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The Pre-Hearing Intensive Supérvision is a program designed
to supervise, certain types of juvenile offenders during the period
prior éo their formal adjudicatory hearing. The following repor*
is an evaluation of the 5th project year of that program for the

period from May 1,197L to April 30,1975,

I, Intfoduction

. Pre-Hearing Intensive Supervision (PHIS) is a‘pro?aﬁion unit
designed to supervise boys that might otherwise be detained between
‘a "preliminafy"* hearing (Pre Trial, Detention, etc.) and the
final adjudicatory hearing; a period which will be referred to as
the PreﬁHear;ng period. The major aim of PHIS is to enable the
boy to maintain a reasonably normal life (résiding at home,
attending school, etc.) while awaiﬁing an adjudicatory hearing,
and to minimize the risk to the community. Though the program is
-designed'to superyise boys for a relatively short period of time,
(usually less than 90 days) it is hoped that it will also be
supportive of a long term rehabilitation. In fact, plans for long
terﬁ'adjustment are often initiated during the boy's tenure in

the unit.

L
TR

* This term is being used in this report as a general term for
all hearings that precede an-adjudicatory hearing. Thus it is
not to be confused with specific hearings utilized for serious
offenses (e.g. homicide).
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In addition to the normal probationary services, PHIS provides

highly

specialized services because of the "intensive" nature of

its supervision. Probation Officers have provided, among other

things, the following services:

transportation when necessary for coart hearings, and
neuro-psychiatric appointments

transporting boys to and from school to avoid gang
intimidation ‘

tutoring and assistance in making applications for boys
interested in the Armed Services, college etc,

making appropriate referrals and initial contacta for
soclal apencies (Mental Health Clinic, Neighborhood Youth
Corps, Employment Offices, etc,)

night visits to check on adherence to curfew

assisting families of clients who are in the process of
relocating

visiting District Superintendent's to expedite school

transfers and placements,

appearing in court on all cases

The PHIS Unit consists of seven probation officers and one

supervisor (Lois Brown). The maximum caseload is seven boys

per probation officer which enables the daily contact for each

of the

clients., For the most part this maximum caseload was not

exceeded,
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The intake process of the unit is relatively simple:

Once a Judge authorizes supervision by PHIS, (sometimes with
review and recommendations by the supervisor of the unit) the
boy and his family is usually interviewed by the PHIS supervisor
within minutes of the Judge's decisione. The primary purpose
of this interview is to instruct the boy‘and his family about’
the nature of the program and what is expected of the client,
The boy is then assigned to a probation o6fficer and re@afns in
the unit until his appearance in court for dispositioﬁ on the
charge that brought him into the unit or until the case is
terminated for one reason or another (e.p., arrest, change of
court, statuy, ote.).

This report will address itself to the following issues:

1. The demopraphic characteristics, past court record,
and nature of the current charge against the clients
assigned to PﬁIS.

2. The likelihcod of arrest during the pre~hearing period
for PHIS boys relative to a "control" group of un-
supervised boys,

3, The outcome of the final adjudicatory hearing of PHIS

boys.
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Before beginning the evaluatioh, a short description of the
juvenile court procedure in Philadelphia follows in order to
facilitate an understanding of the role of PHIS in the juvenile

justice system.

‘II. Philadelphia Juvenile Court Procedures: After a juvenile

is arrested by the Juvenile Aid Division*the case is evaluated

byyan intake interviewer at the Youth Study Center,: One of three
outcomes are possible at this point; (1) to "adjust"™ (the boy

is reieased and receives no further hearing on that specific

charge), (2) "court-out™ and (3) "court-in". For either of the latter‘

two decisions, the boy receives a hearing in juvenile court., In

the case of "court-out", K decisions, the boy is released to his

parents or other guardians to await further hearing. The "court-
in" boys are detained at the Youth Study Center and receive a

qetehtion hearing at the earliest possible time, usually the next
day the court is in éession. One major purpose of the detention

hearing is to have a judicial determination about any extended

~ detention., Somewhat similar to the detention hearing, but

occurring at a later time (usually within one month) after the
arrest, is the "pre-trial" hearing for the boys with "court-out"

status,

T Dl
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Several outcomes are possiblé at both the pre-trial and
detention hearings. (We are referring to final hearings of this
type and not to those that are continued.);

1. ‘discharge and release to parents or guardians (includes

cases where the petition is withdrawn or "determined®):

2. adjudged delinquent <SELF Ab*ﬂ‘5$‘°ds

3. release to parents or guardian to await a formal

adjudicatory hearing;

L. detain to await a formal adjudicatory hearing.

F, Cono@yT DECREE

As previously stated, PHTIS was desipgned to pravide ap
aitefnatige to the detention decision (number 4 above) during
the period between the preliminary hearing and the final

adjudicatory hearing. Since the decision to detain is far more

‘likely to be made at a detantion hearing, it is expected that

. most of the PHIS boys will be assigned from a detention hearing.

A review of all detention and pre~trial hearing decisions for
the month of May 1974 support this expectation: of all detention
hearing cases continued for an adjudicatory hearing at a detention

hearing (N=187), 53 per cent were held in detention compared to

* There are, of course other ways in which a boy may be refe red
to courty such as direct, posds ‘ 2 & o

SR, However, more than|90% of boys feferred to”Juvénile Court are
JAD referrals,

ATEDAANTS | | '
o™ pA@%ﬁS 0L COMPLAINTS,
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F 5 percent of similar cases at a pre~trial hearing (N=251).

Qé In addition to the pre-trial 2nd detention hearings other

more specialized hearings, can occur after the detention or
pre-trial hearing. However, they are far less frequent in number

than detention and pre-trial hearings. These include swermwetiseus ?

certification (decision to refer to adult court ) emstwmaiciie

QLenenESENTIRRY ITn most instances they involve very serious

charges, Since the decision to detain is also made at these

i i T L e SSA L e B i

hearings, it was also expected that some boys would be assigned

‘to PHIS from these more specialized hearings,

IIT, Evaluation Strategy: A realistic evaluation of a program

requires that "comparison" groups be utilized to assess the

effectiveness of the program. The use of such groups enables a

_more effective determination to be made of the following:

e e o o e -

1. the types of cases that were more likely to receive

a detention hearing;

24 the‘types ¢f cases that were more likely to be assigned

VE to PHIS; .

3. the likelihood of arrest of boys during the pre-
hearing period, relative to a "control" group of
unsupervised boys;

L relative likelihood of PHIS clients being institution-

e Lok Ao P b b i

alized as a result of the adjudicatory hearing,
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” The comparison groups were sélected from detention hearing
lists, The two groups were defined as follows:
‘l. Detention -~ Boys that were detained for the entire
pre-hearing period.
2e Release - boys who were released during the pre-

hearing period without supervision by PHIS.

The comparison groups were randomly selected‘from‘fhe

detention hearing lists of the Juvenile Branch of Family Court

“in Philadelphia for the period ‘from May 1,1974 to November 31,197k,

The sampling ratio for the detention group was one fourth and for

the relesass pgroup, one halfl,

Using this procedure, 128 boys were selected for the detehtion_

group and 134 boys for the release group. Because of the restraint

_of time 68 of the detained cases and 70 of the released cases were

finally used for this report.,

" In order to facilitate the completion of this'rEpBrt by
the‘end of the project year, only boys completing their PHIS
tenure by December 31,1974 were included in the analysis for this

report. This included 55 boys.

}
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Another aspect of an effective evaluation concerns the :

accurate measurement of the seriousness of offenses committed

by’the boys. The two approaches that were used in earlier

years were again used for this year. One approach is to use

specific legal categories for the offenses in terms of

decreasing seriousness:

1.

2o

3.

Lo

Se

‘Crimes against the person - (homicide, forcible rape,

t

assaults of all degrees); g

Robbery - (the taking of property with the use or

threat of force);

Crimes apainst property - (larceny, burglary, auto

_theft including operating an auto without the owners

permission, receiving stolen goods, possession of

burglary tools, frauds of various sorts);

Drug -offenses - (illegal sale, use or possession of

narcotics or marijuana, illegal use of solvents, glue

sniffing);

Miscellaneous adult offenses: (disorderly conduct,

resisting arrest, trespassing, vandalism, malicious

‘mischief, weapons, liquor law violations, drunkenness,

runaway from correctional institutions, indecent

exposure, and consensual sexual acts);

Juvenile status offenses: (incorrigibility, runaway

and curfew violations).

PRS-
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When charged with more than one -offense, the most serious
charge (éccording to the above) was used to specify the offense.
Thus, if a boy was charged with assault with intent’to kill,
trespassing, and disorderly conduct, the only offense considered

- for research purposes was the assault charge.

! Although this "legalistic" approach is a reasonable one for
most purposes, it does have some limitations. In éddinién to
involving a wide range of injury and social harm within each
category, such classifications do not always clearly reflect

the nature of the @vnnt; Sellin and WnlfﬁmngQ have developed a

seriousness scale of delinquency (hereafter referred to as S.W,

el * T
L AR iy -

scale or score) that circumvents the limitations of using legal

{ categories. Rather than being based on the iegal classification

of the event, it considers the amount of property loss (via theft
i " .or damage), intimidation (by weapon or otherwise), and the number
‘ or premises illegally entered. The scoring system, including

the weights for specific éqmponents of the event, is outlined in

Figure One.

¥ Thoresten Sellin and Marvin Wollgang, The Measurement ol
Delinquency, New York: J. Wiley, 1964,

ISRt TR
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FIGURE ONE

Sellin-Wolfgang Scoring System for Delinquent Offenses

ELEMENTS SCORED NUMBER WEIGHT  TOTAL
1 2 x 3 ; L
I. ‘Number of victims of bodily
harm
a) receiving minor injuries 1 .
b) treated and discharged.. 4
C hOSpitaliZGdo.oe......o. 7
‘d killed..’.ﬁ..iot...ll..l 26
IT. Number of viectims of forcible
: sSeXxX intercourse......-..‘.oo. 10
(a) Numher of ruch vietims ;
intimidated by weaponees L. L
ir ' . :;
i IIT, Intimidation (except II above)
F 'ﬁag Physical or verbal only 2
£ b By WEaAPONessesssosssssss L
: ‘ ‘
v IV. - Number of premises forcibly
?i entered...................... l
§  V. Number of Motor vehicles
E: kStOlerl.........&.‘.......l... 2
?' VI. Value of property stolen
b damaged or destroyed (in
! dollars)
a Under 10 dOllarSo0ooooo 1
b 10‘25000000000000000000 2
C 251-2000000000000000000 3
(d 2001-900000000000000000 h
(e QOOI—BOOOOoanoooooiooo 5
§f 30001“80000000000000090 6
g) Qver 80000.0..0.0--0000 7
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The system of weights was derived from a fairly sophisticated
scaling procedure and represents the collective judgement of a
representative sample of individuals. The final result of the
procedure represents, in a sense, esociety's assessment of the

relative seriousness of varoius delinquent events,

The primary source of data for this evaluation are the
official conrt records, 1In the case of the PHIS clients a

research form is completed by the Research Associate of the Unit

" (Charles Fenwick) immediately after the case is closed. The boy's

court. record provides the major sourca of Information and when
necessary the probation officér is.questioned about any-doubtful
items. The limitations in the data are basically those limitations
that are true for mourt récords in general; For certain items

there is fairly high degree of confidence in their validity,

‘These would include age, race, legal charge of the current and

past offense, number of past arrests and past dispositions.,

For some items such as family income, welfare status, and occupation

of family members there is muéh less confidence because of the
difficulty in obtaining accurate self-reports from the client

and his family as well as some inconsistency to updaﬁe,the records
for these items. In part some of these limitations are overcome

for the PHIS clients because of the probation officers intimate

“d
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knowledge of the boy and his family, This is not the case,
however, for the comparison groups.  As a consequence there is
somewhat more confidence in the quality of data for the PHIS boys

than the comparison samples.,

Theré is no absolute assurance that.the comparison grouﬁs
provide enough comparibility to make valid conclusions about the
effectiveness of PHIS. From a purely methodological v%eﬁ point
the most ideal design would be to have boys who are placed in
detention to await their adjudicatory hearing randomly assigned

to either PHIS, released without court supervialon, or actually

placed in detention. In this way clear cut affirmative answers

can be obtained about the ability of PHIS to prevent arrests
during the pre-hearing period as well as the impact of the unit

on subsequent disposition of the case., Of course, there are many

.other factors to be considered besides those of methodology and such

an "ideal" research design is not practical, not to say anything

about ethical considerations. . As a consequence we have adopted the

A

design strategy that was discussed previously. However, with appropriate-

statistical manipulations some reasonable assesments can be made

about the effectiveness of PHIS.

X
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g IV.  Source of Referral: 1In accord‘with the aims of the prdgram, i
it was expected that a ma jor portion of the PHIS boys would be
assipgned from a detention hearing. This is. indeed the case (see
Table 1):‘ Approximately 76% came from detention hearings, compared

Fron CLe-MMe HerL pu-s.
to 6%A“The majority. of the remaining referrals were from boys

T T T R AT T

P Ao

already in detention (i.e., custcdial 1list), The low rate of

g

referrals from pre-trial indicates that the unit is being used as |

‘intended (i.e., to supervise boys who mi;™it otherwise be detained

during the pre-hearing period)., In addition this pattern is almost

ﬁ identical to the previous year's. §
‘ '
Table 1 ] Scurce of Refecral :
PHIS
Detention Hearing 76%
Pre Trial Hearing o)
Other 18
Total 100%

V. Demographic Characteristics: Of the boys assigned to PHIS

during the fourth project year, 84 percent were black (see Table 2);
an almost identical percentage for the release (80%4) and the detention
(82%4) groups. The racial distribution of the PHIS clients has

kchanged very little since the beginning of the project,




l[-}t ]

The data on the presence or absence of parents has tended
to fluctuate, in comparison to other demopgraphic charactevistics,
over the life time of the project. This has also heen true for
the comparison groups. Rather than reflecting real changes in

family structure, these fluctuations are more likely a function

of the problems and difficulties in getting accurate data in this

area, The difficulty does not necessarily lie in the juvenile

court records; it is simply that getting accurate information
on this sensitive area from the families themselves has always
been a problems, In the light of the apparently unreliable dats,

it is not possible to reach any firm and precize conclustons in
p . p 4

this area., The most we-can say is that a majority of boys assigned

to PHIS come from "broken homes", This is also true for both the
release and detention grouos, although there was slightly higher

percentage of "intact" families for the release group.

. The median age of the PHIS boys was 16,7 years, which is almost
§ identical to thé release group, but slightly higher than the
’ detention group. Althbugh there seems to be a slight tendency to

place the older boys in PHIS, compared to those placed in detention,

the differences between the three groups are relatively small,
The median age of the PHIS boys has changed little sincg.the'

inception of the program.

H
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: Table 2 Selected Demographic Characteristics of PHIS
. . Boys and Comparison Qroups

PHIS  RELEASE DETENTION

Races

. : BTIack 8L4% 304 824
; W White 11 14 15
i b Puerto Rican ‘ 5 6 3

; Total ' 100 100 100
Presence of Parents:
Both Present 314 L1% L% ‘ ;
Father Absent 53 LO . LL !
Mother Absent L 10 3
Both Absent 12 9 19
Total 170 100 100

- Age: . o :
or younger ‘ 13% , 17% 16% .
16 ) 36 29 ‘
17-18 ‘ LY 3L 27
Total 100 - 100 100

Median (years) 16.7 ' 16.6 16,1
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The demographic characteristicé for this year's PHIS boys
are not radically different from those of the boys from earlier vears,
Further there is no reason to believe that there has been any '?
significant change in terms of demographic characteristics not l

examined for this year's group.

VI. Past Court Record: During the current project year,; 76 percent

of the boys assigned to PHIS had at least one previous qpnfact with
the juvenile court (Table 3), a rate very similar to the previous
year. The PHIS rate was in between that of the release group

(71%#) and detention group (91%). From comparing all three groups,
it scems faiyly obvious that the major distinction is between the
release group and the other two groups. There is little question
that having an inactive record or no past record will significantly
increase the likelihood of being released at a detention hearing.
ﬁoﬁever it is also clear that boys placed in PHIS, although having
less severe paét'records; are fairly similar to the boys who were

placed in detention.
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Table 3 Current Court Status
i PHIS Release Detention

No Previous Record L% 297 9%
Past Record - inactive 1. Ll 22 .
Probation 36 20 28
Friendly Service Supervision (FSS) &4 0 0
Continuance 18 L 19

‘ Institutionalized 0 1l 19~

; Consent decree ‘ 0o - 1 3

; Other and Unknown L 2 0
Total 100% 100% 100%
% with previous record = - 76 71 g1
% of boys with past record ‘
currently active 81 38 75

% currently active 62 27 69

Anobhep major concern when considering the past record is | i
the nature and seriousness of that record. (Table L) Although
the differences are not dramatic, the data in Table 4 indicates
that the pattern of the past record for the PHIS boys is closer
to the detention group than the reiease groun. The pattern for the
indicators listed in TaBle 5 is even more pronounced. With the
exception of the indicators involving time in a correctional
institution the past records of the PHIS boys are more serious

than the release group, but fairly similar to that of the detention

group.
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Table 4 Distribution of Past Charges
PHIS RELEASE DETENTIQN
R 4 B A B O I TR S R G
Juvenile Status A O.l% 3 ; 8 0,1 M% RO+ Qubh | 7
Person L8 0.9 22 ] 137 D.51 181 481 0.7 12
: Robbery 331 0.6, 15 1 17 . 0,21 @l uh o 0.6 11
; Property 8hi 1.6 39 | 7h 10| 31181 207 | 46
! Drugs 60 0.1l T30 40l 212 0.2 3
Other Adult 39; 0.7 18 ¢ 65 1 0,91 321,82 1.2, Z1
1‘ —r— _--—_; ———— 1 e aca———— X —-“—-.-.— e ) % ——
: | ! i .
: Total ;218 1 4.01100 ;205 | 249 31004396 x 5.8 1100
|
j Table 5 Selected Tndicators of Seriousness of Past Record
PHIS " RELEASE " DETENTION
Percent with at least 76 71 T Tor
one arrest ' ' S T
Mean number of arrests Lo O 1 2.9 Tl TR, 8
Percent with at least ' e
. ‘one adjudication 60 33 S 54
i Percent with some time on| Sl B
; probation 56 | b L3
! Percent with some time v - S
. in a correctional
: institution 7 10 L4

e o i s i o gL g e s S R Wy e T
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The oneﬁmajor disparity occurs with the indication of having
been previoﬁély institutionalized. The percentagexof boys in
the detentlon group who have spent some time in a correctional
institution ﬁs much greater (L4L4%) then both the PHIS boys (7%)
and release group (10%). Part of the reason for this large rate
is that a 51§n1flcant portion (19%4) of the boys placed in '
detention were already institutionalized. (See Table 3) In such
cases it is hlghly unllkely that a boy will be considered elther for

release or PHIS.

+

P

In general, although there are some differences the evidence
with respect.to the current court status and past court record,
indicates that PHIS boys are being drawn from a generai pool of
boys that might normally be placed in detention were it not for the

existence of PHIS. As such it indicates that PHIS is achieving

- one of its major goals.

VII. Current Charge: Among the charges that brought the boys

into the PHIS Unit for the 5th year, 76 percent were for crimes
against the person and seven percent for crimes against property
(see Table 6). Thus approximately 83 percent of the boys assigned
to PHIS during that year were charged with fairly serious crimes,
This is only slightly higher than the 78 percent rate found for
the boys of the fourth year PHIS group. The comparison groups

had similarly high percentages of fairly serious current charges,

.

)
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with the detention group being the léwest of all grouns.

Considering the evidence on both the current charge and the

past record, it seems fairly evident that of the two factors, the

past record is more likely to persuade the Judge in making his

or her decision about detention,

Thus boys with more serious past

records are more likely to be placed in detentiong on the other

hand, the seriousness of the charge seems to be of little iImvort.

decisions being made at detention hearings)

EETNESER LT S SV

(It should be keot in mind that this conclusion refers only to

Table 6 Lepal Classification of Current Charges
PHIS RELEASE DETENTION

Homicide/Rape 18¢% 164 104
Assault/Robbery 58 L, L1
Burglary/Larceny 7 23 21

. Misc, Adult (incl, Drugs) 13 14 15
Juvenile Status | L 3 12
Bench Warrant 0 0 1
Total 1004 1009 10088
% Person Crimes 76 60 51
% Property Crimes 7 23 A
S.We Score (Mean) Boly 642 L,O

o
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VIII. Pre-Hearing Period: One aim of PHIS is to prevent or curtail

illegal activity of the boys assigned to the unit during the
pre-hearing period. The most readily available indicator

for this is the arrest rate during the pre~hearing period.

Fof purposes of analysis, the rearrest rate during the
pre-hearing period refers only to the first ninety (90) days
following assignment to the Unit for the PHIS boys ang detention
hearing for release boys. Holding the pre-hearing period'to ninety

days, provides a more effective way of evaluating for the wide

.dispafity in the ilength of the pre-~hearing period for the two groups.

(Previous research indicatos that the hipghest risk period for a
rearrest is for the first three months.) This represents a departure

from the evaluations for the first three years therefore exact:

, compérison with previous years is not possible. However, the

limiting of temporal comparability is more than compensated for by

the increased accuracy.

For the fourth year (Table 7) the arrest rate for PHIS'boys

was 27 percent, a slight increase over the previous year,

Table 7 . Arrests During Pre-Hearing Period .

_ PHIS ‘Release
No arrests 734 79
One or More arrests 27 .19
Bench Warrants 0 3

Total | 100% 100%

o
cE
.




As was the case for the first, second and third oroject vears,
the current year's PHIS group compared favorably to the release L
group (22% including bench warrants) on the measure of re-arrest

during the pre-hearing period.

Although the numbers are small, and therefore the conclusicns
are subjected to some reservations, it seems that the PHIS boys
tend to commit more serious offenses during the pre-hqaring_period
than those who are released., Thus for example 87% of the "boys
arrested were charged with a crime agaihst the person or property
compared to 67% of the arrested boys in release groups. In general

this finding is consistent with the rosulta of previous years,

IX. Adjudicatory Hearing Action: For the 1975-76 year, approximately

87 percent of the boys assigned to PHIS remained with the unit until
they received a formal adjudicatory heafing on the charge that brought
‘them into the unit. This is almqst identiﬁal to the previous year's
rate and higher than the comparable figures for the earlier years

(80% for the third year, 83% for ﬁhe second year, and 81% for the
first year). Of ﬁhe release group, approximately 25 percent of

the boys had not received an adjudicatory hearing on the original

charge at the time the research was completed.
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When a3 Yoy 1o under the juriﬂdiction of the court (e.g.,
continuances or probation) or if several charges are being heard
simutaneouslj; the disposition of the case is a complicated
matter.. For example, it becomes possible for a boyv to be
discharged with respect to the current charge while still being
placed on probation or in an institution because of a change in
his pre%ious court status or a decision on a different charrge.

For this report we are primarily concerﬁed with the action taken on
the youth rather than an adjudicatory decision on a partic;lar~3

charge, the analysis of which is presented in Table 8

Both PHID and the detention group had anproximately 60% of all
boys having adjudicatory hearings, adjudicated on the original charge.
On the other hand, the release groun had a smaller peréentage
adjudicated (L4%). In vrevious years we have found that the PHIS

boys had a smaller likelihood of being institutionalized than the

-detention group, and a higher percentage than those who were released

during the pre-hearing period. The data in Table & may suggest some

changeshin this pattern. As in previous years the ®HIS boys had a higher 

probability of being placed in an institution than the release group.

(36% vs 6%; when deferred dispositidns are omitted the rate for the

‘release group is closer to 7%). This might be expected- because

the boys in the release grow.: arebmore likely to have less serious
past records than the PHIS b./s., The major change with previous

years occurs with the comparison of the detention group. The data

.
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in Table 8 indicates that a small,percentage (31%) of this group
were detained than PHIS boys. However one major problem is the large
percentage of deferred cases (26%) in the detention group, which
makes comparability somewhat tenuous. Although we may not expect

all of these cases to be eventually institutionalized, there is no
way of determining from the present data the final outcome of all
these cases, If these cases are omitted from the comparison éhen the
institutionalization rate becomes 42%, which is higher than the PHIS

T

group and consistent with the pattern of previous years, --

Although there is some reservation, we must conclude that tenure |
in PHIS will reduce the likelihood of a hoy being institutionalised

B . ,
tgﬁn 1f he were placed in detention during the pre-hearing period.

Table 8 Outcome of Adjudicatory Hearing
‘Disposition . PHIS Release Detention
| | LI ¥ £ N F
Released - 8 17 19 37 11 19
Institution 17 36 3 6 18 31
Probation 15 32 23 Ll 14 2L
Disposition deferred 0 0 7 13 15 26
Other 7 B 0 o & 2
Total L7 100 52 100 58 100

% Adjudicated on Current
Charge A0 LL 59
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Pre-Hearing Intensive Supervision is a special unit of Juvenile
Court designed to provide an alternative to detention during the
time prior to a formal adjudicatory hearing. It is intended to
supervise boys on an intensive basis who ﬁight otherwise be detained,
thus allowing the boy to maintain as much as possible & nofmal life

routine,

Compared to a sample of boys that were detained for the entire
pea=henreinge portod the CErch year's PHTH clieonts tonded Go
- héve_siéilar demoﬁraphic characteristics (age, race
and family structure);
- have slightly less serious past records;
- be charged with a more serious current offense;
- have an equal likelihood of being adjudged deiinquentloh
the current charre; | -
- have a smaller likelihood of being ihstitutioﬁalized after

his adjudicatory hearing.

Compared to the sampnle of boys that were released during

the pre~hearing period without supervision, PHIS boys-tended to:

B e b e € eebiemna e e 3 & e B e e i Seamt g s i e
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- have similar demographic characteristics (age, race,
and family structure);
~ have more serious past records;
- have a slightly more serious current offense;
-~ have a slightly higher likelihood of being arrested during
the pre-hearing period; .
- have a greater likelihood of being adjudged delinquen§
on the current charge; \ .

- have a greater likelihood of being institutionalized after

his adjudicatory hearing.

All available indicators suppest that PHIS is centinuing to

all its stated objectives. TFor one, bhoys who might otherwise

be detained wore being assipned to the Unit. This is evident by

the very low percentape of cases assigned from pre-trial (%%), and

.the similarity with those who are detained. 1In addition boys with

very serious past records have been placed in the Unit., These are

"high risk" cases which by past evidence indicates that they are

most amenable to PHIS treatment (if.e., greater likelihood of

preventing a re-arrest during the pre-hearing period).

The arrest rate during the pre-hearing period once more indicates

that PHIS can supervise "“high risk® boys with minimal "risk" to the

safety of the community.
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Tenure in PHIS also reduces the risk of being institutionaliced

as one of the possible outcomes of the final adjudicatory hearing.

The weight of the evidence indicates that PHIS is successful
and consequently the prdgram should be continued. No majorx

changes are recommended for the program.

—3
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PROGRESS REPORT

Since January 1,1975 an additional 54 boys completed their stay
in the Unit. Thus a total of 109 boys who were assigned to the Unit
at the beginning of the project year haveAchpleted their'tenure'by
the end of the project year. |

1)

For purposes of this progréss report data is presented on five

important_ dimensions: (1) source of referral, (2) current charge,

(3). number of previous arrests, (4) arrests’duringipre-henrinv
period and (5) digposition at adjudicatory hearing, The 100 hoys
are divided into those completing their stay in the Unit by
December 31,1974 (reférredyto as A) and those‘by April‘30,1975
(referred to as B). The data for all five dimensions are given in

Taple 1:
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G | ' Table 1 | °

| R

f | | A B Total

- Source of Referral - - "

% Detention Hearing 6% 78 77%
Pre~Trial Hearing 6 v L 5
Other » ’ 18 18 18
Total ' 100 100~ 100

Current Charge '

Homocide/Rape . | | 184  16% 17%

B Assault/Rcbbery 58 60 50 .

i  Burglary/Larceny 7 13 10

) Misc. Adult (Inc. Drugs) 13 7 .10

. Juvenile Status 4L L v L

: .Total 100 100 1T0.

% Mean No. of Past Arrests L0 L3 L,2

‘g Arrests During.Pre-~Hearing Period

| No.arrests - | 73% 69% 72%

3 One or more 27 31 28

g Total V < 100 100 100

Y ‘ .

a OQutcome of Adjudicatory Hearing

i . Released \ 174 374 27%
Institution 36 22 29
Probation ~ 32 41 36
Other 15 0 8
Total - 100 170, 100

% Adjudicated on Current Charge 60 54 57

¥ bt >ty
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As can easily be seen from Table 1 there were no significant
changes in the second half of the project year on four of the five
dimensions (soﬁrce of referral, current charges, number of past
arrests and re-arrests). Thus the project continued its same pattern
as notedﬁin thé final report: namely boys with relatively serious
past records, and current charpe are being released to PHTS, and
very few boys were referred from pre-trial hearings. Thus the roal
of releasing high risk boys who mipht otherwise be detained is still
being realized. 1In addition there was little change in the re-arrest
rate. The major changze has occurred with the disnositionkat the
final adjudténtnry hearing., (Tt iﬂ to he ramembeored that, thia
refers only to bbys who completed th?ir stay in PHIS) In the second
part of the year a smaller proportion of boys were being institution-
alized (and conversely a larger percentage were released). This
leads us to believe that the percentage at iarge‘of PHIS boys placed
in an institution in the first part of the project year were atypical,
It seems that the pattern in the second half of the year has returned
to that of the previous years; namely the PHIS boys tend to hévé a

lower chance of being institutionalized than the boys in detention,

To conclude, the project has demonstrated continuing success in

meeting its objective.
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