctuate, in comparison to other demographic
chéracteristics, over the life time of the project., This
has also been true for the comparison grouns. Rather than
reflecting real changes in family structure, thesce fluctuations
are more likely a2 function of the problems and difficultics
in getting accurate datn in this arca, The difficulty does
not neccssarily lie in the juvenile court records, it is
simply that getting accurate information on this scensitive

arca from the families themselves has always heen n problem.
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Table 4  Selected Demographic Characteristics of PHIS
Boys and ComparisSon Groups

PHIS . RELEASE DETENTION
Rnce:
BIack 84 8055 88¢%
White 11 16 12
Puerto Rican 5 L 0
Total 100 100 100
Presence of Parents:
Both Present 34 3L 21
Father Absent Ly 53 L8
Mother Absent 5 2 7
Both Absent 18 11 15
Total 101 100 10T
Ape:
Th~or younger 11 9 15
15 9 16 28
16 33 2L 29
1718 L7 52 28
Total 100 100 100
Medinan (Yecars) 16,4 16,5 15,8

The demogrophic characteristics for this year's PHIS
hoys are not radically different from those of the boys from
earlier years. Further therc is no reason to belicve that
there has been any significant change in terms of demopgraphic

characteristics not examined for this year's groum.



S b5 i

T

' maa b

L P s

A oBt £ gt s 4

»

TR I ey s ARSI e Sy et ey

21,

VIII Past Court Records

.

Sore sipgnificant chnnges have occurred this year in
this area, (sce Table 5), The PHIS boys had a much larger
percentage of boys with innctive »ast court recordss L5%
comparced to 1% for the previous year. A corresnonding
reduction for the percentage of boys on nrobatien (21%
vs 36% for the previous year) was also found., This is
significant because n larger norcentage of beys are hoing
placed under sunervision during the pre-hearing periecd who
are not currently under sunervision., This seoms te he n
wise choice because it makes better use of the rescurcos of
the court. (Boys currently on probation can in n sensc
continuec to scc their regular probation officers while they
await hearings on their new charges.) The releasc beys
cxpericnced similar changes in their past court records
compared te last yerr, while the detention groun changed
very little, Thus the cvidence suggests that there arc
changes in referral pelicies to PHIS which cannot be attri-
butcd to chanpges in the tynes of cnses that are baing scen

in detention henrings.
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Table 5 Current Court Status

PHIS
No Previous Record 16
Past Record - inactive L5
Probation 21
Continuance 15
Inst tutionalized 2
Consent Decree 0
Other and Unknown v
Totnl 99,7
% with previous record 84
% of beys with past record
currently active b
% currently active 39
Table 6 Distribution of Past Charges
PHIS ~ RELEASE
LA QR R
Juvenile Status 7 0.1 2 16 0.2
Person 5L 0,6 18 37 0.5
Robbery 35 0.1 12 21 0.3
Property 100 1.2 34 85 1.l
Drups 10 3 11 0.1
Other Adult 91 0.3 31 70 _.9
Tetal 297 3.5 100 2,0 3.0

¥ Less than 0.1

RELEASE DETENTION
25k 8¢,
36 13
14 28
21, 33
2 17
0 0
1 9
994 997
75 0%
52 85
X 78
DETENTION
8 X 5
7 39 0.5 8
15 58 0.8 16
9 39 0.5 10
55 15 1.9 KO
2 16 0.2 L
1376 .0 2
101 373 5.0 99
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The nature ¢f the past reccord tands to show similar
%ééééiﬁs to that of past years: A substantially high
averapge number of past arrests (3.5) which is higher than
the release group (3.0) and loewer than the detention group
(5.0), The nredominant offenses still tend to be property
offenses (larceny, burglary, cte.) and misc, adult offenses
(weapons, disorderly conduct ctc,). For the release pgroup,
property crimes make up a particularly large catcetory of
offonses, Beyond this there are little dramatic differences

between the grouns.,

Other indicators, such as the percent with at lenst
one arrest, per cent with at lenst one adjudication, ond
nercent spending some time in & correctional institution
all show that PHIS boys have more scrious and cxtensive
pnast court involvement with the Juvenile Court, than the
release group, hut somewhat less serious than the detention
boys. This is further evidence that the univ is recciving

fairly high risk boys. (See Table 7)

In general, although therc are some differcnces the
evidence with resnect to the current court status and »nst
court reccerd, indicates that PHIS boys are being drawn
from a pencral pool of boys that might normally be »laced
in detention wer. it net for the existence of PHIS. As
such it indicates that PHIS is achieving one of its major

goals,
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Table 7 Selected Indicatory of Seriousness of Past Record

PHIS RELEASE DETENTION
Percent with at least
one arrest 3L 75 91,
Menn number of arrests 3.5 3 5.0
Percent with at least
one adjudication 37 22 52
Percent with some time on
probation 52 50 65
Percent with somc time in
a correctional institution 1L 9 35

IX Current Charge

A large percentage of PHIS boys were charged with very
serious offenses (85% with crimes apainst the person) (sce
Table 8) compared to 69% for the release group and 524 for the
detention groun. Thus it is quite clear that the boys being
placed in the unit have fairly serious charges,; comparcd
to both the release group and the detention group (once
more it is the high percentage of Juvenile Status offenders
in the detention group which lowers the seriousness of the
current charge for the entire group). Considering the
cvidence on both past record and current charge is fairly

clear that "hipgh risk® boys arc being assigned to the unit.
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Table 8 Logal Classification of Current Charges

PHIS RELEASE  DETENTION

Homicidﬁ/Rape 16% 10% 7%
Assault/Robbery 69 59 L5
Burglary/Larceny 7 18 25
Misc. Adult (inc. drugs) 7 12 13
Juvenile Status 1 1 9
Total 100%  100% 99%
% of Person Crimes 85 69 52
% Property Crimes 7 18 25
S.W. Score (Mean) 7.0 5.0 o6
"X Pre~Hearing Periorfl:

One aim of PHIS is to prevent or curtail illegal activity
of the boys assigned to the unit during the pre-hearing
pericd. The most readily available indicator for this is

the arrest rate during the pre-hearing period.

For purposes of analysis, the re-arrest rate during
the pre-~hearing period refers only to the first ninet:y (90)
days follnwing assignment to the Unit fer the PHIS boys and
detention hearing for relecase boys. Holding the pre-hearing

period to ninety days, provides a more effective way of
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evaluating for the wide disparity in the length of the
pre~hearing period for the two groups. (previous research
incidates that the highest risk period for a re-arrest

is for the first three months.) This represents a departure
from the evaluations for the first three years thercfore

exact comparifon with previous years is not possible. However,
the limiting of temporal comparability is more than

comnensated for by the increased accuracy.

For the current year (Table 9) the arrest ratc for PHIS
boys was 21 percent, a significant decrease from the proevious
yvear, In fact, this rate was the lowest since the first two
years of the program. The release rate (26#) for the rcleasc
group is somewhat higher than PHIS boys. Considering that
the PHIS group is a somewhat higher risk group this outcome
underscores the success of PHIS in minimizing the risk to

the community of the PHIS clionts.

Table 9  Arrests During Pre~Hearing Period

PHIS RELEASE
No arrests 794, Wy
One or Morec Arrests 21 26

Total 100% 100
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Although the numbers are small, and therefore the
conclusions arc subjected to some reservations, it scoms
th~t the PHIS boys tend to commit somewhat more serious
offenses during the pre-hecaring period than thosc who arc
released, This is evidenced by the fact thnt the S.'7,
Score for the PHIS boys was somewhat higher than (¢

the release group (3.5 vs 3.2)

XI Adjudicatory Hearinpg Action: Tor the current year,

approximately 89 percent of the bhoys assigned to PHIS

remained with the unit until their formal adjudicatory hearing
on the charge that brought them into the unit. This is

alm st identical to the previous year's rate and slightly
higher than the comparable Tigures for the carlier years

(80% for the third year, 83% fcr the sccond year, and 81¢

for the first year). Approximately 10 percent of the

relensed group had not received an adjudicatory hearing on

the original charge at the time the rescarch was completed.

When a boy is under the jurisdiction of the court
(e.g., continuances or probation) or if several charges are
being heard simutaneously, the disposition of the cnse is

a complicated matter, For oxample, it becomes neossible
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for a boywto be discharged with respect to the current charge
while still being placed on probation or in an institution
because of a change in his nrevious court status or a
decision on a different charge. TFor this report we are
nrimarily concerned with the action taken on the youth
rather than an edjudicatory decision on a particular

charge. This analysis is presented in Table 10,

Both PHIS and the detention group had snproximatoly
the same number of boys having adjudicatory hearings,
adjudicated on the original charpe (5674 vs 594). On the
other hand, the release groun had 1 smaller percentage
adjudicated (439, In srevious years we have found that the
PHIS boys had a smnller likelihood of being institutionnlized
than the detention group, and a higher percentage than thoso
who were releascd during the pre-hearing periods The
datn in Table 10 indicates changes in this pattern. The
PHIS Loys had the lowest prohability of being nlacced in an
institution than the other grouns., (199 compared to 29¢%
for the release group and 37% for the detained groun.)
This mattern remains the same when deferred cases arc omitted

from the analysis. .
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On the basis of this data we conclude that tenure in
PHIS will reduct the likelihood of a boy being institution-
alized then if he were nlaced in detention during the »re-

hearing period., This pattern wns found in carlier years.

Table 10 Outcome of Adjudicatory Hearing

Disposition PHIS RELEASE DETENTION
vog 8 3 N B
Released 22 29 5 7 9 12
Institution 15 19 21 29 28 37
Probation 3 L5 31 L3 13 17
Disposition deferred 3 L 5 7 17 23
Other 2 301 w8 1
Tatal 76 100 72 100 75 100

4 o judiented on Current

Charpme 56 L3 59

XIT B.0.C. Guidelines and Cost Analysis

Of the 9% positions in thu unit, five were hl-ck ~nd
L% were white., Considering the smrll number of wositions
in the unit this ratio of blncks te whites is somewhnt
Aifficult to definitively ovaluate according to E.0.C,
suidelines. (A change of one nerson which shift the »or-

centage by morc than 10 units,)
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The totnl budpet for the projecﬁ year was $173,885,
On the basis of o linear projection, we would estimate that
151 clicnts would have been nssipned to the unit, which would
result in approximatcly $1250, ner client. On the averapge

clients stay 75 days in the unit,

XITT Summnry and Recommendations

The unit is showing cvidence of successfully mecting ite
objectives of providing an alternative to detentien during
the pre-henring period without placing the community in grest
risk. In fact all the ovidonce »oints to n solidifying
and imnroverment in the tendency te accept high risk boys,
Sccondly the re-arrest rate showed n sipgnificnnt drop fronm

lnst yorr,

There is listle ocuestion that the nrosram should be
continued. There is however onc aron that mny be of some
valuc to oxplore. A-marcently 1 surnrising number of boys
with juvenile stntus charges are seen nt the detention
hearing and subsecquently detoined. Lois Brown, dircetor of
PHIS, fecels that some of thesc boys could henefit from come
sneeinl alternative to detention in the »nre-henring soriod,
However, it is beyond the camacity nnd resources of the
unit to denl with such cases. Thus there scems to hoe n
need for some investipations to determine the fonsibility
of nroviding cither a new service to mect this nced or
crenting within PHIS additionnl resources for handling such

cAses.,








