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Cr1m%na1 justice policymakers at all. levels of government dre
hampered by a lack of sound information® on the effectiveness of various
programs and approaches. To-help remedy the problem, the National
, .+ Institute, éponsors a National Evaluation Program to provide pract1caT
informatioh on the costs, benefits and limitations of selected criminal '
" ’ Justyceﬂpyograms now in-use throughout the country. .
Edch ‘NEP -assessment concentrates on a specific "topic area" con- ‘ .
sisting of groups of on-going projects with similar objecjives and e
... - strategies. The 1n1t1a1 step in the process-is a "Phase 1" $tudy that v
s%ent1f1es the key issues, assesses what is cu?rent]y known about them,
d develaps methods for more .intensive evaluation at both the national
and local level. -Phase I studies are ‘not meant.to be definitive eval-
‘uations;. rather, they analyze what we presently know and what is stilf
uncertain or unknown. They offer a sound basis for pTann1ng further
.eva]uat1on and’ researdh
. ., - '
'Althougﬁ Phase I studies are generally ‘short-term (approximately
six to eight months), they -examine many projects and collect and analyze . '
. a great. deal of information. . To make this information available to ' ‘
, -, state and }ocal decision- makers and others, the National Institute
publishes a summary of the findings of each Phase I study. Microfiche. v
or Joan copies of the full rgport arge made available through the Natwona] ’
Criminal Justice Referehce Service, ‘valuation Clearinghouse, P 0 Box
- 24036, S. W. Post’ Off1ce Washington, D.C. 20024.
N These Phase I reports are now availablef ' 5 ’ . -
. Operation Identification Projects - o
o . Citizen Crime Reporting Projegts - - . ' .
' Specialized Police Patrol Operations . v
Néighborhood Team Policing ’ ?
Pre-Trial Screening »
. ‘Pre-Trial Release ,
- . Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) .
: ' Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects .
Delinquency Prevé@ntion PO
Alternatives to Incarceration of Juven11es »,
Juvenile Diversion S \
Citizen Patro]l .
Traditional Ratrol ™ ‘ R / )
“Security Survey Projects = ¥ . . . ,// . .
' Halfway Houses ' .
Lourt Informat1on Systems : ~ )

Intensave Special Probation .
. Police Crime Analysis .
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Concerned 1nd1v1duals and organlgatlons have recognized ﬁhe
need for- moxe information on secure detent;on and alternatives
. to its use. These concerns mirror two of the major goals of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974: to
€duce the use of securé detent10n(1ncarcbrat1on) and to'provide
‘alternatives, to-detention for youth involved in the juvenile K
_ justice process. ~
\‘ The study 'shows that thoyght ful communities can and have
developed viable alternatives to detention for childrgn in
,trouble—-alternatlves that are more humane than secure detention
and present minimal risk to the community. The study ‘s four
program formats (residential and enonresidential) were’ roughly
equal in their ability to keep both alleged delinquents and
status offenders trouble free and available to the court. The
failure rate ranged from 2.4 to 12.18 percent across the four-
teen programs v151ted ’ ) "
A . ‘

The study.focuses.on how youth are selected for admission
to secure detention or placement in an alternative program in '
.- the context of decisiens ¥hroughout the juvenile justice system ’
process. "It describes the four types df progrdms: publie, .
_-nonre51dent1al programs based on the Home DetentlonvModel
Attention Homes; programs for rusaways; and foster home programs
under private auspices. The findings and recommendations should
be of immediate practical benefit to-juvenile tourts and juvenile ..
justice planners who are considering the introduction of an
alternative to cecure detention. e ’
- .
- This sttudy was funded by the Nationaliinstitute of Law
. Enforcement and Crimindl Justice, and as with gll NEP studies
¥ in juvenile dellnquency areasy it was monitored by the-staff -
-of the National Ingtitute for .Juvenile Justice and Delinquency °

Preventipn. We look forward to more suth cooperative ventures.
) ; 4 -t .
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S INTRODUCTION T )

. s R \ - .

e ' v N -l .t

-

" a mational study of the use of sécure\detentlon far Juvenlles and of I

“Thi’s is an eXecutive stmma¥y.6f: ghe findings and conclusions of . ]

alternatives ‘to its use.. -The study was'funded b§ tha.U.S. Debartment L.

~ of Justice, Law” Enforcement Assxsqance A&mlnlstratlon, National Instltute .

* Juvenile Justice .and Dellnquency Preventiqn Act (Pu

of Law*Enforcement 'amd ‘Criminal Justice s under ‘Phase I of jts National . .8

Evaluation Progtram. Thé\ﬂeseifch?Waaiéérriedsout during fiscal year o
» > AT R I YA S . -

1976. . #e b ) R e, . o

- .

-+ The purposé‘of‘the study was to provide ipformation on ‘tHe use - .

of altdrnatives to secure ,detention which could assist those ‘individualg .

and organizations seeking sto melement certaln provisipns of the 1974 d
411c Law' 93-415).

That Act sets. forth as two of its major goals 2 reduction in the use ‘..

of secure detention (inmcarceration) and the provision ef alternatlves,'

to- detention for yauths involved -in the Juvenlle justice process (Ef.” . .

Sgc . "102(b) apd Sec. 223(a)y 10M). It ‘furtheér requ1res—-for states A

seeking funds authorlzed by tée Act-—the'ellmlnatlon (W1th1n two years . =

following submission of a state plan) of the use-of detention” for Juven— )

iles charged with ‘offenses that would not be cr1m1na1 if committed by o o

* an adult {Sec. 23(a), '12)~ Becauseffhf *se provisions the stully.re- + =~

ported on.herg pnocéeded on the assumptlon that™“one mugt. understand
the use of secure degentlon in a’ jurisd®tion iy order to. comprehend

the use of alternatives.' This, in tdrn, requires knoyledgt about . the

Juvenlle justice proce33§s that ar€ the context for both the use af
secure HBetention and of ‘alterhatives. 'These assumptlohs led to an™anal-

_*» ysis of the signusfichnt aspects of the nation's experience wlth’detencrﬁn

‘]:K ) ‘ ) ‘ ) 0 *
i o . ) - . ..

) . - o [
. » . .

and alternatives to date which, when joined with the provisions of the’
Act, can help shape realistic' plans and strategles for 1mpLementatloﬁ X
. and evaluatlon of - federal policy in this area ig the ‘future. - 9

. .

LS
.

The main components of the study involved (1)"a review of litera-
tur ublished sincd 1967 on the .uge of secure detention and gf altérnay \
tlvgbf (2) the prepafation of an IssueJ Paper which' dummarized the litx
erature reviewtd and gety for?h the salLén issues ‘'t be-studied in our o
field research, (3) ‘the compilation’ of a llSt of existing alternafive ’
‘programs in the United States, (4) selec. ion of ‘and visit to fourteen ! ’
Juvenlle court jurisdictions with alrternakive programs,_(S) preparation
of 1nd1v1dua1 reports describing each Jurlsdlctlon including a detailed : '~
description of its alternatlve progrdm and (6) submission 'of a final”
report basedipon both® \5he 11te,ratur§ review and the field resgarch.

. Thls summary reports the results of the s;udy in the following '
manndr. First, we, present the jssues for study based on the literature,
review and -the ﬁtamework'We chg “to organize the Lnformatlon obtalned v
from thé 11terature review and the site visits. Second, we summarize

that information with a focus on hoy youths are selected (or not).fot'®
admission to $ecire.detention or placement in an altergative progtrah.

Third, we deecrlbe how 1urlsd1ctlons were sefected for site visit, the
- . » . .
‘ <. - A . -
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‘x‘ .‘.'“ -4' > ' ) ,I"i
~ taxonomy or c13381f1catory sthema we used to group alternmative programs ,
-for analysis and comparison and what the programs were like. Fourth,
- Y we ,discuss all fourteeu alternat1ve programs in terms of thelr'keeplng .
youths trouble free and-availahle to court and in terms of other godls .
- which varied.among the .programs visited. Finally, we present our conclu- .
sions and recommendations, td‘Juvenlle ccurts considering’ the rntroductqon )
of .an. alternatlve program. . . . .

L]

. . .
. . e,
. - ’ —_— )

¢ z <. . . . .

3 ’ The Issues for Study and a Framework for Assessment

‘ 4 e

v

’ Our review ‘of the literature op the use of secure d

Juvenlles confitmed th&t ‘the main issué now is what it
secure detenklon is mlsuséd for large numbers of’ youths awaltlng hearlng
before the natlon ] Juvenlle courts. ' This aﬁatement is sypported by -
+ rece reports sent-to us from twenty-two states and -the District af. .
Colu:§ia, many of ‘which’ contalned s;stlst1CS on youths detained by age,’ <
race/ethn1c1ty, sex, type of offense and. average length of stay. .Simi-- :
".lar reports from a few states in -addition’ tg. those we received materlal R
from are summarized in the- reports “of other studies (Sarr ™ December, 2
~~ 19743, FErster, et al.» 1969)." The types of misuse of secure detentlon .

‘revealed- in this 11terature are-: c . . .

. (1) County Jalls are still.used for tempora:y detent1Qp of juveniles, “
partlcularly in less populous statg’ EBven in some ‘more. heaV11y
populated JUIlSdLCthnS, however, jails ‘are uséd for some juve- -
niles despjte the ex1stence and avallablllty of a Juvenlle’ -

. ‘detention facility. In-‘many state’s seeklng to reduce the use ,
of Jalls for the detention’\of juveniles, the dominant alterna-
tive 1s seen, as the,constructlon of a‘detentlon §?6111ty " -
’ (2) Use‘ofﬁsecd%e detention for~de‘gndent and neglected.children .
o appgaras to be on the decliné as more jurisdictions devélop either
. _shelter-care facilities or 'short-term foster home programs . '
" Some Jurlsdlctlons, howgver, ‘are known to- ‘misclad®fy dependent
and neglected children<as youths’ in-n8ed of superv1s1on-who

.~ then are placed in secure detention. The extent of the latter +
: T practice is unknown. oo .
. ' - ; . . - “_ .

(3) ¥ jurisdictions still exceed the NCCD récommended maximums
etention rate of 10 percent of all juveniles appreheﬁded ol
the.proportion of, juveniles detalned legs than 48 hours contin=
_ ues to *hover around 50 pergent. These patterns are’frequently

,f . «‘ cited as evldence of the inapproprtate’ use of detentlon .

N

- | SN
"! (4) Many*Jurisdlctlons are unable to mobilize the resburces necessary.

: 2 © to attend to children with special (neurologlraI and psycﬁlatrlc)
N " . wneeds. These childfen are then often detaand sometlmes ‘for
’ excessive lengths of time. -..° . K -
\) - ,
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. (3) .Status offenders tend to be detained at a higher rate than - (f. .
) youthss apprehended for adult-type criminal offenses and also
Sy e e tend to be held longer. ,. . .,
.(6) Yoﬁthé of racial and d!hnic minorities tend .to be detained
o © at higher rates and for longer periods than others; females
". . are detalned a; a-higher' rate and longer than maLes“ . ’
L 8 .
(7) Extra-legal factors are more strongly assdciated with,thé€ deci-
. - - sion to detain (versus release) than legal factors (those speci-
. o fied by Juvenlle codes). Time of apprehension (evenlngs and
weekends), proximity of a detentian fac111ty and.degree. of
: - admlnlstratlve control over intake ppocedures have all been
' . % found to be assoc1ated with the decision to detain in.addition
R ) tu those factors contained in items five and six above' -
' ) i . ‘ ; T A 7.
The actual extent to whlch'these patterns of mlsuse exist either
within or between states'is unknown. Many' states--and jurisdfctions
within statesw-still do not collect statistics at regular intervals.
‘on the use of secure detention. - . ’ )
+ ' "+ The reasons given 1nrthe literature for why such misuses®occur o
are several. We have listed them in summary form ag follows:
‘ ’
(1) Detention facilities receive a flood bf 1nappropr1ate refezrals—
~ from pollce,\parents and other adults
(2) nge COurts have né detention crlterla at all, merely acceptiné
the cases referred by pollce ¢
‘,(}) Other courty; gave verbal standards but. leave intake deglslons
- : to employees who may introduce additional criteria, which may
not be the same from employee to employee. o
5 (4) Detention -officials in many areag yield to demands of police,
parents and social agencies for detention, eVen if criteria
‘ are violated. ‘oA '
L}
(5) Even when court o&ficials screen referrals c0nsc1ent10usly,
* youths referred for status. offense behavior are often detained '
securely and retained for extended perlods because apjroprlate —
. serv1ces and a1tern§t1ve placements ‘in’ the community are’ not
available. ‘Theré are court officials who prefer doing nothing
M/} rather. than detalnlng/@tatus offenders but they appear to be
in the minotity. ~ .
N ) J
(6) Decisions are too infrequently monitored, so judges and court
" pergonnel often do not know what is g01ng on.
e ' . .
ERIC . ‘ X |
L 4 » - . . . .
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(7) Detention practlce has low yisidility, except during moments ‘i
’ of pablicized scandals. In general, there is little evidence
of public ‘interest in detention, except for the efforts of
a few 29_525 organizations concerned with sérvices to children
an8 youth. - - - o .

The literature on alternatives .po the use of secure detention for
iljuveniles is sparse. Very little has been published about such pro-
* grams. .Most of the program evaluatipns are not readily available:
typically they are in-house manuscripts obtained by request from the
Jur1sd1ct10ns in- which the programs are located. T - . ¢
Our’ review of this }iterature was encouraglng at Sitst It appeared
that some jurisdictions had established one or more of the follow1ng -
types of alternatlvgs to the use of secure detention.

(1) ImprOVed intake procedures including.the use of written cr1terla
governing the decision to detain or not, ‘official recordbng '
of the reason(s) for the dec131on actually made, a daily or

O~

weekly administrative reviéw of all decisions and early deten~ .
\ tion hearings for all youths securely detained. (Whitlatch,
- 4 1973; Kehoe and.yead, 1975; Hunstad,;l975.) ;

" The alteznat}ve in question 1is the youth s own home.* It is not
. a pure type. It 1s, more properly, the result of 1mproved intake proce--
dures and not a programmatlc substitute for placement in secure detentlon.
It does, tywwever, address many of the reasons given for the misuse of
secure detention. We include it here even though we did not visit any
Jurlsdlqtlog for the sole purposi of studylng thlS Qype \

(2) Non- resxdentlal alternétlves——programs organlzed around use

. * of the yOUth s own home as a plate of residence while awaiting
o .court hqegeing.  (Buchwalter, 1974; Cannon, 1975; Drummond, .
' 1975 General Research Corporatlon, 1975; Keve and Zantek,
’ ) 1972 ) . - ’ )

Thesd, programs follow the "home detention"»forﬁ:t first begun in
St. Louis,"Missouri. Youths are returned to their parents' recognlzance
to await their court hearings and are 8551gned to the-caseload ‘of a
youth worker who is usually supervised by ‘a member of the probation .
department. ’ ) .
 (3) Residential alternatives--programs organlzed around use of
a substitute residence for the youth (other than secure de- , ]
tention) while awaiting court hearings.. «(Cronin and Abram,

#7975; Kaérsvang, 1972; Long and Tumelson, 1975.) P

group homes in lieu qf placegent /in secure detention. In some Jurxsdfér

These ptograms usually rely{zﬂ e1ther foster homés or one or more
tions the group Pome format has Meen named "Attentlon Home'" to differ-

¢
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~through D7 that determiné movemenit withim the 'flow. They are presénted

tlate-lt and what 1f offers»?rop detentlon Other than having the
group home formep in common, howéver, these programs differ considerably
from .one another. » . .

. . . . *

Although our reVLew.of the available 1}terature on alternatives
to deterition was encouraging, ‘'as we have said, a closer readlng suggested
that estab11sh1ng an alternative program could have unintended conse-
quences. Oge was’ that the alternallve mlght be used for youths who
would simply have been' 3eént home to ‘awgit hearings, if the'alternative
program had not been ava1fablev’ CKeve and Zantek, 1 7 f Drummond, .1975. )

_Anosher was that’ youths placed,in some alternative p grams appeared

o wait longer for ad]galfatlon than those placed in secure detention »
(Cammon, 1975; Cronin Abram, 1975). It seemed possible ‘that alter-
native prog.-ams could be used in l1eu of child welfare or oqpeg services
(not otherwise availablé) rather than in lieu of detention. This could
subtract from their prifary goal--that of providing an alternativa for
youths who would othgwwise be placed in secure detemtion. '

. These éonSLderatlons 1ed us to adopt- & process-flow model for assess-
ment. That is, we “chose .to think of a jurisdiction with an alternatlve
program as a.series of decision points through which a flow of cases

. passed. Entrance to, exit from and continuation in the juvenile justice

process could be understood in terms of-a sequence of ‘decision making---
as could . admission to s%curé detention, placement in an, alternative
and release So parents' recognyzance pending c¢ourt hearing.

Our researchj;pproach to.igdividual jurisdictions was to” diagr
the structure of the deeision foints inwuse, determine the options avail-
able at each such point, invesgfigate the criteria applied ‘in selectlng
among the options and where p s1b1e determine the number and ‘character-
istics (including offenses a past ‘record) of youths routed'in various
directions. In this way we attempted to understand why certain juveniles

and not others ended up in secure detentxon, altetnat;ve programs, wa1t1ng

at home without superv1s10n or dismissed from court Jurlsdlctlon

and other
ing site visits,

has guided the entire effort to summarize ex1st1ng resea
literature and irtegrate it with information obtained d
It also influences the structure of th1s summary. '
For the.reasons just mentioned we present "here a’ generallzed P;) /<—‘
cess Flow Diagtam showing seven decision .points. (See Figure 1.) De-
cision points are gymbolized by diamondrshaped outlines numbered D1
here without reference to the options ‘that may be used,- the criteria '
employed and ‘the selectlvigy that may regult from® theLr application, ¢
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because those characterisfics .vary by furiqdiction. Still, the diagram
does clarify ‘the structure* of decision-making as juveniles enter (or °
avoid) the flow of cases; usually at the point of an encounter with
a policeman during jwhich a, ecision is made (D1), some,'tp be taken to
~police station for a second decisibn (D2) which can point the youths )
- . toward decisions concerping court i'n’t;(D” and detention intake (D&4). '’

~ 0

(Also mote ‘on Figure 1 'the competing y 'point through citizZen refer-
ral to court intake,) It is usually ddring the interrelated sprocesses N
of court intake and detgntiortyi"m_ak that decisions.are made to plage
juveniles ‘ip secure detention: decisions ‘to use ah .alterpative program o

© instead may be made ei&he}' at thag 'same, juncture or at ¢ later detention

. hearing (D5). We will®ngqt focws -on the adjudicatory hearing (D6) in
full det'ail,/ but we -have a special interest in'what happens 'td juveniles ,
beginning with ‘decision point3”D3 and D4 ‘ending ‘with decision po'i:'nt,'D6.

» What happens to juveniles abt disposition (D7), ¥f they get Lthat tar, ;
"is fot unrelated to what ‘ocqurredi$arlier. ' We' are dealipg here with
a structure of éontingen’cies'e,reat‘ing flows ‘of cages in various direc-
tions toWard Hifferent prdbébili;’!es,‘ofcjate’r decisiorst. - Wé:will noy . A

~ be. able to assign‘'nugbers to %]1 the pofsibilftieq but we believe suffi- .
cient ddta dre-a%ailable to anticipate whgt.‘a’sys.tem'atic‘-quan.t{i._tatix?e" N

’ 4 . v . . !

Py o

research effort might -find. . . ‘ . . v

- . « . . .
. I3 - - o r>e. ~ L -
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.. . Vari'ations.in Decision:Making at thé Compleint and, Irkaks Phdbes

. N TN 3 ry

. N . ) R A 7 N . ;.
~+ . The :cf,grixblaint ahase of “the' juvenils Jjustiee proce ! fefers toy thode
v _decisions ‘made’ by police :and pthers R4t gad to a'referral to juveggle i
" court (sometimes’including, detentiem) or ‘tdsome otheT option“instedd. .
. The intake phase" ingludes-l_)Ot’hgdéte'ni:ion( intake ‘and cougt :int.ake and - ‘
Jefers 'to those decisiqns; madé by detention and court officials as to. .
+ whether -to-detain or not-(ind.how) ‘and.whether- to proceed formally, ° »
. }uqutx?al}y or not at ‘all:~ & . S W et . -

v T A

. . . . gt T 4 B o

Most, cases of juventle iix’isém'\d'uc.t"_are_ ﬁ'qught to tl(e‘ attentidn e
of ‘the- police by private citizens. Only a very small®number af juvenile , ¢
law ‘V2olations® are.,obsarved direetly by polite onpatrol (Pepinsky,-1972). =~ -

o Thus, what a police of fiter apqidés to do upop ;eceiving a oomplaint :

constitutes.the first'critical decis‘ibn,o‘f the compl'aint-phas:e“. ‘These \
decisions involve« the exercise’ of consfder\aﬁ'le d:ioqrétion. and--are ‘gener- .
ally rot bound by the statutory constratnts ‘applied’ tor the handling” .
«of aduit offenders (K., Davis, 19753 S. Davis, 1971; Ferster and Courttesé, .
1969). - ) A AT N - .

. - g '
. . - DR P L. [

*
‘ P S /\v;| * ! et o PN
Police afficers in general have at’ least, eight aslterpative. courses - o
of action when dealjng with a ‘youth: "4l) refease; (2) release with '
a "field interrogation""or an official report desofibing thé encounter,
(3) an official "reprimand"”with release to parent or guardian; (&),
» referral, sometimes tonsidereds diversion,. to oqher aéencies,; (5) release

-~ .-
P
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following voluﬁ;ﬂgy settlement of *propersy damege; (6) "voluntary" po-
lice supervision; (7) summons,to court and-(8) referral-to court for
the- possibility-of detentiop '(Ferster, and Courtless, 1969). In‘practice, -
. g single police ‘dephrtment may use many fewer options, but the possible
. ' combinations are numerous and may vary\considerébly,among several pollce' '
departments all relating te a single juvenile cbu%t'jurisdiotiow. The
. presenee of juvenile officers.in a given jurisdiction does not -appear
\ to c@angetthé range of options 'in any appreciable manner. 2
"The bread discretion involved éﬁ police decision making can combine
with different sets of available optibns tb produce varying rates of
‘ referral to the nation's juvenile courts. ! ¢ . .

. [
N L

. | - i

. Iglthe juvenile court jurisdictions that we visited and which re-
1ated!;o two or more police departments 'we often were told that there °
was cépsideqable variation® in the prdportﬁon of pdlice-juvenile encoun- ’
ters: that resulted. in referral to court. ,Although this was not the
"central focus of our:site ,visits, one, jurisdiction was able to proyide

us with referral statistics by police department’ jurisdiction. Rederrals °
. °. varied from 13.2 per‘oﬁe thousand youth 18 years of age and under to

168,2. Variation id the zate of referral between cities exists also

and is .reported in the literatire (Ferstar and Courtless, 1969). .
* L] ‘. .« 7 IS

In addition to the effett 6f police decisidén making on njmbéfs;
.« there may be at effect on fhp‘characteristics of youths referred to °
court. The results of poliae decision making for cegtain groups of in-
_terest (minorities, females,vstatus offenders) have not been* fully "dotu-
mented 'in the literature. A notable exception can be found in Thorn-
berry's analysils of the Philadelphia birth cohort data (Thornberry, .
1973; Wolfgang, et al., 1972). ~ The data revealed that policd decisiongn
+aygmented the probability that black males would. bé referred to court,
. (even when contrdTiing'for eeriousness of offense and.prior record)’
. Similar biases may occur-for females and status offenders. Although |
tHis was asserted by some officials interviewed during our site vigits,
we fou@d‘n? empirical evidence reported in the literature.

L

". Our point is that poiice.décisions at the compléfht phase perform
a "'gate keeping" (SUndeen{r1974) function For the juvenile justice pro-
cess. Collectively, these decisions detegmine the nubers ‘and perhaps «
‘the characterist#cs of youths who may later be admitted to’secure de- |

tention or an alternative program. . -
. . )

~

Not all children'reach a fuvénile court v policte actions. CAdults,
such ag parents or guardidns; employees of bbdards of education, .repre-
‘sentatives’ of public and private agepcies and ordinary citizens may
complain to,court personnel hbout'chtqin children and youths. .Court
procedures in handling éqch complaints apparently'bqry widely. Unfor-
tunately, the literature on haw such complaints are processed is very
inadequétg. We are aware of'jurisdi&;ions that require that all com- -
kplaintf be made through police officers.- We'knpw of others that simply
‘EMC | L() ! P . ,
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accept most such éomplaints wcutinely,’;ithout'much investigation T

o

. The main study available on this issue,was carr1ed out Yn 1972
* 4n New York and Rackland counties in the state of New York and was re-
o Stricted ta "persons in need of supervision" (PINS).: (Andrews and Cohn,
%-‘ 1974.) ¢n those jurisdictions parénts or parental surrogates had brought

59 percent. of the PINS petitions. In several of-thevjurisdictions we . =
vigited intake personnel told us that yopths brought by their parents
for statds offense behavior were difficdult cases to decide. The youth
whosé patents will not acgept.his getura home ‘we were” told repeatedly,
is a youth who usually w111‘not return home. ' The dilémma seen by intake
personnel ig the ch01ce'between use of secure detention for such cases
or some pther alternatlve if one i’ ava11£b1e This-brings us to the
~* intake phase of the process. . . . ‘ Lo
' . v '
~ The decisions we have just descrlbed and\the differing patterns:
¢f case flow they imply’do not: occur <in isolation. Thex idteract with
another set of decisions at thE’p01nt of court and. detention intdke.
‘Court intake processes involve decisions as to whether there is probable
cause ta believe a youth has committed a statutorily 111egal act and,
if so, whether the court should assume jurisdiction formally or process.
the case 1nformally (We will" retur® to the latter distinction.) Dur-
s ing the process of courteintake .a complalnt is heard and a petlthn,
may be drawn and later affjrmed or denied, perhaps at an intake’ Jearing.

e
- . o

Detention 1ntak€ 1nvolves decisions about whether the youth is
to be held pending a court hearing and, if so, where arid with whom.
A detention intake hearing may or may not be held. The detention and -

court intake processes.may be so merged that they can hardly be sseen,
in practice, as separate.

» o
. It is at 1ntake that the court. through its own resogrces can take
an organized,view of the cases presented for decisions. Those cases
2 may reflect the chaos of perhaps numerous polite departments presenting
for court-consideration far too many youths that good practice indicates
should have beén'handled without referral If so, the court can organize
procedures: to apply clear, written rufes to decisions. 1In this way

the court can stand as an absolute barrier against improper referrals.

A d

‘the other haﬁd the cofirt 1tse1f can augment the chaos, .
* + Our'initial commént regardlniithe literature on. the intake phaseA
of the juvenile justice process mult be ‘that.it is rd8her interesting

but mortally. defic%ent :The basic descwiptive 'studies of the decision
mgking processes have not been done. One notable éxceptloq is Helen
Stumner's study of initial detentlon decisions in se1ected California
nties. She reported that the decision’to detain was more strongly
as?ocxated-wlth non-legal factors than legal factors. (Sumner, 1971.)
Some soyrcegs urge juvenile courts to make regular use of wr;tten criteria
for, both court’ and deténtiog intake dec131ons and to operate court intake

¢
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on a 24-hour bdsis. (Saleebey, 1975; John Howard Association, 1973. ) -
The American Bar Association notes that "mére than half of all Juvenlle
cases presently referred fo court are being handled non- Jud1c1a11y

and estimates sthat "improved intake services could\substanthally reduce

the number of cases referred for adlydlcatloh " (Amerlcan Bar Associa-
tion, 1974: 23.)- : - - L

- PO . f. . .
'

) Our visits to 14 jurisdictions pr0v1de limited lnformatlon about
the oréinlzatlonal context of the decision to detain Juvenlles prior ’
to adjéfication. The findings cannot be generallzed widely, but %hey )

do illustrate differences in practices referred to in. ‘some literature.

In four jurisdictions admISSIOn ro detentlon was automatic. In °
other words, a request for detentlon resulted in admission to detention.
-Thus, the intake decisi¢n may be interpreted as either hdving been dele-
.gated, at least initially, to the refefring ageacy or as hav1ng been
postporned for later_ determination. In the ten other Jurlsdlctlons courf
(or detention) personnel made the initial intake deSESLOn In five ‘
of these, four options were available:. . ’

~

(a) release to parents and -from the court's jurigziction_entirely,
, a )
(b) release to parents with youth plaeed on informal probation, -~

« * ¢
i (¢) release to parents with adjudicatory hearipg to-follow (i.e.,

petition filed) and ' ey oo oo
\ . b ' . ‘
(d) admission to secure detention with adjudicatory hearing'to -
follow. : . .

The reader should note that at thls point the court rntake dec1slon
has been joined with the detention intake decision, Option (b) is a
decision to proceed informally. Options (c) and (d) rest on acceptance .
of the case for formal processing. ] ‘ ’

. v

Three of the remaining fiug Jurlsdlctlons did not have informal pro-
bation as an option but did® have (in addition to the other three 1isted
" .above) the option of placing the youth in a program used as an alterna-
tive to secure detention. The options at detentlon intake in the two
other 'jurisdictions consisted only of release’ fr@m Jurlsdlctlon, release
to parents with adjudicatory hearing to follow or 8dm18810n to secure

"tentlon pending a detention/arraignment hearmq . -
. ) ’
Another view of the information just presen _is to note that
at the point of initial contact with the court o ure detention facil-

ity, seven of the, fourteen jurisdictions did “hot ovide the possibility’
of placing juveniles in a program deslgned as an alternative to secure
detention. This may seem puzzling since each Jjurisdiction was selected
f£or a visit because it used such alterdative programs. It is explaingd
, by the fact that seven Jurlsdlctlons select youths for alternative pro-
grams from those already placed in secure detentlon

F ’ (9K .
o . . e .
v
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“+« . For present‘purposes, the poinEs to be noted are: the intake phase
is analogous to the complaint phase in combining broad discretjon with
a #Mriety of options; the .,nteraction of the two phases' results in
peveral paths of exit from or coptinuation in the process.  We do not
.suggest that this is 1nherent1y bad--or good--practlce. Wevcan state, .
however, that no jurisdiction we y;sfted maintained an infotmation sys-— -
tem that regularly produced data on the numbers-and selected character-
istics o0f.youths taking various paths. For ekample, we notified each
Jurrsdictlon of our desire to gather data on the age, sex, race/ethn1c1ty,

‘ offense, prior record and termination status for small samples (30)

of youths awaiting court hearings in secure detention, in ap alternative
program or at home with their parents. (See optiong following D4 on
Processliiow Dlagram ). In some Jurlsdlctlons this 1nformat10n was sim-
ply not " ailable in one locatlon In others our staff had to retrieve
it from file card systems and case records--a time consuming procesd.
Court, administrators should receive this type of information on a regular .
basis. Without it, one can only guess at'the effects’ of instituring

iﬁ new programs like al;ernatives to detention.

] -
< » 4

-

.

To some degree, similar' observations can be made about detention
hearings. (See D5 of Process Flow Dlagram ) Twelve of the jurisdic-
tions we visited held detention hearings presided over bygeither a judge
or a cdurt referree. In most of the jurisdictions the héarings produced
decisions that often resulted in the removal of significantfnumbers
of youths from secure detention. In some jurisdictions, however, the -
detention hearing served mainly as a confirmation of the initial deten- .

~tidn decision with relati ly few reversals: 1In eleven jurisdictions .
the 'detention hearing de slon could result in a youth being placed -
in an alternative program’as well. Regularly tabulated sgatlstxes des-

+  cribing the results of tiris point in the process wire the exception

rather than the rule. . -
N ] . /

[ ] . 1)

We have repeatedly stressed <that the structure of decision making *
in the complaint and'intske'phases .of the juvenile justice process influ-
ences ‘both the numbers and qharacterlstlcs of youths who are placed -
in secure detentlon, an alternative program or simply returned home
. to awalt court actlon " We have, implied that the process can affect
how secure detention and alternative programs are used--a central focus
of our study. We have noted that these decision makipng procesges are
complex and that the quantitative studies needed to comprehend them
,are few. Ome’ legitimate question is whether a moréd therough understand-

ing of the processes is redlly necessary. At this p01nt we can only ..
respond with the findings of a recent study in Massachusetts. (Coates{

Miller and Ohlin, 1975.) The flndlngs in this study are that '"Worty-

seven percent of the youths detained in custodial settings were (subse- -
quent1y3 placed in Becure programs compared tg 18 percent of the youths .
detained in treatment facilities and nine per¢ent detained in shelter
care units." This might not be particularly surprising except for the ,
fact that the study data also indicated: (1) that age (younger youths)

ERIC SN 23 ,
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qnd proximity of a dEtentlon fac111t§ were the varlables most strongly

‘\' relgted to the dec1s;on to detain (vefsus release) in ‘the first place;

and (2) that decisions to detaig in ¢wstodial, treatment or 'shelter

care were'most strongl related to the ava11abr11ty of alternatives

to sdcure detention aﬂ% to the youthT runaway histories. /

P

- . o
[ e "

b . - This is'a large and. complex ‘stufly. It is still in process and

involves a re1at1ve1y unique gnviron ent-—the Massachusett$ Department

of Youth - Services—--in only. one -stat Although it is quite carefully

done, generalization of "the flndlngs to other settlngs ‘may not be war-" ‘e
# “-ranted. Nevertheless, it does ptov e us with some good data on a phe-

nomenon that many people cpncerned Qlth the app11cat¢on of juvenile® ~

Justlce worry about. It raises the spectre of a "system" so incomsis-

' tent that it dlfferentlallyehandles a group of youths for the most part
more 81m118r than not. Moreover, the 1n1t1a1 dlfferences in where i

A} . ~

€ -

- " ' 'Site Selection lnd Vieit‘MethodoIogz \ .

s
t

. In the -autumn of 1975, we injtiated .a search for fortmally designated °
programs used .as alternatives to ecufe.detention‘for youths ‘awaiting

" adjudication and, from whlch most] if not all, ygquths return to court
- for adjudicatory hearings. ° With/ the generous help of staff of State

.. Planning Agencies o€ the Law Emforcement Assistance Administratien ig
all fifty states and using a computer printout of brief descriptions’
of projects funded through LE grants (both block and non-block), we
assembled a list of about 200 rograhms. Fourteen programs were to be . -
selected for visits. - :

. N [

The selection of sites was purposeful and not random. We wanted S
‘:‘ vigit programs&’from which/we could learn something. :*We tried to ,
clude programs jn large, iddlesize and small cities; prbgrams des- :
- ignated for statui offenderk or a11eged dellnquents or both; residential
and non-residential progragis. We also tried to achieve gome geographic
spread dcross the country. '

-y

.Dlscovery House, .Ihc.; Anaconda, Mon'tana. '
Community Detentign, Baltimore, Maryland,
Holmes- Hargadlne‘Attentlon Home, Boulder, Golorado.

~Proctor Program/, New Bedford, Massachusetts.
Outreach Detentlon Program, Newport News, Virginia®

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




/.' Non-Seture Detention Program, Panama‘Citi, Florida. .
' Amicus House, P1ttsburgh Pennsylvapia.
Home Detention,. St. Joseph/Benton Harbor, Mlchlgan - .

Home Detention Program, St. Louis, Mlssourl [ . . '
’A} " Community ReleaseV Program, San Jose CalLfornla -
Center for the Study of Instltutléhal A1ternat1ves, Sprlngfleld
)&ﬁssachugetts . . o

J
Home betentlon Program,-Washington, D. C : .

Readers should note that there is no basis for considering thBse )
fourteen rograms as representétlve of all alternatlve@prqgrams now .
operating in'the United States. The list does inclide seven programs”
based upap the Home Detention model which has been. adopted. by jurisdic-
tions in several areas of the country. It also anludes three Attention -
" Homes whlch_haVe been adopted by jurisdictions in a few western and .
mountain states But the programs “listed were selected more for antici-
pated learnlng value than for re resentatlveness While.they may not
. be reptesentatlve of all such pyograms, we found v131t1ng them an infor-
mat‘xe experlence and we think almost any juvenile court Jurlsdlctlon
will flnd tHe descrlptlons _here useful in plannlng an qlternatlve to
secure detentlon - . .

Site visits were conducted over a two- or three-day period during .
which &urt and other officials were interviewed and statistical data
were assémbled. After our _reports were written informarits in each Jurls-
diction were given an opportunlty to read them 'and comment on the accur-
acy of our assertions of fact. They were indeed helpful. The gonc¢lu-

. I!sions and judgments given here, of course, are our own.

1 -

Eight of the alternatlve programs are administered by pub11c agen-~
cies and six by private organizations. Seven of them were non-residential
. in the sense that .the juveniles remained in,their own houses (in some
2 few were'placed in surrogate homes). Five of the residential programs
used group homes; the other two placed the youths*in foster homes.

’
- . s

. The programs are describéd in the following order. An initial - ;J
section considers seven publlc, non-residential programs. based, ow the

Home Detention model as orlglnally conceived for and carried out in

St. Louis, Missouri. They are sufficiently similar to discuss as a ]

. group. The second section takes up, one at a time, thr¥e Attention ]
Homes, including the original one in Boulder, Colorado, and two othefg ’
modeled after it. Each of the three had its own featureé? 80 they are
described separately. The third section presenté'informgtion ohg two

' programs for runaway§. One of them is in a state with d°climate to which’
juveniles run.  The other is in an ‘area where ruhaways are mainly local.
The fourth section contains descriptiohs of twé- foster home programs,

under private auspigces. _ The. flrst is for  girls only. Thé second re-
ceives almost all cases awaltlng adjudidatidn in the region it serves.

ERIC S2y :
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Home ﬁetention Programs ‘
. . - N . .. a '. 4
"The seven Home Detention Programs are, s1m11ar in format and can
be thOught of as a family of programs. All of them-are ad‘inxsﬁeged
< by jiveniler court probation- departments. For the most-part their staffs
were made up of paraprofessxonal personnel variously referreds to -as
. outreach workers, tommunity youth leaders or community releise ¢ounselors.’
USually a youth worker supervxsed five youths at amy one time. In all <
lprograms youth workers, wete expected to keep the Juvenlles assigned -
to them trouble free and avaxiable to éourt. ﬁhey achieved the essential
> Survelllance through a minimum of ome in-pérson coritact with each youth |
, per day and thrOugh'daxly telsphoﬁe or ‘personal contacts with the youths’
..school teachers, employers and parents. Youth workers worked out of
their automobiles and homes rather than offices. Paperwork was kebt
,;to the minimum of travel vouchers and daily handwritten logs. In ‘some
programs the youth workers collaborated so that one could take over
responsxbxlxty for the other when fiecessary. 'All progr%ms authorized
the workers.to, send a youth directly tp secure detefition when he or
she did not fu1f111 program requirements—--Yor example, daily contact
with worker or school or job attendance. Typically, yoyths selected
for the programs_ would have the rules of program participation explained
to them in their parents' presence. ,These rules generally included '
‘attending school; observance of a spec1f1ed curfew; notification of
parents or worker.as to whereabguts dt all times when not at home', schobdl
or job; no use of drags™and avgidance of companlons or places that might
“fead to trouble. Most of ‘the programs allowed for the setting of addi-
" tional rules arising out of discussiong between the youth, the parents
and the worker. Frequently, all of the rules would be wrxtten 1nto '
a_tontract which all three parties :would sign. . . N .t
One key operatlng assumptlon of. alL of these programs is that the
ind of supervxsxon Just descrrbed will generally keep Juvenxles trouble
free and Tavailable to the court. Six of the seven programs rest on
a second pperating assumption as well. This assumption is that youths
“” and their families need counseling or concrete services or ‘both and
Qha% the worket can increase the probabrlrty that a juvenile ‘will pe
. successful in the' program by making available the servi®es of the éourt.
The degree of emphasis on counseli and services varied. In some Ppro-
grams workers provide or refer to €§3V1ces only when requested. 1In,
others, the workers always try to achieve a type of "big brother" cotn- -
seling relationship, sometimes combined with advocacy for the youths
“at schpol and counsellng or 'referral of fhe yonths' parents. In three
programs workers orgahize weekly recreational or cultusal activities i

for all juveniles on their cageloads. v y
- . .

*

.
P

Four of the programs in this category were said to have been started4/
to relieve the overcrowding of a secure detention. facxlxty ., Two began
with explicit cofncern about the possibly harmful effects of secure de-
tention.. One began as an experiment to test the value of the program1
- &8 an alternative to secure detention for status offenders; however, ..

“intake was npt rdstricted to status offenders.: .
. N . L Y o 1 «
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Youths Served ' ’ .
”
. . Only two.of the seven programs had. been dﬁlgned for alleged ‘delin- .
auents only. The others accepted both alleged linquents and status’™ =«
,offenders Nqo program was used exclu31vely for the status offender. - °
+All but two were, relaunvely—small in absolute number ®f juveniles served--

between 200 and 300 ‘per yeat. The other two had accepted just over .

1,000 youths each dur1ng the last fiséal year. \ ]

Of the non- stafus offenses, burglary is the delinquency alleged v
‘most often in each Qqf the programs for which information was available.
In general, the alleged delinquencies, of program participants dé not ‘.

e which
at o~

tion, with the exceptions of homi e; aggravated assault and r
are few in ‘number and rarely released.’ The del1nquency charges
predom1nate in numbers are in the mlddle“ange of seriousness:

differ, rkedly front those encounti:ed on thq rosters of Secure éeten- e

‘ . . v . -
. . 5
.

,.' Rates-of- Success or Failure - ' -

..
’ - -

.

All of the programs in this group: themselves c13381fy youths as

, program fa1lures when they e1ther,run away and so do not appear for

radJud1cat1on or when they are arrested for &’ ‘new offense whi‘le part1c1-
pating-in the programs - We have obtained data on youths by type of

termination for six of the seven programs visited. It is presented . .o

along with-other pertinent information about each progr¥m in Table 1.

-~ The taW@§lar presentation risks 1mply1ng a comparison between * programsl

that. is not truly possible. The data presented have not been gathered

" as part of a comparative-evaluation research design. Othdr variables

‘of importance, such gs selectiwity in referral to court, social charac-
teristics of juveniles and their families, type of offense and length
of prior record have not been controlled. The, tabular presentation, -
however, dofs have the advanbage of facilitating a discussion of- success
and’ fa1lure for the programs in this category and it is for this purpose
that we present it here Ll . -

N

B " :

If one comb1nes what each of the programs views as program failures,
it may be seew in Table ‘1, column (3), that the range of such failures
is from 2.4 percent' to 12.8 percent of all term1nated Juven11es The
combined failure te for four programs falls detween 2.4 percent and
7 5 percent, wh1le the rate for one ot\er ig 10 lg a percentage that
may not include-runaways. .

Rec1procally, column (6) presents the percentages .of Juven11es who
had been kept trouble free and available to the courts--that is, had o
« not be&maccuéed‘f committing a new offense and ‘had not fled jurisdic<'’
tion e smallest percentage was 87.2 for program B! The 1argest

was 97.5, \at prog(am c-. - o o ' . ‘L
.+ In t;:\32331n1ng programs, the percentages were 95.7,f94f%,'h9.8

-

¥,
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, Offenders.

TABLE, 1

by .

‘. et

PERCENTAGES. OF YOUTHS, BY TYPE QF. TERMINATION FROM SIX HOME DETENTION PROGRAMS

. Percent

(2) 3

o "Runaweys ReturneJ\\\V\

Plus

oy
)y Program ' B

Trouble-

\
(7N

Total?

(6)

Completed Free and

8

Jek

Running New Secure Without

Available

and

Away * Offenges Detention Incident

6)

Cffenses

to Court «
]

N=200. .
Delinquents

Only. 80.5

-t N=274,
Delinquents
ana Status

Offenders. 4.4 8.4 12.8 16.4 - 70.8
C: ' '

N=246, . . ..

Delinquents o
and Status Yo : . -
Offenders. 2.4 © 0.0 2.4 8.1

[ .

i . . :
' ' . '
y N=252, .

Delinquents ‘

. . and Status .| .

5.2

89.4

73.8 o
.-

E:

) Ne208 T~
Delinquents .
and 'Status o .
\foengers.

. 70.9
. 2 . -
" . - . L4

2%.8,‘
F: .
N=276. o

Delinquents - " b b
Only. " 13.3 *76.4

% \ . . N -

.
L7y
\

95,

92,5 . 100.0

87.2 100.0

9.5 99.9

94.8

77 7 100.0

89.8 « 99.9

¥ - — & r
2Totals may not add to 100.0 because of rounding.
Information obtained from intérview and may not includ; runaways.
. . L4
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and 92.5. It is tempting tofneclare these '"'percentages of success."
. But are they? Y , -
Another view of the data at hand may be seen in a comparison of
columns (1 nd (2, where for,five programs statistics are given separately
for new offenses and runnlng away. The datd are not very enlightening,
except to note that alleged new offensegexceeded running away in every
instance except one (program Q) Wehave no information that explains
why no 'youths ran away from programs C a%g D. )

A complication is the use of secure dgtention for certéin program -
participants. We have already reported that all of these prqgrams au-
. thorized their youth workers, for cause, to réturn juveniles to secure
deteption. In all programs they did so, as may be 'seen in column (4)
of Table !. Further, the percentages so returngd in “every instance
exceeded the percentage of 1uven11es in the same - program who" had commlt-
ted a new offense or who had run a%ay while being supervised. -

Is use of secure detentlon to be considered a prggram failure in
this context? The youths for Whom it was used did appear in cqurt.
1f they are to be considered something less than successful in the pro-
grams then the statistics in .cblumn (5)--percentages of youths completlng
the programs without 1nc1dent‘J-shou1d be considered. Thésmallest was

70.8 pércent; the largest was 89.4 percent. Still, it ms & bit un-
fair to consider use of a preventative procedure planned from the start

- as a program weakness: the youths did, get to court. >
Conclusions -~ . . ) v) oo

.t * , e ~
ﬁ‘The Home Detention Programs appear to work well for the middle S
range of serious delinquents who are often detained secureLy Status
> offenders, however, are often difficalt to deal with P this type of
ptogram unless substitute I1v1ng arrangements are made available for '
Juvenlles who have ‘vun away repeatedly or who have been presented to
_ the court as incorrigible (or uncontrollable) by their .parents or depart-a
ments of child welfare. Both categories of youths are seen as by-products
“of a breakdown in general famlly stability and spec1£1callyv1n parental
functioning. An already Yractured home situation 1s, after gll, a diffi-
cult base upon whlch to predicate "home detention. Th}s has led programs .
of thlS kind to add substitute care components such as foster homes, . ,
group homes, a non- secure shelter br even ‘specialized facilities such- .
as a "'youth in*crisis" group hone for out-of-state runaways.

.
»

rThe_proUlems that certain Home Detention Programs have experienced
such as excessive proportions of youths running away or cbmmitting new
offenses while awaiting court~hearing appear tq, be related'not to defi-
ciencies in the design of the programs per se but, rather, to their .misuse
* or maladministration by judges and court officials. * It must be remem-
'y /
Vi . ) ~ 3 ’ N . N
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_bered that all of these home detent1ow programs are o?erated by * '
juvenile court probation departments. Excessive delays in " .« o

adjudication, caused either by crowded, court, dockets .or by deliberate°
use of home detentlonkto "test out" how youths ,might . behave on probatlon,
is associated with augmented rates of failure.

t- > , ~
‘i o ) -
L M iention Homes
- ~

The Attention Home concept originated in Boulder, Colorado.
4 .
The term.attention as distinct from detention, signifies an envi-
ronment which accentuatés the positive aspects of community inter-
arvtion with young ogfenders The homes are s;r&ﬁtured enough for .
necessary comtrol of juveniles, but far less restrlctlve and less p
punishing thn jail. In fact, the atmosphere is made as homelike
as possible--to give‘'youngsters exactly what the term descrlbesb-
attentlpn (Kaersvang, 1972:3.) . . ; —

This quotation refﬁectg the phllosophy gu1d1ng the operation not only

of ;he homé we visited in Boulder but of the .Attgntion Homes visited

in Helena and Anaconda, Montana, as well. We had expected to treat

the three homes as a‘fam11y of programs. However, each had adapted
itself to unique circumstances in such a way that generalizationg tended
to obscure importaht dlfferences The Attention Home in Boulder is
closely attached to court process and, functions almost. exclusively as

an ‘alterpative to secure detention. Other Attention Homes have been
developed in that jurisdictiom to assist with probation .and other post-
dispositional problems. _ j ’

-

”

The Attention Home in Helena is multi-function. It serves a mixture .
of court cases and dther kinds of agency referrals as well. It in fact
fulictions-as 'a resqurce for other agencies as well as a resource for
Juv/piles in pre-adJudlcatory status.

)

The Attentlon Home in Anaconda,- as in Boulder, is tied clpsely
to gcourt process. - However, it places a great emphasis dn treat
through purchase of services and has taken on an important diver ionary
function.’ For these and other reasons the programs have been d¢scriped
§epafately. We will return to their similarities and differenges later
in a brief(summary . .

‘\

Boulder, Colorado - .

The Holmes-Hargadine Attention Hoﬁe, the first of its kinde opened
in Boulder in 1966 as an alternative to jail. 1In 1985, approximately
150 youths were agmitted, two-thirds of them boyss About three-fourths
were alleged delinquents; the rest were referred for status offenses.
Most youths-charged with mare serigus offenses are not referrqﬁ/zo the

. . \ .-
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lome but, rather, are transferred to a reglonal detentlon center opened
) _since the Attemtion Home was established. '

- “
The intake unit of the Boulderduvenile Court refers youths to -
. the home. The houseparents make t adm1551qn decisions, but they sel-
dom reject referrals. They tr¢ to create as homelike an atmosphere v
as they can, épending time and talking with éach of the youths. Some
.youths continue to attemd their schools, but most work in a county spon- ' .,
sored program which pays two dollars an hour. In the afternoons, evenings \-
and weekends® volunteers (students from a nearby university) organize ;
activities both in the home and elsewhere. o
. . ) < ] v s
- Systematic stafﬁstibs were not available), but we estimate,- based
on what were told, that the rate. of those who ran awaygand those returned
to securé detention was 2. ercent ~each (there were no new offenses), -
producing a stccess rg&e’ﬁ%/gZ—S or up to 97.4 percent depending'u
" how one believes returns to secure detention should be  interprete
There is no unusual aspect to the operation of the’ Attentlon Home

which rates of success can be linked, unless it is a felt '"quality"

that is difficult to define. It is not a fancy_program, but it is a &
program to which the judge, thé probation department and the house-
parents are deeply committed. - .
Helena, Montdna - - ) . )
L
R . Ut .t ) h] X .

The resjdential program of the Helena Attention Home is much like
the one in Boulder. It differs, hgwever, in the type of youths for
whom it is used and in the.kinds of agencies using it. ' - ~
. P . L.

. v . . \
. The home was a response to.the needs oY four youth-serving agencies
_in the city: ‘the Probation Department of the Juvenile Court; the State
Depdrtment of Instdtutions, Aftércare Division (responsible for youths
+ discharged from mental hospitals.iand for youths releasédﬂéﬁ parole from
juvenile correctional instit@tions); the State Department of Sbcia%\
and Rehabilitation Services (welfare) and the Casey Family Foundation
(a-private social work agency providing spec1a11zed foster cagg homes .
and an- independ®® living program for youths referred from the three’ .
other agenc1es, as well as other sources). All of these agencies had
identified in their caseloads troubled youths wko ;ighér were runping
qway” from or were unwelcome ig their own homes or’ foster homes. Fre~
. quently they ended up in_ Helena's county jail, as did many other’ youths
. Thus, Juvenlles awaiting adjudicatory hearings at the home are
., a mlnorgty of the re31dents, but it is the only non-secure program for
them in the Jurlsdlctxon '

‘ It is difficqlt\to say what measures of¥success or failyre‘should .
be amplied to this program. Only rarely do youths run away from it,
we were tdld. Even when they do, they usually retura on their own within
twenty-four hours. eﬁﬂgfonly twice in 1975 did a youth have to be trans-

t .

ferred from thé home“to jail. B .

\‘l‘ P . R .
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" Anaconda 3y Mbhta'na

o ‘ ’ n K i

. The At&entlgh Home in Anaconda 1§ also an alternqtlve to.jail.:
! Mosé‘referrals to Discovery Hbuse, as 1t is called, are from the codrt

. probatlon department. Youths excluded from referral\are those charged
w1th serious offenses agginat pérsons or_ "those who have failed previous-
1y at the home due to aggressive behav1er ~ Two-= thlrﬂs of the admissions
947 ip.all?d in 1975 were alleged™status ‘offenders.. ,

. e N . . - .

’ stcovéry House receives Juvenlles who differ greatly in the prob-
lems they ‘present. At one extreme are youths who stay fors short,periods,
ah.average -of 3.3 days ad no more thgn two weeks At the otheT are
a. small, number of youths: wlth compllcated personal problems ¥dr which

’ it ia difflcult to find solutions. These®adolescents may remain in resi-

. dence for long perlods——two po five months.- v : .

Because of the seriousness of the probiems of tertaifi youths and

. because of the commitment of the director of Dlscovery House to provide
treatment, when needed; the program invests heav11y in professional )
servicés. * They are purchased ‘with contracdbal monies’; there are no

profe3310nal personnel on the program's staff. .,

The court, in view dihghe treatmeng services provided by Dlscovery
‘House, quashe% the petitioms on about three-quarters of the youths while
they are in the progrém. Thus, many of the juveniles referred to the * .,
program as an alternative to jail emd by be1ng diverted from court Jurls—

N d1ct10n¢

*
»

Only rarely are youths asked to reave Dlscovery House or returned .
to Jall Those who run away from' the program generalLy return on the1r
oway The home s pelicy is to take them back.

v
4 .

Cohclusions A -

= K . * . -
- .

'The Attention HOme format, based on the limited data available, .7
appears to be successful for populations of.alleged delinquents and" 7
status offenders as well. Status offehders, we we old at all four-
teen sites, are difficult to mamage in both secureﬁhetentlon and in
.alternative programs. Either t:<r§ own béhavior or their home environ-
ments (or both) frequently defeat individual techniques or pragram ap-
proaches that work reasonably well with many glleged dellnquents

tE

The Attention Home also is adaptable to the varylng needs of small
communities. (We have no information.about their use in large cities.) ,
Its-patentlal for mixed use may make them the practlcal choice for small
‘jurisdictions where a varleém of alternative programs is not feasible. -

. i ‘
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et . ' Programs for Runawayg

We selected for vigsits two programs designed foy runaways, a cate-

“ gory of ‘status offenders gon*;dered very troyblesome.to deal with.

One progran malnly hand ¥ Juvenlles running away f%cally The other
had been started to return out-of-state runaways to their homes.

v -t .

¥

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania -

o Lo - . )

co »
Amicus House had been in operation “since J970. Only recently: has

. it begun to accept referrals from the/*Allegheny County" Juvenlle Coyrt.

From the begitning the program provided a residence for runaway’ youths,'
using individual counseling, group treatment and family' Casework in .
an attempt to reconcile youths with their parentg.’ The tawsget populatlon

‘*has always been runaways from the 1 1 area, and it i's this group of

youths that is now sent to AmicuRN House following detention hearings.

.t . L] L4
‘e

The program's operating assumptions are that the rufiaway youths
referred to them are experiencing fairly setrious emotional or family

préblems. Intensive treatment interventions of a problem-solving nature

are required. for the youth and 'the parents if the family sitwation is

to be stabilized. The agency does .mot try to provide long-term treatment.

Its goal is to make a successful referval if such help is needed. Its
staff includes the. program's director, an admimistrative assistant, -
ten counselors, a cook and two program coordinators who also supervise
the counselors. Counselors are responsible for maintaining the house
in addltlon to worklng with the Juvehlles and, their parents.

A youth is restricted to the house without telephoné privileges
for 48 hours after arrival. He is told thay he is there to think:
to identify and begin working on whatever pkoblems led to his running
away. The juvenile's peréonal partici ion in the process is what
is emphasized, the counselors being aVailable to help him. If after
48 hours he i3 worklng to define his problem, a counselor may contact
his parents and set an'eyenlng appointment for _a family session. These

" may last two and one-half hours and are repeated ragularly while the.

youth is in’ the program. Daily group meeglngs "of all youths in resi-
dence are held after dinner in the evenings with guided group interacw~
tion .techniques used to encourage and support problem-solving efforts.
Programmlng that might dlstract Juvenlles from the1r problems 1is av01ded

~ - v

'~ If, as sometimes happens a youth's parents refuse to,cooperate,
Amlcus House petitions the court for custody of the youth and authoriza-
tion to provide cpunsellng The petitions almost always are grant d
Most parents then decide "to cooperate, but if they do not Amicus H
approaches the court to petition that the youth be declared 7deprived"
and thud eligible for foster placement. The prackice of bringing peti-
tions to court on behetf of youths whose parents are reluctant or unwill-
ing to participate in the program is*an important one to note. Téo
often juvenile courts have allowed themselves to become disciplinary -

PAruntext provided by eric . =
,
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agents for angry parents rather than us;ng courty adthority to change
the bghavior of the parents.

-~ -
» .

. For youths referred fgom(geurt; the avenage length of stc{ is two

to three weeks, varying with how rapidly the court docket is moving.

Most af the youtls terminate from the program by returning *home4 program ,

officialg reported that 8 percent of the youths admitted since July,

1975,

to cqurt referrals only. On occasion disruptive youths are asked to

Jdeave-~but thla is rare. The staff's pfincipal response uaihsruptlve
“ behavior is to escourage veutglatlon of feelings. /

ran away from the program, but the statistics were not ¥peC1f1c'

Jacksonville, Florida ' g . :

-

kind

such

LY
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* The Transient. Youth Center was designed for out-of-state runaway
youths. The Child Services Division®of Jacksonville's Human Resources
Department operates the Center which has residential capacity for 12
youths- (botly boys and girls) and accepted 560 youths in its first ten
months of operation. - ,

4 -

- L]
. . A ..
Local law enforcemept agencies and court intake dfficials agreed
to bring runaways directly from the police station or court intake to
the center, thus avoiding secure fetention altogether., ., *

. $ 5 '

The pfincipal objective for out-of-state: juveniles is ‘to return

them to their families. The.operating assumption is that provision
of food, shelter and positive human contact of a"crisis Intervention

w111 help youths decide to contact their parents and return home.

To carry out this program, counselors are available 24 hours a day.

A youth arriving at the center is fed, assigned a bed and given an oppor-
tunity to talk with a counselor. Daily staffings assess the y®uth's
‘willingness to work out thq details of contacting his parents and return-
ing, home. ¥for most out-of-state youths this prdcess takes one to three
days.
pears to be a majo;/factor in expediting return.

The center's close working relationshjp with Traveler's Aid"ap-

‘ ’ a
¢ »

Although the ‘Transient Youth Center was designed for juveniles

running away to Florida, 40 percent of its clientele is now from Jackson-
"ville ahd other parts of Florida. The local youths have presented needs
and problems different from youths from other 'states. They need concrete
services and an opportunity to talk, but often they present sérious
personal and /family problems as well. The staff attempts to engage

-

youths and their families with the local social agencies:for longer-

term gervice. On the average, Florida youths stay at the Transient '
Youth Center a few days longer thap do those from out-of-state.

-~ A
A

For jurisdictions consTdering what to do about runaways, we think

there is much to be learned from both programs. The striking facts



« -
are that few of ‘the runaways admitted to Amicus-* House (7 8 percent) and to
the Transient Youth Cemter (4. ) percent) run from them. These are re-
markableoaccompllshments, given the reputed difficulties of controlling
runaways. ¢ . ! .
N t ‘ . .
» Private Residential Fodter Home Programs

. . ’ o ' . \/

The two priwvate, residential foster home programs have little in
common except that both are located geographically in the state of Massa-

chusetts. This may not be a coincidence. . —~ v

4

‘: "+ In'Massachusetts, the Department of ‘Youth Services (DYS) *is the ~* -
" . state agency responsible for juvenile corrections. In that state this
responsibility 1nc1udes the operation awd provision of pre-trial detention
facilities and serv1ces for juveniles. During the "early 1970s both "

the structurg and organization of "DYS was altered dramatically ,under

the administration of its Commissioner, Dr. Jerome G. Miller. He closed
most of the state's Juvenlle training schools and encouraged community-
based programs to take their places. He organlzatlénally divided DYS co
lnto seyen semi-autongmous administrative regions. and encouraged each

reglon to develop hon-secure community-based alternatives to incarcera-

tion fbr youths in their care. This, of course, included alternatives

* to detention for juvepiles awaiting court. ' >

. . .
New Bedford, Massachusetts .

¢ v

.

The New Bedford Child and Family Service, a private social work -
agency, .operates the Proctor Program under contract with DYS Regiqh -
7. _Region 7 has no secure detention'for girls. Girls remanded by courts
toqﬁrﬁéReglon 7 for detention are placed in eithér the Proctor Program
- or :in shelters, group homes or other Foster homes. .
) The New Bedford Child and Famlly Service (NBCFS) Proctor Program' '//_
8991gns girls received from DYS to.a 'proctor' who prov1des 24-hour .
care and supervisjon for the girl and works with the NBCFS professional .
staff to develop a treatment plan for rehabilitation. Jwelve procters
are paid about $9,600 each per year for 32 child-care weeks. Each makes
her own home or apartment available ‘to one girl at a time. The proctors #
are single women between ‘the ages of 20 and 30 who live aléng and are
willing to devote all their time to the girls assigned to thém.
1 . -
sThe idea for this proggam grew out of NBCFS's prev{ous exbe:ience
with female juvenile offenders and their families. The agency had ob-
served that foster home care and other substitute care arrangements

often segmed to make tronhledome g1r]q behaviors worse but that a posi-

tivé one-to-one relationship with a female casewofker seemed to cause
improvement. The Proctor Program began with the operafing assumption '
that many adolescent girls referred to court lacked & positive -relation- | /

-
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ship while growing up and that the on&-to-oneé ProctOr format would provide
such a relatlonshlp Thls, in turn, would lead to short-term behavioral
stablllty assuring ‘appearance in court and the beginning of the rehabili-
tative work viewed as mecessary for growth and developmggt in the longer ,

- run. The immediate obJectlve is to see that the girl appears in court

at the appointed time. The long-term goal.is to help the girl beg1n
q_course.of rehabilitation by providing a type of care that will eventu-
ally improve her rélationship with her parents ~To accomplish these

goals, the counseling and other resources of NBCFS are brought tg bear .
in addition to the personal help of the proctor.’

One hundred and sixteen girls were placed with proctors during

¢
1975. About three-fourths were status offenders, petitioned for incor- 4
rigibility or running away. “About 10 percent ran away while_in ﬁhe
program. : '
’ a Ll
The Proctor Program cannot be compared w1th afy of the gther pro- , .

grams visifed. It is a specialized program for a ‘particular. {and parti-
cularly difficult) population’ of youths who often are referred to juve-
nile court when all other resources have failed. In many other juris-

, dictions they are admiftted to seé%re detention even thouglt intake and
court officials know that the court's resources dre not adequate to :
deal with the range of complex problems they present. The Proctor Pro-
gram maintains close working relatlonshlps with both the Bristol County
Juvenlle Court in New Bedford anq the regional pffice of DYS. It may

be that the Proctor Program i% one of the kinds of alternative programs
needed to provide effective care .for youths who are :most 1nappropr1ate1y
placed in secure detention. v
Spfingfig}d, Massachdsetts ' e

4
- -

- The Center for the Study of Institutional Alternatives.(CSIA) is
located in Springfield, Massachusetgp,'and serves the four westdrn coun-
ties that make up Region 1 of the State Department of Youth Services .
(DYS)“ It is a private, non-profit corporation that operates two alter-
native programs under contract with Region 1. Each program accepts
both boys and g1rls and together they provide 95 percent of all detention.
services in the reglon DYS operates a nine-bed regional secure deten-
tion facility in Westfield Massachusetts

The Intensive Detemttion Program (IDP) was designed for juveniles
charged with more serious offenses or who, regardless of chayge, are
more difficult to manage behav1ora11y It consists of a Receiving Unit
Home (four beds), two Group Home units (five beds each) and .two foster
~ homes (two beds each) Thus, space is available for a-maximum of 18
juveniles at any one time. The doors and window§ of the Receinving Home
Unit can be locked with keys, but that is the maximum degree of mechan1ca1
security possible in this network.




.. .. . b2
! The Detained Youths Advocate Program-(DYAP) consists of seventeen
two-bed>foster homes and wa$ designed for youths charged with less seri=
ous offenses oy who, regardless of charge, are behaviorally less diffi-
cult to manage.s. The combined capacity of these.programs at any one ’
time is 52 youths, although it xould expand by recruiting additiomal
DYAP foster homes.
. "The operat1ng .assumptions of the CSIA programs are that decent
humane c3re provided by people 'who can develop relatlonshlps w;th youths
awaiting court action will keep most such youths free of trouble and.
assure their appearances in court at the appointed times. "The IDP is
Stejfed with a director, a receiving home unit supervisor and an assistant.
two fullstime and two part-time coumselors and three office personnel
who often double as resource personnel. Group and foster home parents
are ¢arefully screened and selected As the ma1n program thrust is
relat1onsh£b building, program staff and houseparents work ‘closely to-
gether in atgempt1ng to match each youth with an adult (staff or-house-
parent) that the youth can relate to and trus This person, who tries
to help the youth understand the legal process ahead ‘of him, is prepared
to be an advocate.on the youth's behalf when he or: she appearé?wn court.
Counselors ﬁrequently involve the youths' families, schools and other
concerned persoas in plann1ng for the future

by r~

¢ The DYAP is less labor intensive and relies for the moSt part on

the program'director and the foster pa}ents, who-are frequently young
couples, some w1th children of their own. The operating assumpt1ons and
program act1v1t1es are the same as those of the IDP.

The tyo CSIA programs combined accepted 650 youths during fiscal
year 1975. Two-thirds-were males and all were petitioned either a3

’,alleged delinquents or Children in Need of Services (CHINS). During

the first six months of that year, 475 youths were placed in the CSIA
programs, of whom six (1,2 percent) committéd new offenses while in

the program and 32 (6.8 pereent) ran away, for a combined failure rate
of 8 percent.- The rest appeared, in court as scheduled. Our own rathm—
1y selected 'sample of all youths terminating from a CSIA program between
July 1.and December 31, 1975, showed that the average length of stay )
for youths in Both programs was 20 days. - 5

In relative pérms, the CS1A network of group and foster .homes is
the most extensive, K we encountered. During the Iast six months of 1975
the nine-bed detent1on facility in Westfield had been occup1ed most'ly -
by older boys being bound over for trial a% adults. Thus, only a few
beds were Qza1lable to the Region for secure detention of youths await-
ing hearxngs in juvenile court. wMe know of no other part of the United
States> in which is located a‘city the size of Springfield where so few

_ youths are detained securely prior to adjudication.

-~

)




; Program Comparisons

Fajr evaluation of an alternative program requires information on
outcomes which can be related to program goals. Comparative evalua-
tion pf two or more such programs .requires the ex1sténce of comparable:
progfam goals as well as comparable outcome measuges. "The goals of -
the fourteen programs described above vary considerably as we have poted
at ﬁeveral points. Several programs held’ in common two primary goa? ’
keeping their youths trouble free and available to the court, Secondary
goals ranged from providing short term counselifg and referral services
to.youths and their families to providing rehabilitative services over
a longer period. Other programs pamed rehabilitative services as their
primary goals. Sometimes keeping youths trouble free and av;é}able
to the court were named as secondary goals but not always. us, we
do not have comparable goals for all programs. Nor do we have statisti-
cal information’ 6n the effectiveness of counseling, referra] and rehabili-
tative efforts; they are  seldom available.

.

»

For most of the programs, however, we do have information on the
perqentages of youths runnlng away or allegedly committing a new offense
while in the alternative program awaiting adjudication. Negative infor-
mation of these kinds cannot do justice to program efforts and have -
in themselves problems of comparability. Nevertheless, they do provide
us with an opportunity to compare programs collectively in a limited
way and to illustrate what can be accomplished.

"Across the 12 programs for which information was available the
percentages of bart1c1pants running,away or allegedly committing new
‘offenses while awaiting adludlcatlon ranged from 2.4 percent to 12.8
percent (see Table 2). It is of 1nterest that both of the-programs re-
porting these percentagag\had the same format: they were Home Deteqtlon

» Programs. In ,other words, similar programs can produce different re-
sults when carried out by different organidations in different Jurlsdlc-

tions, p0591bry worklng with dlfferent kinds of juveniles. .

. The reader probably will focus first on The two extreme figuresf*‘
among the Home Detention Programs--Program B and Program F. /-

o Program B was begun ig order to reduce overcrowding in secure deten—

tion and in the hope of avoiding the®ost of constructing an additiomal
wing to the secure fact#lity. Judges and intake personnel began to mis-
use the new program by ‘placing status offenders and allegedly delinquent’
youths--who would not gtherwise have been placed in securesdetention--
.1 it. The percentages of youths who ran away or were alleged to have .
ftted new offenses while in the program rose with this originally

unlntended development. We cannot demogstrate that the misuse caused

_the increase in failure rates but we sdggect it may have bg€n a contri-
_buting factor. The secure.detention facility in this juriwdiction re-
mains at or above capacity. Officials there did not hesitate to!iurl—
bute this consequence.to the misuse of the alternative program.

»
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. TABLE 2 .

PERCENTAGES OF YOUTHS WHO RAN AWAY OR ALLEGEDLY COMMITTED NEW OFFENSES,
FOR 14 ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS

l -

Percent
. -~ r -
% Type. of Program i o .
; - Interim =~  Running '
. ] T Offenses - Away | Total
. Home Detention L : . J <
o *  Programs: . ¥ T ’ . ’
-
Program®........... i 4.5 3,6 v Jr 7.5
Program Bee.oeeonnon, AN A 12.8
Program-C....... 2.4 : 0.0 2.4 7
5 Program D.y..ou.v... .7 5.2 0.0 , 5.2 »
Program E........... ) Z'Qab' 1.9 b 4.3 b
Program F......... S 10.1 LA 10.12
Program G...ccvuune . 5.5 0.0 5.5
*
( _Attention Homes: ) . .
Anaconda..... cmsooon 1 NAa " . NA, . NAa
. Boulder..... e . 2.6 y 265 1T s
.Helena..... feteeeeen ’ NA - NA NA
. _ . . f i
kS T Programs for Runawgysa o . \} ' i 7
Jacksonville,.... e ...;d Q.ld %1 4
, Pittsburgh......... . 0.0°% ¢+ 7.8%, 7.8%¢  »
. . i *
‘Private Residential ’ -
*  Foster Homes: '
New Bedford....:...: 0.0 10.0 10.0 L
.. pringfield......... 1.2 6.8 8.0
- Va 7

Iriformatior;‘ based on interview only.

Rundways may not be included.

Not applicable.

Ancludes youths not within court Jurlsdictlon

NA Information not available. :
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Program F reported a combipgd Mfailure rate' of 10.1 percent. s
In ‘that jurisdiction judges weré using the. alternative _program ‘as a f

means of testing the ability of allegedly de?”nquen youths- to remain

in, the community under prooarton like. supervision. Placement in the

program occurg prior to adjudi ation. This misuse of the program as

a preadjudicatory testing ground apparently contributed to delays’ in
scheduling court hearlngs for youths in the program; the average length ~
of stay was 90 days. Whether it also contributed to the higher than

average failure rate is unknown. It is clear, however, that such extend-

ed lengths of stay are both unnecessary and unfair. f ‘° Co
‘s , v -
In general the program failure percentgges-for Home Detention Pro— -
grams tend to be interim new offenses rather thdn runaways. In only .

one instance (Program B) does the percentage.running away exceed that

for alleged new offenses. Furthermore, two jurisdiqtions reported no

runaways dur1n§'the1r reporting year. ‘Of cpurse, jurisdictions differ - -
.in the ways rungways are classified. Some do not count 1nstances where

the youths who ran away returned voluntarily or through the efforts

of staff prior to adjudication; otherg'do. Even sQ, the 1ow perc entages v
of running from these programs may be of interest. . ., v
The percentages for the publ®cly and privately operated residential .
. group home programs for runaways reflect their purposes. What they -
have been able to accomplish, with local and interstgté runaways, should
be of considegable importance to the many Jur1sd1ct1ons that have found, ’ .
such youths especidlly difficult to contain suitably, [
. The Attention Homes in'Boulder, Anaconda’and Helena serve diversg ° -
groups of juveniles with considerable, success.
. * . «

The two private residential foster home programs are both 1‘!at§d

in the Statee.of Massachusetts and were developed partly in response * .

to the progress1ve act of that state in ¢losing its juvenile correction- -
' alemstitutions. The.New>Bedford program for girls experwenced no allega-
t1ons of new offenses during the reportxng year, although 10 pergent
ran away. The program serves many girls referied foi‘tnnnlng away or. i"
1ncorr1g1b111ty, although it serves alleged delinquentsyas. well. ’ 4
) Spr1ngf1e1d s®atistics may be of the greatest i portanc;~pf any in Table 2.

Almost no juveniles are securely detained in thjs jurisdiction, so j
.. niles who are difficult to supervige as well a easier ones are referred

! (o the'program The 8.0 percent total for "failure" is qu1te an achieve-
. ment, especially as jt inc ludes f alleged new offenées ‘In fact, i .

A

s excluding programs only for runaw , the/ 1.2 percenf of . 1nter1m offenses

is the smallest of any program. ) -

,_/

.

.
?

4

-,
.

’

When these statistics are viewed collect1ve1y for the §2 programs . =
that provided them, we can see that the interim offense rates ranged
from 1.2 .percent to 10.1 percent of gl youths placed it the programs
during one year. .Similarly, the runaway rates ranged from 0.0 perCEn}
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to 10.0 percent and the combined totald’from 2.4 percent to'12. E‘pefcent
The small spread on these measures.when combined with our knowledgé‘ ’ *
%of how different the programs are--both in terms of what they do and e,
the types of youths they rece1ve--seems to support.at least two concld* K
pions. .One is that programs used as alternatives to secure detention A ~ ¢
can be used fo™ many youths who would otherw1se be placed in secure '
detention and with % relafively small risk of figilure. A second is
that the type of prpgram used does not appeas as critical as how it

is used by the ‘Aurisdiction. These conclusions atre based on data from

only 12 programs and so must be considered tentative. They do, never- ) .
‘theless, provide some encouragement for jurisdictions that are dissatis-
+ fied with thé trgditional use of secure detention.’ . , - s
~ ‘ A ‘/ . -
- . - & -
Program Gosts. . N o s -

© ' ¢ .
. L[4

Costs of the, alternative programs are in Table 3, together with
_the qpsts’ of secure deteniﬁpn in the same juriﬁdictions.

1 ~

We' have hesitated *n to approach this topic. The usual cémp!\&
tion of these costs is to djvide some definition gxpend1tures by
‘the number: of days of.child care provid%d thus producing a cost per
youth per day. Adm1n1strat1ve e¥mnses, when the program 1s operated
by a-social agency carrying ‘out additional functions, are not always . Ce
allocated to-program costs in, the same way; nor are expenses of’ renting
or‘purchas1ng off1ce and Juven11e E&E:deftijl/fac1l1t1es ¢ .0 W

+ R . o , R .

Furthermdre, the Juxtaposit1on of the-two sets of figures risks )
the implicatish thatea qavmg is taking place That .may-not be true. . ‘)
- Certain costs of operating and maintaining a’ secure fac111ty are incur ed -
evén if fewer yautHs are'deta1ned"GEre, and the cost per youth: per - ]
day may riseé .as more youths are tremoved to an alternative program. .

An important. except1on may be ,the jurisdiction where an alterpative .
had,been estdblished 1n llSE of enlarging an existing secure facility
or bu1ld1ng a new ore. Such savmgs are nat expr&s‘d in budgets and .

are nooft enough taken into ac¢ount. N - >. .
= . The ef:\;E\alternat1ve programs, expressed in yoWth-care days, ' _

" are inflated by un@er&se of many of them. Unlika\many secure facilities,
most of the aIternat1ve programs we visitedBad never operated at maximum
'capac1cy Actu&l operat1ng capac1ty fé6r thesenprdgraris genérally fell .
between 40 gnd 60 percent of maximum, and dosts '‘per youth per.day vary T
w1th this fluttuatuou ) Ct

» e . ’ . . o .
" -e
. Certa1n of the programs are used forw large numpers.of Jugbn11és
Qthe or very small numbers. Thus,. a small program that appears
expens1ve Qn sase . basis may represent a.very small part of.the expendi~

_ture of 1ts Ju.1sd1ct1on for hold1ng youths ﬁor ad3ud1cat1on p . LT
"‘ . -

Lk T

» . ; Y
, F1nally, Certaln'programs are'in geographical aredS where peraonnel .
and other costs .afe greater, relat1ve to other.areas.

. ‘ A we e’ -. . ., -
\) ‘ » .‘ . ) ) _ ‘ . .‘- . .
ERIC . . ’ ®
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TABLE 3.

COSTS PER YOUTH PER DAY

L OF I\Q ALTERNATIVE . PROGRAMS AND' OF SECURE DETENTION FACILITIES . y .
IN THE SAME JURISDICTIONS
[ ‘ B b -
* ) % ~ . o t
, . E) . ;—¢ ry -
; ' ' - % .  dWrisdiction | - ‘ - ,
e " | Altdrnative Secure
' | / - ‘ Program  , Detention
S [ . : . ’ - M . N
~ T N Y R 0 . ,
' Home Deten&on Pregrams: . of .
Program'A.... e, T $36. 25
Program B....i,‘ ................... . . 29. 60
Poogead C.1LL... " BOUORRRARAN . 35.9°
. gogramD '. cel - ' ) / ‘ . 17, 54° R
' rogram,];} b reeeen Fooo N ; 27-00d
.", Progrdm F........... N S e : Cerieey "
. PLOBTAM G.vvvenvnnnnnneneanaanns IRT Jh 2 e -
- - "” , v . - S - 7 '

RPN Attention Homes: ,. ‘.. coL S g . .

U3 ‘_ © ' . e ¢ . » -

. ANATORAE . L.\ N eeeeiaad  815.00 §oun..” -
BOULAET .\ vevrraranansnnn. (oereeneans . 1367 X, 22,83
Helena..,....... T, eeeeeened . 22,00 - civee gt
" \ . ‘.o , .

c® - g
- . S . . . § . .
. ‘ - . I L. o . Y .
- ﬁ;\ograms for xlaways: ) T N -
- Jacksonville -. ..... e eat e, TR ’ 3\;8-00 ) $18.00 .
) o Pi\ttsburgh -“;-.----'-"% ..... ...-...'..“.- - 5'0% ‘& .35'00 " . ‘
P . . v d . < 4 @ |
¢ , . Qc’ . g . . )\0‘ .. s .
. ’ Privite Residennal Foster Homes: . = S ; .
D K . - . . e . . A : ‘ ’ R .
L] e
e ' New Bﬂdford ceee e I 351‘-18‘7” ‘ LS ~h
e, ‘ springfield PR L , oL d )
* Intensive Deteation Program. - 32.28 D ey o
. Detained Youths Advocate Progrﬁn...qt . 14330 T e .
LN Yen . c e
N 1‘% = — — . L - N = o ] R -7 1
. ) ®Expregsed in 1974 -0rt1975'dollars. - - . R
. Includes costs of a contract for program eval’uatiqn of lbout $3. 00 per . .
youth per damp. < 1 ‘ e . e
. CExpressed in 1972 dotlars, _ * ," ,~ .. { - T
t dNot available, - — " o . ’
. eNo -secufe detention facility, , oo . ;
, : i 5 . & .y -
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- Having said all t the costs per day per'youth displayed in

Table 3 should be tHought of only as indigating something about the
"range of expenses that might be ipcurred-=-little elsé.

. i “»
S /\ f

" ) Corfetusions About Alternative Programs

In concluding this document wegget forth certain generalizations
about programs turrently in use as "ﬁernatives to secure detention
for youths awaiting adjudication in juvenile courts. The reader should
.remember that we visited only 14 such programs and that selection ®f
programsg in different jurisdictions might have resulted. in other gener-
altzations. Still, we will summarize conclusions that we believe to.
be of immediate importance to individsals and organizations that.may
be considering the development of alternatiVes in their jurisdictions.
1., The*various program fogmats--residential and non-residential--
- appear to be abolit equal in their ability to keep those youths
. for whom the programs weréd designed troublg free and available
to'court. That is not to say that any gyboup of juveniles may
be placed successfully. in any type of pfogram. It refewsy in-
stead, to the fact that im most psogra only a small propor-
T tion of juvenilegahad comitted new off§nses or run agay while
awaising ad judicdV¥ion. .« - o

v

Lontand

M .

~¢. Sipilar program formatd*can produce different rates of failure--
" . - measured in terms of youths running away or committing new
. offenses. The higher rates of Yailure appear to be due to
e factors outside the control of the programs' employebs—-e.g.',

) ‘ "excessive lengths of- stay due to slow. processing of court dockets
or jhdicial‘misuse of the programs for pre-adjudicatory testing
¢ of youths' behavior under supervision.-

e 4 PR . N * -

¢ 3] Any program format can be adapted to some degree to program
goals in addition to thosegof keeping‘'youths trouble free and

«# -+ available to the @Burt--for example, the goals of providing
treftment or concrelg services. Residential programs seem

- ‘the most adaptablevfz that they are able to_serve youths whose
-parent$ will not receive them or thgse who gill not return
home--often the same juveniles.

« ] \ ,
4. Residential programs--group homes and fostershomes-—are being -
;s used successfully bdth for alleged deligquents and status offend-
N i :ers .I / L4 - r ) ‘
A

. , . b . . '
- 5. Home Detention’ Programs are successful with delinquents and
“with some status offenders. However, a residential component

is required for certain juvenilles yhose probléms or conflicts

. .
L ’ -
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are with their own families. Substitute caré in foster homes
and group homes *and supervision within a Home Detention format
have been combined successfully. : ’

7 . N
The Attention Home format seems very adaptable to the neéds
of léss populated jurisdictions, where_separéte programs for
several special groups may not be feasible. JThe Attention
Home format has been used for youth populations made up ofv
(a) alleged delinquents only, (b) alleged delinquents and status
effenders and (c¢) alleged delinquents, status offenders and
juveniles with' other kinds of problems as well.
fhoughtfqlly conceived non-secure residential programs can
retain, temporarily, youths who have run away- from their homes.
Longer term help is believed to be essential for some runaways,
so programs used as alternatives to detentton for these youths
require the cooperation of ither 'social agencies to which such
juveniles can be referred. : ‘

‘

‘

.

Certain courts are unnecessarlk% timid in defiping the kinds -/ .
og,youths (i.e. severity of .alleged offense, past record) .

they are w1111ng to r to alternative programs Even when
alternative programs are availalle, many youths are 321ng held
in secure detentign ‘(or jail) who could be kept trouble free
and available to court in.alterhative programs, judging by

the experiences of Jur1§a1ct1ons that have tf1ed

~
- -

Secure holdlng arrangements are e ntlal for a?small proportlon
of alleged de11nquents who;g?niiltute a dangar o others.

5
The costs per day per youth of alaegnat1ve programs can be,
very misleading. A larger cost can:result from morg services
and resources being made ava11abde to progpdi‘paré1c1pants
It also can result from geograph;cal«var1at1on in costs of
personnel and services, differences in what administgative . .
and office or re51dence exbenses are Lﬂéludgd and udécrutxll-
zation of the.prognam

- o ~

d ernative progqpms should probably be

made available tn isdictions other-than the smallest ones.

No one format ,is. ted to every y0uth and a variety, of options

among which to chdose prqbably will 1pcrease rates of success

in each, . !

',/i

Appropriate use of both secdre detention and of.alternative
programs céin be,;eopardtzed by woor administrative practiees.
Intakp decisimgs should be guided by clear, written criteria.

J es and coﬁ??*parsonnel should monitor the i tgﬁe doc151ons
frequently to be certain they conform to Crlterla

-A 'range of types o‘

»

[
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13. Since overuse of secure detention comtinues in many parts of
, . the country, the main alternative to secure detention should L
. not bg® anosher program. A large proportion of youths should

- simplp ke released to their parents or other responsible adults

- to await court action. * }
N « ’  .Prerequisites for Successful Programming .
' . » - . -
LI ‘ - ‘
- ! In presenting the descriptions of the alternative programs we tried

«

to summarize descriptive findings as sugginctly as’ possible, emphasizing

those facets of programs that might’ int{ilst those who may be considering

use of alternative programs in theijir o arisdictions. ~ Wegmentioned

only briefly some of the problems ie saw in the way programs were used

in certain jurisdictions. gfke problems to which we referred are not _

uni to one jurisdiction and it would be misleading to discuss them

as 1f they were. 'We nevertheless peed to discuss them here in a general

. ‘way,.because the rggommendations we make here will be understood only

""if the problems are acknowledged. S ) .

.

. @ During each site visit we asked about ‘the reasons fqy~the~use of
-secBre detentien and specific alternative ‘programs in the jurisdiction. .
We handed informants a list of r

) sons we.had found in the literature #
' .and asked: Which reasons apply“here? The responses are combined inm
Table 4. -t .
, . N [ ]
" The reasogs given for use of- secute detention were predigtable. X 5o

It was being used in all jurisdictions (a) to assure appearance for

v+ court adjudication; (b) to prevent.youths from.committing a delinquent
act while waiting Mot the adjudicatory hearing; (c) to prevent youths
from engaging in incorrigible hehavior while awaiting an adjudicatory

. "hearing; (d) to protect youths against themselves--that is, keep youths

from injuring or harming themselves; and (e) to protect youths against

others--perhaps"othgg\youths or adults, and even their families--in .

the cemmunity. Lesser numbers reported that juveniles in their jurisdic-

tions were being securely detained to provide them with a place to stay

while awgiting an adjudicatory hearing, because there was o other alter-

»

A\]

native. . |
- ° R - / s N - .
¥ The directors of alternative programs gave answers that parallel
the ones just listed. Their programs were being used for those reasons,

-

tod. o . - -

Use of secure detention and alternative programs differed in'impor-
tant ways, however. Secure detention was used in anly one jurisdiction
to reduce the likelihood that youths would commit a delinquent act in .
the long run--that' is, after release by the court or other juvenile ’

" o ST .
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. . TABLE 4
- * ~ .
USES MADE OF SECJJRE DETENTION AND OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS ,
. AS REPORTED BY OFFICIALS IN THE JURISDICTEQNS

.

e

ESC) P Py T

« . Reasons for Use

— Q
i
. « .

’ . 4

10.

11.

. . .« *
Protect the youth‘against himself of herself—
that is, keep the youth from injuring or .
harming himself, .............f.... ...... e
Provide the youth with: a place to stay

while ayaiting adjudicatory hearing, because

" sthere is no ether alternative except detention,..

Prevent the youth f;)’m committing a delinquent
act while awaiting the adjudicatory(hearing......

~-

o
Prevent the youth from engaging in incorrigible
behavior while awi‘tzng ad;udicatory hearing.....

Reduce the likelihood that the youth will

commit a eligggegt act In the dong(er) run+—

that is, after releasé by the court or other

L

juvenile authorities,...m.vivui.veennan. Cereieeaan
. - .

Reduce the likelihood that thelyouth will

engage in incorrigible behavior in the long(er)
run—that 1s, after release by the court or

other juvenile authorities.....vvvurnreenennnen.

" Assure appearance for court adjudication.........

Make sure that thé'youth is available for
interviewing, observation or testing needed
by the court or court employees.......voeeveees..s

»
Bégin rehabilitative treatment........ T e eeen

Glve the youth a mild but noticeable "jolt"
so that he/she will recognize the seriousness .
of the beHavior.......cvvvvvevneennnnn.. eeieaaes

Protect the youth from others«—perhaps other
youths or adults, and even his/her family-—
in the cdmmunity. ....... A Ceesiieraenaee

Alnernativé.

Detention




- , ; .
authoritjes. 1In no jurfgdiction was it reported that secure détention
was used to reduce the likelihood of youths engaging in incorrigible -
behaviors in the long run. Yet in all jurisdictions except one, alter-
native programs were used! for these reasons.

-In only two Jurlsdlctlons was secure detentxon being used to make
sure that youths were available for interyiewthg, observation or tEstlng
needed by the court or court employees. In three it was being used .
to give some youths a mild but noticeable "jolt" so that he or she would.
recognize the seriousness of the behavior. Two Jurlsdlctxons reported
~that among the reasons for placing youths in secure detention was to
begin rehabilitative treatment. Again, in all jurisdictions but one
the alternative program was being used to make sure that youths were
available for 1nterv1ew1ng, obsenya}an or testing. In all but two
it waerélng used to gi ouths a milds "jolt." The alternative prggram

©in eve jurisdiction bu one also was being used to begln rehabilitation.

Thus-in eleven of the 3urrsd1ct10ns visited alternative programs
listed among their functions adm1nlstrat1ve convenience, immediate pun-
.ishment, long-run deterrence and rehabilitation. The reader will recog-
nize these '"reasons" as the ones that have historically caused so much
misuse of secure detention throughout the United States. ’

Interviews provided additional information on uses of alternatjve

+ programs. Youths in certain programs'ﬁould simply have been sent héme
to await hearxngs‘,lf the altetrnative program had not been available.
Juvenxles in alterr=tive orograms tend to wait longer for adJudxcatlon
than etrose in .secure detention. A few programs were uced -< : form

#- ¢ informal probation to provide a testing pefiod prior to ad judication
(in one city a program was scornfully reférred to~as an "alternative

= to disposition'"). But most of all, in addition to holding juveniles

who might commit new offenses or run away, alternative programs¥were

. being used as a treatment recsource for youths who were unlikely to do
either. In jurisdiction after jurisdiction we were told that the pro-
gn@m was being used to provide needed treatment services, because such
_serv1ces were not otherw1se available. ‘\‘

Assikxesult the symptomS‘of overreach through alternatlve programs

. {may be appearing in certain jurisdictions. Juveniles can be accgpted
into the juvénile justice process who would:not have beenspreviously,
just because new programs ere available. This appears in some instances

" to be accompanied by transfer of one of the abuses of gecure detentipn
to the ‘newer alternative programs. Historically, secure detention has
been utilized for -the contrel of juveniles  in need of child welfare
services that have not been available. As alternative programs jmcreas-
ingly become resources for juvenile courts to use there is a real danger
.that (1) the programs will be turned away from their main task of pro-
tecting communities and juveniles in the period prior to adJudxcatlon
and that (2) an 1ncrea31ng number of yomths who need 8ocial services
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will be labelled alleged delinquents or status offenders in omder to
" Feceive them. / . J

. '

For_ the above reasqns we Off five recommendatlons to Juvenile

courts that‘may be ‘considering the 1ntroduct10n of alternative programs
of whatever kind.

‘ « h
(1) criteria f@ selecting juveniles for secure detention, for
alternative programs and for release on the recognizance of,a parent
or guardian while’ awaatlng court adjudication should be in writing.
-
Comments The emphasis here i& that consistency in decision, maklng
requires clearly wr1tten criteria by which all intake and referral deci-
sion makers’'may be gyided. We do not specify what the criteria should
. be, but we have included in the bibliography referencéds to the criteria
published by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency and the re-
port prepared by Daniel J. Freed, Timothy P. Terrell and J. Lawrence
Schultz for the American Bar Assoc1at1on s Juvenile Justice Standards Project.
Here we wish to bring a less welb,known statement to the attention of readers.
’ P " . - -
A recent study in California asked its statewide advisory committee -
to formulate criteria that would.be clear "and unambiguous for use in
that state. Members of the advisory committee included a commander
from a police department juvenile division, a deputy chief of,another
“police department, four juvenile cqurt judges, four chief probation
officers, two juvenile court-referees and one detention center superin-
tendent. Their criteria are the*clearest we have seen and théy are '
applicable to any jurisdiction in other states. For these reasons we
present here the three crlterxa relevant lo th1s d1scuss1on

. (a) To guarantee minor's appearance: No min8% shall be detained
to ensure hi§'court‘appearan€e unlesg be has previously failed
to appear, and there is no parent, guardian er responsible
adult willihg and able to assume responsibility for, the minor's
presence. !

(w) For -protection of others: Pretrial detentton of minors, whose
detention is a matter 6f immediate and urgent necessity for
the protection of the persons or property of another shall
be limited fo those charged with an .offense which could be
a felony if.committed by an adult and the circumstances surround-

. ing the offense-charged ian{ged physical harm or substantial

\ threat of physical harm' to andther.

»

. Exactly half of the committee formulating these crxterla felt that
‘n add1t10n81 category of youths should be eligible for prefrial detention
on the basis of "dangerousness," reflecting the widespread disagreement
about what is dangerous. Thede commiktee members favored adoption of
the following criterion which would be added -to (b) above: '"...and to

s
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" those charged wi substantjial damage to, or theft of, property when
the miffor'g Jjuvenil® court record fevealed\a patterz‘of behavior that
had resulftdd in frequent or substantial damage. to, loss of, propetrty
and where previous control measures ‘had "failed." (%aleebey, 1975: 59-63.)

It is possible that the mere presence of written criteria so clearly
expressed would provide intake officials with some support in refus1ng
to detain youths inappropriately brought qugre them. . .-

.
»

(2) The decision as to whether youths are to be placed in secure
detention or ‘an.alternative program should be guided, so far as possible,
by written agreements between the responsible administrative officials. \\
These agteemengs should specify the criteria goverging’ selection of
youths for thééi;ograms.
’ Comments: Some readers will find the manner in which th{s recommen-
dation is worded obscure. The wording has béemsarafUtly chosen so -~
as to be app11cab1e to the use of secure detention under varlons orgdni-
zational arrangements and to the use of alternative programs under.a.
variety of organizational arrangements. For example, directors of secure
detention facilities sometimes do not have the authority to refuse admis-
sion even when the facility is ovg}qrowded and underbudgeted. Written
agreements concerning numbers and criteria would provide such a director
with leverage to protect the we ing of ybuths held in his care and _\%/
also serve as a check against inap®ropriate referrals. Similarly, al-. -
ternative ﬁrograms that may be administered by private organizations
need to know with regsonable predictability the numbers and kinds of
youths they will serve. Also, the availability*of public monies for.
alternatlve programs may tempt certain agencies to utilize traditional
service technologies and "skim'" referrals most suited toirhem. _Uritten
agreements shoyld keep ‘alternative programs available to the juveniles
who need them.

. ¢

, (3) The decision to use alternative p}ogzgys should be made at
initial intake where the options of refusing to accept the referral,~

. release on-the recognizance of a.parent or guardian to,await adjudi-
cation and use of secure detention are also available. It should not ’
be necessary for a youth to be detained securely initially before re-

ferral to an alternative progrdm is made. .
4

Comments: We have found that in some jurlsdictions alternative e
programs are not considered as resources until after juveniles have . )
been confined in secure detention to await detention hearings. This
is an " unnecessary use of secu%\\uetention,-1Njuriédictions that have
organized themselves to make such decisions at the "time of initial refer- -
ral have shown. The danger of overreach is greatest-at this initial
decision pvint, another reason for consistent sele¢ction based on clearly .

written cr1terla . . o
, -
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(4) An information system should be created so that (a) use of
secure detention, alternative programs and release on parents' recogni- .
zance can be cross—tabulated at least by type of alleged offense, prior
. record, age, sex, rgce/ethnicity and family composition and (b) termi-
nations by types of placements from secure detention, alternative pro-
grams and release on parents' recognizance status can be cross—-tabulated
with variables such as type of pew offense, length of stay and disposi—

tion as well as the variables listed in (&) above. .
Comments: Court and pro%ram records are often so dispersed, if &
not in total disarray, that no one carr find out what is-going en. Cts

canndot be assembled for simple reporti;: Administrators cannot evaluate
and control bperations without regutaf access to the kinds of informa-
tion listed! )

(5) Courts sheuld adjudicate cases of youth$ Waiting in alternative
programs in the same period of time applicable to those in secure deten-
tion. "

-

- ’

Comments - The practice of extending the ‘waiting period for youths ’
in alternative programs appears to reflgct a belief that thos® in alter-
native programs are living under less harsh conditions. Even if that
is true, "the youthg in alternative .programs prior to adjudication are
experiencing the cShrcion of the court and should be relieved of it
by prompt ¥indings.” , ’ : :

‘ ke

Implementation of the above recommendations should-precede the
use of al;qrnative programs because the measures to which they refer
are prerequigite to the proper use of alternatives and of secure deten-

tion .as well. : . - ‘ .
S | . - .

\
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