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HOME DETENTION - FINAL EVALUATICN

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

The Home Defention.Program,Was begun in April, 1975, with financing through the Kentucky
Crime Commission f;om the Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA).

This progrém was designed to remove from secure detention, children whﬁ could be released
to their own homes if intensive supervision énd supportive services could be provided. Two
types of children were considered appropriate candidates for Home Detention:

a) children who are considered questionably dangerous to themselves or the
community who have an adequate home to return to; and

" b) chlldren who are not a danger to themselves or the community but WBose’
homes are questionably adequate.

The youths were assigned to the program by a Juvenile Court Judge during a detention heaﬁ-
ing at which time they were released to their own homes. Intensive supervision wag‘prOVide&
by a Home Detention worker who had a maximum caseload of five juveniles, |

The goal of the Home Deteﬁtion Progrém,was to test the feasibility of an alternative to
detention so that money would not be wasted on an unnecessarily large Detention éentef.
Specifically, the‘major objective was to reduce the average daily population cf‘thg Detehtion :
Center by six'as'comﬁared to 1974. Othrv’objectives of the program were:

o to redzce the total number of children detained by 100 per year as compared
to 197 '

-1 - i

‘(\
NG



& to detain, in a non-secure setting, 200 children per veazr who do not
constitute a clear danger to themselwes or the conmunity;

& to assist the program participants to remain arrest-free and to make
scheduled court appearances while in the program;

& o provxde care at a cost camparable ﬁo or lees expensive than secure
detention; and

e to counsel each youth daily during his home detention period.

1

“”“é“pfﬂ?imfgary;evalua;xcn of the Home Detention Program covering the pericd from April,

1975, through the end of ﬁcteber, 1973, was 9ub11°had in March of 1976. A sggyp@wgyﬁ%ggtgggﬂwmm;wwhmuﬁ

Which covered the program from its inception through the end of Dctober, 1976, was published,
in May, 1977.

The present study essentially replicates the earliér two evaluztions escept that it covers
an additional year. This study examines Home Detention from its beginning in 1975, through
CGetobexr, 1977. |

There are four sections to the rveport. The First Section is a study of how well the

rs =

- program met its objectives as stated in the grant application. The Second Section presents

the demographic characteristics of the children pavticipating in the program, while the Third
Section is an examination of these charaetexistics,in.the‘lighﬁ of the following definitions
of ocutcome categories:

Non-Recidivists - those with no detected offenses during the program;

Returnees - those returned to secure detention either by a bench warrant or



by the worker; and

Recidivists - those charged with new offenses while on Home Detention.

‘ihe final section of the report discusses the Juvenile Court contacts of the Home Detention
population after completion of participation in the project.
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SECTION I.

THE OBJECTIVES

‘The purpose of this section is to examine how well the program met its objectives.

The major objective of the Home Netention Program was to reduce the average daily'popula~
tion of.the Detentlon Center by six as compared to 1974. In the period from May to October,A
1974, the average daily population at the Detention Center was 60.7 youth. During thé éamet
period, the Alternative to Detention (ATD) Program had an average of 5.1 pefSOns per day.

Table 1 presents the average daily population for Detention, ATD and'HomevDetenéion for
the period from May, 1975 through October, 1977. In this period following the initiation of
the Home Detention Program, the cverall daily populatibn held at the Center h&s been 51.6

persons. While the goal was met if the entire 30 month period of the existence of Home Deten-

tion is considered, this was not the case for the most recent year. As can be seen in Table 1,

the average detention population has been going up, especially in 1977. Particularly disturb-

ing in this regard is the figure for October, 1977, when the average was 74.3 YOuths, In fact,
as many aé 89 juveniles were held in detention on one day in October, 1977, and tﬁere-were 80
or more juveniles in"detgntion on ten days in that month. |

As the table also indicates, the average daily populatiocns for both Home Defention'and.ATD
have also been increasing in recent months. It can be inferred from this data that the in-
crease in the deténtion'population has not been caused by an under~utilization of the alterna-
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tive programs. Since this is the case, the failure of the program to meet ihis goal apparenfly
wasibrought about by factors beyond the control of the Home Detention Program.

From tﬁe‘perépective"of the entire 30 month period of the Home Detention Program, it
appears that the program had considerable impact on the daily population of the‘DetentiOn
Center initially, but gradually the population in secure detention has crept back up to hear
Pre-program levels;

A second objective of the 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.

A third objective of the program was to detain in a noﬁvsecure setting 200 children per. :
year who do not constitute a clear danger to themselves oxr the community. Over the-enti;e 30
months of the program, a total of 508 juveniles entered the program. This.averages.out;to :
juei slightly more than 200 children per>year. However, in the most recent 12 month period
(from tirvember, 1976 through October, 1977) only 182 youths entered the program. The program,,
therefore, failed to meet this objective in its third year. This occurred déspite”the fact:
that through most of the year the program's capacity was 25 children per day which Wés five
moré per day than in previous years.

Another ohjective of the program was to assist the program participants to remain arrest-
free while on Home Detention. Successful.complgtion_of the Home Detention Program was deter-

mined by two basic criteria: 1) that the youth commit no new cffenses while on Home Detention

_'5 -



- B e 4

and 2) availability of the child for Court appearances,

'The outcome results are given in Table 2. Overall, there were 332 non-recidivists, 23
Teturnees, and 83 recidivists. Of the 93 returnees, 26 were returned to Detention for a
variety of reasons such as violations of the conditions of Home Detention and 67 were returned
to Detention on a bench warrant. | |

The program outcome for the most recent 12 months was less successful than the outcome

for the previous 12 months. During the period from November, 1975 to October, 1976 (the

second year), over 71 percent of the program participants were non-recidivists while 11.4 per
cent committed new offenses. This compares with the data on the»third yvear when only 61.5 per"
cent of participants were non-recidivists, and 18.7 per cent were charged with new offenses

Table 3 presents the reasons referred for those who commztted new offenses while on Home
Detentlon. Overall, more than half of those charged w1th new offenses were charged with major
property offenses and another 13 per cent committed major offenses against persons while on
Home Detention. | | |

A fifth objective celled for the Home Detentioe Program‘tq provide care at a;cost;coﬁpar—'
able to or less expensive than secure detentlon., R v

In 1976 and 1977 the net cost to operate the Detention Center was $l 426,784, :During.tHeSe
two years, a total of 38,562 child/days were spent in the Center. Thus,ethe average'cost

per chlld per day for secure detentlon was $37.00.




From April, 1975 through October, 1977, the total cost for'Home,Detentiom‘was $;40}361.
Cf fhis'amount, 5119,226 was from the actual grant and $21,135 was the cost fox adﬁinis;ra~.
tive éﬁpporf.: Through Octobér, 508’juveniles have spent a total of 16,185 days in Home
Detention. Thus, the average cost per child per day for Home Detention was $8.67.'

Therefore, this objective hés been met since the cost of keeping a child in secure deten-
tion was more than four times as high as the cost of maintaining a child on Home Detention.

A final objective of the Home Detention Program was to counsel each youth daily. - The
Home Detention wbrker was expected to see each child everyday. The data on daily contacts
by Home Detentibn personnel is shown in Tables 4, 5 and 6. .From,this informatien, it is
obvious that the objective of daily in person contact or counseling with each child has th
been met. In fact, both home visits and total contacts were less freguent invthe third year
than in the second year'of the program.

The overall average of .35 home visits per day was approximately one home. contact every
third day. In the third year, the avérage was .30 home visits per day which'&as less than
one visit every third day. As can be seen‘in Table 6, for nearly two-thirds of those in the
progfam~in the thirdvyear, the average number of home visits per day was .3 or less,

The average number of total conﬁacts (which includéd phone contacts) also decreased from
the second to the third year of the program. Overall, the average for total gontacts,Was 67

or the equivalent of two contacts every three days. Thus, even if phone contacts were included,
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the objective of daily counseling was not met. :
One very signlflcant change in the program took place in the most Tecent 12 month period,

a change which undoubtedly affected the program's ability to meet its objectives. The third

year population stayed in the program much longer than the population from the first 18 months.

This is illustrated in Table 7. The mean length on Home Detention for the third year group

was 45.4 days, while the earlier group averaged only 25.9 days. In the first 18 months of the

_ Program, 28.5 per cent of the population were on Home Detention for more than 30 days. In the

most recent 12 months, the percentage of youths in the program longer than 30 days had risen
to 61.0 per cent.

There is evidence to suggest that the lengthening stay on Home Detention was caused by
factors beyond the control of the program. Specifically, the court process (thé time be%ween
referral and disposition) lengthened in the third year of the program. Table 8 compares the
length of court proceedings for those in Home Detention in the first 18 months with,thcée in k
the program in the third year. As can be seen, the mean number of days between refexral and
disposition increased from 69.8 days to 93.0 days. In the first 18 months, court prpcééging~
exéeeded 90 days for about cne-fourth of the juveniles entering Home Detenticn. However, in
the most recent year, court processing exceeded 90 days for 44.4 per cent of  the youth

The implication of lengthening the court process and thereby the stay ir Home Detentlon

is_that the longer a child is in the program, the greater qﬁe‘the‘youth's4chances of‘commlt-
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ting a new offense or going AWOL. Likewise, maintaining juveniles for longer periéds of timé
reﬁucgs the totél number of youths that can be served by the prégfam. . |

The othef iﬁplication of a lengthening court process is that those in secure detention
are held for longer periods of time which has the effect of increasing the daily population

in detention.




SECTION II.
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION

The purpose of this section is to presenf the characteristics of the entire Home Detention -
population It will be noted where the third year population differs s1gn1f1cantly from the
population of the 'previous 18 months. In Section III, these same characteristics will be
examined in relation to the three outcome cétegories. |

Overall, about four-fifths of the Home Detention populaéion were males and abbuf oué—fifth.
were females. There Wére slightly more blacks than ﬁhites. ‘ |

Tables 9 and 10 exhibit the admitting offense for the entire population..'51ightly more
than bhe~fifth of the population was admitted to the program on a charge of Bgrglary or Break-
ing and Enrering Nearly one-fifth entered the program as a result of a felony 1arceny/thef£
cffense. Behavior problems was the next most common reason for referral.

| When the offenses are grouped in Table 10, it becomes apparent that the major property
offenses wefe the most pevalent referral reason among males, whlle,two thirds of_the females
in the program had been charged with status offenses., | “ ' ‘gk'

The prlor delinquent history of the populatlon is presented in Tables 11 and 12 About ”
one-fourth of the males and moxe than onemhalf of the females had one or fewer delinquent
offenses in their pre-history. Nearly three-fourths of the males had at least one majox

offense in their pfe—history while about ten per cent of the females had previously been



'charged with'é major offensé.
| Table 13 lists the age distribution at édmissioh to the Home Detention Program. Overall,
neariy thféé—foﬁiths of the participants were 15 yeafs of age or older at the time of gnffy .
into the program. Males tended to be slightly older than females with over half of thé males:
16 or older while)one-third of the females were of that age. The third year population‘was
older than the population of'the previcus 18 months, primarily because of an increasé;in 17
year olds in the third year. (p<.05)
Thé iiving arrangement of those in the program is presented in Table 14. Over half of
the youths resided with their mother only, while less thaﬁ a third were living with both -
parents. ' o o | | o |
The income and public assistance characteristics of the participants'in the.program,arev\’
giveﬁ in Tables 15 and 16. Less than one-third of the yoﬁths came from families with incomes‘
in excess of $7,500. Income differences Betweén maieérand females were minimal. :Howevér,.
race diffarences with regard to income were apparent since the mean income for whites wés
several thousand dollars higherlfhan‘the mean inébme for blacks. Theksame.pattern was reflec-
ted in the diétribution of receipt of public éssistance. Blacks had a highervfate éf'recipiv
ence df public assistance than whites. Cvefall, about‘éé ﬁet cent of the children f#sidéd in
households receiving public assistance. J | o
. Overall, three-fourths of those entering Home Detention were attending school as presented

11 - | | i L /
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in Table 17.‘ Females were slightly more likely to be attending school than males. Among
feﬁales, littlé differences between whites and blacks were apparent. Among males, however,
whites were much more likely to have withdrawn from school than blacks. (p<.001). |

The Planning Service Commﬁnity (PSC) of residence for those in the program is given in
Table 18. As can be seen in the table, the participants werebwidely dispersed among all
areas of the counfy. ‘ :

The length in the program for each youth is listed in Table 19. Overall, the mean length
on Home Detention was 32.8 days. On the average, males teﬁded to be on Home Detention longer
than females. Over 40 per cent of the total number of children in the program were on Home
Detention for more than 30 days. As noted in Section I, the length of stéy in the prégzam
increased considerably for the third year. | A

The ultimate court disposition of those in the Home Detention Program . is 1isted‘in'Table .
20. About 30 per cent were placed on probation either to DHS or to & Volunteer Probation
Officer. Slightly moxe than a fourth had their cases dismissed or filed awa&, while 22.6 per

cent were committed to a delinquent institution.
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SECTION III.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NON-RECIDIVISTS, RE$URNEES'AND RECIDIVISTS

This section examines the characteristics of the populatibn_by the various outcmﬂe
categories. A summary of these characteristics by the three outcoﬁe categories is p%esented
in Table 21. |

The sex of the youth was an important factor in predicting outcome. Males had a higher
rate than females of committing a new offense while on Home Detention (p<.05). However,
females were returned to detention either on a bench warrant or by the worker atAa higher
rate than males (p<.01). | -

The type of offense which led to the court proceeding also yielded differences for the
‘outcpme groupings. Status offenders were much less likely to become‘recidivistsvthan those
charged with a‘criminal offense (p<.0l). However, thoseﬂinitially charged with a major
property offense had higher rates among the returnees and recidivists (§<.Ql). ’

Those in the three ouééémg groups differed considerably in their delinquent pré-histdiy.

Very few first offenders recidivated while on Home Detention. Those who did commit a new

offense were more likely to have had a major‘offense‘in~their pre-history (p<.01). kLikewise{"

recidivists had a higher mean number of’prior'bffenses.”jThose with only status offenses in

their pre-history had a greater likelihood of being returnees (p+.0L).
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The age of the child on entering the program was somewhat predictive of outcome. Most
noticeably, those aged 14 and under had a higherirate among the reiurnees (p4.01). This dif-
ference is reflected in the mean age as well which indicates that the mean age for returﬁees
was youniger than that of the recidivists and the non-recidivists,

No significant differences among the outcome groups were apparent with regard to the
factors of living arrangement, family income, receipt of public assistance and school ‘status.

Few noticeable differences among the outcome groups were apparent with regard to the Plan-
ning Service Community of residence of those in the program. The only exception was PSC-8
(01d louisville). Only one-third ¢f those who resided in PSC-8 were non—recidivists.v,This
contrasts with the overall population where 65.4 per cent were non-recidivists.

The ultimate court disposition was highly related to the juvenile's performance in the
program. Non-recidivists were more likely than recidivists and returnees to have their cases
filed away ox dismissed (p<.0l), or placed on probation to a probatidn“offiCer or volunteer
probation officer (p<.001). Likewise, non-recidivists were less likely to be committed o
a delinquent institution (pe.001).

The length of time on{Home-Detention alSo(differed.depending on the youth's‘behav1or in
the program. Those returned to secure detention had éﬁe”shﬂrtéSt'time'in the program.- About

a third of the returnees were brought back in ten days or less, while over 60 per cent were

- brought back to detention in 20 days or less. As for those who committed new offenses while
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‘ot

on Home Detention, nearly one-fourth dld so within ten days fram.rhe time of pnterln& the

s )

“

program and 55 per cent were arrested w1th1n 20 days of enterlﬁy #he program

Outcome was somewhat related to the frmquenCJ of Hmm% conraut - however, the dlfference

I

was less noticeable than what was apparent in Lhe prev1ous evalaation of Home Dmrentlon. ~The

,I

one significant difference is that rec1div1srs were more 1i kely to have uad jfax fewer home

visits per day than the non-recidivists and returnees (p<.05)




SECTION IV,
FOLLOW-UP RECIDIVISM

One of the expected indirect benefits of the Home Detention Program was-a reductiow im " T 7T 7

recidivism for those who participated in the program. The theory is that because the prqgram"
can provide intensive supervisioﬁ and assessment, the child might receive a ﬁore appropriaté
judicial disposition and therefore a subsequent reduction in delinquent behavior. !

In order to test this theory, a follow~up'was done by examining juvenilé court records.
Those with less than six months of follow—up'(l78 juveniles) were excluded. Thié left a
sample of 330 children who were traced a minimum of six monthe after they had lef; ". me Deten-
tion. |

The follow-up recidivism information is given in Tables 22, 23 and 24, The méan,number~
of follow-up offenses was 1.5. Nearly a third of the samp] . committedfno}further offenses.
Slightly more than one-fifth were charged with more than two subsequent offenses As shown
in Table 23, 29.4 per zent of the sample were charged with major property offense in the
follow-up peried and another 12.4 per cent were arrested for a major offense against persons.

Table 24 adds in the factor of a subsequent Grand Jury referral or comuitment to a delin-
quent institution. The catggories in this table correspond to those used in'?révibus’foliow~
up studies. As can be seen, 28.5 per cent of thé sﬁmple were. committed to a delinquent ihsti-

tution or were referred to the Grand Jury in the follow-up period.

7
3 e
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TABLE=1;~'Average Daily Population by Month and Detention Status‘

: AN, | FeB. | MAR. | APR.| MAY | JunE |ourv| Ave.| SEPT.| ocT. | wov.| DEc. |sus 1.|TOT..
DETENTION . i :
1975 56.0{ 50.1 | 45.7 | 47.1| 37.7 | 49.9| 40.9| 41.8] 46.2
1976 53.8 | 59.5 | 56.4| 48.5| 44.1] 47.4 | 45.9| 46.0| 42.4 | 58.3 | 61.9| 47.1] 50.9 .
1977 40.6 | 40.0 | 51.6| 60.1| 63.2| 58.0 | 55.8| 62.3{ 62.0 | 74.3 56.9 | 51.6.
A.T.D. ‘ , m i - A - ‘ —
1975 : - 7.5| 7.4 | 6.6] 8,1 9.7 106 6.9] 6.4 7.9
1976 9.0 | 13.1 | 13.0| 14.7{ 14.2} 11.4 | 9.7} 7.4| 7.9 | 9.9} 11.8] 13.7} 11.3
1977 13.0 | 13.7 | 16.7 | 21.2] 20.1] 16.4 | 18.8 1| 22.3 | 22.9| 18.1 | 12.7
| HOWE DETENTION _. — ' , ,
1975 . » | 9.3{ 9.3 | 11.5 61 16.3 | 15.7 | 14.4| 18.7) 14.2
1976 15.2 | 16.9 | 16.0| 16.4| 17.0| 16.6 | 13.0}| 16.4| 15.0 | 15.3 | 16.8| 22.2| i6.4.| - -
1977 23.0 | 15.6 | 17.9| 28.9| 23.6{ 17.3 | 20.5 ol 22.4 | 24.1] 21.6 | 17.5| .
TOTAL BET. STATUS — - —— T |
1975 ; | 72.8] 66.8 {63.8| 73.8| 63.7 | 76.2| 62.2| 66.2 68.3
1976 78.0 | 89.5 . 85.4| 79.6| 75.3| 75.4-| 8.6| 69.8] 65.3 | 83.5| 90.5{ 83.0} 78.7 ;
1977 76.6 | 69.3 | 85.2] 110.2106.9] 91.7 | 95.2|101.4| 106.7 | 121.3 96.6 | 81.8
TABLE 2. OQtCQmefby’Yéar in Program , - S
| TSt ST, | Znd YEAR | 3rd YEAR | TOTAL
. No, % | Wo. % | RNo. % 1 No. %
No Offenses/No Warrants 64 59.8 | 156 71.2| 112 61.5 | 332 65.4
Returned to Center 4 3.7 11 5.0 11 6.0 26 5.1
Bench Warrant/No Offense 15  14.0 27 12.3 25 13.7 67 13.2
Committed New Offense - 24 22,4 1 25 1.4 ) 34 187 | ‘83 16.3
TOTAL | 107 9.3 | 219 99.9| 182 99.9 | 508 100.0
-17 -




. TABLE 3.. G“ouped Reasons Referrwd for

Year in Program

In—Treatment Offenses by

TISt 16 TONTHS

3rd YEAR

~—TOTAL

N No. % No. & No. b
‘Major vs.. Person’ 6 12.2 5 14.7 11 13.3
Major vs. Property 28 57.1 5. 44.1. 43 51.8
{ Minor 12 24.5 14 41.2 26 31.3
| Status 3 61 0 - 3 3.6
TOTAL 49 99.9 | 34 100.0 83 100.0
TABLE 4. Frequency of Contacts by Year in rrugraw . \
Zhd VEAR | ard VEAR ‘
: SAMPLE SAMPLE “TOTAL °
“Total Days. ‘4,80 | 8,170 | 13,068
‘| Total Home Visits 2,113 2,455 | 4,568 |
1 Total Phone Contacts ; 1,439 2,712 | 4,151
| Total Contacts 3,552 -1 5,167 |- 8,719} -
Mean Home Visits per Chx]d per Day . 243 .30 .35
Mean Phone Contacts per Child per Day 29 .33 .32
| Mean Total Contacts per Child per Day 73 63 157

- 18 -




TABLE 5. Mean Total Contacts per Day by Year in Program

MEAN 7nd VR, SAMPLE. Jrd VR, SAMPLE ~TOTAL
TOTAL. CONTACTS No. p " No. No. 7
.3 or Less 14 7.8 24 13.6 -38 10.6
4 to .6 39 21.7 65 36.7 108  29.1
.7 to .9 72 40.0 .63 35.6 135 37.8
1.0 to 1.2 38 - 21.1 .18 10.2 56 15.7
1.3 to 1.5 11 6.1 3 1.7 14 3.9
1.6 & Over 6 3.3 4 2.3 10 2.8
TOTAL 180 100.0 - 177 100.1 357  99.9
TABLE 6. Mean Home Visits per Day by Year in Program
MEAN 2nd YR, SAMPLE _ 3rd YR. SAMPLE TOIAL .
HOME VISITS No. % No. % No. %
.3 or Less 50 27.8 113  63.8 163  45.7
4 to .6 87 48.3 58 32.8 145 40.6
.7 & Over 43 23.9 6 3.4 49 13.7
TOTAL 180 100.0 177 100.0 357 100.0

- 19



TABLE 7.

Length in Program'by Year Entering Program

1st 18 MONTHS TRIRD YEAR TOTAL
DAYS No. % No. 7 | No. %
1-10 68  20.9 13 7.1 81 15.9
11-20 91 27.9 34 18.7 125 24.6
21-30 74 22.7 24  13.2 98 19.3
31-40 36 1.9 28 15.4 64 12.6
41-50 21 6.4 25  13.7 46 9.1
51-60 13- 4.0 9 4,9 | 22 4.3
61-70 11 . 3.4 14 7.7 2o 4,9
71-80 6 1.8 7 3.8} 13 2.6
81+ 6 1.8 28 15.4 34 6.7
TOTAL 326 99.9 182 99.9 508 100.0
Mean 25.9 45,4 32.8
TABLE 8. Time Between Referral and Disposition by
Year kntering Program :
‘ - 1st 18 MONTHS THIRD YEAR TOTAL
DAYS ~_No. % No. % No. %
1-30 49 15,2 11 6.8 60 12.4
31-60 98  30.3 33 20.4f 131- 27.0
61-90 94 29.1 46 28.4 140 28.9
91-120 47 14.6 34 21.0 81 16.7
121+ 35 °10.8 38 23.51 73 15.1
No Dispo. 3 -k 20 -k} 23 =%
TOTAL 326 100.0 182 100.1"} 508 100.1
Mean '69.8 93.0 - F7.5 -
Median 64.7 83.1. - 68.1

*Percentages, mears. and medians

exéiudéitho$e with no disposition.
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TABLE 9. Reason Referred {FBI Classification) by Sex and Race

197 100.0

o
e

ey
B <

105

. ~ o M ? LE "}P ‘; FEMALE - . |
1te Black Sub T. - White ~Black ' Sub 7. TOTAL
REASON REFERRED Mo, % | Wo. ¥ | Mo. % 1Mo, % [Wo. % |, Wo. %
Homicide 0 - i .5 1 .2 0 - 0 - 0 - 1 2
Rape 3 1.5 4 1.9V 7 1.7 0 - 0 - 0 - 7 147
Aggravated Assault 3 1.5 10 4.81 13 3.2 0 - 1 1.8 1 1.0 14 g;?\ ;
Burglary/Breaking & Entering 47  23.9 60 29.1| 107 26.6 2 4.1 I 1.8 3 2.8 || 110 2..7
Felony Larceny/Theft : 46 23.4 48 23.3 94  23.3 2 4.1 4 7.1 6 5.7 §f 100 19.7%"
Misdemeanor Larceny/Thefi B 2.5 15 .31 20 5.0 2 4.1 10 - 17.9 12 11.4 32 6.3
Auto Theft 10 5.1 3 1.5 13 3.2 ] - 1 1.8 1 1.0 4 2.7
Other Assault 10 5.1 14 6.8 1 24 6.0 1 2.9 2 3.6 3 2.8 27 5.3
Arson 6 3.1 3 1.5]1 9 2.2 0 -1 .0 - 0 - 9 1.8
Vandalism 2 1.0 3 1.5} 5 1.2 0 - 0 - - 0 - 5 1.0
Weapons 4 2.0 6 2.9 10 2.5 8] - 2 3.6 2 1.9 1z- 2.4
Sex Offenses 2 .01 1 .5 3 ) 0 - 0 -{ 0 - 3 T .6.
Drug Law Violations 15 7.6 2 1.0 17 4.2 2 4.1 0 -1 2. 1.934 19 3.7{
Ligquor Law Violations 4 2.0} O - 4 1.0 1 2.0 0 - i 1.0 5 1.0
Breach of Peace ] 3.1 6 2.9 12 3.0 0 - 2 3.6| 2 1.9 14 2.71
Behavior Problems 21 10.7 20 9.7 41 10.2 21 42.9 27 48,21 - 48 45.7 89 17.5
Runaway 5 2.5 3 1.5 8 2.0 11 22.4 6 10,7 17 6.0 25 4.9
Truancy 5 2.5 1 .5 6 1.5 6 12.2 0 -1 6 5.7 12 . 2.4
i Other 3 1.5 6 2.9 9 2.2 1 2.0 0 - 1 1.0 10 2.0
TOTAL 206 100.1 | 403 99.9 | 99,9 -100.1 100.0 i} 508" 100.0
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TABLE 10.

Reason Referred {(Grouped) by Sex and Race

MALE

White

Black

Sub T.

White

No. A

No. %

No. %

ND- %

Major
Minor
Status

Major vs. Person

38 19.3
99 50.3
33 16.8
27 13.7

62 30.1
- 92 44.7
28 14.1
23 11.2

100 24.8

191 47.4

62 15.4
50 1i2.4

R~ RIVES

NS
. .‘ [ ] .. 'y
TN b et

TOTAL

| 197 100.1

206 100.1

403 150.0

49 99.9

56 '100.0

105"

508 '100.0

- TABLE 11.

Sex and Race by Number of Prior Gffenses

'l\f o
v

NUMBER OF

MALE

i

FEWALE ¢

White

Black

Sub‘T,

| PRIOR REFERRALS

NO. g

No.

No.}

inite
No; %

“M&EW.Q¢%

Ne, - T

0

1

2- 5

6-10-

'11-15

16-20
21+

L *

(v
[
AH#HH
L ] *
&ouwwmw

= G100 L
- »

25 12,1
21 16.2
72 35.0
46 22.3
32 15.5
7 3.4
3. 1.5

52
54
158
82

a4
8
4

i A b
eEBBER

* 0 .

13 2
8. 1
23% 4

-4,
1
0 .
0

6.5
6.3
6.9
+ 8.2
2.0

15¢  26.8

26~ 35.7

15 26.8] 38
: : ﬁ

6 10.7 |,

TOTAL

197 100.1

206 100.0
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TABLE 12. Pre-History Score by Sex and Race

WAL E

: _ “White —Black Sub T —Sub 1. | TOTAL
PRE-HISTORY SCORE No. % | No. 7 | Wo. No. % | No. %
No Prior‘offenses 24 12,2 24 11.6 | 48 27  25.7 75 14.8
Prior Dependencies Only 3 1.5 1 .5 4 2 1.9 6 1.2°
Dependent/Delinquent 5 2.5 0 - 5 .0 . 5 1.0
{ Status Offenses 16 8.1 10 4.9 26 41 38,0 67 13.2
Minor Offenses 14 7.1 17 8.3| 31 25 23.8|, 56 11.0
A oSt e Frior 135 68.5 | 154 74.8 | 289 10 9.5| 209 8.9
TOTAL 197 99.9 | 206 100.1 | 403 105 99.9 | 508" 100.1
' TABLE 13. Sex and Race by Age
' , MALE A H T FEMALE . -
White Black Sub T. White Biack Sub T. TOTAL
AGE No. % | No. 7 | No. % || No. % | NO. %2 | No. % | No. %
10 2 1.0 1 5| 3 a8 o -] o -1 o -] 3 .6
11 2 10| 4 19| 6 15| o0 - 0 -] o -].6 1.2
12 7 36| 3 1.5 10 25y 1 2.0 2 38| 3 294 13 26}
13 11 56 16 7.8{ 27 6.7 4 82| 5 ‘89| 9 86| 36 7.1
14 29 1471 23 1l.2| 52 12,9 13 26.5| 16 28.6| 29 27.6| 81 15.9
15 48 24.4 1 50 233} 98 24.3| 17 34.7| 12 21.4) 29 27.6} 127 25.0
16 48 24,4 57 27.7 1105 26.1) 8 16.3{ 12 21.4] 20 19.0/ 1256 24.6
17 50 25.4 | 52 252|102 253 6 12.2| 9 16.1) 15 143|117 23.0
| TotaL 197 100.1 | 206 100.1 | 403 100.0 | 49 99.9! 56 100.0| 105 100.0-| 508 100.0
Mean, 15,3 . 15.4 15.3 14.9 15.G 14.9 15.3
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TABLE 14. Sex and Race by Living Avrangement :
' WALE ' T FEMALE

LIviNe = White Black "~ Sub T. I White | Black | SubT. | TOTAL
ARRANGEMENT __No. % | No. £ | No. % liNo. % ] No. % _| No. % | No. %
Mother & Stepfather 13 6.6 7 3.41 20 5.0 4 82| 1 1.8 5 48( 25 4.9
Mother Only 83 42.1{ 13 650 217 53.8) 18 36.7{ 38 67.9.| 56 53.3| 273 53.7
Relative 12 6.1 8 3.9| 20 5.0 2 41| 7 125({ 9 8.6| 29 5.7
Both Parents - 74 37.6| 49 23.8| 123 3054 19 38.8| 8 14:3| 27 257 150 29.5
Father Only 9 4.6 2 10| 1 2.7 2 4.1 1 1.8 3 2.9/ 14 2.8
Other 6 3.0} 2 1.0{ 8 20) 3 6.1 1 18] 4 38| 12 2.4
Unknown o - 4 1.9 4 1.0 ‘ 1 2.0 0 - 1 i.0fp 5 1.0
TOTAL 197 100.0 | 206 100.0 | 43 100.0 ” 49 100.0 | 56 100.1 | 105 100.1 | 508 100.0|
TABLE 15. Income by Sex and Race |
e RATE FENALE S
e _White _ "Black | ‘ T BTack Sub 1. TOTAL.
INCOME No. % | Wo. A No. 7 [ No. % | No. %
Less than $3,500 26 25.5 | 2/ 29.0 13 31.0| 18 25.0 | 71 26.6
~$ 3,500-%- 5,499 mw - 92.8| 28 30.1 13 31.01} 17 23,6 | 55 20.6
" 5,500~ 7,499 21 20.6 | 17 18.3 11 26.2 ) 14 19.4 ] 52 19.5
7,500~ 9,999 17 16.7 | 10 10.8 3° 7.1 9 125 36 13.5)
110,000 & Over 28 27.5| 11 11.8 | 2 48] 14 19.4 71 53 19,9
‘Unknown . 95 ~*| 113 % 4 -x| 33 ~*l 241 -
CTOTAL 197 . 100.1 | 206 100.0 56 100.1 | 105 99,9 | 508" 100.1
Mean - ‘ - $7,468 | $5,610 - $5,048 $6,476 |  $6,563

*Not included fn percentages.
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TABLE 16. Rece%v’ing Public Assistance by Sex and Race

A » WALE - FEMNALE
RECEIVING White Black Sub 7. White Black Sub 7. TOTAL
_PUBLIC ASSISTANCE [ Mo. % [ Wo. % | We. & | Wo. % | M. % [ M. % [ M. %
YES 73 37.2{108 53,7181 45.6) 8 17.0| 31 59.6| 39 39.4| 220 44.4 |
NO 123 62.8| 93 46.3 | 216 54.4 | 39 83.0| 21 40.4| 60 60.6| 276 5.6 |
Unknown I Y B B R S S R S
OTOTAL 197 100.0 | 206 100.0 | 403 100.0 | 49 100.0 | 56 100.0 | 105 100.0 | 508 100.0
*Not included in percentages.
TABLE 17. School Status by Sex and Race |
T o WALE — FERALE T
‘ White | Black Sub T. | White Black | Sub T TOTAL
SCHOOL STATLS To. 4 | No. "% ['No. &% WNo. No. % {WNo. % [ Wo. %
Attending 122 619|173 85.2 | 205 73.8) 39 81.3| 43 78.2| 82 79.6| 377 75.0
4 thelrawn 75 38.1| 20 14,3108 26.0| 9 18.8| 12 21.8| 21 20.4] 125 249
Completed 0 - 1 .51 1 .3 6 -} 0 .-y 0 -3 1 .2
Unknown. 0 ~k 3 %3 el - 1/ ko2 x5 ~*
TOTAL 197 100.0 | 206 100.0 | 403 100.1 | 49 100.1 | 56 100.0 | 105 100.0-| 508 100.1

*Not included in percentages.
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TABLE 18. Planning Service Community of Residence by Sex and Race

FENALE

MALE .
PLANNING SERVICE White Black Sub 1. White Black Sub 1. TOTAL
COMMUNITY “No. % | No. 7| No. 7| o, % | No. % | No. % | Wo. 7
1 1 51 030 16| 31 774 0 -1 11 "19.6{ 11 10.6| 42 8.3
2 29 19| 17 82| 4 11.5] 5 10.4] 5 89| 10 9.6| 56 1.1 |
3 1 .51 22 10.7) 23 574 0 -1 4 7.1 4 381 27 5.4
4 15 7.7 22 107} 3% 93| 6 125| 2 36| 8 771} 4 8.9
5 2 1.0) 5 24.3| 5 130§ 1 2.1) 7 1225 8 7.7}]'60 11.9
6 4 2.1 2 12.6{ 30 7.5) 0 -] 17 30.4{ 17 163} 47 9.3
7 5 2.6] 1 7.8] 21 53| 0 - 2 3.6 2 1.94 23 4.6
8 12 - 6.2] 0 -{ 12 30y 5 104} 1 18} 6 58] 18 3.6 |
9 17 8.8 1 .5 18 45| 2 42| 1 18] 3 29| 21 4.2.
10 28 14.4) 5 24} 33 82) 9 188 1 18] 10 9.6| 43 8.5
11 22 11.3| 0 -1 22 55§ 5 10.4( 0 -1 5 48| 27 5.4¢
12 24 12.4| 2 10| 26 65| 5 10.4] 1 1.8| 6 58| 32 6.3
13 24 12.4| 14 6.8 38 95 6 12.5| 2 3.6| 8 77| 46 9.1
14 7 36| 0 -l 7 18f 3 63| 2 36| 5 48] 12 2.4
st o 15 3 1.5] 1 51 4 1.0 1 2.1 0 -1 1- 10} 5 1.0
ut of County & % , ' - % -
Unknown 3 0 -1 3 -1 -+ 0 1 4
TOTAL 197 99.9 | 206 100.1 | 403 100.1 { 49 100.1 | 56 100.1 | 105 100.0 | 508 100.0

© *Not included in percentages.
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TABLE 19. Length in Program by Sex and Race
| —— - HALE , FEWALE
LENGTH IN PROGRAM ™ pige Black _ Sub 1. White Black —Sub 1. TOTAL
(DAYS) No. 7 | fo. 7 | To. 7|l No. 7 [ Wo. % | fo. % | No. %
1-10 30 15.2| 29 14.1| 59 146 8 16.3| 14 250 22 20.9| 81 15.9
" 11-20 47 23.8| 48 23.3 85 23.6 13 26.5 17 - 30.4] 30 28,61 125 24.6
21-30 37 18.8 40 19.4 77  19.1 11 22.4 10 17.81 21 20.0 88 19.3 .
© 31-40 26 13.2 27 13.1 53 13.2 4 8.2 7 12,5} 11 10.5 64 12.6
41-50 25 12,7 15 7.3 40 9.9 4 8.2 2 3:6 6 5.7 46 9.1
51-60 8 4.1 11 5.3 19 4.7 2 4.1 1 1.8 3 2.9 22 4.3
61-70 7 3.6 15 7.3 22 5.8 2 4.1 1 1.8 3 2.9 25 4.4
71-80 5 2.5 ] 2.41 10 . 2.5 2 4.1 1 1.8 1. 3 2.91 13 2.6
81+ i2 6.1 16 7.8 28 6.9 3 6.1 3 5.4 6 5.7 34 6.7
TOTAL 197 100.1 { 206 100.0 ] 403 100.0 49 100.0 56 100.1 {105 100.1 | 508 100.0 | .
Mean - 32.7 35.2 34.0 31.% - - 25.8 28.4 32.8
TABLE 20. Court Disposition by Sex and VRace‘.
‘ ' MALE , FEMALE ‘
COURT Waite BTack “Sub 1. White | Black Sub T. . TOTAL
DISPOSITION No % Wo. No, % I No. b | No. No. % | Wo.
gismissgd/FAWL 48 24.4 63 30.6 | 111 27.5§ 10 20.4 15 26.8 25 23.8-f 136 26.8
oster Care/ Y Y , . ' a9
Protective Services 4 200 1 .50 5 12) 1 20| 4 7.0 5 48| 10 2.0
Mental Health Cntrs. 8 4.l 8 3.9 16 4.0 2 41} 3 5.4 5 4.8 21 4.1
Probation/VPO 69 35.0f 62 30.1} 131 32.5{ 14 28.6.} 11 ~1%.6} 25 .23.81 156 30.7
Day Treatment 9 4.6 7 3.4% 16 4.0 2 411 v 1.8¢ 3 2.9} 19 . 3.7
Group Home , 9 46| 4 1.9) 13 32| 8 163| 7 12.5| 15 14.3| 28 5.5
Del. Institution 40 20.3| 54 26.2| 94 23.3| 9 184 12 2147 210 20.0} 115 22.6
No Disposition 10 5.1 7 344 17 4.2 3 61} 3 54} 6 57 23 4.5
TOTAL 197 100.1 | 206 100.0 | 403 99.9 || 49 100.0 | 56 100.0.| 105 100.1 | 508 99.9

B
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TABLE 21. Summary Description by Outcome (Entire Home Detenbion-Popu1atidn)”>

NON -} L.
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION RECIDIVISTS Jl - RETURNEES "n RECIDIVISTS TOTAL
N S ? | Mean % Mean f % | Mean Z -1 Mean
SEX/RACE ", B .
| Male 80.7 90.4 79.3
" Female 19.3 9.6 20.7
White 47.9 47.0 48.4
Black 52.1 53.0 51.6
Major vs. Person Offenders 23.5 20.5 20.9
Major vs. Property Offenders 35.2 1 53.0 39.8
Minor Offenders 16.6 18.1 15,7
- 1 Status Offenders 24.7 8.4 23.6
First Offenders_ 18.7 3.6 15.7
Previous Major Offenses 57.5 79.5 58.9
Previous Status Offenses Only | 11.7 I 6.0 13.2 .
{ Mean Number Prior 0Offenses 4,1 4.0 . 7.0 4.6
Age 14 & Under ' 25.0 22.9 27.4
"{Age 15 & 16 50.0 53.0 49.6
Age 17 - 25.0 24,11 23.0 |
Mean Age 15.3 14.8 15.5 15.3
4 Living with Mother Only 52.1 61.4 53.7 |
J Living with Both Parents 30.7 22.9 29.5
Mean Income $6,735 $6.045 I - $65515 || $6,553
Below $3,500 24.1 Lo 128.211 i 26.6 §
Above' $7,500 "] 33.5 11 35.9 33.3
Receiving Public Assistance 41.9 il 48.2 44.4

TP " 1 ¥ SR SR T O
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TABLE 21. antinued.

: : , NG ; v‘éi " ';g:”“ s
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION RECIDIVISTS RETURNEES i RECIDIVISTS ‘fl "~ TOTAL ‘|
o » % | Mean f % Mean | % "1 Meap W™ 7 1 Wean |

Pel. Institution 10.8 47.0 | 22,

Withdrawn From School- 26.9 ’ 19.4 ! 22{9\,\?ffﬁy";24:g |
DISPOSITION « P B P
FiTled Away/Dismissed 31.3 5.1 o o p20700 0 4 28,8
Probation/VPO - 137.7 116.1 - fieh a0z ot
4430 | 6
i .

LENGTH IN PROGRAM ' V T 1
Mean Number of Days in : ' BRI B
Home Detention 36.9 ‘ 2012 KA 3.0
10 Days or Less 8.7 : R A
20 Days or Less 30.7 S 162.4 | 55.4

HOME CONTACTS , , I , i ool
Mean Home Contacts per Day .36 1 37 . -850y
.3 or Less per Day. -] 841 B} 40.6 { oI :

.4 to .6 per Day 40.0 - 48.4 1. 3

.7 or More per Day 15.9 o H10.9 AV

TOTAL CONTACIS . \ B B
Mean Total Contacts per Day ; 671 .67
.3 or Less per Day - 11.4 4§ 19 .
.6 or Less per Day 38.4 |t 45.
1.0 or More per Day . ’ 22.4 |l 26
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TABLE 22. Number of Follow-Up Offenses by Sex and Race (Entire Program)

FEWNALE

MALE '
White Black Sub T. White Black Sub T. TOTAL
No. % | No. %Z_ 1 No. % Il No. % 1 No. %z 1 No. 2 1 No. % -
Inadequate Follow-Up | 72 -*| 73 -+f 145 xf 13 x| 22 x| 33 | 178 *
None { 35 28.0: 41 30.8 76 29.5 15 39,5} 13 38.2} 28 38.9} 104 31.5
1 36 28.8 3i 23.3 67 26.0 16 42.1 10 29.4 26 36.1 93 28.2
2 25 20.0 25 18.8 50 13.4 2 5.3 11 32.4 13 18.1 63 19.1
3-4 21 16.8 26 19.5 47 18.2 5 13.2 0 - 5 - 6.9 52  15.8
5+ 8 6.4 10 7.5 18 7.0 0 - 0 -1 0O - 18 5.5
TOTAL 197 100.0 { 206 99.9 | 403 100.1 49 100.1 56 100.0 105 100.0 568"100.1 1
Mean 1.5 1.7 1.6 f 1.0 2.9 1.0 1.5 -
*Percentages and Means exclude those with inadequate fo?]bw—up.
TABLE 23. Type of Fo110weUp-0ffense by Sex and Race (Entire Program) ,
‘ T WALE T FEMALE. ;
White . Black Sub T, __Black _Sub T, - TOTAL
_No. Z | No. 7 | No. No._ No.” "% [ No. 7
Inadequate Follow-Up | 72 73 o 1as | 22 | 33 -+ 178 %
None 35 28.0 41 30.8 76 13 38.2 1 28 38,9} 104 31.5
Major vws. Person 8 6.4 31 23.3 39 1 2.9 2 2.8 1 41 12.4
Major 47  37.6 45 - 33.8 | 92 9 - 5 6.9 97 29.4
Minor 29 23.2 13 9.8 42 13 38.2 19 26.4 | .61 18.5 .
Status 6 48| 3 23| 9 7 20.6| 18- 25.0f 27 8.2
TOTAL 197 100.0 | 206 100.0 | 403 0] ' 99.9 | 105 100.0| 508 100.0°

*Percentages exclude those with inadequate follow-up.
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TABLE 24. Follow-Up Master Scaore by Sex and Race {Entire Program)

FEWALTE

MALE B
Yhite Black Sub T. White Black Sub T. TOTAL =
| No. % . 1 No. % No. % No. No. % No. % NO. % i
Inadequate Follow-Up 72 -*1--73 -*| 145 -% 11' ~%f 22 %] 33 %) 178 -*
No Offenses 35 28.0 +1 30.8 76 29.5 15 39.51 13 38.2 28  38.9 104 31.5
Minor or Status 23 18.4 11 8.3 34 13.2 7 18.4 10 29.4 17 23.6 51 15.5
?ajor - 37 29.6 41  30.8 78 30.2 3 7.8 6 - 3 4,2 81 24.58
+Institution or , v : g
Grand Jury 30 24.0 40  30.1 70 27.1 13 34,2 11 32.4 24  33.3 94 28.54
TOTAL 197 100.0 ) 206 100.0 { 403 100.0 49 100.0 56 100.0 | 165 100.0 | 508 100.0-

*Percentages exclude those with inadequate follow-up.
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SUMMARY

ENTIRE PROGRAM

Y The average daily population in secure detention during the program was 51.6 'veniles,
-a reduction of 9.1 persons per day as compared o 1974, ~ ‘

Y- The total number of youths entering Home Detention in the flrst 30 months of operation

was 508 which was slightly more than 200 per year..

/'Nearly two-thirds of those entering Home Detention successfully completed the program-
(were non-recidivists).

Y The average cost per child per day for Home Detention was less than one-fourth of the

cost of detentiomn.
v The average number of home contacts was about one contact every third day.
Y The average time in the program.was 32.8 days. B
¥ About four-flfths of the population were males and about one-fifth were females
v The number of blacks in the program was sllghtly more than the number of whites.
Y Over half of the youths resided w1th thelr mother only

/ Males were more likely than females to commit a new offense while in the program but
females were more likely to be returnees than males. t

Y Status offenders were less likely than public offenders to become recidivists.

/]

Y Younger participants had -a higher rate among the returnees.
Y The ultimate court di8poqition was highly- related to performance in the program

Y The Home Detention Program differed considerably in several key aspects in the most
recent 12 month period as compared to the first 18 months of the program
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IN: THE THIRD YEAR

.® The average daily population in detention ﬁa3'56;5;

-@ Only 182 juveniles entered the'programrdespite-an increase in staff.
e The percentage of non-recidivists was lower.

® The frequency of home contacts was less.

® The average length.in the program increased to 45.4 days;
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IMPRESSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

The first 30 months of the Home Detention Program have deméﬂstrated that the program's
concepts ere.baéically sound and workable. The problems that haﬁe arisen appear to have been
largely beyond the control of the program itself. The primary difficulty seems to be with ‘
the court system. First, in order for a youth to enter the program he must be placed in the
program by order of a judge follow1ng a detention hearing. This process usually results in
the child spending at. least several days in the Detention Center before ever entering the pro-
gram. Secondly, and most disturbingly, the length of time it takes to process cases through
the courts has greatly increased in the last year. As a result Juvnniles are staying on Home- ;

Detention for much longer than originally envisoned. The court process ‘should be speeded up.

IE this cannot be done, the Home Detention Program should revise its procedures b; blish-
ing an active and inactive status for the youths in the program. A youth would be on aetiVe
status for normally no'more than 30 days «t which time he would go on inactive status if he
cannot Be released from supervision by the gourt. During active status, the child would be

seen dalgy by a Home Detention worker, but once the child goes on lnactlve status, contant

would be much less frequent, perhaps once a week. Such a procedure would insure thé frequent

,1n-person contact that seem 1mportant in the early stages of a case to prevent furtner delin-

quent act1v1ty .Also, 11m1t1ng intensive contact to 30 days “ghould free Home Detentlon workers ”{Tﬁwﬂ

to increase their caseloads which should further reduce the populat¢on in secure detention.
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