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n ,legal h1stor1es of 41
,g11e Temporary Detent1on .
;ﬂd who were deta1ned three L

) SeXy or type of pet1t1ons were found
nd a11 ch,ldren detained in: September B
' urne S were found to have a. h1gher¢”fdh¢‘ e
- mon-serious complaints. “One:. = ¥ =
duf‘ngydetent1onn Th1s data suggested some uncerta1nty by thee“-~
‘ _System,1n‘dea11ng w1th non= ser1ous offenders e N

; Jt was further,found that each returnee averaged 4. 3 detent1ons,
6. 4 filed" pet1t1ons, 18.6 days per detention, :and 2.8 court SR
“h “'1gs per detent1on (1 hear1ng for each 6.7 days deta1ned) B e

The maJor f1nd1ng of the study was in regard to the,42% of )
eturneeS“who‘Were“underfthe Department,of Children.and Fami]yl',,
“rv1ces (DCFS) “The DCES ch11dren were significantly younger :
(13.7 years old) than thée non-DCFS children (14.8 years o]d)

The DCFS ch11dren had. s1gn1f1cant1y ‘more detentions (DCFS:

5.2 non- DCFS: 3. 7). Finally, in the 36% of. detentlons of: ‘
DCFS children”when a Release-Upon- Request to-DCFS order. wasv;;;'

: Tssued the length of detention was significantly higher «f~“
(28,7 days) than for the remaining 64% of DCFS children (14.1
days) or for thé non- BCFS ch11dren (y¥7.7 days) ‘Thewreport
suggested ‘that some reasons. for these results "might include

the: h1gh degree of: emot1ona] depr1vat1on ‘causing- de11nquent
behav1or, the lack ‘of a secure placement facility for DCFS e
children, or the re]uctance of 1oca1 commun1t1es to dea] d1rect1y(;«
w1th DCFS wards i L R U o e
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PURPOSE OF REPORT

Thls short—term, descrlptlve report 1nvest1gated the

?R detentlon and legal hlstorles of chlldren who have had 3 or

me more detentlons 1n the Juvenlle Temporary Detentlon Center
(J T D C ) 1n order to prov1de some general 1nformatlon as to
’;,reasons for,thelr‘return tokdetentlon'and for;thelr lengthy

L9

Pdetention’periodsrg

'f DESCRIPTION _OF CHILDREN STUDIED

The {otal sample" 1ncluded 54 chlldren who were in the

”“J T D‘C. on November 30, 1978 ~and recorded-as belng'detalned

';fbat least 2 prev1ous twmes.~ Complete 1nformatlon was able to be

the guardlanshlp of the I111n01s Department of Chlldren and -
i Famlly Serv1ces (D.C.F.S.) about 60 or more of thelr tlme with

'the’Court'(See~Table I). - Most‘all chlldren are Stlll actlve

' w1th ‘the Court except for 13 {(of the 54) who have . been commltted
i‘to the Department of orrectlons. . : ’

f Table II presents a self—explanatory summary ‘of the data
3~, gathered for thlS report It w1ll be referred to 1n the dis« "

”f”_‘cu551on 1n the next sectlon.

‘VT‘FINDINGS
’; R‘The 54 chlldren studled were compared to all 337 chlldren
e Ry

k"~:1n detentlon 1n September and November, l978.1 There~were,no

N

gathered on. 41 of these 54 chlldren.l of these 41 17 were under o



dlfferences as to age (see Table II, #l), sex (see Table II

V'#2), or type of petltlon (80° dellnquent, 20° MINS) However,_l” ‘1;

the chlldren studled tended to have a greater number of petty
j'thefts, burglarles, auto thefts, and runaways but a lesser
number of VlOlent offenses (armed robbery, assault/battery,

murder, rape, use of weapons).v (See Table III). No other

‘-5comparlsons between the entire sample of 54 and the populatlon-. B

could be made. The rest of the report will focus on. the 4l
chlldren (of the 54 sampled) on whom complete 1nformatlon
was obtained. | | : |
| The}average,age of these 41 children was 14.3. The DCFS
children were found to bersignifiCantlyqyoungerrthan thejﬂ
non-DCFS children (DCFS - 13.7 years old, nonfDCFSh- 14.8;
see Table II, #1). | B

- A review of the history of complaints against,the:4l
children indicated that’90% Were‘charged with the same(degree;
of seriousness on all their petitions. ‘Only 5% wereichargedy‘
with increasingly'serious‘offenses'and 59'With decreaslngly

serious offenses.; Also, a ma]orlty of the chlldren tended to

be charged with the same type of offense throughout that 1s,f"

a Chlld was llkely to be charged Wlth almost all auto thefts,,'

or all home - burglarles, etc.f o
kﬁimhe average number of detentioﬁiper childymas 4. 3yforithéh

| 41 chlldren (4.8 for the entlre sample of 54 chlldren) e Thed)

‘VDCFS chlldren had 51gn1f1cantly more detentlons than ‘the -,




i~?'_:no\n{—Dy_C’FS“:‘childrenj‘f(DCFS - 5.2, non-DCFS - 3.7; see Table II,

'*ﬁfgl o ‘\Eﬁfﬁi'

A

f The average number of flled petltlons for the 41 chlldren
~was b 4 per Chlld 7.8 for those_hav1ng'only dellnquent petltlons,‘”
g3.6 forrthose~hav1ng both'delinquent and MINS petitions (2 to 1

i-ratlo of dellnquent to MINS)

A

The only dlfference between the DCFS ‘and non-DCFS -children

: was, not surpr151ngly, that only~4 of 17 DCFS children had only
h”‘dellnquent petltlons whereas almost half (ll of 24) of the

Zrnon—DCFS chlldren had only delinguent petltlons (see Table i1,
Q]y#s a—d) S e | )

o The average length of detention for the 41 chlldren was
vi€:1i>nf:h18 6 days. (18 9 for the 54 chlldren) Although~DCFS children
Lk ” i»had a. hlgher average number of days held than the non-DCFS

4

chlldren (DCFs - 19. 4, non—DCFS»— 17.7) the difference was not

i VSLgnlflcant (see Table IT1, #4a)‘ Further examination of the

detentlons of the 17 DCFS chlldren produced: an 1nterest1ng
tg,flndlng regardlng the tlme between a. Release- Upon Request-to-
'J‘fa°DCFS order and the date of actual release. Durlng 36% of

'hmuthe‘detentronsnof the DCFS children, a Release-Upon-Request-to-

wgDCFS'order was,isSued;“Thevaveragedlength of those detentions
"_Was*28'7‘(see'Table IT, r4,b).‘ This was found to be significantly
| fhlgher than the l7 7 average days held per detentlon of the

Fiin

“non—DCFS chlldren.' Slnce the average‘days between the Release—

"Upon-Request—to DCFS order was - 1ssued and the date of actual

L release was 17 0 (see Table 11, 4,0), it was ev1dent that the
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'time,betWeen the ReleasevOrder7and the aCtual release'accouhte&:*
,tfor 60% of those detentlons averaglng 28 7 days.. Thie finding

is even more lnterestlng in view of the fact that of the remaln—’

ing 64% of detentions of DCFS chlldren;when no Release—Upon-
Request order Was‘issuedywas only l4.lrdays (see,Table II, 4 d)

No significant difference was found between these detentions

of DCFS children of a 14.1 days average and the detenticnsbof

non-DCFS children.of 17.7 days average. "In short, the Release~'”
£o-DCFS order had a signiﬁicant effect on lengthening the
average detention period;k’

In regard to’the number ofrhearings while in detention,‘the
average was consistently 2.8 hearings per detention fsee Table II,
6,a). This seemed to be the case regatdlese'of.the length of:~
staytor the type of complaint, The ratio between the average.
number of hearings to days in detention‘forithe 41 children
was 1 hearing per 6.7 days in detention (see Table II, 6,b).

Table IV lists 11 primary reasons for contihuanceS'during
a detention. A reason was considered‘primary:if it accounted

for more than 80% of the time in‘detention; If there were 2

reasons each accountlng for half of the time, they were counted

as half in both . categories. Table IV indicates that 1n50 5%0f the

| detentions the primary reason for continuances was legal (see
Table IV, A. Total~Legal); in 495/of the detentlons the prlmary =

;reason for contlnuances ‘were for treatment reasons'(see Table IV,'t

B.;Total Treatment). he‘average days held for'each‘of‘theﬂllte,,e

‘groups is also shown.
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Table II, #7 listS”the‘numbers of children.wholwere placed"
'5ffjor not placed on superVLSlon and probatlon.“Most“of the'children
‘?E:~(85 g) were placed on probatlon, superv151on, or both. Althoughl

59°‘were glven probatlon or superVLSlon before or durlng'their

7fpf1rst detentlon (see Table II, 7 e), there was no difference

‘ii‘between the'average number of detentlonsuafter Supervision‘or‘
'probatlon and the average number of detentlons of those who
-fwere never placed on superv151on or probatlon (see Table II,

‘,8 a and b). ~And, although there was an apparent dlfference in.

g the average length of the between detentlons for those glven
»,superV}51on/probatlon (122. 7) and those not glven supervision/
;rprobation'(77;2), the,d;fference was not s1gn;flcant and due
,merely’to.chance’(See’Table II,{8, d and e)' -However, no con—
i{,,yﬁf}”jbclu510n can be made regardlng the effect or lack of effect of

. | ,7superv1s1on/probatlon on a return or a forestalllng a return
ﬂto detentlon. The 1nadequa01es wf the data do not allow for any

'.f; ’,»conclu51ons in thlS area; further study is necessary.

‘CONCLUSIONS

',f Even though this report cannot deflnltlvely explain the

'lreasons for return to detentlon, some,general observatlons-can,f

,‘be made.‘

{J One maln observatlon from the data is that the chlldren
~stud1ed were charged w1th less serlous, non-v1olent complalnts
‘~than the general dotentlon populatlon. Several reasons may
d*account for thls.f Flrst, more serlous offenders would llkely

"abe3comm1tted to D;Q;Q. soon after~the compla;nt and SO not




free to commlt acts neces51tat1ng further detentlons. vSecohd,
“the chlldren studled are the ones who, by deflnltlon, are'the
"falluresw. Nearly 756‘Of the children 1n detentlongaht
November; 19f8, who were not included in this;report;‘were’
there for only theif'first or second detention. ' Third, the
nature of the continuances during detention indicate some.
uncertainty about‘what to do for the children who do notrhave
serious, non-violent complaints againstéthem.

Another main finding of this report was that 42% of the
children studied were DCFS wards during the majority of their
ghistory with the Court and that they were,significantly'younger
and had significantly more detentions thau,noneDCFS ehildren;
This finding suggests that the children who are returned to
detention may have more than average emotional problems and thus
more prone to exhibit acting-out behavior. ‘Generally,~the reasons'
that children are placed under‘DCFS‘guardianships are that they
havevno one whe‘is willing er able to care for them‘adeqUately.
This basic kind of rejection and deprivation nearly always breeds
ktroubled and troublesomelchildren; It would seemrthat many of
the children studied are in this kindvof situation Which'may
increase the amount of detentlons beglnnlng at an earlier age.

| vAnotherhreason for the hlgher number of" detentlons of DCFSb
children could be due to reluctance of the communltles where
DCFS chlldren are\placed to;handle'the,chlld locally Slnce

;practidal experience indicates that DCFS children are v1eweq;



'fifasbhcutsiderS", there»may be less 1nc11nat10n toward atatlon
flfff;uf‘;adjustments and thus more " downtown” detentlons.f
| Another p0551b1e explanatlon of the findings about DCFS
pchlldren is 1n regards to the lack of DCFS placement fac1llt1es.
ivf‘nycl The onlyjtemporary placement alternatlves for DCFS children who‘
s '<are!charged under delinquent or MINSJpetitions are an emergency
~foSter hdme'or the J.T.D.C. Herrick House accepts’only those
»#(chlldren under Dependent or Neglect petitions. Thus, there appears
ﬂ,to be a need for a secure fac1llty for DCFS wards who have delin-
;;b nquent or‘MINSfpetltlons’and/or who have run away from their
| ‘~current-plaCements. "The J.T.D.C. is now SerVing‘this‘purpose.
'f:The final major finding of this report is in regard to the
effect‘of supervisiOn/probation in decreaSing or forestalling
‘return to detention. As’stated above, due to inadequate data,
no conclusions can be made about such effect.

0

METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION

‘Fiftyéfour'children,(48 males, 6 females) were chosen from
'a‘list of:children Who were in detention on November>30, 1978.

: Thls‘list'Was‘part‘of the November, 1978, J.T.D.C. Report from
James,M. Jordan,kSuperintendent. First, all 43 children (40
'males,-S\females) recorded asrbeing detained 3 or more times were

‘"_SelectedQ_ Second, an addltlonal 11 children (8 males, 3 females)

: were. randomly selected to include more females so that the sample
t'would better match the overall ‘detention population. Thlrd the

“iJuvenlle Court =3 Statlstlcal Department gathered the numbers

'wfof all’petltlonS'flledyon each of the 54‘ch11dren=dur1ng»l977
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kand 1978 from the compu*erlzed files. Due to the lack 6%
'computerlzed 1nformatlon prlor to 1977, complete lists of
petltlons were obtained for only 41 of the 54 children: were
excluded from the data for th;s report. - -Fourth, detention
histories were then obtained from the J.T;D.C, card file.
Finally, legal histories (charges, heariné dates,‘dispositions)

were obtained from the legal~folders in the Court Clerk's Office.

W

‘ RECOMMENDATION -
In order to enswer in a more precise way the guestion of why

children are returned to detention, further'study in 3 major

areas is recommended. Since a 1arge percentage of children

are DCFS wards, the whole area of DCFS resources needs further

study.‘ Secondly, to adequately examine the effect of super-
"Visien/probation on retﬁrn to detention, the actual extent  of

service by probatien officers in relation to the environmental

and psychological characteristics of  the children also needs

further study. Such study would likely be of further use in

enabling predictions to be made about which children are likely

Bl B Y S cas e i B i e

to return to detention. Finally, reasons for the'kindsbof and

numbers of continuances should be clarified so that the effect

i R R

, of;legal procedures on return to and length of detention maYﬁbe

fully understood.




TABLE .- NUMBER OF CHILDREN SAMPLED- -

‘féhilarenﬂWithﬁw:*“”
.. Complete Data

RETURNEES IN J.T.D.C. ON 11/30/78

DCFS

NON-DCFS

o

24

"'Children With

~Incomplete Data

| e

(7

. Total Children

Studied

23

31
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2. Sex

TABLE IT. CHARACTERISTICS OF RETURNEES TO J.T.D.C.

AF Indicafes Significant Difference)

ntions per child

3. 'Avg. Dete

4. Days Held

a. Avg.
b. Avg..
Relea

4 Cc. - Avg.
Order

d. . Avg.
no Re

5. Petitions

Days per detention

Days per detention when
se/DCFS Order Issued

Days from Release/DCFS
to Actual Release

Days per detention when
lease/DCFS Order: issued

Filed

‘a. -Avg.
b. Avg.
c. Avg.
d. Avg.

6% Hearings

2 a. Avg.

b. - Avg. Hearings to Avg. Days Held

Petitions per child

Delinquent Only
MINS Only

Delinquent/MINS .

Hearings. per detention

Group With

Complete Data-

i

| CompietévData-.'

Total ‘Complete DCFS ~ Non-DCFS
Sample ” Data Children " Children
(54) (41) 17y (24)
14.5 14.3 13.7* 14.8%
48 35 (85%) 14 21
6 6 (15%) 3 3
4.8 4.3 5.2% 3.7
18.9 18.9 19.4 17.7%
28.7*%
17.0
14.1
6.4 6.2 6.6
7.8 8.3 7.6
(N=15) " (N=4) (N=11)
1.0 1.0 0
(N=1 ) (N=1)
2.4/1.2 $2.9/1.4 2.0/1.0
+(N=25) (N=12) (N=13)
2.8 - 2.8 2.7




f‘fsﬁpervision/Pfobatibn

o aw

Sob

Chlldren glven Probatlon Onlyk

~Ch11dren glven Superv151on'
f»only ’

‘fProbat;on and Supervision

" No Probation or Supervision

L TOTALS

,Childxen aiveh Super./Prob.
At First Detention -

W

_Super/Prob.‘and'Detentions

a.

Avg.- Detentlons After

Super/Prob.

~Avg. Detentlons -No Super/
: ,Super/Prob.>

'vjAvg. Days between .
'*detentlons' '

'e:Avg. Days between Order
. of. Super/Prob. and Next
'~detentlon e

;Avg; Days between
‘detentlons -No Super/

"4'Prob. i

R

' /TABLE II. CHARACTERISTICS OF RETURNEES TO J.T.D.C.

- Group With-

Complete Data-

(continﬁed)‘“

Complete Data-

=6)

‘Total . Complete - ~ DCFs ~ Non-DCFS
Sample ‘Data Children ~'Children
(54) (4 (17) (24)
18 (448) 6 12
S 11 (27%) 4 7
6 (15%) 4 2
6 (15%) 2 4
41 (100%). 16 25
24 (59%) 8 16
2.8 3.6 2.3
(N=35) (N=14) (N=21)
3.0
(N=6)
90.4
122.7
- (N=35)
77.2
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:  TABLE III. OFFENSES CHARGED AGAINST CHILDREN IN DETENTION
B s L g g T %fofjchargésffdr'all
Type of" % of Charges for 7jDi§ference  Children in-J.T.D.C. ..
. Offense 54 Children Sampled in Ssample in 9/78 and 11/78
1.  Murder < 1% -12% o o12n
2. Sex Offenses, Rape 1% - 4% 5%
3. Use of Weapon 1% - 4% 5%
4. Assault, Battery, Kidnapping 7% - 7% ~l4% ‘
5. Armed Robbery 4% - 6% 10%
6. Burglary, Theft, Robbery 43% Y 415% 28%
7. AButo Theft, CTTV, Poss. Stolen R S
Vehicle 17% + 9% 8%
8. Vandalism, CDTP 4% 0% 4%
9. Use;iPossession of Drugs 1% 0% 1%
10. Disofderly'Conduct, Prob.
Violation 4% - -
ll.: Ungovernable, Truant 5% 0% 5%
12. :Runaway 13% + 5% 8%
. TOTAL 100% 100%
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. TABLE IV PRIMARY - REASONS FOR CONTINUANCES IN DETENTION.

'AverégngaYS‘Held_a

"REASON .

LEGAL REASONS. =~ . . .y

”f?4.f Mqti6nfof State's Attorhéy éM/S} L e 9%

5 S,wf7bélHearihgs‘ .

tTotal‘Legai»Reasons

 TREATMENT REASONS

 6{7der'Sodi$is);Clinicals;-

* Pr6gress Reports;;(S/I,~DCS, P/R) o218

7. For,DCFS Placements, Reports, Plans

'Qﬁvgsg;Referr51 to UDIS

C B

:~f "’XTotal,Tréatment~Reasbns

‘: Tdta1'A?and1B r~;

"! Number of Detentions:

 ;i:gimpleiContinﬁanCe](C) L RN T 7*_k31%»1
. By Agreement (B/A) B

© Court'Ordered (0/C) Lo T1%

,,Jfg;ii?aiént'Refuéevcustddy€’l ;; l_k' klkilylri,' o

ﬁeqi’;‘f’?‘lf Treatment 5%

@Méﬁfal‘ipsﬁitutiénnRefé%f§i  k(i >‘ ‘:: T UBs
‘i, (4§;5%)’ ’

T{ 100%)

' Per Detention

'w;f
o
21
16

53

‘(56.5%)f (18)
18
18 *
Kfl3,
16
33
(ia) L"iﬂ

~Héﬁ) :

e
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