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INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

On February 1, 1975, an appllcat1on was submitted by the Metropolitan Social Services Department (MSSD)
to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) through the Kentucky Crime Commission for a Home

Detention Program modeled after similar LEAA programs in St. Louis, Missouri and Newport News, V1rg1nna.

This program was designed to remove from secure detention chi]dren who could be released to their own
homes if intensive supervision and supportive services could be provided. Two types of children were con-
sidered'appropriate candidates for Home Detention: a) children whose offenses were serious but who have a

stable home and b) those‘whose offenses were less serious but whose home was questionab]y adequate.

| The youths were assigned to the Home Detention Program by a Juvenile Cdurt Judge, usually at arraignment -
or detentioﬁ hearing. The child was then released to his oﬁn home Intensive supervisvon was provided by
one of four Home Detention workers. Each worker had a maximum_caseload of five ch11dren. The first Home
DetentiOn worker began aébépting 2 caseload in April, 1975, but the full staff was not operationa] until

June, 1975.

The goé] of the Homgvuetention‘Program'was to test a poientially viable alternative to detention SO'that
money would not be wasted on an unnecessarily large Detention Center. The specific objectives of the program

were:




¢ to reduce the average daily popu1at1on of the Detention Center by six children per day,
as compared to 1974;

Y to reduce the total number of children detained by 100 per year;

Y to detain in a non-secure setting 200 children who do not constitute a clear danger to
themselves, or the community; .

Y to provide care at a cost comparable to or less expensive than the secure detention
exper1ence, and ,

Y to assist youths in remaining arrest~free during the period of their adjudication through
a program of supervision and personal support.
A preliminary evaluation of the Home Detention Program in the period from April, 1975 through the end
of October, 1975, was published in March of 1976.* |

The present study essentially replicates the earlier evaluation except that it covers a Tonger period
of time. This study examines the Home Detention Program from its inception in 19785 through the end of
October, 1976. | ) |

There ave four sections to the report. The First Section looks at how well the program met the objec~

“tives stated above. The Second Section is a presentation of the characteristics of the population of youth

*MSSD Office of Research & Planning, Home Detention éfﬂ_Pre1iminary Evalggtion,‘march,‘1976.‘




ass1gned to the program, while the Th1rd Section discusses these characteristics in the light of the fo?low-
ing definitions of outcome categories.

NON~RECIDIVISTS - those with no detected offenses during the program.

RETURNEES - those returned to secure detention either by the worker or by a bench warrant.

RECIDIVISTS -'those charged with new offenses while on Home Detention.

The Final Section of the report examines the Juvenile Court contacts of the Home Detention population

after completion of participation in the project.




SECTION I.
THE_OBJECTIVES

The first objective of the Home Detention Program was to reduce the average daily population of the
. Detention Center by six as compared to 1974. In the period from May tb October, 1974, the average daily
population at the Detention Center was 60.7 youth, During this same period, the Alternative to Detention

(A.T.D.) Program had an average of 5.1 persons per day.

. Table 1 presenté the average daily population for Detention, A.T.D. and Homé,Detention for the period
'from May, 1975 through October, 1976. In this period following the initiation of the Home Detention Program,
the overall daily popd1ation at the Center has been 48.4 persons. While the reduction in the Detention Center
population between 1974 and 1975/76 cannot be entirely attributed to Home Detention,'heverthe]eSs; it 1s '

quite clear that this objective has continued to be met.

The second objective of the Hdme Detention Program was to reduce by 100 per year the number of children'

held in secure detention. Due to data limitations, this objective could not be tested.

The ﬁhird?objective\was to detain in a hon-secure setting.200 chi?dren who}do not’cohstitute a clear
danger to themselves or the community. In the fifét 18 months df the program; 327 youths‘héQe,been seﬁ?éd :
by the Home Detention Program. In the 12 month period from'November 1, 1975 through the end of Octobefj
1976, the total was 220. The program, therefore, has exceeded this objective'of handling 200 children per

year. R




. The fourth objective called for the program to provide care at a cost comparable to or less expensive

than the Detention experience.

In 1976, the net cost to run the Detent1on Center was $664,568. During this period of'time, a total

of 18,583 ch11d/days were spent in the Center. Thus, the average cost per child per day for secure detention
was $35 76.

L

From April, 1975‘through the end of October, 1976, the total cost for Home Detention was ,76,300. Of this
amount; $63,970 was from the actual grant and $12,330 was the chst for administrative support. Through the
end of October, 327 juveniles have spent a total of 8,430 dayﬁ in Home'Detention; Thus, the average cost per

child per day for Home Detention was $9.05.

-~ Therefore, ﬁhis objegtive has been met since the cost of keeping a child in secure &etention was nearly

four times as high as the cost of maintaining a child on Home,Detention.

The final objective of the program was ‘to assist the program participants to remain arrest-%req,while
on Home"Detentidn. Successful completion of the Home Detention Program was determined by two basic criteria:
1) that the youth commit no new offenses while on Home‘Detentiqn.and 2) availability of the child for Court

appearances.

The results for the entire program (April, 1975-Ogtober 30, 1976) are presented in Table 2. . In the

-5 -




{ome Detention\popu?ation there were 220 (67 5%) non-recidivists, 57 (17'5%) returnees, and 49 (15.0%)

recidivists. One record was expunged. Of the 49 recidivists, six were arrested for major offenses aga1nst
person, 28 were arrested for major property offenses, 12 were charged with m1non criminal offenses, and three‘
youth were changed with status offenses (offenses which would not be criminal if committed by an adult) The

spec1fic charges are Tisted in Table 3

\

The results of the program for the most recent 12 month period (November 1, 1975-October 31, 1976) are
given in Table 4. A comparison of the data in this table with that of the first sfx months of the program
(contained in the preliminary evaluation) indicates a significant improvement in the last 12 months. The
most noticeable olfference was 1n the reduction in the rate of those who committed a new offense wh11e on
Home Detentnon, In the first six months, 24 youth rec1d1vated (comm1tted a new offense while in the program).
In the next 12 months, there were only 25 recid1vists This d1Fference is sign1f1cant at the .02 1eve1 The
percentage of those in the non-rec1d1v1st category (those who completed the program and did not commxt a new -
offense while on Home Detention) increased from 59 8 percent in the f1rst six months to 71 2 percent 1n the

next 12 months.

Another objective Tisted in the grant application was "to, demonstrate the feasibility of transferring (
the Home Detention Program from one LEAA jurisdiction to another." The Jefferson 00unty'Home Detention Pro;"

'gram was modeled after a similar program in St. Louis, Missouri. While there were differences between the



two programs, the outcome from the two programs has been similar. For the St. Louis program, about 74 per-
cent of the program's participants successfully completed the program, 21 percent were returned to detention

and five percent committed a new offense.*

In~thef1ast year, the Jefferson County Home‘Detention Program had a success rate very similar to that of
the St. Louis program. While the program in St. Louis had a lower rate of participants who committed anew .
offense while in the program than Jefferson County, the percentage of those returned to detention was h1gher
in St. Lou1s than in Jefferson County Because the two programs were not exactly the same, no 1nferences can
be ‘drawn. However, it does appear that the obaective has beeri met since the Jefferson County program has

achieved resu]ts sim11ar to the St. Lou1s program

The Home,Detention‘grant~app]ication describes the specific orocedurés by which the Home Detention
workers are to acnieve;thefobjective of assisting the youths to remain arrest-free during the period of their
adjudication. One of the procedures mentioned was that the worker was to see each child every day. In’order
to test this, the activity sheets ma1nta1ned by the program on each chi]d were exam1ned These files were
surveyed for a sample of 183 youth who were in the program between November, 1975 and October, 1976 The
. totai days in the program as well as the tota] home and phone contacts documented in these records were tabu—v -

lated The results by program outcome are presented in Tab]es 5, 6 and 7.

Research Analysis Corporat1on,’“F1nal Report and Eva1uation of ‘the Home Detention Program St. Lou1s,
Missourv", McLean, Virginia, 1972 Pg. 17. . - : :
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Overall, the mean number of total contacts per chiid,per}day,was‘.73. The mean number of home visits
per child per day was 43. No differences between the three categories of outcome were appérent‘with regard
to total cohtabtsu' However; there was a difference in home visits, with recidivists having a lower mean |

number of home visits per day than non-recidivists and returnees (P<.05 - Krdskal~Wa11ace)}

_Table 7 indicates that less than one-fourth of the youths in the sample had a mean number of/hpme visits
per day of .7 or greater. Recidivists were more likely to have a mean of .3 or Tess home visits per day than -

non-recidivists (P<.02). More than half of the recidivists}had a’mean of .3 or less home visits per day.

Apparently the desired procedure of having the worker see the chi1d‘each,day'was not being maintained or
the documentation of the worker's activity was inadequate. The data indicates a relationship exists between

the lack of home contacts and the chances of the child committing an offense while in the program.




Table 1. Average Daily Population by Month

‘ 1975
May § June | July ! Aug. | Sept. | Oct. | Nov Dec.
Detention 56.0 | 50.1 | 45.7 | 47.1| 37.7 | 49.9| 40.9 | 41.8.
A.T.D. 75| 7.4 6.6| 81| 9.7 | 10.6| 6.9| 6.4
Home Detention | 9.3 | 9.3 | 11.5| 18.6 | 16.3: | 15.7 | 14.4 | 18.7
1976 ‘ ,
1 dJdan. | Feb. { Mar. | Apr.] May i June| dJuly| Aug Sept, | Oct TOTAL
Detention 53.8 | 59.5 | 56.4 | 48.5] 44.1| 47.4| 45.9| 46.0| 42.4 | 8.3 | 48.4
A.T.D 9.0 | 13.1 | 13.0 | 14.7} 14,2} 11.4| 9.7{ 7.4| 7.9 | 9.9 9.6
| Home Detention| 15.2 { 16.9 | 16.0 | 16.4{17.0| 16.6 | 13.0| 16.4| 15.0 | 15.3 15.1
Table 2. Sex and Race by Qutcome (Total Program)
HALE " FTINALE TroraL
QUTCOME White Black Sub 1. White BTack Swb T. . 10
_No. # | No. % | No. % |l No. 2 ] No. % 1 No. || No. %
No Gffenses/ .| gp 6.7 | 92 69.7 | 174 68.2 22 64.7| 24 64.9| 46 64.8) 220 67.5]
RNg waggagts , o ;oo
eturn 0 : P o A
Bchgeﬁ/ 4 33| 5 38| 9 35| 3 88| 3 81| 6 B85 15 4.6
ench Warrant/ : ; . : . =
No Offenses | 18 14.6| 9 68| 27 106} 6 17.6| 9 24.3) 15 2Ll) 42 12.9)
Committed New | - , T R a -
OFfarce 19 15.4| 26 19.7| 45 ‘17.6) 3 88| 1 27| ¢4 5.6 | 49 15.0
R . [y - " " o — " - — - , - : ‘{‘:J -
TOTAL |123 100.0°} 132 100.0 | 255 99.9 || 34 99.9 | 37 100.0 | 71 '100.0 Y 326 100.04:

*One youth's record was expunged; therefore, demographic and putputvdata were unavailable.’

S

/
)
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Table 3. Reason Referred for In-Treatmet Offenses

_REASON REFERRED No. %
Burglary 18 36.8

| Robbery 5 10.2
Grand Larceny 4 8.2

{ Petty Larceny 3 6.1
Runaway : 3 6.1
Dfug: Violation: Non Narcotic 2 4.1
Weapons: Possession 2 4.1
Shoplifting 2 4.1
Disorderly Conduct 2 . 4.1
Possession of Liquor . 2 4.1
Purse Snatching 1 2.0
Drug Violation: Narcotic 1 2.0
Auto Theft 1 2.0
Solvent Sniffing 1 2.0
Destruction of Property 1 2.0
Neighborhood Complaint 1 2.0
TOTAL 49 99,9

- 10 -
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Table 4. Sex and Race by Outcome' (Nov. 1, 1975-Oct. 30, 1976)

= ‘ HALE . FEWALE — TOTAL
CUTCOME White Black Sub T, White Black Sub T.
‘ No. % | No. ¢ | No. 2 | No. 7 | No. % | No. . % | No. 7

.No Offenses/No Warrants 58 70.7 66 74.2 } 124 72.5 18- 72.0 14  60.9 32 66.7 | 156 71.2

Retu;ned to Cﬁnter 2 2.4 3 3.4 5 2.9 3 12.0 3 13.0 6 12.5 11 5.0

I Bench Warrant : : -

No Offenses | 14 17.1 5 5.6 19 11.1 3 12.0 5 21.7 8 16.7 27 12.3
Committed New Offense | 8 9.8 15 16.9°| 23 13.5 1 4.0 1 4.3 2 4.2 25 11.4

TOTAL 82 100.0 | 89" 100.1 | 171 100.0 { 25 100.0 | 23 99.9 | 48 100.1 | 219 99.9

“Table 5. Frequency of Contacts by Outcome

T WEAN HOME | MEAN PHONET MEAW TOTAL.

TOTAL |  TOTAL | PHONE | TOTAL . |- VISITS/® | CONTACTS/ | CONTACTS/.

CHILD, DAYS | HOME VISITS | CONTACTS | CONTACTS.| CHILD/DAY.| CHILD/DAY. |:CHILD/DAY
Non-Recidivists | 3,880 1,739 | 1,086 | 2,88 .| .45 .28 .73
Returnees 468 201 132 333 .43 .28 : 71
Recidivists 546 173 221 394 | .32 .40 Y 4
TOTAL 4,804 | 2,113 1,439 | 3,552 43 .29 | .73

=11 -



Table 6. Mean Total Contacts Per Day by Outcome'

NON
“Eﬁﬁ TOTAL | RecIDIVISTS | RETURNEES |RECIDIVISTS | TOTAL
TACTS g, % | No. % No. % .Ho. %
.3 or Less 9 6.7 3 10.3 2 12.5 14 7.8
4- 6 | 31 23.0] 6 207 2 12.5 | 39 21.7
J- 9] 54 4.0 10 3¢.5! 8 50.0 | 72 40.0
1.0 - 1.2 28 20.7 8 27.6 2 12.5 | 38 21.1
1.3 - 1.5 9 6.7 | 0 - 2 12.5 11 6.1
1.6+ 4 3.0 2 69| 0 - 6 3.3
TOTAL | 135 100.1 | 29 100.0 | 16 100.0 | 180 100.0
Table 7. Mean Home Visits Per Day by Outcome
MEAN HOME NON ‘ '
He RECIDIVISTS | RETURNEES |RECIDIVISTS | TOTA L
ISITS No. % |No. % 1 No. 3 No. %
Borless| 33 204 | 8 27.6| 9 56.3 | 50 27.8
4~ .6 1| 67 49.6 | 15 51.7 5 31.3 | 87 48.3
T+ 36 25.9 | 6 20.7 2 12.5 | 43 23.9
lToTAL 135 99.9 | 29 100.0 | 16 100.1 | 180 100.0

-12 -




SECTION II.
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION

The purpose of th1s sect1on is to present the character1stics of the entire Home Detention population.

In Section III, these same characterist1cs W111 be studied in re]ation~to the three outcome categor1es

- Tables 8 and 9 exhibit the admitting offense for the éntire population. As Table 8 demonstrates, there
,was a wide variance 1n the vreason referred. Overall, about one-fifth of the population was admitted to the
program on a charge of Burg1amy or Breaking and Enter1ng. Behavior problems was the next most common reason
referred‘ This was the charge for nearly half of the females. Hhen the offehses-are grouped in Table 9, it
becomes appafent that major property uffenses were the most prevalent, especiaj?y among males. OQer two-thirds

of the females in the program were charged}with status offenses.

‘The prior dalinquent history of the population is given in Tables 10 and 11. About one-fourth of the -
males and over one-half of the females had one or fewer de1ihqbent‘offénse$ in their pre-history. Nearly
three-fourths of the males had at least one major offense in their pre~h1story vhile only 4.2 percent of the

females hiad prev1ous1y been charged with a major offense.

Table 12 Tists the age distribution at admission to the Home‘Detention Program. Overall, about two-thirds
of the part1c1pants were 15 or older at the t1me of entry into ‘the program. Ma]es'tehded'to be siight1y'01der

than females w1th nearly half of the ma]es 16 or oider while fewer than one-third of females were that old.

. ..13..




The living‘arrangement of those in the program is presented in Table 13. Over half of the youth were
Tiving with their mother only, with less than'a third Tiving with both parents. No differences betwnen ma]es
and females wefeﬁdistinguished. However, cons1derab]e differences between whites and b]acks were apparent
Blacks were most likely to be 1iving with mother only, while for whites, the predominant 11ving arrangement

- was with both parents.

' The income and’ public assistance characteristics of the population are given in Tables 14 and 15. Less
than one~fifth of the youths fn the program came from families with incomes in excess of .$7,500. Income
differences between males and females were minimal. However, race differences with regard te income were
noted as the. mean ihcome for whites was several thousand dollars higher than the mean income for blacks.

- The same pattern is réfleeied in the distribution on receipt of public assistance. ‘The blacks in the program
had a much higher rate of recipience of public assistance than the whites. Overall, over 40 percent of the

program partiéipahts came from households receiving public assistance.

Table 16 presents the Jchool status grouping for the Home Detention popuTation. Near1y‘0ne-fourth of
those who entered the program had w1thdrawn rom school. white ma]es had the highest rate of haV1ng been

w1thdrawn from school, while white females had the Towest rate. j ?ff S CenretaTe

The Planning Service COmmunity of residence for those in the program is depicted in: I11ustrat1on 1.
Each dot represents one Juvenile. While the greatest concentration was in the inner-c1ty communTties (psc' S
1-8), there was a sizeable number of participants widely dispersed in the county areas.

- 18 -




The Tlength in the program for each youth is given in Table 17. About one-fifth were on Home Detention
for ten days or less. Slightly more than one-fburth of those in the program were in for more than 30 days.

The overall mean length was 25.9 days.

The ultimate court disposition of those in the Home Detention Program is listed in Table 18. NearTy a
third were placed on probation either to MSSD or to a Volunteer Probat1on officer. Slightly more than a
fourth had their cases dismissed or filed away, while about a fourth were committed to a delinquent institu-

tion.

- 15 -




Tabie 8. Reason Referred (FBI Q1assification) by Sex and Race

LN
ek

1. 99.9

326

” WALE FEMNALE TOTA
REASON REFERRED White Black Sub T. White 1 Black Sub T :

. No. % | No. No. % 0 No. 2 | Nes. % | No, % | No. % |
Homicide 0 ~ 1 7 1 N 0, 0 - 0 - 1 3
Rape ; 3 2,4 2 1,5 5 2.0 0 - 0 - 0 - 5 1.5
Aggravated Assault 1 .8 5 3.8 6 2.3 0 - 0 -1 0 - 6 1.8
Burdlary/Breaking & . "

Entering 29 23.6 | 37 28.0f 66 25.9 1 2.9 1 2.7 2 2.8f 68 20.9
Felony lLarceny/Theft .} 27 22.0} 23 17.4 | 50 19.6 1 2.9 2 5.4 3 .4.2¢, 53 :16.3
Misdemeanor Larceny/ ; S

Theft 0 - 10 7.6} 10 3.9 2 5.9 5 13.5 7 9.9 17 5.2
Auto Theft 10 8.1 2 15} 12 4.7 0 - 1 2.7 1 1.4 13 40
Other Assault 4 33| 10 7.6 14 5,5 0 - 1 2.7 1 141 15 4.6
Arson 3 2.4 3 23 6 23§ O - 0 - 0 “ 6 1.8}
Vandalism 2 1.6 3 2.3 b 2.0 0 - 0 .- 0 - 5 1.5
Weapons 3 2.4 3 2.3 6 2.3 0 - 2 5.4} 2 2.8 8 2.5

| Sex Offenses 1 .8 1 7 4 .8 0 -0 - 0 - 2 .6
Drug Law Violations 10 8.1 2 15| 12 4.7 2 5.9 0 - 2 2.8 14 43
Liquor Law Violations 3 2.4 0 - 3 L2 1 2941 0 -1 1 1.4 4 1.2
Breach of Peacn 4 331 5 3.8 9 3.5 0 -1 2 5.4 2 2.8 11 3.4
Behavior Problems 14 11.4) 18 11.4}| 29 11.4f 15 44,1 | 20 54.1 ) 35 49.3] 64 19.6
Runaways 4 3.3 3 2.3 7 2.7 7 20.6 3 8.1 10 14.1} 17 5.2
-Truancy 3 2.4 1 .7 4 1.6 4 11.8 0 - 4 5.6 8 2.5
Other 2 , 1.6 6 4.5 8 3.1 1 2.9 0 - 1 1.4 9 2.8.
TOTAL 123 99.9 | 132 99.9 | 255 99.9 | 34 99,9} 37 100.0 100.0

- 16 -
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Table 9. Reason Referred (Grouped) by Sex and Race

o ~ ~ MALE TEWALE .
Rs%gggugggsaaan White Black | Sub T. White [ Black SibT. ] TOTAL
) iy No. % No. % | No. % No. : %’ No. % | No. % No. %
Major vs. Person 20 16.3| 35 26.5| 5 21.6§ 1 29| 1 27| 2 - 2.8| 57 17.5
Major 65 52.8| 59 44.7 | 124 48.61 2 5.9 6 16.2| 8 11.3] 132 40.5
Minor 20 16.3| 20 15.2| 40 1570 5 14.7| 7 18.9| 12 16.9] 52 16.0
| Status 18 14.6| 18 13.6| 36 14.1}| 26 76.5| 23 62.2| 49 69.0| 8 26.1
TOTAL 123 100.0 | 132 100.0 | 255 100.0 | 34 100.0 | 37 100.0 | 71 100.0| 326 100.0
Table 10. Sex and Kace by the Number of Prior Offenses
— “ 55 WALE | FENALE -
NUMBgR OF White BTack ST White Black Sub T, TOTAL
PRIOR OFFENSES We. % | M. % |Wo. _ % |Wo. % |W. & [Wo. % [Wo. %
0 20 16.3|-11 83| 31 12.21F 11 32.4] 12 32.4| 23 32.4| 54 16.6
1 22 17.9] 14 10.6| 36 14.1§ 4 11.8| 11 29.7| 15 21.1| 51 15.6
2.5 49 39.8| 47 35.6| 9 37.60 15 44.1| 10 27.0| 25 35.2| 121 37.1
6 - 10 21 17.1| 30 22.7| 51 2004 "3 88| 4 10.8] 7 9.9| 58 17.8
11 - 15 8° B.5| 23 17.4| 31 12.2] 1 29| o -l 1 1.4] 32 ‘o8
16 - 20 2 16| 4 3.0 6 24101 0 -1 o -] o0 <1 6 1.8
21+ 1 8| 3 23| 4 16§ 0O -1 o -1 o -l 4 1.2
TOTAL 123 100.0 { 132 99.9 | 255 100.1/) 34 100.0 | 37. 99.9 | 71 100.0 | 326 99.9

=17 -




Tabie 11. Pre~History Score by Sex and Race

MATLTE

' FEMALE e TO0TAL
PRE~-HISTORY SCORE White Black Sub 1. White Black Sub T.
: . No. % | No. % | No. % 1 No. % | No. % | No. % 1 No. %
No Prior Offenses 19 15.4 11 8.3 30 11.8 10 - 29.4 12 32.4 22 31.0 52 16.0
Prior Dependencies - ‘ ‘
| Only 1 - .8 0 - 1 4 1 2.9 1 2.7 2 2.8 3 .9
Dependent/Delinquent 3 2.4 0 - 3 1.2 0 - 0 - 0 - 3 W91
Status Offenses 10 8.1 8 6.1 18 7.1 15 44.1 11 29.7 1 26 36.6 44 13,51}
Minor Offenses 9 7.3 12 9.1 21 8.2 8 23.54{ 10 27.0 18 25.4 1 39 12.0
At Least One Prios . N
Major Offense 81 65.9 | 101 76.5 ] 182 71.4 0 - 3 8.1 3 4.2 18 56.7
TOTAL 123 99.9 | 132 100.0 | 255 100.1 34 99.9 37 99.9| 71 100.0 | 326 100.0
_Fable 12.- Sex and Race by Age
| MALE TENALE
AGE Hhite Black Sub T. | White Black ST TOTAL
No. Z_| No. Z | No. % i No. % | No. % | No. Z_| WNo. %
10 2 -1.6 1 .8 3 1.2 0 - 0 - 0 - 3 91
11 0 - 3 2.3 3 1.2 0 - 0 - 0 - 3 .9
12 5 4.1 2 1.51 7 2.7 1 2.9 2 5.4 3 4,2 10 3.1
13 8 6.5 14 10.6 | 22 8.6 2 5.9 5 13.5 7 9.9 29 8.9
14 17 13.8 15 11.4 32 12.5 § 12 35.3 10 27,0 22 31.0 54 16.6
15 31 25.2 ) 33 25.0} 64 25.1 1% 11 32.4 5 13,5} 16 22.5}| 80 24,5}
16 29 23.6 7 40 30.3 | 69 -27.1 6 17.6 8§ 21.6 14 19.7 83 .25,5
17 31 25.2 24 18.2 55 21.6 2 5.9 7 18.9 9 12.7 | 64 19,6
| TOTAL| 123 100.0 | 132 100.1 | 255 100.0 § 34 100.0 | 37 99.9 | 71 100.0 | 326 100.0
~ Mean (15.3) (15.2) (15.2) (14.7) (14.9) (14.8) | (15.1)
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~ MALE FEMALE
AL White BTack Sub T White Black SibT. | TOTAL
. NO. % .1 No. % | No. 7 1 No. % | No. 71 No. 7 | No. 7
Mother & Stepfather 8 6.5 6 4.6] 14 5.5 3 8.8 0 - 3 42| 17 .2
‘Mother Only 48 39.0| 88 67.2 [ 136 53.5 8 23.5| 26 70.3| 34 47.9! 170 52.3
Relative 9 7.3 6 4.6| 15 5.9 1 29| 4 10.8 5 7.0} 20 6.2
Both Parents 47 38.2| 28 21.41-75 29.5{ 17 50.0 5 13.5] 22 31.0| 97 29.8.
Father Only 7. 5.7 1 .8 8 3.1 2 5.9 1 2.7 3 4.2 11 3.4
Other = 4 3.3 2 1.5 6 2.4 3 8.8 1 2.7 4 5.6} 10 3.1
Unknown 0 - 1 -% 1 - 0 - 0 ~ 0. - 1 %
TOTAL 123 100.0 | 132 100.1 | 255 99.9 ¥ 34 99.9 | 37 100.0| 71 99.9 | 326 100.0

*Not included in percentages.
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| Table 14. Income by Sex and Race

FEWMATE

HALE | 4 ;
INCOME White Black ST White [ . Black SubT. | TOTAL
; No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Unknown 44 o+ | 54 o« | 98 % f 9 = 9 & | 18 % | 116 «
Less than $3,500 | 21 26.6| 23 29.5| 44 28,0 4 16.0. 8 28.6| 12 22.6| 56 26.7
$ 3,500-$5,499 8 10.1| 24 30.8| 32 204§ 3 12.0| 10 357] 13 24.5| 45 21.4
~ 5,500~ 7,499 15 19.0f 16 20.5| 31 19.7) 2 80| .9 31| 11 20.8| 42 20.0
7,500- 9,999 |. 14 17.7| 8 10.3| 22 14.0§ 5 20.0j 1 3.6| 6 11.3] 28 13.3
$15,000 & Over 21 26.6| 7 9.0| 28 17.8| 11 44.0{ o0 -1 11 20.8| 39 18.6
TOTAL 123 100.0 | 132 100.1 | 255 99.9 | 34 100.0 | 37 100.0 | 71 100.0 | 326 100.0
Mean ($7,595) | ($5,458) | ($6,533) [ ($8,840) | ($4.661) | ($6,632) | ($6,558)
*Not included in percentages or mean.
Table 15. Receiving Public Assistance by Sex and Race
RECEIVING MALE “FENALE T OTAL
PUBLIC White ~ Black Sub 1. TWhite ] Black Sub 1.
ASSISTANCE [Wo. % | Wo. % | WNo. % |No. % | Wo. % |WNo. _ % | Wo. %
YES 38 31.1| 70 53.8| 108 42.9) 5 15.2| 19 67.6| 24 36.4| 132 41.5
NO 84 68.9| 60 46.2 | 144 57.1 | 28 84.8| 14 42.4| 42 63.6| 18 58.5]|
Unknown 1 % 2 ¥ 3 * 1 * 4 * 5 * |8 | o«
TOTAL 123 100.0 | 132 100.0 | 255 100.0 | 34 100.0 | 37 100.0 | 71 100.0 | 326 100.0 |

*Not included in percentages..:
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Table 16. School Status by Sex and Race

- 21 -

MALE , '
SCHOOL STATUS White Black Sub T. White | Black Sub T. TOTAL
_ No. % | No. % | No. % I No. . % | No. % | No. % 1| No. 7
’Attending 75 61.01| 114 87.0} 189 .74.4 31 91.2 27 75.0 58 82.9 | 247 76.2
Withdrawn 48 39.0 17 13.0 65 25.6 3 8.8 9 25,0 12 17.1 77 23.8
Unknown -0 - 1 * 1 * 0 - 1 ¥* 1 * 2 *
TOTAL 1 123 ’100.0 132 100.0 | 255 100.0 34 100.0 37 100.0 71 100.01} 326 100.0
*Not included in percentages.
:Table-17. Sex and Race by Léngth in Program
— HALE FEMALE ~
LENGTH IN White Black Sub T White Black Sub T TOTAL
PROGRAM No. 71 Mo. 71 No. % | No. 7 No. 7 | To. 7| No. 7
DAYS ' : - .

1-10 25  20.3 25 18.9 50 19.6 6 17.6 12 32.4 18 25.4 68  20.9
11-20 34 27.61 34 25.8 68 26.7 10 29.4 13 35.1 23 32.4 91 27.9
21-30 27 22.0 31  23.5 58~ 22.7 9 26.5 7 18.9 16 22.5 | 74 22,7
31-40 14 11.4 17 12.9 | 31 12.2 3 8.8 2 5.4 5 7.0} 36 11.0

41+ 23 18.7 25 18.9 ] 48 18.8 6 17.6 3 8.1 9 12°7,‘ 57 17.5

TOTAL 123 100.0 | 132 100.0 | 255 100.0 || 34 99.9 | 37 99.9 | 71 100.0 | 326 100.0
Mean (24.9) (28.1) (26.6) || (26.5) (20.4) (23.3) (25.9)




Table 18. Court Dispositicn'by Sex and Race

o -22-

L MALE FEMALE ;
'DISggg¥¥ION White Black Sub 1. White Black Sub 1. TOTAL

No. % No. % No. % No. % | No. % No. No. %
Dismissed/FAWL 30 24.4 39 29.5 69 27.1 7 20.6 12 32.4 19  26.8 88 27.0}.
Foster Care/ : ,

Frotective Service| 1 .8 1 .8 2 .8 1 2.9 4 10.8 5 7.0 7 2.1
Mental Health Cntrs. 5 4.1 5 3.8 10 3.9 0 - 1 2.7 1 1.4 11 3.4
Probation/VPO 45  36.6 40  30.3 85 33.3 10 29.4 8 21.6 18 25.4 | 103 31.6
Day Treatment 7 5.7 7 5.3 14 5.5 1 2.9 0 -1 1 1.4 15 4.6
Group Home 7 5.7 3 2.3 10 3.9 6 17.7 3 8.1 9 12,7 {19 5.8
Rel. Institution 28 22.8 37 28.0 65 - 25.5 8 23.5 7 18.9 15 21.1 80 24.5
No Disposition 0 - 0 - 0 -4 1 2.9 2 541 -3 4.2 3 .9

TOTAL 123 100.1 | 132 100.0 | 255 100.0 34 99,91 37 99.9 71 100.0 | 326 99,9




| SECTION III.
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NON-RECIDIVISTS, RETURNEES AND RECIDIVISTS

" As mentioned previously, there were several categories of program outcome. This sec%fbn examines the

;haractekistics of the yquth by outcome category. A summary is presented in Table 17,

The sex of the youth was an important factor in predicting outcome. Females had a lower rate than males

of committing a new offense during Home Detention (P<.05). However, femaies were returned to detention;éﬂther

on benchvwarrants or by the worker at a higher rate than males (P<.01).

The type of offense which Ted to the court proceeding also yielded differences for. the outcoﬁe groupings.
Status or social offénders were much less Tikely to commit a new offense than those charged with a criminal
offense. Also, those charged with a major prdperty ofiense were more 1ike1y to be récidivists than non-reci-
divists (P<.01). Those in the Home Detention Program as a result of major:offenses against persons were

sTightly more Tikely to be non-recidivists.

Those in the three outcome groups differed in their delinquent pre-history. Very few first of fenders
recidivated during the Home Detention Program. Those who did recidivate were more likely to have had a major-
offense in their pré«history (P<.01). Likewise, reéidivists had a higher mean number of pre-history offenses.
While non-recidivists averaged 4.4 * .-history bffeqses, and returnees averaged 4.2 offenses, thé average for

recidivists was 7.2 offenses.
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The age of the youth on entering the program was‘somewhat predictive of outcome. Most noticeably, those
aged 14 and under had a higher rate among the returnees than the recidivists and the non-recidivists (P<.05).
Those 15 and;16“years‘61d had a higher rate amongvrecidivists (P<.05), while 17 year olds tended to be non-

recidivists.

No significant différénces between the outcome groups were apparent with regard to the factors of Tiving
arrangement, family income, receipt of public assistance and school status. However, recidivists tended to

have a higher rate living with mother‘only, and a lower rate living with both parents.

.The ultimate court disposition of those in the program was highly related to the youth*s performance in
the program. Non-recidivists were more likely té have their cases filed away or dismissed (P<.01), or placed
6n probation to a probation officer or volunteer probation officer (P<.05). The returnees and recidivists
“however, had a much greater chance of being committed to a delinquent institution*(P<.OQI); Nearly half of
the returnees and recidivists received an institutional commitment while only about ohe-eight of the non-

- recidivists received Such a disposition.

The length of time in thé Home Detention Program also differed dépeﬁding on the youth's behavior. Those
returned to secure detention had the shortest time in the.prngram. Near}y*hé?f of the returnees were brqught
back in tep days'or‘iéss§gwhile, three-fourths‘were brought back in 20‘days or less. As for those who committed
new offenses while oh Hoﬁéyuetention,inearly’a third did so within teh days from the time of entering the pro-
gram, and 57 percent were arrested within 20 days of entering the program. ‘The non-recidivists averaged 29.1

days in the program with 60 percent in the program for more than 20 days.
' - 24 -
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Table 19. Summary Description by Outcome (Home Détention Population)

. NON-RECIDIVISTST  RETURNEES RECIDIVISTS TOTAL
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION % Mean l % Mean % Mean % Mean

SEX/RACE ‘

ale 79.1 63.2 91.8 78.2

Female 20.9 36.8 8.2 21.8
HWhite 47 .3 54.4 44.9 48.2
Black 52.7 45.6 55.1 51.8
Major vs. Person Offenders 19.1 12.3 16.3 17.5
Major vs. Property Offenders 34.1 49.1 59.2 40.5
Minor Offenders 17.3 10.5 16.3 16.0
Status Offenders 29.5 28.1 8.2 26.1
First Offenders . 19.5 15.8 4.1 16.6
Previous Major Offense 55.9 43.9 -1 75,5 56.7 ‘
Mean Number Prior Offenses 4.4 4.2 7.2 - 4.8
Mean Age - n 15,2 | 147 ] 15.4 § 15.1
Age 14 & Under 29.5 42.1 -l z0.4 . 30.4
Age 15 & 16 48.6 43.9 63.3 50.0
Age 17 21.8 14.0 16.3 19.6
Living with Mother Only 50.7 49.1 63.3 52.3
Living with Both Parents 30.6 35.1 20.4 29.8
Mean Income $6,810 -~ $5,719 $6,891 | . $6,558

| Below $3,500 27.0 27.5 24.1 . N 26.7 ‘
‘Above $7,500 -32.6 27.5 34.5 31.9
Receiving Public Assistance -41.6 43.6 38.8 41.5 J
| \



Table 19. (Continued).

[NON=RECIDIVISTS

Institutionalization

N ECrDTD , RETURNEES RECIDIVISTS

— SUMMARY‘DESCRIPTION Mean % Mean b Mean % Mean
Withdrawn from School 257 19.3 20.4 23.8
DISPOSITION : , ‘
Filed Away/Dismissed 32.3 15.8 16,3 27.0
Probation/VPO 35.9 21.0 24.5 31.6
Delinquent Institution 12.7 49.1 49.0 24.5

LENGTH IN PROGRAM ( |

Mean Number of Days in Home Detention 29.1 15.1 23.7 ‘ 25.9
10 Days or Less 11.8 45,6 32.7 20.9 :
20 Days or Less 40.0 75.4 57.1 48.8
FOLLOW-UP ,

Mean Number of Offenses - 1.3 2.1 1 2.5 1.6
No Follow-Up Offenses 40.7 - 13.8 6.5 30.3

Minor or Status Offenses 25.4 48.3 22.6 28.7

Major Offenses 33.9 37.9 71.0 - 41.0

25.4 55.2 38.7

- 26 -
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SECTION IV.
FOLLOW-UP RECIDIVISM

One of the;expected indirect benefits of the Home Detention Program was a reduction in recidivism for
those who participated in the program. The theory is that because the program can provide intensive super-
vision and assessment, the child might receive a more appropriate judicia] disposition and therefore a subse-

quent reduction in de11nquent behavior.

In order to test this theory, a follow-up was done by examining jﬁveni?e court records. Those with less
than six months of follow-up (148 youth) were excluded. This left a sample of 178 juveniles who were traced

a minimum of six months after the time they had been in the Home Detention Program.

By way of comparison, a similar follow-up was also performed on the control population discussed in-the
Preliminary Evaluation.* This control population was made up of 50.juvenile5‘re1eased:to the community from
detentibn without home supervision in a period prior to the beginning of the Home Detention Program (January-
September, 1974). The sample was drawn from referra]s to caurt who were hand?ed formai]y but re]eased either
before or after arraignment. The contro? sample was matched w1th the/Home Detention popu]ation on sex, race -
and type of offense. The follow-up per1od was Tess than six months fgr seven members of the control popu]a-

tion and they were excluded.

_*Op. Cit,. MSSD Office of Research & P]anning* Home Detention A Preliminary Eva]uation, March, 1976
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The follow-up recidivism information for the Home Detention sample is given in Tables 20, 22 ahd 24,
The hean numher of follow-up offenses was 1.6. Neér]y a third committed no further offenses. As shown in
Table 22, 30.9vbercent of the sample committed a subsequent major property offense while only 10.1 percent
were arrested for a major offense against person. Table 24 adds in the factor of a subsequént institution-
alization or grand jury referral. The categories correspond to those used in previous follow-up studies.
As can be seen, 32.6 péfcént of the sample were committed to a delinquent institution or referred to the

1grand Jjury in the follow~-up period.

The follow-up information for the control group is given in Tables 21, 23 and 25. The results for the
control group are very similar to that of the Home Detention sample. For the control group, 30.2 percent
committed no offenses, 32.6 percent were charged with a major property offense, and 18.6 percent were
‘arrested for a major offense against persons. While the percentage of those afrested'fqr a major offehse
against persons is higher for the control gkoup, the difference is not statistically significaht¢ The rate

of subsequent institutionalization or grand jury referra1‘is 34.9 percent for the controis.

" The differences between the Home Detention population and a matched control group with regard to follow-

up recidivism were negligible.

There were, however, sizeable differences in the follow-uy for the various outcome cateéories. These

are presented in the Table 19 Sumwary. Over 40 percent of the non-recidivists comnitted no further offenses
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as against 13.8 percent for the returnees and only 6.5 peércent for those whe recidivated during home detention.
Likewise, while a third of the non-recidivists Were subsequently charged with a major offense, niearly threa-
fourths of the recidivists were arrested for a major offense. The highest rate of institutionalization in the

follow-up was among the returnees with 55.2 percent.
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ILLUSTRATION 1.
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION‘OF HOME DETENTION

*Fach dot represents
one juvenile.




Table 20. Sex and Race by Number of Follow-Up Offenses (Home. Detention ngu]ation)

NUMBER OF MALE FEMALE —
FOLLOK-UP White Black SUb 1. White Black Sub T TOTAL
OFFENSES No. %_| No. %_| No. % INo. Z | No. % | No. % | No. % |
Inadequate ‘
Follow-Up 54 % 63 * 1117 * | 13 * | 18 * | 31 * | 148 %
. Nome - 21 30.4 | 17 24.6 | 38 27.5 9 - 42.9 7 36.8| 16 40.0| 54 30.3
1 17 24.6| 15 21.7 | 32 23.2 8 38.1 4 211 12 30.0| 44 24.7
2 J11 15.9 | 17. 24.6 ] 28 20.3 2 9.5 8 42.1 10 25.0| 38 21.3
3-4 16 23.2| 13 18.8| 29 21.0 2 9.5 0 - 2 50| 31 17.4
5+ 4 58| 7 10.2) 11 8.0 0 -1 0 - 0 -] 11 6.2
TOTAL 123 99.9 | 132 99.9 | 255 100.0 | 34 100.0 | 37 100.0 | 71 100.0 | 326 99.9
' Mean (1.8) (1.9) (1.8) (.9) (1.1) (1.0) (1.6)
Table 21. Sex and Race by Number of Follow-Up Offenses (Control Group)
— — WAL | FENALE
gg%gggggp : White Black ~ 1 Sub 1. White BTack b T, | OTAL
No. . % No. il No. % No. % No. % No. @ No 2
Inadequate - ‘ ' '
Follow-Up 2 * 3 * 5 * 1 * 1 * 2 * 7 *
Noae 5 29.4 5 29.4 | 10 290.4§ 1 33.3 2 33.3 2 33.3| 13 30.2
1 1 5.9 3 17.6 4 11.8 2 66.7 3 50,0 5 55.6 3 20.9
o2 1 5.9 2 11.8] 3 8.8 0 - 1 16.7 1 111 4 9.3
3-4 6 35.3 3 17.6| 9 2650 o0 -1 0 . 0 - 9 20.9
B+ 4 3.5 4 23.5 8 23.5 0 -{ 0 -1 0 - 8 18.6
TOTAL 19 100.0 | 20 99.9| 39 100.0 | 4 100.0] 7 100.0| 11 100.0| 50 ©9.9
Mean (2.6) (2.8) (2.7) (.7) (.8) (.8) (2.3)

o
M

*Percentages andymgans,exclqdé{thSe‘with no follow-up.
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Table 22. Type of Follow-Up Offense by Sex and Race (Home Detention Population

- ; MALE FEMALE ) -
5;EENQE _ Hhite Black Sub T. White Black Sub T TOTAL
, No. % No. % No. % No. % | No. % No. % No. %
No Follow-Up 54 * 63 * 1117 * 13 * 18 * 31 * | 148 %
‘None 21 30.4| 17 24.6| 38 27.5 9 42.9 7 36.8] 16 40.0| 54 30.3
Major vs. Person 4 581} 14 20.3| 18 13.0 0 - 0 - 0 -1 18 10.1
| Major 23 33.3| 31 44.9| 54 39.1 1 481} o0 - 1 2.5| 55 30.9
Minor 16 23.2 7 10.1| 23 16.7 3 14.3 6 31.6 9 22.5| 32 18.0
Status 5 7.2 0 - 5 3.6 8 38.1 6 31.6 | 14 35.0 | 19 10.7
TOTAL 123 99.9 | 132 99.9 | 255 99.9 ] 34 100.1 | 37 100.0 | 71 100.0 | 326 100.0
Tabié £3. Type of Foiiowéub‘Offense by Sex and Race {Control Group)
TYPE OF MALE FEWALE “
FOLLOW-UP White Black Sub_T. White | Biack “Sub 1. TOTAL
OFEENSE No. 2| Wo. 7 | HNo. % || No. ¢ | No. No. % | NO. 7
No Follow-Up 2 ¥* 3 * 5 * 1 * 1 2 ? 7 *
None 5 29.4| 5 29.4] 10 29.4 1 33.3 2 33.3| 3 3331 13 30.2
Major vs Person 3 17.6 4 23.5| 7 206 O - 1 16.7 1 111 8 18.6
Major vs Property 7 41.2 7 41.2| 14 41.2 0 - 0 - 0 -1 14 32.6
Minor 2 11.0 1 5.9 3 8.8 0 g~ 2 33.3 2 22,21 5 11.s
Status 0 - 0 - 0 -1 2 66.7 1 17| 3 33.3| 3 7.0
TOTAL . 19 100.0 | 20 100.0 | 39 100.0 | 4 100.0| 7 100.0| 11 99.9| 50 100.0

*Percentages exclude inadequate follow-up.
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Table 24. Sex and Race by Follow-Up Master Score (fome Detention.Population)

: , | WALE - FENALE. -
MAggékogeggE White Black Sub T. White Black Sub T. TOTAL |
’ No. % | No. % 1 No. % 1 No No. % | Ne. % 1 No. % }
Inadequate
Follow-Up 54 * 63 ¥ 1117 ¥ 13 * 18 # 31 * 148 *
No Offenses 21  30.4 17 24.6 38 27.5 9 42.9 7 36.8 16  40.0 54  30.3
Minor or Status | 13 18.8 | 4 5.8 | 17 12.3 5 23.8 4 21.1 9 22.5] 26 14.6
Major 14 20.3 26 37.7 40 29.0 0 - 0 - 0 - | 40 22.5
Institution:or ' '
Grand Jury 21 30.4 22 31.9 43 31.2 7 33.3 8 42.1 15 37.5 58 32.6
TOTAL 123 99.9 | 132 100.0 | 255 100.0 34 100.0 37 100.0 71 100.0 | 326 100.0
Table 25. Sex and Race by Follow-Up Master Score (Control Group)
R ¥ S S S FENALE
WAL UP White Black Sub T. | White | _Black — | SubT. | [0 TAL
SV fo. % | No. % | No.. 7 || No. % | No. 7| No. 7| No. 2
Inadequate | | | |
. Follow-Up 2 ok 3 * 5 * 1 * 1 * 2 * 7 ¥
No Offenses 5 29.4 5 29.4 10  29.4 1 33.3 2 33.3 3 .33.3} 13 30.2
Minor or Status 2 11.8 1 5.9 3 8.8 2 66,7 2 33.3 4 44.4 7 16.3
Major - g 11.8 5 29.4 7 20.6 0 - 1 16.7 1 11.1 8 18.6
Institution or ; . | I : o
Grand Jury 8 47.1 6 35.3 14  41.2 0 - 1 16.7 1 11.1 15 34.97
TOTAL 19 100.1 | 20 100.0 | 39 100.0 | 4 100.0 | 7 100.0 | 11 99.9 | 50 100.0

_.*Percentages exclude inadequate follow-up.
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GENERAL FINDINGS

+ The average daily population in detention continued to remain at levels below that which existed prior
to the start of Home Detention. |

/ The average cost per child per day for Home Detention was about one-fourth of the cost of detention.

o Y The outcome of the brogram in the most recent 12 months improved over that of the first six months ofh

the program. N ‘ ~ ' | | | ‘

'/ The average time in the program was 25.9 days.

Y Females wereAmore likely to be returnees than males but much less likely to conmit new offenses.

¥ Those with the mo§;dqe1{nquent pre-history were the most Tikely to commit a new offense in thé program.

/ Younger participants had a higher rate among the returnees. | | |

7/ The differencés between the Home Detention popuiatian and a matched control group with regard to follow-

up recidivism were negligible.
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IMPRESSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
v The program succeeded in meeting the goals and objectives stated in the grant application.

v The Home Detention workers need to increase the frequency of in-person contacts with the juveniles in

their caseload.
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