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This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resclution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the decument qua#ét'y.‘
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMEWDATIONS &

’

Counseling and Referral Services (CRS) is a unlf og Famééy

Court with its major function to dlvert’certaln types %h %asre
from formal Juvenile Court Hearings. These are casei ha~1§c
not currently active with the duvenlle'Cqurt,,?reéggf.c r;éivibility
offerders, and either involve a ron—~-criminal charge lgciivef‘ dity,
truancy, curfew violation and runaway fron homg) or ieda ayor
minor offense (no serious vodily harm*to the victim an nobengled
property loss oOr damage) . T@er? are'uhreg.types of Saiein;;t Led
by CRS. Toe first is pelated waere Uhp.cnll& an@ comp %1 a 7
family relatives (usually mother anq child) and theﬁgrg e?po e
primarily one of parent-child conflict, ;p gonffe}afe Cauzzhbor)
adult complainant is not related to the cnlld'(uaua}Ly a ngzgnal
and the problem is primerily one of hargssmenb ozvm:nor irl%c 2
events. Firally the last type of case 1s §;uancchLhe s;gv; e
provided by CRS are either counseling or re@erpal Eo anon«ieiated
agency (for related and truancy cases), mediation tgfdno -relat
cases snd monitoring for trusncy Cases (does ‘the chi ma;_Jq S 4
a good attendance rooord). For the “ay;%972530 Agrll:}9?5dpziseq
a total of 2574 cases were handled by CRS, 5Y%0 goxe relate e 8,

A% non-related and 20,5 truaney. Only about 187% of the cases

were referred back to Juvenile Court.

In general most of the CRS clients were males (Wlt? ngeg;;ggsng
of related cases), black, of lower socio-economlc stgtgi unt est .
in "broken homes". Characteristics vhich are very Simlfaih o) he
general Juvenile Court population. _Approx1mately 18% od ' qu%
related caces had at lQS%t one piezlguiaaggestincgmggggar§gon éample
cv cases and 307 for relavec 38 € parl :
ggraggﬁggeg cases from the Youth Study Center, 22% had at least

one previous arrest.

A large percentage of referrals to CRS §29 to 56?) foylre-
lated snd non-related cases apparent%y canc from the uvepl e
24413 Division of the Philadelvhia Police Department. In tng %zigation
of truancys, of course, the referral source is the Board of .

CONCLUSTONS AND EFFECTIVENESS

According to all available indicators CRS has provgn to.ge
fairly effective. It seems to be diverting cases from uv??lrid
Court with no apparent greater risk to the communiTy (asnzaiiai
by arrest rates) than if the cases were to be handled by nox

- e we .
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court procedurez. Althweush it is apparently handling many cases
(especially related) that would not normally be processed by the
Juvenile court, it is apparently seeing enough possible court
cases to have some impact on .she load of the Juvenile Court.

The one major area for possible improvement might be in
reaching a larger number of cases that now find themselves in
court. There is a possibility that many cases that are now
being referred to Juvenile Court could be diverted by CRS. There
is no way of knowing how many of these cases there might be with
out further study. ‘

It would seem unlikely that intake at the ¥SC can be reduced
much further, because this would involve persuading others (police,

~ parents, ete.) outside the court system to avail themselves of

CRS. A task which, in the short run at least, would in all like-
lihood be very difficult and perhaps costly (e.g. embarking upon
en educational vrogran in the community to make persons aware of
CRS). Howvever seemingly more amenable for diverting a larger
nunber of cases is the ¥Y3C itself. )

A%t present,(1972) there are approximately 8800 cases continued
for a couvrt nearinzg, and some of these may be candidates fow CURS.
Certainly it does not seen likely that the number of incorrigibility
cases receiving a court hezring can be reduced appreciably below

the 201 cases that were continued for a court hearing in 1972,

many of which had slrcady been seen by CRS. The truancy cases are
also not amenable to much chaonge because of the current policy

of having CRS initislly handle all truancy petitions. Thus runavays,
minor offenses between child and neighbor (vendalism, threats) and
possibly other types of miror offenses (e.g., disorderly conduct)
most provide the additional cases for CRS., Without further infor-
mation there is no way of knowing how many such cases now continued

for a court hearing would be eligible for CRS. Therefore it is

recommended that a systematic study of cases continued for a court
hearing be undertaken to determine the potential yield of eligible

CRS cases. If the study did indicate that there is a significant
number of such cases then it is further recommended that a CRS

staff member ve present at ISC interviews for purposes of making
recomnendations for possible CRS referrals, and that special attention
be paid to those cases that seem likely to be continued for a

court hearing.
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Counseling and Referral Services (CRS) is a unit of
Famiiy Court designed principally to divert certain juveniles
awvay frem formal juvenilé courb hearings. Thié report is an
evaluation of CRS unit covering the period from Moy 1972 to
dpril, 1973, '

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

In order to fully understand the nature and purpose of
CRS, as well as the subsequent evaluation it is important that
the "juvenile Jjustice system™ in Philadelphia be considered in
some detail. Since CRS is primarily involved in the early stages
of that process, the focus will be on the systen only to the point
cf a formal court hearing (see figure 1).

A youth (ages 7 - 17) charged with a delinquent act can
be referred to juvenile court in one of two ways:

(1) direct non-police petition.

(2) “arrest" by the Philadelphia Police.

Non~ Police Petition

For such_events as runavays, incorrigibility and truancj,
(although nothlimited to these) individual adults can petition
the court without filing a complaint with the police. Those most
likely to institute such a petition are parents (or other guardians).

and school authorities (See Table 1),

‘~continued-
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FIGURE ONE: THE EARLY STAGES OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM FOR PHILADELPHIA




TABLE I | |
NON-FOLICE REFERRALS TO JUVENILE COURT FOR
MALES AND FEMALES - 1970
|
MALES FEMALES TOTAT, .
PARENT OR RELATIVE 263  30.0 235  59.0 498  39.4
INDIVIDUAL 110  12.6 51 12.8 161 12.6
SCHOOL AUTHORITIES 201 23.0 73 18.3 274 21.5
SOCIAL AGENCY 1M 1.3 7 1.8 18 1.4
PRODATION OFFICER OR _ ‘
OTHER COURT OFFICER - 137  15.7 3 0.8 140 11.0
AUTHORITIES IN OTHER ,
CITIES 15%  17.5 29 7.3 182  14.3
TOTATL, 875 100.1 398 4100.0 1273  99.9
% OF TOTAL INTAKE 5.8 16.9 73
SOURCE: FIFTY-FIFTH REFORT OF THE FAMILY COURT DIVISION OF THE

COURT OF COIMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA 1968-1970, P 111
Non-Police petitions represent a relatively small part
of the total court intake. In 1970,* for example, approximately
7% of all delinquency cases were non-police petitions; being
a more important source for females (17%) than males (6%). In

terms of absolute numbers this represents a total of 1273 cases

(875 boys and 398 girlsg).**

S G W e et et M ek mmse  Gme)  Gmt  NEAL  Gand G Sap  Guab  BRal TR M GMee Gl Gme)  GAG  Smad  Geem  eRae  SEwm W eun el et v

* 1970 is the last year for whlch such data vwas publighed.

** If the same rates were applied to intake for 1972, there would
have been 787 boys and 355 glrlg referred to court by non~-police
petitions in 1972.

-~continued-
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Police Arrests

The Philadelphia Police, like most other large jurisdictions
have a epecial "vouth" division with the powers to process complaints
involving offenders between 7 and 17. This division is known as
the Juvenile A:d Division (J.A.D.) and are technically the only
persons who can make formal arrests of Juvenlles (i.e. referral
to Juvenile Court).

The J.A.D. may gain contact with suspected delinquents in
three distinct ways: direct observation of a delinquent event,

a referral from another police official (who may have received
the complaint from avcitizen), or a direct complaint from a
citizen.

Once the J.A.D. assumes jurisdiction, the youth will either
be "arrested" (i.e. referred to Juvenile Court), or released with
an entry to that effect in the official J.A.D. records. (This
latter action is referred to as a "remedial"). DPolice arrests
account for the largest portion of referrals to ceurt, and almost
all involve the violation of criminal statutes (assault, larceny,
drugs, burglary, trespassing, malicious mischief, etc.), in other

words they would be considered crimes if committed by adults.

Youth Study Center

" Once referred to Juvenile Court (either by an arrest or
direct petition) the decision is made at the Youth Study Center
by an intake officer to either release ("adjust") or schedule a

formal court hearing. Of course the latter involves the risk of ’

~continued-
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device is a difficult task. TFor formal agencies such as J.A.D.,

‘ . !
subsequent incarceration or probation. : ' \‘

This brief overview of the early phases of.thé juvenile
justice system enables us to specify witﬁ soﬁe preciéion the
sites where cases can be diverted from Jjuvenile court hearings.
The sites seemingly best suited for this purpose are the private
citizen, the J.A.D. and the Youth Study Cente;. At each of
these points the decision maker (parent, citizen, J.A.D. officer,
etc.) is confronted with basically a choice:

(A) Continue the case in justice system; or

(B) Drop the case from the system by either failing

to act or releasing the youth.
The primary purpose of providing a structural alternative
to court is to diminish the likelihood of making decision A
and not simply to provide ancther way of making decision B,
(i.el the aim is to reduce the ratio of A to B). If the formal
diversion were used to make decision B than it is fairly obvious

that the case flow to juvenile court would not decrease. In-

stituting the alternative and making it work as a true diversionary

Youth Study Center and schools, it is possible to persuade them
to use the alternative as a matter of policy. However in the
case of individual citizens (esp., parents and guardians) it is
more difficult not only to make theﬁ aware of such an alternative,
but to persuade them to use it. It would seem therefore that the

formal agencies in the process (J.A.D., Youth Study Center) must

be relied on to utilize the alternative if it is to succeed.

~continued=-

~ havior to CRS rather than to the police.

Considering the community's attitude towards serious.brimes
if is unlikely that youths involved in serious offenses will be
referred to CRS. The type of cases mos?t 1ikély to Be considered
by CRS wiil be thosc associéted with non-arrest petitions, run-—
away, incorrigibility, truancy, and relatively less serious
eriminal events (e.g. trespassing, disorderly conduct, etCa)e -
Tn addition it is possible that parents or other relatives that

observe drug use or are objects of assault of theft on the part

of their children, might also be persuaded to report such be-~

Although much of the emphasis.is on diversion from court,
another important goalxof CRS is to provide a nonnjudicialyagency
for children who are in need of assistance, but who.may not
normally "surface'.

It is current CRS policy that any youth active with Juvenile

Court(e.g. probation, awaiting a scheduled court hearing) will

not be accepted by CRS. The Treasons for this policy are that

it (1) avoids duplication of services (e.g. probationary services),
and (2) circumvents possible legal complications, especially in
the case of pending hearings.. Congequently active court cases

are excluded from the potential CRS client population.

OPERATION OF COUNSELING AND REFERRAL SERVICES

According to the director (Grace Nash) CRS;

"Ts structured to meet specific goals resulting in (a)
meaningful, and valid diversions of children, and youth away
from the juvenile justice systen, (b) nelping parents, children
and youth, and the community wake use of rore appropriate :
channels of service, and problem resoluticns (socio~economic,
cultural, medical/psychological, sociological, educational,
etc.). (¢) helping to remove obstructions which prevent the

~conbinued-



unsophisticated, and apathetic from dering to rigk use of
services. (d) a351stlng clients in maklnp sitive use of
authority systems (police, courts, ete.) wheﬁ there aren't

any appropriate altornatives. (o) provision-for data collecction
necessary to practical documentation, and evaluation of the
varied facets of CRS, and its potential for prescribing methods,
and means conducive to national models of intervention, and
diversion."

CRS is housed some distance from the main Family Court
building which the director argues hss "helped reinforce CRS's
separate identity and helped potential clients to perceive it
as a voluntary, yet authority based service'.

During the current project year 2574 youths were handled
by CRS. (This représents,a‘drop of approximately 1600 cases
from the previous year). * Approximately 82% of these cases were
closed without a formal court hearing.

At present there are three major types of cases handled
by CRS: (1) related, (2) non-related and, (3) truancy.

Each process involves fairly unique and distinctive procedures

and therefore require separate discussions.
RELATED

Related cases involve the‘&guth, and his or her parents
or guardian. Either party can be the complainant, but in the
overwhelming number of cases it is the adult. The related
process begins with a preliminary scréening interview with all
parties in order to determine the feasibility of the case'being
accepted by CRS. Once the case‘is accepted a "planning con-
ference" is held with a CRS counselor 'to determine which of the

following actions will be taken:

...--\—.-—--—.-—-;—-—..—._m-—n——--—-——-—n-—-———-a—-—-—-—u-no—-——-—nn-—-_-—u

¥ The figure for the previous year is artifically inflated because
of the large number of backlog truancy cases received that year.

[

~continued-
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(1) Continued for further investigation;

(2) Continued for counseling and service by CRS;
(3) A referral made to another community agency
(vhich in some cases may involve CRS supportive
servicing until the agency accepts the gase);
(4) Terminaete the case by mutual agreement, because
either (a) tﬁe vyouth is currently under the juris-
diction of Juvenile Court, or (b) CRS decms the
adult request for action unrealigtic, or (¢) the
client is unwilling to accept the recommendations
of CRS or (d) the client decides his immediate re-
quest has been re;olved;
(5) Assist the pavent or guardian in filing an affidavit

to Juvenile court.

During the current prcject year 1516 related cases vere
closed representing approximately 597% of the total CRS cage

load. (Thig is a decrease of 819 cases from the previous year)a.

NON-RELATED

As in the case of related cases, there is a specific adult

complainant for non-related cases. However the principals are
not felated in any direct familial way. After a preliminary
review of the complaint to determine its legitmacy, CRS assists
the complainant in transcribing the charge onto an informal

memo, which is subsequontly notarized by a court clerk.: A

RN

~continued~
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conference is then scheduled with the complainant and the

youth, (as well as his or her parents, or guardians).

The followinm process occurs: !

If both parties appear, a conference is held. The case
may then be mediated to the satisfaction of all parties, or
at the complainant's insistence it can be referred to Juvenile
Court. If the complainant fails to appear, the case is dropped

after reasonable attempts at rescheduling. If the child against

- whom the complaint is made does not appear, again after reasonable

attempts at rescheduling and if the complainant insists, the case
will be referred to the court. o

During the current project year 525 cases, (21% of the’
total) were non-related cases, some 204 cases féwer than the

previous year.

TRUANCY
In truancy cases the formal complainant is the Board of
Education acting under the State Coﬁpulsory Education Law.
“‘After a truancy petition is received a conference is
held with the child and his family. {Often the conference
br;ngs out concerns of the child and. the fanily that may or
nay not have direct bearing on the truancy) and appropriate‘
counseling is undertaken. When the only problem admitted is the
truancy, a plan is formulated ﬁo help resolve the matter. Vhen
1mnrovement occurs (prlmarlly by the child resuming regular
school attendance) for a sustained period of time, CRS recommends

to the Board of Education that the petition be withdrawn. The

~continued-
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Board of Education generaliy complies with this request. The

Board of Education will also withdraw the petition if the child

reaches age 17, moves out of Philadelphia or becomes disabled.

However this may not terminate CRS' activity with the family,

as service for other reasons mgy still be indicated.

Where the child or parent will not respond or show any

effort to cooperate, the petition is referred to the Court

~ Intake Staff at the Youth Study Center for formal handling.

During the current project year, 533 truancy petitions

were processed, or 20% of the total CRS case load. Again this

represents a reduction over the previous year of 548 cases.

TARGET FOPULATION

As a result of explicit policy, CRS will handle clients

who &
()
(2)

(3)

are not currently active in Juvenile Court;

are ggﬁ chronic offenders; |

are. (a) either truant, (b) involved in minor

offenses (loitering, trespassing, glue sniffing,
disorderly conduct, minor theft, ete.), or (c) in~-
volved in a conflict with parent or guardian or other
fanily member (e.g. petty theft from parents, minor

assault on siblings, etc.).

~continued~
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EVALUATION STRATEG

Becauée of the large number of cases completed (2,574),
a sample of CRS cases was chosen for analysis rather than the
total CRS case load.

Separa%e randon samples of 130 cases for eachitype of
cage was drawn from a list of 21l cases closed between July
1, 1972 and December 31, 1973 for related and non-rclated
éases and January 1, 1973 to March 1973 for truanqy éases.*
Because of either incomplete or iost files a few cases had ‘
to be dropped. The final totals for each group were 126, 131,
and 124 respectively.' |

A "comparison" group was selected from "adjusted" cases
at the Youth Study Center by randomly selecting 75 males and
75 females from a list of all cases adjusted from July 1, 1973

Because of difficulty in locating some
It

to December 31, 1973.

files the final sample numbered &4 males and 67 females.
was felt that this group was at least reasonably close to the
"target CRS population" described earlier, as was possible
within the limits of the resources availéble for this evaluation.

M SR G NS M Pl s el Ghaa)  MSs  SaR  GeAN  Tamat g Gamap  Mmed  Gead  MWAD GO emg e GRAS  Geey  ham Ml Geed  SARE  Weal  Wead  Nmed  daemp  wae

* The reason for this particulaf time period is because of
the swmall number of truancy cases closed between July 1, 1972
and December 31, 1973, (Bchools were closed in the summer

months and durlng uhe Pall of 1972 because of a teachers strike).

A n
'L .
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o sk s St
e s L PR —

R
"‘““‘"‘*N—u—..m..»‘h.,,.n,..
G

11

¢

Thé major function of this sample was to compare its re-arrest

likelihood with that of CRS clients after their cases were closed.
The bulk of information used in the evaluation was obtained

from CRS files{ a}most all of which was compiled and;recorded by

the counselor. In addition all names in the CRS sample were

checked in the Juvenile Court files, and for those with records,

data concerning both previous arrests and arrests after CRS
counseling were recorded. For CRS cases referred to other aﬁen01es,

(excluding Juvenile Court), follow up contacts were made with the

| respective agencies approximately 2-4 months after CRS clo sed the

case in an attempt to determine if the client reported to the
referred agency. ZFor the comparison sample all information was
collected from court rescords. '

Since the focus in tnls report is on diversion from Juvenile
Court, where ever possible, comparisons will be made between the
CRS sample and the "dellnquent" population of-Philadelphia
Juvenile Court. This latter information, is for the most part
taken from the 1972 report of the Philadel Iphia Family Court.

" This report is primarily comcerned with the following
questions.

1. Who are the clients (i.e. their characteristics)?*

2. Vhat are their problems? |

3. What is the disposition of the CRS cages?

4. How successful is the program?

—.—un—-——-—u-——n—u-—-—.w-—nw——-—mwum-—-—-——q—-—-—u—mmm

* In the case of non-related ‘cases, much of the data on back-
~ground characteristics is not available, thus we are not
always able to make precmse statements for this group.

~continued~
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To answer this lash question we will use three specific
"indicators" of success, which in our opinion prqvi@e a partial
answer to the thorny question of success.' Théy are: |
(1) The likelihood of subsequent arrest of CRS clients;
(2) The likelihood of clients making contacts with agencies
that they are referred to; and .
(3) The changes in the. number of certain types of
petitions (e.g. incorrigibility, truancy and
runawvay and minor qffenses) referred between-the
periods 1969 and 1970 and 1971 to 1972.
Fach of these indicators will be discussed with appropriate

qualifications, in latter sections of the report.

BACKGROUND CHARACTERICSTICS

Sex, Race and Ape

There were more maB@s than females for truancy cases
(64%) and non-~related cases (77%). -However for related cases
there was closé‘to an équal proportion of males and females
(45% to 55%) (see table 2). 4
| TABLE 2

Sex Distribution (percent) of CRS clients and 1972 Juvenile
Court Population. . . :

CRS COURT
Related fon-Related - Truancy Qases Children
Male 45.0 L 774 63.5 86.6 8.2
Female  55.0 . . 22.6 36.5 13.4 15.8
Total ;O0.0’ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 131 124 126 15,667 10,824
~continued-
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A similar pattern for related cases was found for the previbus

year. The court population is also predominately male (approximately

85%), however the proportion of males among the Juvenile Court

population is sppreciably higher than the CRS population. The

pon-related cases came closest to the court on this dimension.
The racial distribution of CRS clients along with the 1972

court population is given in Tgble 3. It is difficult to

adequately assess bthe macial distribution of CRS clients because

_of the large number of unknowms, especially for non~related cases.

‘However the data does suggest some differences between types of

CRS cases. For one there is a larger percentage of whites among

truancy cases than related cases. Secondly the related cases

seen clogest to the general Juvenile Court population.

TARLE

Racial Distribution (Per Cent) of CRS clients and 1972
Juvenile Court Population

CRS » COURT

N Related  Non~Related  Truancy Cases Children
Black 72.5 16.1 42.9 69.6 67.8
Vnite 8.4 16.1 29.4 27.2 28.8
Puerto Rican 1.5 0.8 2.4 3.2 3.4
Other 1.5 0.0 . - 3.2 —— S
Unknown 16,0 66.9 22,2 e
Total 99.9 99.9 100.1 400.0  100.0
N 131 o qen 126 15,667 10,824

‘~continued—~
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Some differences in age are evident, between types of

CRS clients (see Table 4).

TABLL 4

Age Distribution (Per Cent) of CRS clients and 1972 Juvenile
Court Population )

CRS COURT

Related Non~Related Truancy Cases Children
9 and below 0.8 5.6 0.0 0.9 1.1
10 0.8 12.1 0.0 1.7 2.1
11 3.8 4.8 0.8 2.9 3.4
12 8.4 - 10.5 0.8 5.2 5.9
13 4.6 13.7 1.6 8.7. 9.2
14 12.2 21.8 7.1 14,2 18,7
15 ZIn 11.3 19.0 20.6  20.2
16 - 25,2 13.7 37.3 227 21.8
17 15.3 6.5 3.3 22.6 21.5
18 and above 3.8 0.0 0.0 U
Unk. 0.8 0.0 0.0 — —

100.0  100.0 99.9 1 99.8  99.9
Median 15.7 14.1 16.4 15.6 15.8
N 131 128 126 15,667 - 10,824

The non-related cases tend to be youhger? as evidenced by both

the median age (14.1 years) and the percentage below 12 years

(approximately 22%). The truancy cases are the oldest (median

age of 16.4 years) of the three groups.

-~continued-
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because most truancy occurs with high school students. The

related cases secm most similar to the Juvenile Court population.

SOCIO~ECOIOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

As expected a sizable percentage of CRS clients reside in

what are generally regarded as lower socio-economic black areas

(see Table 5). They include North Central, South Central and
West Philadelphia (See Figure 2).

TABLE 5
Distribution (Percent) of Residential Areas for CRS clients
ARBA* Related Non-Related Truoncy
North Central . 33.8 15.0 33.3
South Central 6.2 8.3 12.7
West Philadelphia ‘ 24..6 14.1 1%3.5
Other 35.4 62.6 40,5
Total . 100.0 100.0 100.0

N 4 o 131 124 . 126

* For exact boundaries see enclosed Map (Figure 2)

However the non-related cases departed somewhat from this

. -

pattern. A closer inspection of the data reveals that a sub-
stantial portion (18%) of the non-related cases live in the |
lower or lower middle class white areas of Frankford, Kensington,
Richmond and East Falls. In contrast only about €% of the re-
lated and truancy cases come from these same areas. |

Income data in agency records tend to be unreliable, thus

~continued-
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Drec1 e stotements about income are difficult to make. The
data that is available 1ndlcates very llttle diffcrence betwcen
related and truancy cases ‘with both having epproximately 18% to
19% reporting family incomes of less than $250. month., {(Income
data for non~related cases and court population were not avail-
able). ¥

Approximately %1% of the related clients and 55% of the
truancy clients reported that at least part of their total family
income was é DPA grant. (There was no available information for'
non-related cases). Again there were a fairly large number of
unknowns (24% to 32%), which make any conclusions on this issue
quite tentative. However it is quite possible that if information
was available for all these cases the actusl percen%age of CRS
families receiving some form of DPA assistance would be sowe~
where betweeq 40 and 50 percent.

There is no published data on the socig—econbmic character-
istics of the Juvenile Court Population. However it is our
Opinion that the socio-economic profile of the court populatlon

would be very similar to that of the CRS clients.

FAMILY STRUCTURE

Consistent with the'findings foy socioueconomic‘characteru
istics, we found a large percentage of CRS youths living in a
"broken home". Approximately two-thirds of both rglated‘and
truancy cases (a large number of unknowvns precluded the analysis

of non-related cases) were residing in a household where at

-continued-
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least one parent (naturdl or step) was abscnt (See Table 6). co e
As one might expect the father was more likely than the mother i TABLE 6 :

. " o 1R e | Ao Status of Parents* and current living arrangements for CRS
to be the absent parent. No major MLJLe_vﬁGeg were evident clients and 1972 Juvenile Court Population. |
between the related and truancy cases with the possible ex~ _ . 3 ' CRS CdURT
ception that a larger percentage of related clients reported ; Related Pruancy Cﬁildfen
the father as alive but’ not living with the youth. ; Father . '

] ‘ rniicolibatiaduiedinn

P Dead 6.9 11.1 - 7.9

: Not Living Client 29,6 15.9 . 36.2
Living Client 31 9.5 : 3.l
Living Client )

f - and mother 38.2 39.7 51.9
Unknown 12.3% 2%.8 0.6
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0

f Mother
Dead : 6.9 Ge? 2.9
Not living with ‘
Client 1.9 7.5 - 9.0
Living with .
Client %9.0 46,3% . 35.5
Living with ' .
Client & father 40.6 37.5 . 51.9
Unlmovn 1.7 2.5 0.6
Total 100.1 100.1 99.9
Tivine Arrangemcnt -
Both parents 37 A %8.9 51.9
Father absent 38.9 46,0 . : 35.5
Mother absent 3.8 74 3.4
Both absent 15.3 7.1 8.6
Unknown 4,6 0.8 0.6
Total 100.0 -~ 99.9 100.0
N 151 126 10,824

* Natural or step, in all instances it refers to the current
parent. : : . - :

N,
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A slightly smaller proportion of the court population
could'beciassified as "proken home" cascs. (TPable 6). It is
difficult to account for this differeﬁce between CRS and the
Juvenile Court. There may vefy well be some yeal differences
in the sense that the referral process for CRS tends 1o select
structurally different families than the. court. However there
is also a possibility that the differences may be the consequence
of reporting and record keeping practices. In other words the
interviewiné and data collecting procedures as well as the cliené's
willingness to furnish correct information may be quite different.
Without evidence it.is not possibie to determine which agency
provides the more velid data.

PREVIOUS COURT RECORD

Some important differénces are evident between types of
CRS cases with respect to their past involvement with the
Juvenile Court. Approximately 42% of the truancy cases had at
least one previous arres?y compared to 30% of the related cases
and 18% of the non~related zases. As expected the males had a
higher ?revious arvest rate for each CRS group. The "adjusted"
sample (comparison gréup) had a previous arrest rate of 22%.
Thus on this dimension it would seem that the non~related cases
were more similar to the comparison group, whereas related and
truancy cases evidenced a larger percent of previous fdelinquents“;

For those who were previously arrested there is an equal

1ikelihood to have a similar percentage of offenses against the

~continued-
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person or property for ail three CRS groups. For the comparison
group, a larger percentage have been charged with at least one
such offense. To the extent to which this measures seriousness
of the past record it would appear that the previously arrested
CRS clients have been involved in less serioﬁs delinquent'acts

than the sample of cases adjusted at the Youth Study Center.

COMPLATHNT AMD SOURCE OF REFERRAL

In related cases, as expected, the bulk of complaints
are filed by the youth's parents - mostly the'motherL The
child himéelf is a complainant in a small percentage of cases
(7%). Of course the Board of Education is the formal complainant
in trusncy cases, and for non-related cases a2 non-familial person
is involved (primarily a neighbor).

. The determinatidn of what specific agencies or individuals
were responsible for directing the client To CRS is somewhat
difficult. Such information is of course solicited from the
clients, however in some instances the respomses were sﬁfficiently
ambiguous to make the determihation of referral source highly
problematic. Since referrals (other than truancy cases) are
for the most part "informal" and not "legally binding" it is
almost impossible to independently verify the actual referral
source. Therefore some caution must be used in interpreting
the data in Table 7.

For both relatéd and non—reiated cases the two major
sources of referral are the police and personal referrals.
(Sce Table 7).

~continued—~
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TARLE
Source of Referral for Related and Non—Related.CRS Cases .
' ’ ‘ rate 15 4 4 « i

e iz 40%. Thus it would seen that a ninipum of 40% of

the non-tru
ancy cases mlght possibly have been dlverted from

ON-RELATED

‘ R RELATED N L :
| Male Wemale Total Male Penale Total ‘g a formal eourt hearing (although a few of these cases 40
police (JAD) 18.6 379 29,0  39.% %9.% %6.3 i eventually "end up" in court). When considered in cZn:unct'

Juvenile Court 4 6.8 1%.9 10.7 2.1 0.0 1.6 3 with Truaney casss it would appear that a sizable Sroua of -

Formal Agency 2 10.2 8.4. 9.7 ! " 0.0 5.4 j~ .  CRS clients, at least initially have found their way ei CRS
- Personal Referral % 47.5 26.4 35.9 22.9 . 357 25.8 ; rather than a formal court hearing because of the existence

8.5 6.9 2.6 1.0 0.0 0.8 : . of CRS. That's of course if one is willing to assume that
| these cases would have otherwise received a formal court hearing

‘éelf Referral
7.6 25.4 25.0 33,1

were CRS not i i
in existence; an assumption which is almost im

" Unknown 8.5 6.9 .
Total 100.4° 100.0 . 999 99.9  100.0 100.0 ,4
A E possible to empiri s
N %9 72 151 96 28 124 i ‘ pirically verify.
and Bar of Cour’d ?

om Touth Study. v Centel

1. Includes peferrals fr
a school authorltles an@
a4 by police. :

syiduals not identified by client | ‘

friends, neightoTrs, etc. and a
re1err~1 or the ¢lient®

any other awency (ex. police

2, Include
aﬂd_ceurt) mentione

des referrals Y ind
as: a former CRS client®,

’ ~catepory may involve an inf
able to identify it 8

P Inclu

was un
for nonerelated cases ig m

This conclusion
Tor related cas es e can -

of unknowns).
e of certainty that cl
a %o CRS by "1egal 1ngt1tutlons

g to

ost_identical findin ‘
espondingv ‘ | .

jdentify with some degre ose to 0% of

the clients are peing referre

(police and juvenile court), an alm
Tor non~related cases the coTrY

that'of the previous yearls

—~continued~
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Major differences ere apparcnt’ betwecn relétgd and
noh~re1ated cases in the reasons given by the client for why
they sought CRS service. The problem‘most of%en cited in |
related cases are vhat might best be called Juvenile status
offenses (runaway, incorrigibility, truano;, or curfew).

(See Tablz 8).

TABLE 8

Problen Cited by Client and/or Complainant Necessitatin
Service for Related and Non~Related Cases. wing ORS

RELAT@Q NON~RWLATED

Males Females Mobal Males Fenales

Toyal

Rungway,‘Incorrigibility ' A
or Truancy 3 , 47,5 56.9 ° 52.6 0.0 0.0

Curfew | 6.8 8.3 7.6 0.0 0.0
"Harassment" 47 5.6 3.8 47.9 €0.7
Serious Crim. Zvents 1 22.1 4.4 10,7 28.1 21.4
Misc. Orim, Events 2 3.4 4.4 2.3 23.0 17.9
Drug or Alcohol Use 5.1 T4 3¢ 0.0 0.0
Pregnancy and other | |
Sex Related Events 5.1 12.5 9,2 1.0 0.0
. Other 8.5 9.7 9.1 0.0 0.0
Unknown 0.0 2.8 1.5 0.0 0.0
Total | 100.2 100.0  99.9 100.0 100.0

N . 59 72 131 9% 28
1« Includes Assault, Threats and Therft.
2. Includes Vandalism, and fighting.

NOTE: In many instances more than one problem was cited. The data

+4 SR ] = " 1
given here is for the most serious problem cited.

—_— .

0.0
0.0

» 5008'

26.5
21.8
0.0

0.8
0.0
0.0
100.0
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For non-related cases hovwever, the reasons most often given are

closer to the more traditional "street" types of offenses. This

is to be expected from cbnsideration of the nature of related
and non-related cases. In related cases the conflict is between
the youth and his or her parents or guardian. Thus one would
expect complaints that reflect familial conflict and problemé in
parental. control (runaway, incorrigibility, etc.). In non~-related
cases the conflict is between the youbth and some one outside his
family. In these situations personal safety, protection of '
property and public order are more likely to be at issue. Hence
the greater predomenence of events in non-related cases that are
more "criminal in nature. |
The problem most often cited in non-related cases for both
males and females is "harasswent". This type of event may not
be serious enough to wafrant the attention of the court (some
of these may conceivably be classified as "threats" or "malicious
mischief" offenses), but could conceivably lead to.serious re-
percussions if allowed to escalate. It would seem therefore
that this type of case is best mediated in a non~judicial setting
such as CRS.
The only major difference between males and females is found
- in related cases, wvhere the boy is mofe likely to have a relatively
more serious event (assaull, theft or threat) cited as the problem.
This same difference was also found for the previous year.
Of course the specific problem cited as bringing the client

to CRS is not the only problem; in fact in about 50% of related,

"51% of non-related and 17% of truancy cases more than one problem

was mentioned.
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_Apparently, a good portion of the related clients defined

their decision to conme td CRS as fai?ly serious business. This
is reflected in the factlthat %9% (Pable 9) of the cases were
seeking placement for the yduth which for most must be con-
sidered to be fairly desperate action. According to the

director of CRS, before 1957 these parents would have been

permitted To petition the court for a formal hearing without

alternatives offered in place of court action. For non-related

cases the'vast majority of complaints simply indicated that

they only wanted to see the routh's behavior improve.

. TABLE 9

General Reasons givén by Client and/or Complainant fox
Coming Lo CRS for Relabed and Hon-Related Cases.

RETAGED NON-RELATED

Malegs TFemales Total

Males Temales ITobal.

Seeking

Placement 40,7 ‘ 27.5 %8.9 ' 0.0 0.0 O.Q
Inproving | By

%iﬁzﬁiir 18.6 5.3  16.8 88.5 89.3  88.7
;gﬁii?ten" 1.7 2.8 2.3 3.4 3.6 3.2
S eciong 20.3 - 3.9 16.8 0.0 , 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 1.4 0.8 0.0 0.0 - 0.0
Unknown 18.6 29.2 244 8.3 7.1 8.1
Total 99.9 100.1  400.0 99.9 * 100.0  100.0
N 59 72 . A3 96 28 124

. DISPOSITION

There are four possible outcomes Or ways of closing CRS

casess

-continued-
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(1) refer to another agoncy.

(2) close the case either on the basis of mutual
agreemént of CRS with client; or beéause.of
failure of the client to appear for subsequent
appointment.

(3) an affidavit is filed in juvenils court with or
without the Support of CRS.

(&) terminate the case because it is either currently
under the jurisdiction of juveanile court (e.g.
probation, hearing pending, etc.) or the youth is
arrested while an active CRS case.

The most 1ikeiy outcome for related cases was to have

the case closed within CRS (53%), whercas 31% were referred
%o another agency (See Table 10). This represents a slight
change from the previous year when approximately 40% of the
cases were referred to another agency and 4 % were closed
within CRS. "In about 7% of the cases an affidavit wés filed .
in Juvenile Court, most of which were supported by CRS. This
'is a similar Tate to the 9% found for the previous year.

No major differences were evident between males and females.

-continued-
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" TABLE 10

‘Distribution (Percent) of Disposition of CRS Cases

RELATED NON-RELATED TRUAWCY
Referred to aaother [
agency _ 3143 ' 4.0 ’ 0.8
Affidavit Filed in Juv. : v :
Court (Supported by CRS) 5.3 26.6 : 14.3
Affidavit Filed in Juv.
Court (not-supported by .
CRS) 1.5 0.0 0.0
Case Terminated-Case Underi |
Jurisdiction of Juv. Count 8.4 0.8 0.8
Case Closed within ,
CRS 2 5%3.4 68.5 84.3
Total 99.9 - 99.9 100.1
N ‘ 131 124 126

1. Case terminated because the youth was already under the
jurisdiction of tue Juvenile Court (probation, avaiting
a hearing, etc.) or the youth was arrested sometinme
during the tims the case was open.

2. Closed because of mutual agreement bebween client and
coungelor that there was no further need for service, or
the client failed to keep appointments.

Most (68%) non-related cases were closed within CRS and
27% were referred to juvenile court (See Table 10). (This
was slightly more likely to happen to males).

However for most of these (26 out of 33) the youth never
appeared for a confereace and CRS had little choice but to
follow through with the affidavit. If we only consider cases
that were mediated (i.e. received full CRS service) the per-
centage referred to court is closer to 7%. Very few cases

(4%) were referred to another agency.

~continued-
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Fof approximately 149 of the truancy cases an affidavif
was filed in Juvenile court (Sec Table 10). This was more
likely to be true for the females (2495) than'the nales (9%).

The agencies to which the clients were referrcd encompassed
a wide range of services. Thoy included among other things,
mental healtﬁ clinics and agencies, youth services (Job Corps,
Ne%ghborhood Youth Corps, etc.), family and family related
services (Catholic Family Agency, Episcopal Children Service,
Fhiladelphia Department of Public Welfare, etc.), and drug |
Treatment facilities (St. Iukes, the Bridge, etc.). The
largest portion (apprdximately 50%) were referred to mental
health clinics or agencies. The remainder of' the referrals
were spread over a large numbér of diverse agonc;es.

FRASURTS OF EIPRCTIVEVES

As indicated earlier, we have utilized three indicators
which should provide, in part at least, .a measure of CRS!
effectiveness. |

) the percentage of referred clients that contacted
the‘recommended égency;

(2) the arrest likelihood after CRS servicing; and

‘(3)'thelchangéé in the number of selected types of

petitions received at jﬁvenile court and recei#ing
a formal hearing.

REFERRALL FOLLOW-UP

In those cases where CRS debermined that another agency
can benefit the client, a referral was made to the appropriate
agency. Approximately 31%.of the related cases were vefer-ed

to another agency. One obvious measure of success would be



However this would neccesszitate a fairly intensive follow-up
on all referred clients., Sﬁch an evaluation would be difficuly
and fairly costly, and beyond the present resources. The
chance for success however cannot be operative unless the
client has made some contact with the agency. Therefore

a partial answer to the effectiveness of the CRS decision

to refer would be whether or not the client ever made contact
with the referred agency; About two-thirds of all clients
referred did zsctually make some contact with the agency.
(This was determined by CRS contacts with the agencies in
question). Thus on this one measure it would appeer that

CRS had some degree of success. |

SUBSTAUINID ARDESTS -

Ore nmajor assumpticn of CRS is that it will be at
least as successful as juvénile court in preveaving subsequent
involvement in illegal activity on the part of its clients. |
In oxrder to determine formal involvement with the 1ega1'
system subsequent to being closed by CRS all the naﬁes in the
sample were checked in the Juvenile Court files. The period
of time after the case was closed covered a period of 6 %o
12 months for all groups with the exception of truancy cases
. (3~6 months). The only event being considercd is referral
to court (by police or non-police petition); consequently
police contacts not ending in an arrest, (i.e. remedials)

are vot included.

~continued-
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Approximately 17% of the related sample, (See Tablexﬂﬂ),
Qere arrested® at least once in the follow-up periecd, with
slightly greater tendancy for malces fo be arrested (The overall
rate was almost identical to the 18% found for thg previous
year).

TABLE 11
Distribution (percent) of number of arvests after CRS closed

case (excludes affidavits filed in gourt on the current CRS
service) for CRS clients and comparison group.

NUMBER OF ARRESTS REGATED  NON-RETATED  TRUANGY  COMPARISON
0 , 8%.2 90.3 92.9 88.5

1 9.2 7.3 . 4.8 9.9

2 or more 7.7 2.4 . 1.6 1.5
Unknovwm | 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0
Total | 100.1 100.0 100 .1 99.9

N 1% 128 126 131

Bofh the non-rclated and truancy cases had_slightly lover
rates (10% and 6% respectively). The .ccmparison sample had

a similar arrest rate (12%) to both of these two CRS groups.
In adéitién the CRS clients arrested had a fairly high chance
of being charged at least once for an offense againgt the
person or propenty (ébout 80%). The corresponding value for
che comparison group was somewhat lower (50%). However,

since the numbers involved are so small very little confidence

can be placed in this mecasure of seriousness of the offenses

comnitied in the follow up period.

* Affidavits that were filed as a result of CRS processing

were not counted as an arrest.

> Y &d&‘&g‘,_‘ P
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. In general we can conclude that for related aﬁd non-

related cascs CRS clients do as well as a fairly "low risk'"—

' t
delinguent population, and seem to do better for truancy_/ifwial‘

cases®. Certainly the "community" does not seem to be risking

very much by having CRS handle the kinds of cases thaﬁ they
are currently handling.

One major question that can be asked here is which
"type" of CRS clients when comparad to the "adjusted" sample
have a lower or higher arrest rate. We looked at three
variasbles in this regard: sex, age and previous record, tha
results of which are given in Table 12. Almost all the
differences betweeﬁ the CRS groups and the compavison groups
could be the result of ssmpling error with the pbssible exX~
.ception of.the female rslated cases having a relatively
higher arrest rate. .

' Finally the type of CRS disposition‘seems to make

iittle difference in the likelihood of subsequent arrests.

IMPACT ON JUVEIILE COURT CASELOAD

The final dimension of effectiveness discussed in this
report is the possible effect of CRS on ths number of cases

handled by Juvenile Court. At present there is no direct

‘way of measuring the extent to which CRS diverts cases from
Juvenile Court. Instead the published court statisties are
about the only available source of data to provide at least

a rough indication of CRS effectiveness in this regard.

* This may be the conscquence of smaller follow-up period

for these cases.

-~continued-
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TABLE 12

and compuarison sample.

aée and previous rccoxrd for CRS clients

e B e At i

CRS | |
RELATED NON-RELATED TRUANGY, COMPARISCH
N % _Arr. N % _Arr. N % Arve. N % _Arc.
"Male 59 22.0 96 1.4 79 8.9 &4 21.9
Female 72 12.5 28 3.6 4 2.2 67 1.5
AGE:?-qﬂ - 2 0.0 28 7.1 4 0.0 9 4.2
12-16 98 20.4 88 10.2 83 7.2 91 12,1
19+ 25 8.0 8 12.5 42 4.8 Z22 9.4
EYTOUS RECORD: ' . .
ﬁi.Jnggst 92 Al 101 5.2 93 2,7 102 5.9
| an
One or More Amr.39 25.1 2% 43.7 - 52 13,0 28 3.1
POTAL* 131 16.8 124 9.7 126 6.3 131 LA

In utilizing court statistics it is important to look

at only certain types of cases pather than total volume, be-

i is 1 43 hs that are
cause by design CRS 1s intended to divert youths to

‘ i it ‘ red with
not currently active with the court and are charg

relatively minor offenses. Thus any adequate indicator must

i i of cases. Un-
reflect changes in the number of these kinds

fortunately it is not possible to consider current court

thus only the type of offense is considered in the subsequent

that wer sidered to be
analysis. The offenses or charges thal were consl

most likely effected by CrRS (hereafter referred to a CRSl

type cascs) are incorrigibility, truancy and runavay.

status,

* Sub-totals of the three variables may nov equal the grond

total in some instances becausc of the exclusion of unknownse.

—-continued-- .
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Up until 1971 the court statistics did not distinguish

between runavays from home and TUNaVays from correctional

" institutions. After 1971 it has made that distinction.

Since runawvays from home is the only relevant cffense for

CRS it was not possible to precisely assess this;one offense.

Although as will be indicated shortly, attempts to estimatel
changés in this offense vere made. Incorrigibility and:
runawvay are most relevant for the category of gelated cases

at CRS. TFinally the minor offense category is assumed to be
most relevant to non-related cases, in the sense that the
offenses included in this category were chosen because they
seemed ﬁost likely to involve the types of conflicts between

a child and a neighbor that might result in CRS hardling. For
that reason mincr offenses thalt are more reflective of Ypublic
order" events, such as disorderly conduct were not included.,
There is little doubt that there is a certain anount of "slippage"
in the category of minor offenses in the sense that there are
cases that might not be normally comsidercd a non-related case
by CRS, and there are cases in other offense categories (e.g.
larceny, assault) that would quslify. Thus this indicator is
at best a crude one, but under the circumstances it seems the

most recasonable one available. Of the offenses in this category,
the largest portion is vandalism, accounting for approximately

two~thirds of the male and female cases.

~continued~
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For the sake o i ' '
sake of comparison trends in other offenses

and thg Total court volume will also be examined

I 3 i
deally the analysis of the court statisticsg should be

in terms o Lsi :
T a comparison of the volume of cases before ang

afte ) '
T CRS began itg expanded operation (May, 1971) Unfor

on the basis of :
S.0l the calendar Jear which precludeg & precise

P _ . .
he pre~CRS Period used in thisg analysis is for the two

Previous years of 1969 and 1970.

In . . .
cluded in +thig analysis are data fop Petitions received

a =, R * [} 2 QL - : ‘!_ . -
u.ilenlle Couru (l‘e. b} Y e J ~ e ) o

con.l. N - - 4 3 ¥
continued for a court hearing**, The fipet heasures th
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am ; : 5 urisdi '
ount of flow %o +the Jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court
vhere e 3 i '
as the second is gavuge of the amount of "penetration®
into the court systemn, | o

J_)-.
3 1 POy AGTE a3 E
igtgiégrtgjgp is ng included Doceuse 3% was
. , € included in thi ' )
This meare oo, 8 Chls report.
atv the case w i
ooy heans the Was to receive a preo—tni
ion hearing. . Of counse not all cases §§Vd§§§§%d0r£de~
A S Q8a a

the Youbth Studs . - ;
hearing,. vudy Center will have a formal adjudicatory

~ not available
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The average annual number of cases by offense categories
for males, females and fotal number are presented in Table 13

through 15 respectively.

TABLE 13

Mean Annual Number of Male Cases received at Youth §tudy
Center and Disposed of through Court Hearing for 19569-1970
and 1971-1972, By offense Categpories.

OFFENSE YSC INTAKE = COURT HEARING
o/
4?38 q?;g %haﬁge %?gg q?gg gﬁange
Incorrigibility 236 128 -45.8 188 87 =53.7
Truancy 290 185  -36.2 290. 185 ~36.2
‘Runaway-Total 506 417 -A7.6 24 190 -22.1 ©
(Runaway-from home) (283)7 (232) . (~18.0)  (178)2 (139) (~21.9)
Minox» Offenses o49 1017 7.2 434 241 -4 .1
Other 12,628 44,564+  15.2 8859 8122 8.7
Potal 4,609 16,291+ .5 10,012 8700 -13.1

1. Assumes;that approximately 56% of all runaway cases were
runaways from home. : { s,

2. Assumes that approvimately 73% of all runaway cases were
runaways Irom hole.

3. Includes vandalism, tresspassing, and threats.

Tn the post CRS period (1971-1972) juvenile court experienced

an annual average increase in intake of 1,682 male cases Over
the previous two year period, (see Table 1%) which vepresented

sbout a 12% increase.

~continued-
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Counter to this trend is a reduction of 18 to 46% for
incorrigibility, truancy and runaway cases**. Although
minor offenses received ét YSC intake increascd by a small
amount, the rate of increase was smaller than fhat for
other offenses. Consequently, the increase in fhe total “
male intake at the Youth Study Center is due primarily to
the category of "other offenses". (e.g., burglary, assault,
larceny, etc). A similar pabtern is found fo? cases continued

for a court hearing with the one exception that there was a

decrease in the tvotal number of boys continued for a court

hearing (which is a consequence of possible changes in the
P (=] “ (o]

‘adjustment decision made at the Youth Study Center), but
the CRS type céses still experieﬁced the largest percentage
declina.

For females thére was a slight decrease in the intake
to Y8C in the post CRS period (approxinately 2%),_but with
the exception of one category (minor offenses) the reduction

in the CRS type cases was mich larger (see Table 14).

FE T Runavay's Inow NDCHC Lor tae pre~Uab period were esvinated

by avplying the ratio of home runaways to total runawvays

found in the post CRS pericd to the ‘total »unavay for the

~  pre-CRS period. Such a procedure is open to question, and
therafore the data is presentzd cnly for the purposc of
providing some roush idea about the number of runavays
fron home in the 1969-1970 pericd. I£ CRS did reduce the
number of such cases the pre-CRS figures would be higher
than those shown.

~continued-
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ABLE 14

Mean Annual number of Female Cases Received at Youth Study
Center and Disposed of through Court Hearing for 1959-1970
and 1971-1972, but offense Categories.

OFFENSE Y50 INTAKE COURT HEARING
1969 1971 % . 1969 1971 %
-70  -72  Change 70 =72  Change
Incorrigibility 21C 133 -36.7 . 15% 86 43,8
Truancy 122 58 -48.2 412 58 48,2
Runaway-Total 695 562 =19.4 304 324 -13.4
(Runavay- | ‘

1
from home) (361)  (313) (~13.3)

. |
5 (666) (538) (~19.2)

Minor Offenses = 98 100  + 2.0 30 24  ~20.0
ther 1173 1396 +19.0 567 565 -~ 0.3
Total 2,288 2,249 -~ 1.7 1236 1057 -14.5

1. Assumes that approxiiately 96% of &ll runaways cases were
runavays from home,

2. Includes vandalism, tresspassing and threats.

Since CRS type cases constitute almost SC% of total female

intake, the actual reduction in total cases was the conseqguence
of the reduction in the CRS type cases (other offense increased
19.0%). A very similar pattern vas évident'for cases continued
for a court hearing, with the CRS-type céses having the largest

percentage decrease.

~continued~
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The_combined nale and female figures are given in Table
15 and the general cbnclusion given previously for the males

and females holds true for the total court statistics.

TABLE 15
Mean Annual Iumber of Total Cases received at Youth Study
Center and Disposed of through Court Hearing for 1969-1970
and 1971-1972, by ofiecnse Categories. '

OFTENSE YSC INTAKE COURT HEARING
1969 1971 % 1969 1971 %
- ~72 Chanme =70 -2 Change
Incorrigibility 445 291 -41.5 241 A7%  -49.3
Truancy 802 243 -39.6 402 24% " -39.6
Runaway-Total 1201 979  -18.5 618 514 -16.8

(Runavay- 1 2 |

frem hone) (949)  (770) (-18.9) (539) (452) (-16.1)
Minor Offenses 1049 1117 + 6.7 461 265 ~42.5
Other 13,801 15,940  +15.5 9426 8587 - 7.8
Potal 16,897 18,540  + 9.7 11,248 9757 -13.2

1. Assumes that approximately 79% of all runaways cases were
T runaveys from home.

2. Assumes that approximately 88% of all runaway cases were
runavays from honme.

3, Includes vandalism, tresspassing and threats.

~continusd-




The one major area for possible improvement might be

Although we h i . ' = ' : ~
&h we have no direct way of Iknowing that CHS in reaching a larger number of cases that now find themselves

was responsible fqr th§ reduction in CRS type cgses found ' j in court. There is a possibility'that many cases that are

in the 1971-1972 period*, i | scem -that < : - Lo
972 p y 1t would seem -that analysis of now being referrcd to Juvenile Court could be diverted by

court statistics indicates that CRS X RN, N : ,
, 5 that was cffective in ach1ev1ng CRS. There is no way of ‘knowing how many of these cases

one of its primary aims of diverting cases from Juvenile there might be without further study

Court. In other words, were it not for C:S it is possible It would seem unlikely that intake at the YSC can be

that the intalke at YSC and the s receivi '
. . number ofvcasef receiving a reduced much further, because this would involve persuading

court hearing would have been gn i
’ greater in the 1971-1972 others (police, parents, etc.) outside the court system to

period.
avail themselves of CRS; a task which, in the short run at

least, would in all likelihood be very difficult and perhaps

CONCLUSIONS AND BFFRCTIVINESS

costly (e.g. embarking upon an educational progfam in the

A i a9 3 s 2 k .
.ccordlng to all available indicators CRS has to date community to make parsons aware of CRS). However seemingly

preven to be fairly effective: t seems % iverti ‘
¢ V4 lve: It sesms 4o be diverting more amesnable for diverting a larger nunber of cases is the

ca3os Prom Tiirans A ) 4
cagses Ifrom Juvenile court with no apparent gresher m»isk to

YSC itself.
At present, (1972) there are approximately 8800 cases

the community (as measursd by arrest rates) than if the cases

were to handled b ' cq s
¥ normal court procedures. Although it is continued for a court hearing, and some of these may be

apparent ax i ~ .
PP 1y bandling many cases (especially related) that would candidates for CRS. Certainly it does not ssem likely that

not normally be processed by +th i
S e Juveni aviak I & | . e e ams . .
‘ 7 le court™, it is ap- the number of incorrigibility cases receiving a court hearing

Parently seeing enou Y0883 - . .
o s gh possible court cases to have some impact can be reduced appreciably below the 201 cases that were con-

on’ the load of juvenile court.
) ‘ . tinued for a court hearing in 1972, many of which had already

*® BNy - - DO
.klu%.uﬂe one exeepvion O TrUAACY cases, DOCAUSE of cxplicit
bog;t po;;cy vo nave all truancy petitions handled by CRS
. Tg;gre iny subsequent court involveuent,
; not necessarily undesirabl if those ient
helped by ane: e, if these clients are actually

been seen by CRS. The truancy cases are also not amenable to
much change because of the current policy of having CRS initially
handle all truancy petitions. Thus ruhaways, ninor foénses
between child and neighbor (e.g. vandalism, threa%s> and
-continued- possibly other types of minor offenses (e.g., disorderly

conduct) most provide the additional cases foxr CRS.

~continucd-~
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Without further information there is no way of knowing how '

é Subgrantce Family Court

many such cases now continued for a court hearing would be Type of Federal Funds Requested

- e e

eligible for CRS. Therefore it is recommendeéd that a sys-

. kcgloual Action Funds X _ Fiscal Year '74
l i i - - E Correction Funds Yiscal Yecar
tematic study of cases continued for a court hearing b 4 Regional Paxt ——— S L
v ) S e o " Sennctt TFunds - _ Tiscal Year
. . . - ; s Discertionar ‘ ‘iscal Yecar \
undertaken to deltermine the potential yield of eligible - State Discertionary ) {} Yo
Federal Discretionany Fiscal Year.

CRS cases. If the study did indicate that there is a

i.“”chcral Funds- chuestcd $239 673

Total Pr030ct C05L $5]5 7?1

significant number of such cases then it is further re-

vy s,

commended that a CRS staff member be present at YSC interviews

.

for purposes of making recommendations for possible CRS re-

| =5 ‘_Easkalc,lce"‘;’Iu\;étiile Justice - ..
ferrals, and that special attention be paid to those cases e e e

. . : . . . . ;axng_. _hpproved = x -
that seem likely to be continued for a court hearing. et e Dianmoved ) T e
M o

Ry R

Elannex Statement’” ToeTe e e

B e e i . v e el e T T, R R —
- Sy e 2T B R e — 4 e e

; Couneel:l.nc and Referral SﬂlVlces, CRS, is an on~go ing progran suonsored by the

! Family Court and geared toward preventing juvenile dellnquency by (l) operating as

h a crisis intervention alterrnative to involvement with the criminal justice system
for non-serious juvenile offenders; (2) offering on-site counseling services, including
psychiatric and psychological evaluations, and referrals within the community, and '
(3) providing a diversion for those youth who have been arrested but do not require
formal court services,

The CRS (Cont ) operates 16 hours per day, Monday to Frlday and 10 hours on
Saturday and w1ll serve not less than 2,500 children and their families.®

Jo e Com el
The Juvenile Justice Committee rccommended that thlsﬂgﬁh ect be continued and
1 8

anked it as the !l program in the juvenile JUSthG area. ¢ evdlidtion for next
ear shewld include provision of longitudinal follow-up data as to the long-term
utcome of CRS treatment and of referrals for each client.

 %The types of cases handled by CRS are related cases (child and complaintant are
family relatives), non-related cases (adult complaintant not related to the child and
the offense, 10 usually one of harassment or minor criminal events), and truancy
. cases,

L ae b wm gy e iy |
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