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CHAPTER I

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

Purpose

Legislators and the public are deeply concerned about
juvenile delinquency and youth crime.! As part of its ongoing
oversight responsibilities, the Legislative Program Review and
Investigations Committee began this study in May, 1977. The
purpose of the study was to describe and assess Connecticut's
response to the problems of juvenile delinquency and youth
crime and to identify ways to improve the state's juvenile
justice "system."?

Special emphasis was placed on identifying gaps and over-
laps in services among and between the several components of
the system, particularly as they might contribute to overall
ineffectiveness or inefficiency. In addition, the need of the
general populace to be protected from dangerous juveniles, as
well as the right of such juveniles to equal treatment under
the law and their need for effective rehabilitative help, were
kept foremost in this review.

Why oversight? It is the responsibility of the legisla-
tive branch of government to create and oversee the framework
within which both the executive and judicial branches operate.
The legislature created the Juvenile Court in 1941 and it
created the Department of Children and Youth Services in 1969.
If the delineation of authority and responsibility between the
two is not clear, it is the legislature which must act by amend-
ing statute.

Furthermore, it is the legislature which determines what
behavior constitutes criminal and delingquent acts and what the
consequences of such acts shall be. TIf the laws allow so much
discretion that they are subject to abuse, the legislature
must rewrite them for the protection of individuals as well as
society.

By law, "juveniles" are defined as children under 16 years
of age. "Youths" are defined as persons between 16 and 18
yvears of age (C.G.S. 17-410(d). (e)).

Use of the term "system" in this context is a matter of con-
vention. As i3 apparent throughout the report, coordination
among the various elements of the "system" is very weak.
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Finally, the legislature appropriates the funds for the
operation of all three branches of government. It has an
obligation to the people of the state to make every effort to
assure that public expenditures are being carefully monitored
to maximize effectiveness.

The purpose of legislative oversight! is to provide the
General Assembly with the information and analysis it needs
to make sound, constructive decisions about statutory mandates
and other laws, and about the funds it appropriates. The Legis-
lative Program Review and Investigations Committee is mandated
to perform efficiency and effectiveness studies for the Con-
necticut General Assembly.

Without meaningful program results data from government
agencies, however, the legislature cannot adequately perform
its oversight responsibilities.

A major shortcoming of this report is the lack of informa-
tion on outcomes and effectiveness of the juvenile justice
system. A major finding of this study is that virtually no
analysis exists anywhere in the "system" to indicate what
treatment methods work with what kinds of delinquents, how one
program compares with another, or what the long term effective-
ness is of any program. The report emphasizes the necessity
for this information to be systematically collected and analyzed
within the system and reported to the legislature on a regular
basis, as part of the annual budget review. Furthermore,
adequate information should be available to legislative oversight
bodies to verify the validity of research and reports conducted
within the system. Since juvenile records with police, the
court and DCYS are confidential, a method (such as a unique
numbering system) must be devised so that individuals can be
followed through the system and outcomes evaluated, without
violating individuals' rights to privacy.

Scope

The study examines the major components of the juvenile
justice system. These include state and local police and
community-based programs for prevention, detection, and treat-
ment of children and youth in trouble with the law; the Juvenile

Fiscal oversight is performed by the Appropriations and Finance
Committees and the Office of Fiscal Analysis; post audit account-
ability and oversight is performed by the Auditors of Public
Accounts; and additional oversight is performed by the stand-

ing committees with staff from the Office of Legislative

Research and the Legislative Commissioners Office (bill
drafters).



Court;: and commitment of delinquents to the Department of
Children and Youth Services for treatment at Long Lane School
or in private facilities. Serious problems in coordination
of resources and services among the various components are
identified, and important recommendations for improving per-
formance monitoring--which is virtually nonexistent--are made.
Finally, the treatment of 16 and 17 year old offenders in the
adult courts is reviewed briefly.

A major area of concern which could not be addressed by
the Committee is the identification of causes and prevention
of juvenile delinquency and youth crime. The literature on
the subject suggests that major causes seem to be related to
poverty, inadequate education, joblessness, the decay of family
and neighborhcod structures, and soc on. It was not possible
for this Committee to contribute significantly to an analysis
or such broad problems or to suggest specific solutions which
could be legislated. The Committee therefore chose to focus
on the state's response to the problems of juvenile delingquency--
law enforcement, the Juvenile Court, and delinquency treatment
programs. Obviously, the causes and prevention of juvenile
delinquency are a major area for future search and program
development.

Several other important issues could not be addressed in
depth in this report. Among them are children's rights and
legal procedures, status offenders, truancy, child neglect and
abuse,; and children's mental health services. Some of these
issues were omitted because they are being examined by the
Juvenile Justice Commission, chaired by Senator David Barry.
Similarly, the issue of status offenders is being reviewed
under a $1.5 million Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA) demonstration project scheduled for completion in Septem-
ber, 1978.

Finally, the management and administration of DCYS and
its other programs, about which the Committee received consider-
able comment during the course of this study, will be the subject
of a separate program review scheduled to commence in February
1978.

Sources

Information for this study was gathered from a number of
sources. Documentation from state and federal agencies, research
groups, and professional organizations was reviewed. Interviews
were conducted with Juvenile Court judges and probation officers,
DCYS and other State agency officials, policy officers, youth
workers, representatives of private programs, agencies and associ-
ations, young people involved in the juvenile justice system,
and others.
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In addition, surveys were sent to all Juvenile Court probation
officers, Youth Service Bureau directors and advisory councils,
direct service staff at Long Lane School, DCYS aftercare staff,
and directors of all delinguency treatment programs serving
Connecticut clients. Field visits were made to police depart-
ments, Youth Service Bureaus, Juvenile Court facilities, and
private treatment programs throughout Connecticut and in nearby
states. Members of the Committee accompanied staff on visits
to Elan One, a private treatment program in Poland Spring,
Maine, to Long Lane School, and to the Connecticut Correctional
Institution at Niantic. Finally, a public hearing was held

on September 8, 1977 at which considerable professional and
public comment was received by the Committee.

Basic data on system outcomes and treatment effectiveness
were requested from each component of the system but were "not
available."

Organization of the Report

The report is divided into six chapters. Chapter II pro-
vides a brief history of juvenile justice and discusses goals
of the system. Chapter III reviews juvenile law enforcement
activities and community-based programs serving troubled youth.
Recommendations are made to improve juvenile law enforcement
procedures and community services. Chapter IV describes the
authority and role of the Juvenile Court. Several recommenda-
tions are made to improve Court operations and probation
services. In Chapter V, treatment of juveniles at Long Lane
School and in private programs is discussed. Important recom-
mendations are made regarding the future of Long Lane School
and the need for the Department of Children and Youth Services
to monitor and evaluate treatment (including private) programs.
In an appendix to Chapter V, a few successful treatment pro-
grams in Connecticut and other states are briefly described as
possible "models" for making improvements in the state system.

The report concludes with a discussion in Chapter VI of
the special problems of services for youth offenders. While
most states treat 16 and 17 year olds as juveniles, Connecticut
does not. Because resources are limited in the adult system,
the needs of this group are not always well met. Recommenda-
tions for improvement are made.

Agency responses to this report are contained in Appendix
I-1. An extensive glossary is presented in Appendix I-2, and
other detailed data are contained in appendices to Chapters III,
IV, V, and VI.
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CHAPTER IT

INTRODUCTION TO JUVENILE JUSTICE: HISTORY AND GOALS

Historical Overview

In its attitudes toward the treatment of juvenile
offenders, the public has come nearly "full circle." 1In
the 18th and 19th centuries, juveniles were treated the
same as adult criminals, serving time in prison for seri-
ous offenses.

In the late 19th century, attitudes about treatment of
juveniles began to change. Reformers advocated a separate
system of justice for juvenile offenders emphasizing rehabil-
itation and prevention, rather than punishment. In 1899 the
nation's first Juvenile Court was established in Chicago by
the Illinois Legislature.

Today, there is growing public sentiment to return to
the days when juvenile offenders were "punished" rather than
"rehabilitated"--at least for the most serious repeat offen-
ders. Rehabilitation has not worked, say some critics, and
the time has again come for stricter treatment of juvenile
offenders.

Juvenile Treatment in Connecticut

Until 1816, children in Connecticut, as in the nation,
generally received the same treatment as adult criminals.
Penalties included incarceration in the Newgate Prison, work
house and jail sentences, public whippings, the stocks,
mutilation, branding, and execution.! 1In 1816, the Legis-
lature eliminated these forms of punishment and instituted
fines and imprisonment. A state reform school for Jjuveniles
was opened in Meriden in 1854, and became the Connecticut
School for Boys in 1893. 1In 1868, the Industrial School for
Girls, now known as Long Lane School, was opened as a pri-
vate facility in Middletown.

Separate treatment. In 1917, the first law differentia-
ting juveniles from adults for purposes of trial and detention
(confinement) was enacted by the legislature. Provisions
were made for partial confidentiality of records. Juvenile
trials continued to be criminal proceedings, however.

! History compiled by the Connecticut Juvenile Court.



The Juvenile Court Act of 1921 authorized city policy,
borough, and town courts to hold separate noncriminal pro-
ceedings for juveniles and established that children under
the age of 16 could not be found guilty of a crime.

In 1941, the legislature created the present statewide
Juvenile Court System, with three districts and a full-time
judge presiding in each. Following an important U.S. Supreme

Court decision in 1967 (In Re Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967)), the "~
legislature passed Public Act 630 explicitly affirming due |
process rights of children. The law also added three new iM&}
judges to the Juvenile Court, for a total of two judges in 2}N&
each district. (For a discussion of the future of the Juvenile ’

Court. under the Court Reorganization,gsee Appendix II-1).
. gy — : .
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"Transfer down" repealed. In recent yéansj significant
legislation pertaining to juveniles*aﬁd yQuths has been en-
acted by the legislature. 1In l97fﬁ the Youthful Offender Act
was passed repealing a provision which had permitted the trans-
fer of some 16 and 17 year old offenders from the adult court

to the Juvenile Court.

"Transfer up" allowed. Legislation was also passed in
1971 authorizing the transfer of juveniles accused of murder
to the adult court (P.A. 71-170). 1In 1975, Public Act 75-620
expanded this authority by allowing transfer (under certain
conditions) of juveniles accused of repeat class A or B felon-
ies to the adult court (see Appendix IV-5 for a listing of
felony classifications). All three of these Acts were designed
to provide harsher penalties for serious offenses by juveniles.

Other legislation passed in 1975 established the rights
of children committed to the Department of Children and Youth
Services (P.A. 75-538), enabled cities and towns to set up
youth service systems (P.A. 75-487), and created a temporary
Juvenile Justice Commission to study ways of providing an
effective system of delinquency prevention and treatment
(Special Act 75-48).

While awaiting the outcome of the Juvenile Justice Com-
mission's work (still in progress), several bills were passed
in 1976 and 1977. During the 1976 session, the legislature
authorized the Juvenile Court to divert cases to Youth Service
Bureaus (P.A. 76-426). Finally, legislation became effective
on October 1, 1977 which gives judges and probation officers
in the adult court access to juvenile and youthful offender
records for presentence investigations, felony sentencing,
and determination of whether to grant youthful offender status
(P.A. 77-486).



Goals of the Juvenile Justice System

While the prime goal of both the adult criminal justice
system and the juvenile justice system is the protection of
the citizenry from violence, destruction, theft and other
abuses through law enforcement (police), adjudication (courts),
and prevention of repeat offenses, the two systems differ in
their post-judicial goals and methods. In the adult system,
the purpose of confinement in a penal institution is to punish
criminal offenders and to deter or "rehabilitate" them if
possible, so that subsequent criminal acts are not committed.

In the juvenile justice system, on the other hand, pun-
ishment is not viewed as a goal. Juveniles adjudicated as
delinquent are not guilty of a crime. Confinement at Long Lane
School or a private residential facility is for the purpose of
rehabilitating the child and giving him or her the attitudes,
skills, and transitional support services necessary for a
smooth reintegration to school, family and the community. The
prevention of recidivism (repeated offenses) is the ultimate
~goal of both adult corrections and juvenile delinquency treat-
ment--the first, through punishment; the second, through
treatment. Regrettably, there is little evidence to suggest
that either approach works particularly well.
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Through the review board, the police department shares
its decisionmaking responsibility with knowledgeable and in-
terested community resource personnel. The Board is responsi-
bile for the same decisions that the youth officer in a town
without a review board must make. The decision criteria (the
child's past record, attitude, and seriousness of the offense),
and the possible cutcomes (no action, counsel and release
direct to local youth agency, or refer to the Juvenile Court)
are basically the same. The review board process merely
improves the chances that the decision will be informed and
balanced because of the various interests and views of the
membership. By involving youth serving agencies on the board,
local services are better utilized. Troublesome vouth can
be directed to the most appropriate program, and success and
failure experiences can be fed back into the process for
better future decisionmaking. Further, the board can identify
unmet needs for services and work to develop them.

Communities using a Juvenile Review Beoard must confront
the problem of maintaining confidentiality of juvenile records.'!
Some towns have handled this problem by restricting becard
membership to "professionals,” using confidentiality waivers,
or making the board review voluntary (i.e., a parent can opt
tc have the child's case reviewed by the police officer or
the review board). Although no review board has been legally
challenged, there have been cases in which information leaks
have occurred and Jjeopardized continuation of a board. By
implementing prcper safeguards, advocates of Juvenile Review
Boards believe future information leaks can be prevented.

In its assessment of youth service systems in Connecti-
cut, the University of Hartford's Institute for Social Research
pointed out that the review board alsc acts as a useful screen-
ing mechanism for the Juvenile Court. The percentage of
Enfield referrals who were committed toc DCYS by the Juvenile
Court was higher than the rate for most comparable towns.

This was attributed to the fact that a referral from the review
board meant that local service resources were ineffective in a
particular case; whereas, communities without a thorough screen-
ing process may refer cases to the Juvenile Court before local
services have been tried.

! Connecticut statutes prohibit public access to police records

involving juveniles: "Nothing in sections 1-15, 1-18a, 1-19
to 1-18b, inclusive and 1-21 to 1-21k, inclusive, shall be
construed to require disclosure of...(d) arrest records of a

juvenile, which shall also include any investigatory files,
concerning the arrest of such juvenile, compiled for law en-
forcement purposes” (Sec. 1-19(b)(2) (d).
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A major problem in the juvenile justice system in
Connecticut is that the Juvenile Court cannot handle the
vast number of children who get into trouble in their local
communities. As mentioned earlier, only one out of ten
police contacts with juveniles result in a court referral.
Juvenile Review Boards could respond to this problem in
two important ways. First, the review boards can assist
pelice in identifying Jjuveniles most appropriate for referral
to Juvenile Court. Second, for the large number of juveniles
who are not referred to court, the review boards could pro-
mote early intervention and local initiative by mobilizing
community resources to help the troubled child. In towns
where needed local services are lacking, review boards could
serve as a catalyst in the development of new programs.

The Program Review and Investigations Committee re-
cognizes the significant contribution Juvenile Review Boards #I
can make toward improving the overall effectiveness of the
juvenile justice system and encourages communities to esta-
blish such boards to assist police in handling juvenile cases.

The Committee further recommends that legislation be
enacted authorizing neighborhoods, towns, and regions to #3
establish such review boards to serve as advisors to the
police on the handling of juvenile cases. The statutory
authority of these boards should be limited to cases where
the parents and child agree to such review and shall be
purely advisory in nature. The legislative body with
jurisdiction should appoint the membership of such review
boards, at least half of which should consist of agency re-
presentatives (including but not limited to the police,
youth service bureaus, schools, childcaring agencies, and
religious organizations) and at least one-third should be
members of the public at large.

Finally, the Committee recommends that the Connecticut Afﬁp
Justice Commission fund the evaluation of at least one exist-
ing Juvenile Review Board as a demonstration project to
determine its impact and effects on juvenile delinquency at
the local level.

Clear Guidelines. Many communities do not have a formal policy
for guiding police in matters of diversion and referral. Be-
cause of the disparities between community law enforcement
procedures and resources, statewide guidelines with universal
application would not be workable.

11




The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
recommends, however, that local law enforcement agencies ‘ﬁfg
clarify their procedures through written guidelines for the
handling of juvenile offenders. ©Such guideiines should be
filed with the Municipal Police Training Council.

Release

Two major reasons seem to account for the low peolice
referral rate (10% to Juvenile Court. First, many police do
not refer offenses which they consider "provable” because of
their attitude toward the Court and dissatisfactions with
Court actions. Second, the number of diversion programs and
alternative services available lccally has recently given
police an alternative which many consider preferable (see
next section).

Police attitude. Some officers feel that the Court is
too lenient with cases referred.

As one officer stated, "the kids are back out on the
streets before you can get back to the station and park the
squad car." Thus, some officers would prefer to release the
cffender themselves, and use the threat of a Court referral
as a possible deterrent.

This kind of police action appears linked to poor com=
munication between the police and the Court. Where good
communication exists, police have a better understanding of
what the Court can and cannot do. Good coordination also
permits the police to utilize their discretion to achieve de-
sired results. For example, one officer described the practice
of referring offenders (with advance consent from the Court),
even when the seriousness of the offense did not warrant a
referral. In his community, he said, one contact with the
Juvenile Court is sufficient to deter future incidents in
90% of the cases.

Many officers interviewed did not have a clear under-
standing of the Court's authority, its capability, or the
dispositional alternatives available to it. Juvenile Court
judges complain, and police officers agree, that there is
some poor police work which results in the dismissal of cases.
However, the head of one of the best police juvenile units in
the state complained that after an investigation was completed
and the case referred to the Juvenile Court, it "disappeared"
with no indication of the guality of the police work or the
outcome of the case. Although judges make police departments
aware of faulty case work in some cases, the practice is not
widespread. (See Chapter IV for a recommended solution to
this problem) .
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Diversion

Diversion is the process of referring a juvenile to a
local community service agency rather than releasing him or
referring him to the Juvenile Court.

Decisions between diversion and Court referral are
based on such factors as:

& the seriousness of the offense,

@ the availability of appropriate community

] service agencies, and,

e an estimate of the impact a Court referral
would have in a particular case.

The juvenile's history of prior police contact or Court involve-
ment as well as the attitude of the youth and his parents are
also considered important. An indication of remorse, sincerity
and willingness to improve on the part of the child, as well as
parental cooperation, often result in a decision to divert.

Diversion is wvoluntary and noncoercive in that the youth
is not required to participate nor will he be penalized for
terminating participation in a treatment program. However,
when local treatment fails or is refused, the next police en-
counter with the youth is more likely to result in a Juvenile
Court referral.

Youth Service Bureaus. Local ability to divert a juvenile
in trouble depends on resources available in the community.
Many communities have found local youth serving agencies, such
as schools, churches, and recreation agencies, unable to meet
the needs of all youth, especially those in trouble with the
law.

Partly with the help of temporary LEAA funding, some
fifty-five "Youth Service Bureaus" serving ninety-one communi-
ties have been established. The three main objectives of these
bureaus are:

@ to identify and provide for the needs of all
youth in the community;

e to implement community based delinquency pre-
vention programs; and

e to divert youth from the juvenile justice system
when appropriate, by providing support services
for juveniles and their families.

13




While Youth Service Bureau programs, services, and staff-
ing vary, support services generally include individual, group
and family counseling (sometimes contracted through private
counseling service agencies), temporary shelter for family
crisis intervention, and job banks. Volunteers are also used
for tutoring, serving as "big brothers," and in "life experi-
ence" programs.

Clients are referred to Youth Service Bureaus from a
variety of sources, including schools, parents, clergy, DCYS,
police, and the Juvenile Court. An unduplicated count of
clients served statewide is estimated to be between 75 and
90 thousand, involving more than 100,000 contacts per year.

In 1975, more than 2,000 nights of emergency shelter care were
provided through the youth service bureau network. The Youth

Service Bureaus estimate that nearly half of their clients are
"delinquency prone" and that one in five has already been ad-

judicated delinquent.

Because LEAA support of Youth Service Bureaus is scheduled
to end by 1979, state funds are needed to supplement local re-
sources if these agencies are to continue to operate at their
current levels. For a detailed discussion of ¥YSB funding and
LEAA requirements, see Appendix III-2.

State support for Youth Service Bureaus could accomplish
three things:

@ assure that delinquency prevention programs will continue
at the local level;

® enable communities and regions without youth bureaus to
develop needed services; and

@ give the state some control over coordination of services
in the juvenile justice system.

While almost no state funds for Youth Bureaus have been
appropriated to date, the Department of Children and Youth
Services has developed program standards that would govern the
distribution of state funds should they become available in
the future (see Appendix III-3). The standards specify which
services would qualify for state support, present guidelines
for the establishment and operation of youth bureaus, and
outline procedures to be used to distribute available funds
and monitor recipients.

The standards also stipulate that in order to qualify
for funds, youth bureaus must:

14



e have a direct linkage to municipal government;

have an advisory council with a prescribed composition;

@ have a core staff unit responsible for research and
resource development, community involvement, and
youth advocacy;

e provide services directed toward juvenile predelinquents
and delinquents; and

@ collect data required to fulfill grant requirements as
well as data necessary to evaluate the impact of services.

@

Program evaluation. In attempting to determine whether
the state should appropriate funds for Youth Service Bureaus,
the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
sought data which would give an indication of their cost-
effectiveness. Staff survey results and site visits revealed
that the usefulness of Youth Service Bureau records and evalu-
ation systems varied widely throughout the state. While some
bureaus showed comprehensive record keeping and elaborate
evaluation methods (inciuding external evaluations, follow up
on recidivism, peer review, and statistical analysis) others
were casual about record keeping and evaluation.

The American Bar Association's Juvenile Justice Standards
project emphasizes: (1) the need for accurate case records of
all youth bureau activities; (2) that evaluations should be
external to the bureau; and (3) that funding be contingent
upon the evaluation of cutcomes or results. Although the
ILegislative Program Review and Investigations Committee re-
cognizes the difficulty of measuring the impact of diversion
and prevention programs, the information presently available
is generally not adequate to assure that state funds would
be used effectively.

Even though DCYS has developed standards for allocating
and monitoring state funds for Youth Service Bureaus, there
is real question as to the capability of DCYS to manage such
a project. Therefore, it is recommended that prior to the
appropriation of state funds for the support of Connecticut's
Youth Service System, DCYS develop procedures for evaluating
the effectiveness of programs supported by such funds. Further,
it is recommended that the Connecticut Justice Commission re-
gquest that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration pro-
vide technical assistance' to help DCYS develop evaluation
procedures that can be integrated into the department's system
for managing the funds.

! LERAA provides free short term consulting services to states

that request assistance in developing fund management pro-
cedures.
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The procedures should clearly define data requirements
and criteria for satisfactory program evaluation as well as
the Department's methods for validating that information.
The procedures should also prescribe the penalties for those
Bureaus which fail to comply with funding requirements or do
not meet evaluation standards. The Department should also
attempt to make evaluation procedures consistent and com-
patible with other DCYS evaluation efforts (see pp. 62-63).

The Committee recognizes the important contribution
Youth Service Bureaus make to the treatment of troubled
youth and prevention of delinquency in Connecticut. Given '1
compliance with the previous recommendations, the Committee &x
recommends that the legislature appropriate state funds to
support Youth Service Systems.

Referral To Juvenile Court

When police apprehend a juvenile and decide that neither
release nor diversion (e.g. to a Youth Service Bureau) are
appropriate responses, a referral can be made to Juvenile Court.

In 1976, 13,709 cases were referred to Juvenile Court, more

than 90% originating from law enforcement agencies. Other re-
ferrals are made directly (without an arrest) by schools, parents,
probation officers, and other agencies.

When a police officer refers a child to Juvenile Court,
he must submit a written complaint to the Court which includes
personal information about the child, the alleged offense,
and the findings of the police investigation. The police
officer may also be required to testify at a Juvenile Court
hearing. The next chapter describes the function and procedures
of the Juvenile Court.
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CHAPTER IV

THE JUVENILE COURT

The previous chapter discussed the role of law enforce-
ment and local youth agencies in handling juveniles in trouble
with the law. It was noted that police have three ways to
dispose of a case: (1) release, (2) diversion, and (3) refer-
ral to Juvenile Court. It was also noted that only ten percent
of all police contacts with juveniles result in a referral to
the Juvenile Court. This chapter will deal with the juvenile
offender from the point of referral to the Juvenile Court to
the point of commitment to the Department of Children and
Youth Services (DCYS) or release to his family and community.

Overview of the Juvenile Court

Under Public Act 76-436, effective July 1, 1978, the
Juvenile Court created by statute in 1941 is abolished and all
jurisdiction for Jjuvenile matters is transferred to the
Superior Court, which was established by the Constitution of
the State of Connecticut, adopted in 1965. Article V, Sec-
tion 1 of the Constitution states, "The powers and juris-
diction of these (supreme and superior) courts shall be es-
tablished by law." Therefore, while the nature of the Juve-
nile Court will soon change from a statutory court to a divi-
sion of a constitutional court, powers and Jjurisdiction will
still be prescribed by General Assembly. Most of the old
statutory language pertaining to the Juvenile Court has been
preserved in P.A. 76-436 except that references are changed
to the "Superior Court" and the handling of "juvenile matters.®
Because the Public Acts of 1976 have not yet been codified
into statute, the old statutory references have been used in
the text, unless amended by P.A. 76-436. As already noted,
Appendix II-1 describes in more detail the implications of
the court reorganizations.

Jurisdiction and authority. Connecticut General Stat-
utes, (Title 17, Chapter 301, Part III) provide the legal
framework of the Juvenile Court. The Court has

"exclusive original jurisdiction over all proceedings
concerning uncared-for, neglected or dependent children
and youth and delinquent children within this state,
except in matters of guardianship and adoption and all
other matters affecting property rights of any child or
youth over which the Probate Court has jurisdiction"
(C.G.S. 17-59; emphasis added).
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A child (any person under sixteen years of age) may be found
delingquent who:

e has violated any federal or state law or local
ordinance;

e has without just cause run away from his parental
home or other lawful place of abode;

e has engaged in indecent or immoral conduct;

e has been habitually truant or continuously and overtly
defiant of school rules and regulations; or

e has violated any lawful order of the Juvenile Court
(C.G.S. 17-53).

When a child over age 14 has been charged with murder or
a repeat Class A or B felony (see Appendix IV-5 ), the Juvenile
Court has the authority to transfer the case to the Superior
Court provided the Court finds, after a complete investigation
and hearing, that there is reasonable cause to believe:

e the child committed the act;

e there is no state institution for children suitable
for his care or treatment;

e the safety of the community requires that the child
continue under restraint beyond his majority;

e the facilities of the Superior Court provide a more
effective setting for disposition of the case; and

e the institutions to which the Superior Court may
sentence a defendant are more suitable for the care
and treatment of such child (C.G.S. 17-60a and b).

Finally, the Juvenile Court has the power to issue orders
directed to parents or guardians (C.G.S. 17-59). Such orders can
be enforced through threat of contempt rulings which carry a fine
of up to $100 or six months imprisonment (C.G.S. 17-74).

Goals and philosophy. The Juvenile Court is not a crim-
inal court. Connecticut General Statute 17-72 states, "No child
shall be prosecuted for an offense before the Juvenile Court, nor
shall adjudication by such court that a child is delinguent in any
case be deemed a conviction of crime." According to Judge Thomas
D. Gill (retired), Chief Judge of the Juvenile Court of Connecti-
cut from 1941 to 1975, children are "held under disabilities" by
not being accorded the full rights and privileges of adults.
Therefore, he continues, children should not be held fully respon-
sible for their acts and the Court should not impose consequences
as severe as those imposed on adults.

While there are no specific statutory goals for the Ju-
venile Court, there is a statutory basis for Court action upon
a finding of delinquency. C.G.S. Section 17-68 states, in part:
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a) The court, if it finds that the child is delinquent and
needs the care, discipline or protection of the state, may

adjudge him delinquent and place him in the care of any in-
stitution...for children, (or) order the child to remain in
his own home...subject to the supervision of the probation

officer....(Emphasis added.)

b) If the Court further finds that its probation services
are not adequate for such child, the Court shall commit such
child to the Department of Children and Youth Services....

¢) ...if the Court adjudges a child to be delinquent and

finds him to be mentally deficient, (it) may commit him to
an institution for mentally deficient children or youth or
defective delinquents...

The judges of the Juvenile Court consider their primary
responsibilities to be the prevention of further acts cf delin-
quency (recidivism) by the children brought before them and the
protection of the community. Although many children view removal
from the home and community and restriction of freedom as forms of
punishment, the motives of judges in taking such actions are to
rehabilitate the child and to protect society.

In determining how best to meet the rehabilitative "needs”
of the child in order to prevent subsequent delinquent acts, the
Court generally considers the following factors (in order of
importance) :

1) severity of the offense,

2) prior referrals,

3) age of the child,

4) school, home and community situation.

Accordingly, the more serious offenses generally incur the more
serious consequences (treatment), which are generally perceived
by the child as harsher "punishment."

Wherever possible, the Court will also order that restitu-
tion be made by the child (sometimes through his family) either
directly to the victim or to the Court for transfer to the victim.
During 1976, $13,428.12 was collected by the Court from 185 chil-
dren. Restitution is seen by the judges as teaching the child a
lesson in responsibility and is certainly regarded as punishment
by the child who must make restitution from his own earnings.

The following cases show how Juvenile Court judges try
to "match" their disposition decision to the needs of the child.
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Case #1: An 11 year old girl was brought before the judge
for several counts of shoplifting and criminal attempt at
robbery. Her record included previous referrals starting
at age 9. The delinquent acts were committed with her
brothers, sisters and other peers. She was having trouble
in school, was not involved in any constructive activities
in the community and received little or no supervision from
her parent. Since prior attempts to deal with this child
non-judicially had failed, the judge ordered the girl to be
removed from her family and placed in a structured group
home (in a different community) to remove her from the
unhealthy peer group situation and provide her with a struc-
tured setting to help her control her impulses to steal and
to improve her school performance.

Case #2: The 13 year old sister of the above girl was
brought before the judge on the same day in connection with
the same delinquent incidents, However, this girl had fewer
prior referrals, was doing reasonably well in school and
was Involved in many school and community activities such
as sports, drama groups, church choir, etc. She stated
that she did not want to follow in the footsteps of her
siblings (who had all been involved with the Juvenile Court
at one time or another) and felt she could resist peer
pressure to be involved in illegal activities. The judge,
in this case, decided on a two year probation period, since
this girl expressed a desire to change and appeared able to
do so with support from the probation officer.

These cases also illustrate that many of the problems
which the Juvenile Court handles are manifestations of family
problems which the Juvenile Court has limited ability to address.
In the above cases the judge did not feel that services for the
parent would accomplish anything substantial, but in some cases a
judge will order parents to seek help themselves or be actively
involved in the treatment of their child.

= Because family involvement is so important to the treat-
ment of some juvenile delinquents, the Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee supports the Juvenile Court's use of
its authority under C.G.S. Sec. 17-59 and 17-784 to induce parents
to participate in their child's treatment program wherever pos-
sible.

Organization. The Juvenile Court operates three judicial
districts headquartered at Bridgeport, New Haven and Hartford
(see Appendix IV-1 for map). Detention centers are maintained by
each district for the temporary custody of juveniles awaiting
court action. Two judges are permanently assigned to each dis-
trict and are restricted to hearing cases in their districts.
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The districts are semi-autonomous and controlled by the district
judges who make 'all hiring-firing decisions and set district
policy. The Chief Judge, Honorable Margaret Drisccll of the First
District, is responsible for statewide administrative matters and
supervises the Chief Clerk and State Director of Probation. State-
wide policies and Court actions such as budget requests are usually
adopted by a majority vote of the six judges.

Day to day operations of the Court are supervised by the
three district Directors of Probation, who report directly to
their respective judges. The Directors of Probation supervise
all probation officers, aides, detention staff and federal project
personnel through the casework supervisors (see Appendix IV-2 for
organization chart). Court operations are expected to cost about
$4.6 million in fiscal year 1978 (see Appendix IV-3). The two
largest items in the Juvenile Court budget are probation (57.3%)
and detention (22.7%).

Most probation officers interviewed claimed to have good
working relationships with the judges. They are in very close
contact with the judges, usually seeing a judge in a court hearing
or consulting on cases at least weekly. Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee staff observations in hearings before
all six judges of the Juvenile Court support this claim and further
reveal that the judges demand high level of performance from the
probation staff both in their social history investigations and in
their efforts to determine an appropriate disposition! for a case.

Policy. Because there is little formal statewide policy, 2
(except for the Practice Book, Part 5A, "Rules for the Juvenile
Court"), policies and practices vary from district to district.
For example, prior to November, 1977° the First and Third Dis-
tricts required that all shoplifting cases be handled "judicially"--
that is, by the judge. The Second District, on the other hand,
processed most shoplifting cases "non-judicially"--that is, by the
probation officer without the judge.

' A disposition is the final official action taken by a judge

(judicial) or a probation officer (non-judicial) on a particu-
lar offense(s) or referral(s) for a single juvenile. Dis-
positional alternatives are "dismissal," "probaticn," or
"commitment to DCYS."

The Juvenile Court section of the Practice Book deals primarily
with the legal requirements for processing and presenting cases
in the Juvenile Court. It does not address such policy questions
as which cases should be handled judicially or non-judically,

the appropriateness and classification of certain adjudications
and dispositions, family involvement, restitution, etc.

As of November, 1977 the Juvenile Court judges adopted a uniform
policy detailing which types of cases must be judicially process-
ed (see Appendix IV-4) .
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Another example of differences between districts is that
the Second District conducts an arraignment-style! plea hearing
for all cases being handled judicially, even when the child admits
the charges. This causes confusion for the child and his parents,
delays in processing cases, and is an inefficient use of proba-
tion officers' time. Plea hearings in the other two districts
are used very selectively and, in most cases, if the child admits
guilt, the social history (see p. 29) begins at the first interview
with the probation officer.

Policies concerning adjudication? of delinquency also
vary among districts. The Second and Third Districts adjudicate
as delinquent virtually all cases of admitted or proven guilt,
thereby establishing a Juvenile Court record. The First District,
on the other hand, may "continue" a case, contingent upon the
child's participation in a treatment program, even when guilt has
been established. Upon successful completion of such a program,
the Court may dismiss the case without adjudication (no Juvenile
Court record). Because the lack of uniform rules and practices
can lead to unequal treatment, the Legislative Program Review and
Investigations Committee recommends that the Juvenile Court adopt
uniform policies and procedures for the processing and disposi-
tion of all juveniles referred to the Court.

Detention. As mentioned previously, the Juvenile Court
operates four detention centers for the temporary custody of juve-
niles awaiting adjudication and disposition. According to Prac-
tice Book Section 1107, a child may be held in detention only if:

Arraignment is an adult criminal court procedure in which the
judge officially informs each person charged with a crime,

what those charges are, and asks him whether he pleads "guilty"
or "not guilty." An arraignment is not a trial; its purpose is
to officially record the defendant's plea. Arraignment sessions
are usually held once or twice per week with all persons arrested
since the last arraignment session scheduled to appear at the
same time, causing crowded waiting rooms and general confusion
for all concerned.

Adjudication is the legal process of establishing guilt or
innocence on each charge. "Adjudication of delinquency" is
the official finding of the Juvenile Court that a child is
guilty of a delinquent act. This procedure establishes the
Juvenile Court "record" which may be erased after two years if
no further delinquency adjudications occur.
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@ a strong probability exists that he will run away prior
to a court hearing;

@ a strong probability exists that he will commit other
offenses injurious to himself or the community prior
to disposition;

® there is reasonable cause to believe the child
will not be safe in the community pending dis-
position;

e the child must be held for another jurisdiction; or

@ there is a need to hold the child to assure his
appearance in court based on previous failure to
appear.

Further, a child cannot be held for more than 24 hours
(excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays) unless a "Petition
of Alleged Delinquency"! is filed against him. If the petition
is filed, the child must have a hearing within 24 hours or the
judge must sign an order for continued detention. A detention
order, good for ten days, can only be renewed after a court hear-
ing.

The New Haven detention home (an old brownstone on Orange
Street) was closed by the fire marshall in June, 1977. The Hart-
ford detention home is also located in an antiquated facility at
322 Washington Street. Construction has begun however, on a
replacement facility scheduled for completion in the fall of 1978.
Bridgeport and Montville have relatively new detention facilities.

According to Legislative Program Review and Investigations

Committee staff analysis of court statistics, the average length
of stay in detention in 1976 was 4.7 days, although 42% of detain-
ees stayed less than 24 hours. During the same period, the daily
population averaged 34 children or approximately 50% of statewide
bed capacity. Seventy-seven percent of the children admitted to
detention were 14 years or older. Nearly 20% (2,686) of the
referrals to the Juvenile Court in 1976 were placed in detention.

The Juvenile Court does not appear to be making excessive
use of pre-adjudication/disposition detention either in terms of
the numbers of children being detained or the length of stay per
child.

! A "pPetition of Alleged Delinquency" is an official court docu-

ment which charges a child with a specific delinquent act (s)
and requires a court hearing to dispose of the petition (see
Appendix IV-6).
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According to detention supervisors, the responsibility
of detention staff to handle difficult children, many of whom are
severely disturbed, creates hazardous working conditions which are
not reflected in their job classification and salaries. The start-
ing salary is $7,142 per year. A significant portion of the de-
tention staff are part-time workers, paid only $3.00 per hour with
no benefits. The most comparable positions elsewhere in state
service are the DCYS Youth Services Officer I, which starts at
$8,398, and the Correction Officer (Department of Corrections),
which starts at $11,440. The FY 1978-79 Juvenile Court budget
request includes a substantial increase in the full-time staff for
detention centers at a cost of $97,000 (see Appendix IV-3).

Since the detention of juveniles is an important function
of the Juvenile Court's operations, the Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee recommends that the Juvenile Court
(In consultation with the Personnel Division of the State Depart-
ment of Administrative Services) review and consider upgrading
the job classifications and salaries of detention staff and that
the budget request to shift substantial funds from part-time to
full-time positions be honored by the General Assembly. The up-
grading of detention staff should cost no more than $100,000 to
$150,000 and should significantly improve the operations of this
very important Juvenile Court function.

The Juvenile Offender

Offender profile. The typical child (under 16 years old)
referred to the Juvenile Court! for alleged delinquent behavior
is a fourteen or fifteen year old, white, male who is being re-
ferred by the police for the first time. If he is adjudicated
delinquent, the child has probably committed a misdemeanor prop-
erty crime.

Table IV-1 shows the age, race, and sex of the 8,965
children referred to the Juvenile Court in 1976. These 8,965
children accounted for 13,709 court referrals, more than 90% of
which were made by police. Table IV-2 shows that the court
established guilt for 19,823 of the 21,892 offenses referred in
1976.

! It should be emphasized that only 10% of police contact with

juveniles result in a court referral and that there is no esti-
mate of the number of offenses committed by juveniles which do
not result in a police contact.
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Table IV-1. Referrals to Juvenile Court in Connecticut
by age, race, sex, frequency, and source, :
calendar year 1976. !

Age Number Percent ¢
Under 8 years 38 0.4% %
8 years 56 0.6 .
9 years 115 1.3 :
10 years 243 2.7 :
11 years 404 4.5 5
12 years 729 8.1 :
13 years 1,286 14.3
14 years 2,305 25.7
15 years 3,657 40.8
16 years 132 1.5
TOTAL 8,965 100.0%
Race Number Percent é
White 6,045 67.4% H
Black 2,170 24.2 i
Hispanic 750 8.4 ¥
TOTAL 8,965 100.0% E
Sex Number Percent ?
— - - i
Male 6,818 76.1% :
Female 2,147 23.9 5
TOTAL 8,965 100.0% i
Frequency of Referrals Number § Percentage Number & Percentage :
During 1976 of Juveniles of Referrals z
Once 6,574 73.3% 6,574 48.0%
Twice 1,350 15.0 2,698 19.7
Three u9s 5.5 1,485 10.8
Four 233 2.6 932 6.8
Five or more 313 3.5 2,020 14.7 .
TOTAL 8,965 100.0% 73,709 100.0% 4t
Source of Referral Number Percent
Police 12,522 91.3%
Schools 732 5.4
Parents or relatives 187 1.4
Probation Officers 180 1.3
Other Agencies 62 0.4
Others 26 0.2
TOTAL 13,709 100.0%

Source: 1976 Annual Report, Juvenile Court for the State of Connecticut.
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Table IV-2.
1976.

Delinquent acts

proved by the Juvenile Court -

Type of Offense'’

The Connecticut Justice Commission's,

Status Misde- Felony Total
Offense meanor
Status Offense
Beyond control.......... ceeeieeseeas..403
Indecent, immoral conduct........... ... 14
Runaway..... e eeieeeen e e....1,009
School misconduct....... P L 1)
TrUANCY.es e ssveee ceeesaccaccsaon e ....739
2,269 2,269
(11.4%) (11.4%)
Offenses against Public Order
Breach of peace, disorderly
conduct and harrassment.......eceeeeeeeeee..1,363
Carrying dangerous WeapON.......eeeeseeeesonnass 118
Conspiracy and criminal
attempt... .ottt ittt nn ceee e 365
Criminal mischief........... ... 1,U55
Drug offenses.......... cecaens X S Y
ESCAP€.tevreeccanncnnannnn R KT )
False report....cieeeeerieceeaneneeencensnennasaslld
False statement........ciiiiiiitieneieerneneness.20
o ale £ o cersesenan A
Illegal possession, use of
fireworksS.....eeeeun.n ettt ie et ool 47
Interfering with an officer............ e A
Loitering on school grounds......ceeeeeeeeeennnns 137
Motor vehicle violations........ceveeviveeeenea..779
Procuring liquor by false
statement....... . i i it i ittt it ieeeeal15
Reckless burning........ciieveneienneeenennaeeas 18
Runaway from institution....... O 0]
Violation of Juvenile Court
[0 o 1= < I
MisSCellaneOuS. .c.uveererocssnnscocnanoassansanea] _
5,581 238 5,819
(28.2%) (1.2%) (29.4%)
Offenses against Property
Arson..... cccccsesccssccesaccssancnans Ce e cereeee.. 40
Burglary, possession of
burglary tools.......... cectecenene cevecesesssns ceceene 3,003
Criminal tresSPasSS....ceeeeeeeeensececansennansns 826
Larceny (other than shop- :
1ifting) o v ee it iiee e ineeneenneneaneeas3, 770 ......617
Robbery.......... ceeees e -1
Shoplifting....eviiieieierieneenenaenns R I 1
Tampering with motor vehicle.......... ceaee ....315
Using motor vehicle without
permission........... [ cevscsasecesnsseos 862
6,927 3,854 10,781
(34.9%) (19.5%) (54.4%)
Offenses against Persons
Assault.......... S i as s iaasssecaesassacnnn [P cee... b0
Murder...... et e et et eiee st ettt O
Reckless endangerment.........cciiveveeennnna...204
Sex offenses............ L
Theft from person........ e 9
Threatening............. cescirescenana certesanans 172
Kidnapping and unlawful
restraint..c.ie ittt ieneeteeeaetereacsneatoncassannnns ..20 -
392 562 954
(2.0%) (2.8%) (4.8%)
TOTALS 2,269 12,900 4,654 19,8232
(11.4%) (65.1%) (23.5%) (100.0%)

P-

H7-

1977 Comprehensive Plan,
30 was used for the breakdown of offenses by type. Run-

away from institution and violation of Court Order were changed
from status to offense against public order to coincide with the
Juvenile Court's treatment of these offenses.

1976,

Source:

A total of 21,892 offenses were disposed of in Juvenile Court in

of which 19,823 or 90.5% were adjudicated as delinquent acts.

Legislative Program Review and’' Investigation Committee
staff analysis of statistics in the 1976 Annual Report,
Juvenile Court for the State of Connecticut.
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Offense patterns. Table IV-2 shows the number, sever-
ity and type of proven offenses handled by the Juvenile Court
in 1976. "Status offenses" are delinquent acts, such as run-
ning away from home and truancy (see p. 17), which would not
be considered crimes if committed by an adult. They represent
a relatively small proportion (11.4%) of the delinquent acts
proved by the Juvenile Court. According to Court officials,
however, many of the juveniles referred for status offenses
are children with a variety of emotional, behavioral and other
problems and are often among the most difficult cases handled
by the Court.

Misdemeanors and felonies are criminal acts which, if
committed by adults, carry penalties ranging from 3 months to
life imprisonment and/or $500 to $10,000 fines (see Appendix
IV-5).

Multiple Serious Offenders. The Juvenile Court reports
that in 1976 there were 318 adjudicated delingquents who had
committed a second felony offense including 37 children whose
second felony was either Class A or B. (See Appendix IV-5 for
listing of felony classifications.) The maximum period of
confinement the Juvenile Court can order is two years, which
can be extended for an additional two years upon petition by
the Commissioner of the Department of Children and Youth Ser-
vices.

Only seven cases have been transferred from Juvenile
to Superior Court under the murder statute (enacted in 1971)
and repeat Class A or B felony statute (enacted in 1975;
C.G.S. 17-60(a) and (b)). It is estimated that only eight
such cases may have even been eligible for transfer in 1976.

Some Juvenile Court judges have stated that the pre-
sent statutory requirements (listed on p. 19) for the trans-
fer of juveniles to adult court are so restrictive as to be
nearly unworkable. For instance, in order to show that
"there is no institution for children suitable...in the juve-
nile system", one judge feels that a juvenile must have been
committed to DCYS (Long Lane) at least once prior to his
transfer. This restricts the judges' options on serious
offenders who have not previously been at Long Lane School.

Although only a small percentage of children are found
guilty of serious, repeated offenses, the Legislative Program
Review and Investigations Committee questions the appropri-
ateness of a short-term rehabilitative treatment approach for
such juveniles. The Committee believes that the adult court
with its longer and harsher sentences may be more appropriate
for those few multiple, serious offenders. Therefore, the
Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee recom-
mends:
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E& & @ That the Connecticut General Statutes (sections 17-60 a

and b) be amended to provide for mandatory transfer from
the Juvenile Court to the adult court of any child 14
years of age accused of murder, a second Class A or a
third Class B or more serious felony, after probable cause
has been established by the Juvenile Court;

.5 ® That the Connecticut General Statutes (sections 17-60 a
and b) be amended to give the Juvenile Court the optiom
to transfer to the adult court any juvenile 14 years of
age or older, who is accused of a first Class A or B
felony or a second Class C or D felony;

e That the Judicial Department develop and present to the
1979 General Assembly for enactment into law, new cri-
teria for optional transfer cases; and

e That Connecticut General Statutes (section 17-60 b (b))

O be amended to allow juveniles sentenced by the adult court
to serve their sentences in the secure treatment unit at
Long Lane School until age 16, at which time they would be
transferred to an adult facility for the remainder of the
sentence. This provision is necessary because federal
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds would
cease to be available to Connecticut after 1980 if juve-
niles were incarcerated in adult correctional facilities.

Case Processing

Initial interview. Whenever the Juvenile Court receives
a complaint alleging delinguent behavior, it must make a prelimi-
nary investigation to determine whether the court has jurisdic-
tion (i.e., the child was under 16 years of age at the time the
offense was committed; the offense would constitute delinguency
if proven; and geographical jurisdiction exists). If so, the
child and his parents are sent a "Notice to Appear" (at least
5 days prior) for an initial interview (or for arraignment in the
Second District, if the case is to be heard by the judge). For
very serious offenses, or when parents are reluctant to cooperate
with the probation officer, the First and Third Districts use the
plea hearing (before the judge) in place of the initial inter-
view (with a preobation officer).

If the child denies guilt, the interview is terminated,
and a Petition of Alleged Delinquency (see Appendix IV=-6) is
filed. 1If, after consultation with the court advocate (prose-
cutor), it is determined that evidence in the case warrants
prosecution, a hearing ("trial") date is set.
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If guilt is admitted in the initial interview and the
child and his parents waive their rights (to remain silent and
to be represented by counsel), then the social history investi-
gation can begin. If the case is to be handled by the judge,
the probation officer files a petition alleging the child's
delinquency and the adjudication, and dispositional hearings
are usually combined. Figure IV-1 attempts to show the various
paths cases may take through the Juvenile Court.

Social history. The social history is an in-depth in-
vestigation of the child's background and circumstances and may
take two to four weeks to complete. It contains detailed in-
formation on the child's family history, prior court experience,
and the probation officer's recommendation for disposition. For
non-judicial cases, the social history is usually abbreviated
to allow the probation officer more time for the (usually) more
serious judicial cases. In making their decisions, judges rely
heavily on the social histories and the results of medical or
psychological examinations which they may order.

Adjudication. As already noted, adjudication is the
Court's official finding that a child is innocent or guilty of
a delinquent act. This finding may be established by the proba-
tion officer directly (non-judically) if the child admits the
charges, he and his parents waive their rights, and the offense
is not one which requires judicial processing. Generally felon-
ies, third offenses of any kind, motor vehicle related charges
and other specific charges such as bomb scares, false alarms,
and drug offenses are adjudicated by a judge (see Appendix IV-4).

If the child has denied the charges at the initial inter-
view, the adjudicatory hearing (or trial) consists of the pre-
sentation of evidence and witnesses by both the court advocate
(prosecutor) and the defense counsel. The judge then finds the
child either delinguent or not delinquent. If the child is
found delinquent, the judge orders a social history investiga-
tion and schedules a dispositional hearing.

Disposition

A disposition is the Court's final official action with
regard to each referred offense. Each of the 11,272 dispositions
shown in Table IV-4 are the result of a separate court action.
Each disposition may include more than one referral and each re-
ferral may include more than one offense; hence the disparity
between 11,272 dispositions, 13,709 referrals (Table IV-1) and
19,823 offenses adjudicated as delinquent acts (Table IV-2).
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Figure IV-1. Juvenile Court case processing flow diagram.
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Source: LPR&IC staff analysis of Juvenile Court data.
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Table IV-4. Juvenile Court Dispositions, 1976

Disposition Number Percent of Total
NON-~JUDICIAL
Dismissed: *
Not delinquent (offense 816 7.2
not proved) %
Without action or referred 1184 10.5
to other agencies
With warning 4049 35.9
6049 53.6
Non-judicial supervision 318 2.8
Other:
Runaways returned to
other jurisdictions 30 0.3
Referred back to DCYS 196 1.8
544 4.9
SUBTOTAL 6593 58.5
JUDICIAL
Dismissed: *
Adjudicated not delinquent 302 2.7
(offense not proved)
Without adjudication (un- 920 8.1

able to complete
action on case

Adjudicated delinquent 958 8.5
(with warning) 2180 19.3
Probation:
Probation or other 1258 11.2
supervision
With placement 115 1.0
Committed to DCYS, 347 3.1
execution suspended 1720 15.3
Commi tment:
DCYS- Long Lane 314 2.8
DCYS-Direct Placement 241 2,1
Recommitment to DCYS 91 0.8
Other institutions 11 0.1
657 5.8
Other judicial dispositions 95 __ 0.8
SUBTOTAL _4679 41.5
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 11272 100.0%

*In these 3222 cases (28.5%), there is no adjudication of delinquency.
Thus, only 8050 (71.5%) of dispositions resulted in adjudication of
delinquency.

Source:- LPR&IC Staff analysis of the 1976 Juvenile Court Annual Report
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If the child's offense is not adjudicated delinquent, the dis-
position is "dismissed not delinquent" or "dismissed without
action”" and is not included in Table IV-2 as a "delinguent act."”

In disposing of cases where guilt is established, the
Juvenile Court has three options. The child may be (1) dismissed
(with a warning or without adjudication); (2) placed on probation;
or (3) committed to the Commissioner of DCYS. Only the first two
options may be administered non-=judicially (by a probation officer
without the involvement of a judge).

Non-judicial. As shown in Table IV-4, most cases (58.5%)
are disposed of non-judically, with the majority being "dismissed
with warning." Probation officers usually resort to "non-judicial
supervision" only when they feel the child or his family would
benefit from the less stringent requirements of this informal pro-
bation process. Non-judicial supervision (voluntary probation)
may only be imposed for a period of three months with the consent
of the child and his parents, but may be renewed for additional 3
month periods by the judge or Director of Probation.

Judicial. Formal probation is the most common disposition
used by the judges of the Juvenile Court. If the probation officer
believes, based on the social history investigation, that the child
can be treated by a child guidance clinic, youth service bureau or
other day treatment program while remaining at home, the officer
will recommend! probation with specific conditions, such as parti-
cipation in a treatment program.

Probation may involve residential placement in a treatment
program, reporting (i.e., once/week) to the probation officer,
regular school attendance, or, simply, obedience to parental au-
thority. 1In some cases the court provides its own treatment pro-
grams such as Guided Group Interaction (GGI) and Parent Effective-
ness Training (PET). These programs have generally been initiated

! In July, a survey was mailed to all probation officers to assess
their opinion of court practices and procedures. Sixty-six
percent responded to the survey (see Appendix IV-7). When asked
how often the judge follows the probation officer's recommenda-
tion for disposition, survey respondents said the judge followed
their recommendation in more than three out of four cases (77%
of the time). However, probation officers may have learned to
anticipate what each judge would do in a particular circumstance
and recommend a disposition they feel is likely to be approved.
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by individual probation officers with little administrative support
from the court. Some probation officers stated these programs

were run on their own time. Judge Driscoll acknowledged that the
court does not have sufficient resources to allow full implemen-
tation (i.e., widespread training of staff and initiation of groups)
and administrative support (i.e., compensatory time off or reduced
caseloads for probation officers conducting these special programs).
Many probation officers are currently qualified or nearly qualified
to conduct treatment programs such as GGI and PET, which appear to
be helpful to many parents and children. The Legislative Program
Review and Investigations Committee recommendation on p. 37 to hire
more probation aides is one way of providing the court with an
opportunity to expand these programs.

Most judges"continue" cases to see whether the juvenile
does participate in a treatment program or demonstrate changed
behavior (such as school attendance in truancy cases). The con-
tinuance (which can be considered a form of probation) requires
that the child and his parents return to court periodically to re-
port progress to the judge. The threat of more severe action by
the judge (e.g., residential placement of the child) can be very
effective in motivating the desired behavior from the child and
his parents. After a period of time, usually 6 to 12 months, the
case will be dismissed if the child has successfully completed the
conditions imposed by the judge and no new delinquency referrals
have been received. Although this procedure is usually effective,
according to judges and probation staff, it appears that continu-
ances consume a disproportionate amount of available judicial time.

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee there- «—

fore suggests that the use of this procedure be minimized in favor
of the BETA system recommended on p. 35.

Vocational probation. According to court officials, voca-
tional probation is a particularly effective form of probation for
youngsters who are 14 years or older and are having serious problems
in school. C.G.S. 17-68 allows the court to waive the minimum age
restrictions on employment (C.G.S. 31-23) for children under 16
years of age who are not benefiting from school attendance. For
example, an oversized 15 year old boy who was to repeat the 7th
grade for the third time and had been absent from school a total
of 129 days in the previous school year, was placed on vocational
probation for a shoplifting offense. The probation was to consist
of a half-day in a special tutorial program at school and a half-
time job until the child's 16th birthday. In some cases, voca-
tional probation may consist solely of full-time employment with
no educational component. Limited job subsidy funds paid directly
to the employer are available to induce employers to hire adjudi-
cated delingquent juveniles.
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Although the program would appear to have unlimited
potential for aiding troubled juveniles, many factors combine to
limit opportunities for placement. Jobs which have been declared
"hazardous" by the state Labor Department, such as construction
jobs, cannot be filled by anyone under the age of 17. The job
market itself is severely restricted, especially for unskilled
workers. Finding appropriate openings and persuading prospec-
tive employers to hire juvenile delinquents is a difficult task
and one that requires more resources than currently allocated to
it (three vocational probation officers and $18,000 for job
subsidies), if it is to succeed.

Since probation officers interviewed in each district
praised the vocational probation program and claimed many more
juveniles could be effectively served if more resources were de-
voted to it, the Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee recommends that the Juvenile Court increase the voca-
tional probation staff to six workers and that job subsidy funds
be increased to $60,000.

Judicial vs. non-judicial dispositions. As already noted,
the major goal of the Juvenile Court is to prevent the recurrence
of delinquent acts by those juveniles referred to it (recidivism).
A measure of successful accomplishment of that goal might be that
68.9% of all juveniles referred in 1976, were referred for the
first time. Or, that 73.3% of juveniles referred in 1976, were
referred only once that year. These statistics may be misleading,
however, because children leave the Juvenile Court's jurisdiction
when they turn 16. Since most juveniles referred are 14 or 15
vears old, they are only one or two years away from jurisdiction
of the adult court.

Judicial probation may be a more effective deterrent to
"recidivism" than non-judicial supervision (see Appendix IV-7).
Judges, probation officers, and other officials indicated that the
judicial process and the experience of appearing before the Juve-
nile Court judge has a strong effect on most juveniles. A judge's
"order," they added, carries much more weight than that of a
probation officer.

It appears that the somewhat abritrary system currently
used to determine which cases are handled judicially (see Appen-
dix IV-4) may not be the most effective means for accomplishing
the overall goal of reduced recidivism.

The judicial processing of all shoplifting cases, for
example, may not be the most effective use of judges' time. If
some screening device were able to predict which juveniles referred
to the court were most likely to be referred again, the court could
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use its most effective treatment approach (judicial disposition)
at the first referral for this "high risk" juvenile. Many offi-
cials have complained that a child who has a tendency toward de-
linquency is only reinforced and encouraged if he is not brought
before the judge until the third referral.

The BETA (Behavior Evaluation and Treatment Analysis)

system is one such screening device for which proponents claim

an 80% success rate! in predicting recidivism (see Appendix IV-8).
Although it was developed for adults, it is presently being used
successfully for juveniles in the state of Washington. Sixteen
potential problem areas in a child's life (such as school attend-
ance, friends, parents, hobbies and avocations) are scored 0 if
the child has no problem in that area and 1 if there is a problem.

As the child's total score approaches 16, his potential for delin-

quent behavior increases. The Hartford Office of the Juvenile
Court has recently sent several probation staff members to be
trained in the use of the BETA system and is using it for identi-
fying a probationer's problem areas. Hartford probation staff
were optimistic that the BETA system would be useful in improving
the Court's effectiveness.

Because judicial time and court resources are limited,

the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee recom-

mends that the Juvenile Court develop and adopt a method, such as
the BETA system, to evaluate the recidivism potential of all ad-
judicated delinquents to enable the Court to bring its full re-

sources (namely, judicial disposition) to bear on those delinquent

children with the greatest probability of being involved in fur-
ther delinquent acts.

Commitment. When the court feels that a child cannot be
effectively treated in his home or community or that the safety
of the community requires that the juvenile be removed, the Court
may commit the child to the custody of the Commissioner of DCYS
for a period of two years.? Commitment to DCYS is usually ordered
after other alternatives have been tried unsuccessfully.

! Leland E. Fish, Eugene R. Dire and Steven S. Ehlort, "Sound
Decision Making: A Juvenile Court Mandate, "Juvenile Justice,
February, 1977, p. 25.

Commitment can be extended by the Court for another two year
period after a hearing, even when the period of commitment
would extend beyond the child's sixteenth birthday.
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Although the number of children committed to DCYS for
residential treatment is relatively small (5.7% of all juvenile
court cases in 1976), these children have generally committed
the most serious and numerous offenses or have the most severe
behavioral or other problems. Judges and probation officers
reported an increasing number of severely disturbed children
and a critical shortage of appropriate long term psychiatric
treatment facilities.

Another major problem identified by court officials, was
inadequate residential treatment facilities for girls. Judges
stated that the historical development of residential treatment
facilities for delinquents strongly favored boys because boys
committed many more (and more, K serious) delinquent acts than did
girls. Recent experience has shown, however, that more girls
are becoming involved in serious delinquency, necessitating an
increase in residential treatment opportunities for girls. (See
recommendation on p. 59.)

Long Lane School (see Chapter V) is generally used as a
"last resort," (only 2.8% of all dispositions in 1976) accord-
ing to judges and probation staff. Court officials generally
believe that other placements should be tried first or that Long
Lane should be used to prepare a child for another placement.
Security at Long Lane School was frequently mentioned as a major
problem. Some judges stated that they placed a child in Long
Lane to restrict the child's freedom. Many children familiar
with the system however, see placement at Long Lane as an
"empty threat" because it is easy to run away (see pp. 47-48).

Effectiveness

The effectiveness of the Juvenile Court is, to a consid-
erable extent, dependent on the availability of adequate and
sufficient dispositional resources. For example, the Court is
clearly limited by the number and quality of community agencies
and services, the availability and effectiveness of treatment
programs, and the capability of Long Lane School to restrain
dangerous juvenile offenders.! Thus, the failure of other com-
ponents of the juvenile justice system can reflect on the Court
in the form of undeserved public criticism.

In fact, an overwhelming number of probation officers (94%)
responding to the Committee's survey said there are not
enough treatment or dispositional resources available to the
Court.
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Short term. For many cases handled by the Court, proba-
tion services and procedures appear effective. Survey results
show that most probation officers are highly qualified and mo-
tivated. Ninety percent of probation officers reported being
satisfied with their jobs. Their average level of education is
16.7 years, with 32% having a graduate degree. However, proba-
tion officer effectiveness is hampered by high caseloads and the
requirement that probation officers perform many clerical and
administrative functions.

According to Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee survey results, probation officers average about 47
cases each at any given time, including 19 in intake, 20 super-
visory probation, and 8 cases in process (see Appendix IV-7).
This caseload is above the accepted national standard of 40 cases
per probation officer.

Probation officers perform a number of additional functions,
such as serving notices, transporting juveniles, and maintaining
records. These additional duties, according to probation officers,
severely restrict the potential effectiveness of the probation
officers, especially in providing direct services such as "Guided
Group Interaction” and "Parent Effectiveness Training." Survey
results indicate, for example, that probation officers average
less than three contacts per month with a child on probation and
less than four contacts per month with the child's family, school,
or other agencies.

Because many administrative functions could be performed **ff%

by non-professional staff, the Legislative Program Review and
Investigations Committee reccmmends that the Court increase its
probation aide and clerical staff to relieve probation officers
of these duties and that the General Assembly honor budget re-
quests tc accomplish this goal.

Long term. The long term effectiveness of the Court's
handling of the juveniles referred to it is difficult to measure.
Absolute recidivism statistics are the only really meaningful
measures of the long range impact of Juvenile Court dispositions.
According to Judge Driscoll, "the prime problem is that there is
no data to show what really works." The Juvenile Court does
keep some data on its cases (see Appendix IV-9); however, longi-
tudinal studies comparing recidivism rates for the various dis-
positional and treatment alternatives are not being conducted by
any outside group.

Because the Court's ability to evaluate its dispositional %%I4ﬂ

options and improve 1its effectiveness 1s hampered by the Iack otf

meaningful JIongitudinal information, and because the Iegislature

lacks sufficient information for meaningful oversight, the Legi-
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slative Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends
that the Judicial Department undertake a major research effort
with additional staff if necessary, to track cases from the
juvenile to the adult system and to determine the most effec-
tive treatments (dispositions) which have been used for the
various types of offenders and offenses.

The Juvenile Court has been accused of hiding behind the
cloak of confidentiality and refusing to be held accountable for
its effectiveness. 1In any governmental operation the final é;
measure of accountability must be the provision of information gﬂ
to the general public relative to the efficiency and effective-
ness of the governmental unit. The Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee considers the availability of such
information to the public paramount, and therefore recommends
that the confidentiality statute (C.G.S. 17-57a) be amended to
authorize bona fide researchers (such as legislative staff and
LEAA contractors) to obtain appropriate Juvenile Court data for
evaluation purposes, subject to the approval of the Court and
provided that the confidentiality of individuals is not violated.

Coordination and Cooperation with Other Youth Serving Agencies

A further weakness of the present confidentiality statute
pertaining to juvenile records (C.G.S. 17-57a), is that it tech-
nically requires a court order for any third party to gain access
to such records:

The juvenile court shall keep records of all cases brought before
it, and any record or any part thereof, including studies and
reports by probation officers, social agencies and clinics, shall
be confidential and for the use of said court and open to inspec-
tion or disclosure to any third party only upon order of said
court, except that such records shall be available to the attorney
representing the child or youth, his parents or guardian. Any
record or any part thereof forwarded by the juvenile court or any
of its employees to any persons, governmental and private agencies,
and institutions, shall not be disclosed directly or indirectly,
to any third party save upon order of said court.

Police, schools, treatment programs and other agencies involved
in the rehabilitation or subsequent care of juvenile offenders
have a valid need for relevant information about such children.

Currently, Juvenile Court judges disclose case information

to agencies involved with juveniles, weighing the need to know on
an individual, case by case, basis. This permits monitoring by
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the Court and discourages abuse. However, this system can be
cumbersome and is subject to variable interpretation by judges
and court officials.

Community workers and police reported that in many cases,
information needed to keep track of juveniles or plan their
treatment can only be obtained through informal contacts with
Court probation officers.

In addition, the Court and the Department of Children
and Youth Services maintain separate information systems and
files on cases. It is not unusual for information to be lost or
"filtered out" as it moves from one agency to the other. For
example, the Court sometimes does not know what happens to a
child after commitment to DCYS. Likewise, DCYS often does not
receive useful information maintained by the Court.

Some available information is not well used and dupli-
cate information is obtained. For example, detailed social his-
tories done by the Court are not normally relied upon at Long
Lane. According to the Social Work Supervisor at Long Lane,
Court social histories are often written "to justify commit-
ment" to DCYS. Rather than adopt these social histories as
their own, Long Lane staff conduct new investigations. Dupli-
cative psychological testing is also done by the Court, by DCYS
and by many private treatment programs as cases move from agency
to agency. Because many community agencies serving youth in
trouble with the law, such as police, schools, youth service
bureaus and treatment facilities have legitimate needs for ju-
venile records maintained by the Juvenile Court and the Depart-
ment of Children and Youth Services, the Legislative Program
Review and Investigations Committee recommends that both the
Juvenile Court and DCYS develop and publish guidelines as to
what information is available to which agencies and how it can
be obtained. 1In addition, the Court and DCYS should cooperate
and share information to eliminate duplication (such as
psychological testing and social histories) and to insure that
these records accompany the child in his movement from agency
to agency. The guidelines should address at least the follow-
ing routine procedures:

@ Accessibility of Police Departments to Court dispositional
information on prior referrals of youths currently being
detained for delinquent acts;

e Notification of police departments of disposition of cases

in which inadequate police work has resulted in dismissal
of charges;
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e Notification of appropriate school officials by either
DCYS or the Court upon a juvenile's return to the com-
munity from residential treatment (along with certain
basic information such as offense, dispositiomn, the
results of psychological and other testing and perform-
ance in treatment programs) ; and

@ Accessibility of youth serving agencies and private
treatment programs to court and/or DCYS information on

juveniles referred to their agencies.

The guidelines should help to improve coordination among
agencies as well as the continuity of service and care.
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CHAPTER V

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY TREATMENT PROGRAMS

As indicated in the last chapter, a small percentage
(about 6% in 1976) of referrals to the Juvenile Court are com-
mitted or recommitted to the Department of Children and Youth
Services (DCYS). This chapter reviews delinquency treatment
programs available through DCYS. The chapter begins with a
description of the goals and objectives of the Department and
a summary of how juveniles are placed in programs and moved
through the DCYS service delivery system. Following this,
treatment services are examined in detail, including Long Lane
School (the State training school for delinquents), private pro-
grams contracted by DCYS, and "aftercare" (parole) services.
The chapter concludes with a discussion of DCYS monitoring and
evaluation of programs, licensing and regulation of facilities,
and jurisdictional issues.

Goals and Objectives of DCYS

In 1969, the Department of Children and Youth Services
was established and given a mandate to "plan, create, develop...
and evaluate a comprehensive and integrated statewide program
of services" for all children in need, including delinquents
(C.G.5., Sec. 17=-412).

In accordance with this mandate, the Department recently
drafted written goals and objectives calling for administration
of a regional intake, treatment planning, and case management
system. Among its objectives is the encouragement of commun-
ities, municipalities, and private organizations to establish,
expand and improve community facilities and programs for young
people. The Department's goals are consistent with the role of
the Department recommended in a 1974 report by a Commission'
studying the consolidation of children's services. According
to the Commission, the Department's primary role is to provide
planning and leadership in the development of a statewide

! The 1974 Session of the Connecticut General Assembly created
a commission to study the transfer of psychiatric and related
services to DCYS (Special Act 74-=52).
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the Office of Evaluation, Planning and Research is to eval-
uate and develop programs for the entire Department.

Figure V-1 shows the "path" delinquents follow through
DCYS after commitment. On commitment by the Juvenile Court,
an adjudicated delingquent either goes to Long Lane School
(the State's only public training school) or is placed direct-
ly in a private facility. As indicated in Table V-1, the pro-
portion of direct placements has grown dramatically in recent
years. Of 313 total commitments to DCYS in 1972, only 24 (8%)
were placed directly in private programs. By contrast, in
1976, 210 (45%) of the 472 commitments to the Department were
Placed in private facilities.

Table V-1. Delinquency commitments, direct placements, and new admis-
sions to Long Lane School: Fiscal Years 1972-76.

Direct Placements® New Admissions to

Total Cammitments Long Lane School?
Fiscal Year to DCYS Number Percent? Number  Percent’
1972 313 24 8 N/A -
1973 351 62 18 312 89
1974 396 109 28 321 81
1975 460 125 27 415 90
1976 472 210 45 351 74

! Placements in private treatment facilities rather than Iong Lane School.
2 Includes some unsuccessful direct placements from which juveniles were
relocated to Long Lane School.

Percents exceed 100 because relocated juveniles are counted more than
once.

Source: DCYS Research Office.

Due partly to limited bed space and partly to the belief
that longer lengths of stay do not increase the likelihood of
successful rehabilitation, children usually stay at Long Lane
for less than half of the two-year commitment period--in fact
only about 6 months on an average (see p. 46). After release
from Long Lane, a delinquent may either go home (about 60%)
or to a private placement for the duration of his or her com-
mitment to the Department. Unless discharged early, the de-
linquent child or youth remains under the supervision of the
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Department's aftercare (parole) staff. For violation of after-
care status or "conditions" of placement in a private program,
a delinquent may be re-admitted to Long Lane. (See Appendix
V-2 for "recidivism" data.)

Cost of services. DCYS delinquency treatment services
will cost an estimated $6.7 million in FY 1978 (see Table V-2).
Over half of these funds, about $3.7 million, will be spent on
the operation of Long Lane School. The remainder is allocated
to private placements ($2.6 million) and aftercare supervision
($361,000).

Table V-2. Operating costs of DCYS treatment services for delinquents.

FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978
Long Lane School $3,075,725 $3,277,135 $3,713,000
Aid to Paroled and Discharged
Inmates ! 978,968 1,074,999 1,303,000
DSS Board and Care Grant
(AFDC-Foster Care) 2 629,277 758,871 800,000
(BEst.)
Aftercare 180,515 278,631 361,000
LEAA Group Home Contract® 603,210 449,562 525,033
TOTAL $5,467,695 $5,839,198 $6,702,033

! Pays for private care not covered by the DSS Board and Care Grant.
2 pepartment of Social Services funds eligible for 50% federal reimbursement.
3 Federal funds expected to be phased out.

Source: DCYS and Department of Social Services (DSS) Fiscal Officers.

Care in private facilities is supported by money from
two separate accounts--the Aid to Paroled Inmates Fund in DCYS
and the Board and Care Grant administered by the Department of
Social Services. The Board and Care Grant pays for the care of
delinquents eligible for the AFDC-Foster Care Program and for
some cases committed to DCYS as neglected and delinquent (dual
commitments). Fifty percent of this money is federally reim-
bursed. Finally, a federal grant of $525,033 from LEAA sup-
ports group homes for delinquents. This money is expected to
be cut back in FY 1979 (see p. 56).
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Long Lane School in Middletown is the only state run juve-
nile correctional facility. There are no high walls or
fences around the minimum security institution which is
plagued by high runaway rates.

Long Lane School

Long Lane School is a limited security, coeducational
training institution for juvenile delinquents operated by the
Department of Children and Youth Services. The goal of Long
Lane School is to prepare a student for successful transition
to responsible family and community living. Thus, the primary
objective of the institution is to teach students responsible
behavior. For a more detailed description of Long Lane and its .
treatment program, see Appendix V-3.

The average daily population at Long Lane was about 140

students in 1976, with boys outnumbering girls by a ratio of
about three to one. The estimated cost of caring for a child
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for a year (FY 1978) at Long Lane, which is staffed by about
270 employees, is over $25,000. By comparison, the state pays
$5,000-$19,000 per child per year for group home and private
residential care for delingquents (see pp. 53=54).

Length of Stay. Average lengths of stay at Long Lane
range from 4-8 months.! Each juvenile's length of stay is de-
termined by a classification system in which more serious of-
fenders are required to stay longer .than less serious ones.
However, average lengths of stay for the institution can be
influenced by the intake caseload, because Long Lane must accept
all children referred to it by the court (at least until appro-
priate private placement can be arranged). During FY 1976, for
example, a total of 604 delinquents were admitted to Long Lane.
Of these, 262 (43%) were new admissions, 89 (15%) were delin-
guents who had been placed directly in private facilities by
the Juvenile Court and had failed in the treatment program and
253 (42%) were delinguents returned to Long Lane for violation
of aftercare conditions or for relocation (placement in another
program). The generally short lengths of stay at Long Lane are
a significant factor which limits its effectiveness. Many staff
complained that 4-8 months is simply not long enough to get
students involved in a meaningful program of group counseling,
education, or vocational training. Moreover, the high turnover
of students makes it difficult to develop a "positive peer
culture" in which students take responsibility for helping to
improve each other's behavior. A major dilemma, however, as
many experts have noted, is that long lengths of stay in an
institution make the transition back to family and community
living more difficult.

Management and Administration. The Long Lane treatment
program is based on the philosophy that students (with guidance
of line staff) should take responsibility for their behavior.
However, it is difficult for counselors to effectively demon-
strate to students how this is done because both counselors
and students are virtually excluded from the decision making
process of the school. While the administrator of Long Lane
School appears reluctant to share power and authority, the su-
perintendent of one of the best training schools in the country

! A 1974 study by Charles W. Dean and N. Dickon Repucci reported

that the average length of stay in most (3/4 of states survey-
ed) states is 6-12 months.
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(Boonesville, Mo.) said that one reason for his success was
his delegation of responsibility and authority to students and
staff.

Many Long Lane staff interviewed and surveyed complained
that decisions at Long Lane are made at the top of the organi-
zational hierarchy with little or no input from line personnel.
Functions of the institution, furthermore, are fragmented into
separate departments (e.g., clinical, social services, cottage
life) with poor communication and coordination among the units.

One employee described Long Lane management as "exces-
sively bureaucratic and stratified," while another commented
that the administration "is not very open to the suggestions
of staff." Administrators "seem hesitant to make decisions,
avoid responsibility, and lack initiative,” said a Long Lane
teacher. "Don't rock the boat," she said, "seems to be the
prevailing attitude."

A youth service officer said morale among staff is low
and the feeling of frustration high. "The people who have the
greatest direct contact with the boys," said another YSO, "have
the least say in determining their length of stay, needs, eval-
uations, etc." With respect to promotions and advancements,
"employees who are most deserving, conscientious, and interested
in helping these children are the ones who are constantly ig-
nored," said another YSO.

Factional splits among staff at Long Lane are a signi-
ficant problem hampering effective programming and management
of the institution. While some staff are very critical of the
present administration and program, others are loyal to and
supportive of the institution's leadership. This factionalism
is deeply rooted and will continue to affect the program until
the serious divisions among staff are bridged.

Runaways. According to many personnel at Long Lane, a
major problem at the institution is the high runaway rate.
During the three-year period from July 1, 1974 to June 30,
1977, an average of 51 runaway attempts were made each month
(some of which were multiple attempts by the same person).
About half of these attempts were successful (see Table V=-3).

Although the number of runs attempted has decreased dur-
ing the most recent six-month period (January-June, 1977), runs
from the institution continue to be a major problem. During
the month of August, 1977, 84 runs were attempted, the third
highest number reported in any month since July, 1974.

b7



Table V-3. Attempted !and successful 2 runs from Long Lane School, 1974-1977.

July-Dec. Jan.-June July-Dec. Jan.-June July-Dec. Jan-June

1974 1975 1975 1976 1976 1977
Average
Daily 117 153 116 152 129 N/A
Population .
Attempted
Runs ! 323 344 283 420 244 204
Successful
Runs 2 N/A 179 168 206 134 3 N/A

s,

M)

1 Includes multiple attempts by the same person.
2 Runners were not apprehended in Middletown.
3 Data available for first five months of period (July-Nov.) only.

Source: IPREIC staff analysis of ILong Lane School data.

In December, 1976, Long Lane opened its new 36 bed Diag-
nostic and Secure Treatment Unit (DSTU), a maximum security
facility from which only one student has successfully escaped
(see Appendix V-3). The Long Lane treatment manual, however,
contains no goal statement on the role or importance of secure
custody at the institution. One top official would prefer to
"forget about the secure custody aspect" of the program except
that "this is what the public is concerned about." Another
official worried about what would happen if some students did
not run away.

Secure and humane custody should be a primary goal at Long

Lane, and clear criteria should be developed to determine 1if this

goal 1s being achieved. The public has a right to expect protec-
tion from dangerous juveniles and the state is obligated to pro-
vide effective 1ncapacitation of dangerous offenders. While the
superintendent of Long Lane claims that a stronger and more
effective treatment program would reduce the runaway rate, such

a program cannot be developed if security is too weak.

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Commit-
tee visited the Niantic Correctional Institution--an apparently
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well run minimum security facility operated by the Department
of Correction. Niantic officials consider secure and humane
custody a primary goal and have developed a system to achieve
it. This system includes regular population counts, uniform
reporting requirements among cottages, procedures for speedy
notification of State Police, use of all available personnel
during an escape attempt, and special search procedures.! Even
though there are no restraining walls around the spacious
Niantic facility (similar to Long Lane), only one person suc-
cessfully escaped during the first six months of 1977. While
Niantic serves an older, female population and is different in
many respects from Long Lane, some of its security precautions
would appear to be applicable to Long Lane. Therefore, the
Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee recom-
mends that the Department of Correction be called in to provide
technical assistance to Long Lane on security and custody
matters. Although the Legislative Program Review and Investi-
gations Committee agrees that a more effective treatment pro-
gram would improve security, effective programming is partly
dependent on the ability of the institution to securely and
safely hold its population.

Program effectiveness. Because so little objective data
on the effectiveness of Long Lane is available, a survey was
designed to assess Long Lane staff opinion of the adequacy and
effectiveness of the Long Lane treatment program. The survey
was mailed to 222 care, custody, and teaching personnel, of
whom eighty-five (38%) responded (see Appendix V-4). The sur-
vey results represent only the opinions of those who returned
the survey and do not necessarily represent the opinions of all
Long Lane employees.

As Table V-4 shows, only 15% of survey respondents said
they believed students, in general, benefited much or very much
from the program. Nearly three times as many respondents (44%)
thought the program was of little or very little benefit.

At Long Lane, runaway attempts are reported to the security
office and a search undertaken by available security person-
nel (sometimes as few as three people). Middletown police
are also notified.
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Table V-4. Effectiveness of ILong Lane School:

"In general, how much do

you feel residents benefit from the program at Iong Lane

School?"

YSOs* Caseworkers? Teachers® Others*® Total

N=42 N=8 N=13 N=20 N=83
Very much 7% 0% 0% 5% 5%
Much 7 13 31 0 10
Unsure 45 25 31 50 42
Little 12 50 31 25 22
Very little 29 13 8 20 22

1
2
3
L

Youth Service Officers:

Cottage and Secure Unit staff
Prepare treatment plans and arrange for placement

School staff, includes federally funded positions
Recreation workers, Institutional security officers, etc.

Source: LPR&IC Survey of Long Lane Care, Custody, and Teaching staff

Group counseling.

of the group counseling program,
rated it inadequate (see Appendix V-4, Table 1). Group sessions
observed by Legislative Program Review and Investigations Com-

mittee staff varied in quality.

others were not. 1In one group meeting,
were imposed by group members on individuals accused of irrespon-
sible behavior. In some cases, discussion of the problem behav-

ior and participation by the accused was minimal.

When asked to evaluate the adequacy

36% rated it adequate and 34%

While some appeared well run,

disciplinary sanctions

After disci-

plinary sanctions were meted out, discussion turned to weekend
privileges and off campus trips.
discussion focused primarily on behavior and problems related

to custody and security such as running away and drug use. Stu-
dents interviewed about the group counseling program were mixed
in their opinions. While some said they benefited from the
sessions, others called them "a joke."

In other groups observed,

Training. Effective group counseling requires trained

staff. According to the superintendent, however,
of youth service officers is a major problem.
needed to supervise cottage activities,

sessions is difficult.

the training
Because staff are
scheduling training

Twenty-nine percent of youth service
officers responding to the Committee survey reported they re-
ceived no initial training at all, while even more (32%)

50

s

S R R IR A

T

e

AP R

A1



reported no in-service training. The lack of training of other
direct service employees is also a major deficiency, according
to survey results (see Appendix V-4, Tables 2 and 3).

DCYS has two full time training coordinators to service
the entire Department. Although training sessions have been
arranged at Long Lane by the training staff, the amount of train-
ing has been insufficient. As a result, the Long Lane adminis-
tration has developed a grant proposal in recent months to bring
in outside consultants to help meet the institution's training
needs. This project will be funded by monies available through
Title XX of the Social Security Act. Title XX money was used
recently to support a few training sessions for cottage staff
in reality therapy. Sessions were conducted by personnel from
Southern Connecticut State College.

The academic program. The academic program is a criti-
cal component of Long Lane's treatment plan. A recent study
showed the average student at Long Lane functioning at the sixth
grade level (5.9)--about four grade levels behind. Although
administrators consider education one of the stronger components
at Long Lane, survey respondents thought this program was also
inadequate. Of the teachers responding to the survey, 46% rated
the educational program inadequate (see Appendix V-4, Table 4).

According to the school principal, the educational pro-
gram is being improved. The program is moving toward an "indi-
vidualized, nuclear approach," he said, although it is still
hampered by inadequate resources. There is no bilingual teacher
and only two persons in the guidance department are available to
handle all school guidance matters as well as placement of stu-
dents in their local schools upon release from Long Lane. An
LEAA funded project currently in progress at Long Lane, however,
is designed to significantly improve the continuity of educa-
tional programming between Long Lane and the schools to which
students will return.

Work and vocational training. Also lacking at Long Lane,
according to survey respondents, 1is adequate vocational training.
(Wood shop is the only vocational course taught.) None of the
teachers responding to the survey and only 11% of workers overall
thought vocational training was adequate (see Appendix V-4,

Table 5).

Work assignments can be a useful way to learn new skills.
Students at Long Lane mow lawns, work in the greenhouse, clean
up the grounds, work in the kitchen, and assist the maintenance
crew in the institution's "work for pay" program. Only about 10
students, however, were involved in the program in November,
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1977, earning money ranging from 50¢ to minimum wage ($2.31).
About 15-20 additional vocational positions are available at
Long Lane, three of which are supported by federal manpower
funds (Comprehensive Employment and Training Act).

Although some students take advantage of work opportun-
ities, others prefer not to get involved. One student inter-
viewed by Committee members and staff indicated that he would
not work at Long Lane because the wages paid were too low.
Working for $1.00 per hour, he said, was a "rip off.”

The work program at Long Lane is inadequate. There
appears to be a lack of commitment by the administration to
involving students in meaningful work opportunities. This is
not the case in some other institutions. At Niantic Correc-
tional Institution, for example, inmates are depended upon in
the food service operation. "We couldn't get a meal out with-
out them" said one Niantic official.

Long Lane staff claim that students are prevented from
performing some tasks because of age, union contracts and
difficulties involved in supervising activities.

Drug use. One administrator described drug use at Long
Lane, as "substantial." Several cottage staff and students
interviewed confirmed that drugs, primarily marijuana, were
available on campus.

Drugs can be smuggled in by students or brought in by
visitors. In an incident last spring, Valium (a tranguilizer)
was brought in by a student's mother. In another incident in

July, marijuana was distributed to students during a field trip

by a Long Lane recreation worker.

Child abuse. Althcugh some incidents of abuse were de-

scribed by students and staff, child abuse and assaults on stu-

dents (staff against students and students against students)
does not appear to be a major problem at Long Lane. Some stu-
dents did report intimidation by older and bigger residents of
their cottages, however. Students are randomly assigned to
cottages, and are not, therefore, grouped according to back-
ground; treatment or educational needs, age or size.

Cottage staff reported that some students may have been

kept in isolation without proper authorization, although this
is difficult to monitor and even more difficult to verify.
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Future role of Long Lane. During its review of Long
Lane, the Committee staff identified some students at Long
Lane who did not appear to be appropriate to the program (for
example, truants who had violated a Court order) or who could
be treated more effectively (and less expensively in alterna-
tive programs.) Survey respondents agreed, only 15% indica-
ting they thought all residents at Long Lane belonged there
(see Appendix V-4).

The role of Long Lane needs to be re-evaluated by DCYS,
and goal statements on the future of the institution should be
developed as part of the Department's master plan. The Legis-
lative Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends
that Long Lane's primary role be limited to treatment for a
small population requiring secure custody. Secondarily, Long
Lane could serve as a "holding" center for juveniles awaiting
placement in other programs.

The future of Long Lane hinges, however, on the ability
of DCYS to develop and effectively monitor programs and facili-
ties throughout Connecticut of adequate quality and sufficient
capacity to meet the state's treatment needs. Currently there
are delingquents who will not be accepted by private programs
in Connecticut and for which there is no available treatment
alternative to Long Lane. The main reasons that more treatment
capability has not developed in Connecticut to date seem to be
(1) some ambivalence in DCYS policy as to the role of private
sector programs, and (2) reimbursement rates too low to pay for
adequate, intensive care required by the more difficult delin-
quents. These issues are discussed in more detail on pp. 54-58.
Until the state is able to stimulate the development of alter-
native programs willing to accept the type of child now placed
at Long Lane, little change can be made in the role of Long
Lane School in delinquency treatment in Connecticut. Much
could be done, however, to improve its functioning, as noted
throughout this chapter.

Private Treatment Programs

Private agencies play a major role in juvenile delin-
quency treatment in Connecticut and are essential to the devel-
opment of a continuum of needed services.

Current use. As of April 30, 1977, 322 delinguents com-
mitted to DCYS were in private treatment programs. As indicated
on p. 44, about $2.6 million in state and federal money will
support private placements in FY 1978.
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Table V-5 shows that 196 of the private placements were
in residential institutions, 115 were in group homes, and 9
were in foster homes. Fifty-five juveniles (6%) were placed
out of state, most (44) at Elan One in Maine. Appendix V-5
contains a list of 37 frequently used private programs through-
out Connecticut and in nearby states. As already noted, reim-
bursement rates for private services, including special educa-
tion, range from about $5,000-%319,000 per child per year.

Table V-5. Delinquency cases in private facilities on April 30, 1977.

Type of Placement In State Out of State Total Percent
Institution 143 53 196 21%
Group Home 115 - 115 12
Foster Home 7 2 9 1
Independent Living 2 = 2 =
TOTAL 267 55 322 3upt

! The remaining 66% of the DCYS delinquency commitments (608 cases) were

either at Long Lane School or on aftercare status in their homes.

Source: DCYS Research Office.

Variable quality and services. Several private facili-
ties were visited by the Legislative Program Review and Inves-
tigations Committee staff, and program directors were surveyed
(see Appendix V-4). The condition of the facilities and qual-
ity of programming appeared to vary considerably. Some pro-
grams (e.g., Connecticut Junior Republic and Gray Lodge)are
housed in comfortable, modern facilities. Others (e.g.? Aequus
House, Clifford House) were dirty and poorly maintained.

Private program services range from basic custodial care
(e.g., group homes) to sophisticated, intensive group therapy
and educational programming (e.g., Vitam Center and Elan One).
For a discussion of model treatment programs, see Appendix V-6.
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Elan is the best private treatment program for delinquents cur-
rently available to the state, according to DCYS officials.
Located in Poland Spring, Maine, its physical isolation and re-
moteness contribute to its success.

DCYS policy. DCYS officials feel that more effective
and accessible private treatment programs are needed in Con-
necticut. Although DCYS has recently developed general

i
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Departmental goals and objectives! which imply a growing use

of private sector resources, specific intent has not been

effectively communicated to private program officials in

Connecticut. According to the Chairman of the Connecticut i
Association of Child Caring Agencies (representing 15 private §
non-profit agencies), DCYS has no clear policy on how it :
expects to use private treatment programs.2 As a result,

long range planning and development of new programs by private ;
agencies are impeded. :

Because private agencies need to know, for planning and 79’2{3
budgeting purposes, how the state intends to use their services,
the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
recommends that DCYS articulate, as part of its Master Plan,
clear policy on the use of private resources including the
development of programs equipped to handle "difficult" cases.

S B AR (T2

CARR ROTI

State policy must be clarified before funding decisions
affecting some private programs can be made. For example, a
decision will have to be made on the future of group homes
when federal money now supporting them runs out. Likewise,
when the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) pro-
ject ends in September, 1978, federal money supporting private
programs serving status offenders will no longer be available.

B

Rate setting and reimbursement. Low state reimbursement
rates for services, which adds to the confusion over state pol-
icy, is a chronic complaint of private program directors.
According to the chairman of the Connecticut Association of
Child Caring Agencies, low reimbursement rates are driving many
private agencies out of business. Only agencies with heavy
endowments or successful fund raising efforts can survive.
Unlike other states such as Michigan, he complained, Connecti-
cut lacks a firm commitment to purchase of services. An offi-
cial of a group home in Hartford added that state policy
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As indicated on p. 41, the Commission studying the transfer
of children's psychiatric services to DCYS recommended in
1974 that DCYS provide direct services only when such ser-
vices cannot be provided elsewhere.

T T

In December, 1977 a Jjoint position paper was published by
DCYS and the association emphasizing the heavy reliance of
DCYS on private child caring agencies and urging a 12%
increase in the Board and Care Grant for FY 1979 to provide
rate increases.
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toward the private sector does not recognize "the mutuality
of our endeavor."

A major problem is that the Department of Social Serv-
ices, not DCYS, currently sets reimbursement rates for pri-
vate child caring agencies. Attempts to get a required
federal waiver to transfer this function to DCYS have not
been successful. Efforts by DSS, DCYS, and the Governor are
continuing, however. If staff in DCYS were available, DCYS
could get more involved in rate setting. Without the waiver,
however, DSS would still retain ultimate responsibility for
this important function .

Because of the importance of rate setting to the de-
velopment of comprehensive treatment programs, the LPREIC
supports the efforts to obtain a waiver of the single state
agency requirements of HEW.

DSS reimbursements to child caring agencies are based
on an accounting system developed three years ago. According
to program directors, some legitimate costs (such as capital
depreciation) are not included, and rates paid do not reflect
the actual cost of providing services. In addition, rate in-
creases in recent inflationary years have been minimal. ‘
Although one million dollars was appropriated for rate in-
creases in FY 1978, according to the Office of Fiscal Analysis,
this money was used to cover a $1 million deficiency for FY
1977, when a rate increase was granted without consideration
of money appropriated. As a result, no significant rate in-
creases have been granted this year to the private agencies.

According to testimony submitted by the Connecticut
Child Welfare Association and virtually all public and expert
officials interviewed, the state needs a "healthy mix" of
public and private services. Because state financial support
is essential to maintain an adequate mix of public and pri-
vate resources, the Legislative Program Review and Investi-
gations Committee recommends that the state provide more
reasonable, cost-related payments for private delinquency
treatment services. In addition, variable reimbursement rates
could be offered to make treatment of more difficult types of
delinquency cases (see below) financially feasible and attrac-
tive. Thus, reimbursement policy should reflect three import-
ant factors: cost of programs, effectiveness of programs, and
the difficulty of cases being served.
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Program development. Officials state that many private
programs. screen referrals and accept only "easy" cases. AsS a
result, the most difficult and needy cases are often not
accepted by private programs in Connecticut. One program
director said his program preferred "four feet, eleven inch
tall 11 year olds" or referrals who were "workable." Another
said he looked for a child who "showed a little guilt." Other
programs screen out difficult cases by requiring an acceptable
score on an intelligence test.

Private officials counter that low reimbursement rates
have hampered their ability to cope with difficult juveniles.
They say they are not staffed to handle severely disruptive or
homocidal cases.

If the problem of unreasonable screening of referrals
(private programs prefer "easy" cases) can be overcome delin-
quency treatment services might be purchased which were sub-
stantially more cost effective than Long Lane School. More-
over, if the role of Long Lane changes toward a focus on se-
cure custody for a smaller population, some of the money form-
erly used to run Long Lane could be "freed up" to help finance
purchase of services in the private sector. As already noted,
however, increased use of private sector resources must be
accompanied by substantial improvement in DCYS capability to
monitor and evaluate private facilities.

Placement decisions and rates are important means of
providing incentives to the private sector to improve existing
services and to increase its responsiveness to the service and
program needs of the state. Because DCYS is the chief source
of referrals for many private agencies in Connecticut, DCYS
placement decisions can determine whether these agencies will
stay in business.

Technical assistance. Consistent with its statutory
mandate to develop and support services for children, DCYS
should provide more technical assistance to private and com-
munity agencies. Many private agencies need help coping with
licensing standards, reporting obligations, contract agreements,
and other bureaucratic requirements. 1In addition, to improve
the quality of private services, a wide range of program devel—ﬁgﬁ_
opment aids (such as training packages) should be offered
through the Department.
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Gaps in services. During the course of this review,
unmet service needs were noted by agency officials, attorneys,
child advocates, and youth workers. More treatment programs
for girls are needed. There is no permanently staffed secure
treatment facility for girls in the state, yet many "chronic
runaways" are female.! Long term psychiatric treatment for ser-
iously disturbed young people was also mentioned as a major
service "gap".

It is the responsibility of DCYS to identify and respond
to the needs of children under its care. Therefore, the Legis-
lative Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends
that DCYS exercise aggressive leadership to stimulate develop-
ment of needed programs in the private sector.

Family involvement. Although most juveniles eventually
go home, most private programs do not require or actively seek
involvement of parents and family in the treatment program.

One notable exception is Vitam Center in Norwalk, a drug treat-
ment program.

Because family participation in treatment is so import-
ant, the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee

recommends that DCYS develop a policy to encourage private pro-
grams to involve families wherever possible.

Aftercare Services

Aftercare services, supervision, and counseling after
release from a facility, are a critically important component
of treatment provided by both DCYS and some private programs.
The purpose of aftercare is to help juveniles successfully ad-
just to home, school and community life after release from an
institution.

DCYS aftercare. According to the personnel report for
June, 1977, 19 workers were available to "broker" for commun-
ity services and to provide direct services to the Department's

! When secure custody for females is required (or ordered by

the Juvenile Court) at Long Lane, a cottage facility (Kimball-
West) is opened temporarily until security is no longer
needed.
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aftercare caseload, currently estimated at over 800 cases.
Figure V-2 shows the rapid growth of the aftercare caseload
from 390 in July 1973 to 710 in 1976. Caseloads presently
range from about 25-65 cases per worker depending on the num-
ber of children on aftercare status in each region.

The nineteen aftercare workers involved in direct ser-
vices were surveyed to determine how well they felt they were
able to do their job. Of the 8 workers (42%) who responded
to the survey most (63%) thought services were adequate (see
Appendix V-4, Table 1). Several private program directors
disagreed however. One director said his program (Connecticut
Junior Republic) started doing its own aftercare because DCYS
aftercare was so poor.

Several problems were noted by DCYS workers. Some work-
ers considered their caseloads too high (42 is the average) and
complained that they could not spend enough time on direct ser-
vice to clients. While most workers reported spending about
half of their time on direct service, one reported spending
only 30% of his time on this function. Considerable time is
spent by aftercare staff on paperwork and transporting clients
from place to place.

Other problems cited by workers include the lack of ade-
quate placement facilities, inadequate family involvement, un-
realistic treatment planning at Long Lane, lack of vocational
training or work programs, and poor coordination between Long
Lane, the Juvenile Court, and the aftercare staff.

Private program aftercare. Although only 8% of private
program directors responding to a Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee survey rated DCYS aftercare ser-
vices as adequate, most private programs do not themselves
provide meaningful aftercare (nor are they reimbursed to do so).
As a result, some programs lose track of their graduates and
are not significantly involved in their transition to community
living after release. One exception is Elan which provides
follow up services for five years and is attempting to set up
an aftercare program in Connecticut.

A DCYS official involved in the delinquency treatment
program believes that private programs should make a greater
commitment to their clients by providing aftercare services on
release. DCYS aftercare workers, he argues, are unfamiliar
with the clients at the time of release and, therefore, are not
in a strong positior to provide aftercare services.
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Figure V=-2. DCYS aftercare caseload: 1973-76."

Number of
Cases
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! since 1972, the aftercare staffing level has remained rela-
tively stable, although job functions have changed as more and
more juveniles have been placed directly in private facilities.

-2 pCys speculates that the caseload decrease in 1973 may be
partly due to the Youthful Offender Act which kept many 16 and
17 year olds in the adult system.

Source: DCYS Research Office.

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
{; recommends that DCYS require private programs to provide transi-
’L tional aftercare services following release from residential
2( treatment and that reimbursement rates be adjusted to reflect
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this additional requirement.

Monitoring and Evaluation

DCYS is required by law to evaluate all programs which
provide it services. To meet this mandate, an Office of Evalu-
ation, Research, and Planning has been established, reporting
directly to the Commissioner. Presently, the office is pri-
marily involved in setting up a management information system
(MIS) scheduled to become fully operational in fall, 1978.

The MIS will provide client, caseworker, case management, ven-
dor and othér information useful to the Department. Officials
of the Office of Evaluation indicate that the management infor-
mation system will provide a useful information base for future
program evaluation. In addition, the office expects to develop
specific assessment criteria for each individual program.

DCYS monitoring and evaluation of private programs has
been minimal. Department officials indicate that currently
there is no required uniform reporting of information other
than population counts. The only exceptions are the twelve
LEAA supported group homes which must report financial and pro-
gram information. Because of staffing shortages in the group
home unit, however, no field audits have been conducted and site
evaluations have been very limited.

Capability. The DCYS Office of Evaluation is new and has
no demonstrated capability to effectively evaluate programs.
The office is responsible for a significant number of major
tasks. For example, in addition to evaluating all DCYS pro-
grams, it will prepare a master plan, provide regional planning
input, inform the Commissioner on an ongoing basis, provide
technical assistance to division directors on program planning
and development, coordinate grant writing, and analyze finan-
cial data. Although currently staffed by about 12 employees,
including a secretary, a total of 16-18 personnel are expected
to be working in the office by July 1, 1978.

One DCYS official believes that the tasks of the office
will be impossible to coordinate effectively. According to
this official, there is no viable step by step plan to imple-
ment its objectives. Therefore, to expect all of the Evalua-
tion Office's tasks to be adequately accomplished is unreal-
istic.

In addition, it is not clear how the efforts of the Office

of Evaluation will be coordinated with related activities of
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other DCYS divisions. For example, the Director of Treatment
Services will monitor implementation of treatment plans for all
children and youth in DCYS custody. The Director of Institu-
tions and Facilities will also be involved in overseeing DCYS
programs. There is no direct link between these divisions and
the Office of Evaluation, yet some evaluative functions appear
to overlap.

Because the Office of Evaluation, Research and Planning
has no previous "track record" by which to judge its capability
to evaluate programs, it is recommended that a written plan be
developed establishing priorities and showing specifically how
and when major tasks will be accomplished. This plan should
also detail methods and procedures to coordinate evaluation
efforts with other divisions in DCYS.

According to some DCYS officials and private program
officials, one of the most useful tools to be developed under
DCYS staff leadership is the product of a task force set up two
years ago to encourage greater public involvement in community
programs. The method developed by the task force, in which pri-
vate program officials participated, involves on-site review of
programs by trained teams of impartial evaluators. Objective
goals and criteria for assessing each program (which are cur-
rently lacking) could be developed following the method outlined
by the task force.

To adequately evaluate programs, DCYS should not depend
solely on information reported by private program officials and
social workers who visit facilities on limited occasions. In-
tensive on-site evaluations involving discussions with children
and staff in the program are an essential supplement to "desk
reviews" of programs. These on-site reviews could also serve,
if properly implemented, to develop a cooperative spirit and
mutual interest between DCYS and its private vendors.

Because. the task force method offers a way to accomplish
on-site evaluations without establishing a new bureacracy in
state government (evaluation team members need not be DCYS
employees), the Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee recommends that the DCYS Office of Evaluation adapt,{
and use this method (or a modification of it) as part of its
overall evaluation effort.

A similar system of community assessment was developed
in Massachusetts to evaluate community based programs. Accord-
ing to the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services, the
system has been successful.
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Monitoring location. Much of the monitoring of private
programs is done by DCYS aftercare workers while keeping track
of their caseloads. For reimbursement purposes, aftercare
workers verify whether or not individuals are actually sleeping
in facilities or on "runaway"status. The system for verifying
actual residence is not fool proof, however, since problems can
arise when programs fail to report timely information or report
faulty information.

The problem of monitoring the physical location of cases
is illustrated by an incident which occurred last winter at a
group home in Bridgeport. Girls living at the Aequus House
group home were transported by a child care worker employed by
the house (without the knowledge of the director), to the St.
George Hotel in downtown Bridgeport. The St. George Hotel is
described by Bridgeport police as a "flop house" frequented by
pimps, prostitutes, and burglars.

One of the girls was visiting a sister living at the
hotel, and according to an outside source, stayed overnight at
the hotel. The director, who could neither confirm nor deny
this account, indicated that DCYS had never been informed of
the incident.

This incident is not unique. The Committee received
other complaints about inadequate supervision in private facil-
ities, especially group homes. Because the state is responsible

for children and youth in its custody, systems for verifying -

physical location and behavior of juveniles in DCYS custody
need to be improved.

Licensing and Regulation

Each private program which receives state referrals must
be licensed by DCYS. Licensing standards (promulgated as reg-
ulations, Sec. 17-48-9 through 17-48-41) prescribe minimum
levels of care which must be provided. The standards, however,
primarily address physical plant characteristics (e.g., living
quarters, sleeping accomodations, lavatory facilities, dining
facilities, first aid and medical supplies and recreational
facilities) rather than program requirements.

According to a DCYS official involved in the delinguency
program, licensing standards for child caring agencies are out-
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dated and need modernization.! In addition, the Legislative

Program Review and Investigations Committee received public
testimony calling for establishment of additional standards
(beyond licensing) for private programs. In some facilities,
for example, poorly trained workers compensated at low rates
(less than $6,000 per year), are the primary staff caring for
children and youth.

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Com-
mittee recommends that DCYS update licensing standards and
promulgate other standards (e.g., staff qualifications and
training) for private agencies. To accomplish this latter
goal the format and content of the halfway house guidelines
developed and used by the Department of Correction could serve
as a model.

DCYS~DMR Jurisdictional Conflict

Each year, a small number of cases come before the Juve-
nile Court which create a jurisdictional conflict between the
Department of Mental Retardation (DMR) and DCYS. These cases
involve children who are refused services by DCYS (which claims
they are too retarded, based on one of the many intelligence
tests available, to benefit from its programs) and also by
DMR (which claims they are not retarded enough, usually based
on a different intelligence test, for DMR programs). Conse-
quently, the probation officer must work out some alternative
arrangement for the placement and treatment of the child.

In addition, both DMR and DCYS officials admit that no
secure treatment programs are availab : for the borderline
mentally retarded delinquent child. DMR programs are gener-
ally oriented to the more severely and profoundly retarded

individuals and DCYS programs are aimed at the child of n 1l
or dull normal intelligence with emotional or other behav 11
problems.

For example, Sec. 17-48.32 of the licensing regulations

state: "Punishment, control and discipline of childre 11
be an adult responsibility and shall not be prescribe
administered by the children." Programs, such as Ela
(and even Long Lane School), which rely heavily on "p ve

peer culture" techniques in which children are involv
controlling behavior could be in violation of this re,
tion.
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Since DMR and DCYS both appear to have some responsi-
bility in these cases, the Legislative Program Review and In-
vestigations Committee recommends that a joint committee of
DCYS and DMR representatives be constituted for the purpose of
reviewing borderline referrals from the Juvenile Court and
making recommendations to the Court as to the appropriate treat-
ment of these cases. The Committee would also accumulate sta-
tistical data on such cases and within two years, develop recom-

mendations regarding secure treatment for mentally retarded de-
linquents.

Interagency Cooperation

Currently, interaction among agencies in the juvenile and
criminal justice systems! is limited primarily to informal com-
munication at the Commissioner and Director level and some line
staff interaction in training at the Connecticut Justice Acad-
emy.

Several agencies perform many similar functions. The De-
partment of Correction and DCYS, for example, provide both se-
cure custody and rehabilitation programs for individuals com-
mitted to their custody. DCYS aftercare workers, Juvenile Court
probation officers, and adult probation officers all provide
supervision and direct services to their clients. Some programs
are very similar. For example, Long Lane's group counseling
program resembles a counseling program operated at Niantic
Correctional Institution based on reality therapy.

Because more interaction between agencies should resultdﬁsz
in a sharing of ideas and ways to respond to mutual problems,

the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
recommends that agency heads in the juvenile and adult justice
systems encourage and promote more agency interaction and com-
munication. This interaction could involve increased utiliza-

Sam Clark, Executive Director of the Connecticut Child Wel-
fare Association views the phrase "juvenile justice system"
as a "misconception" in that it implies a "harmonious orderly
interaction." According to Mr. Clark, the "would be system"
simply "does not exist in Connecticut nor frankly on a

broad scale anywhere in the United States."
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tion of training resources and facilities at the Connecticut
Justice Academy in Haddam, or more direct, formal contact
between agencies.

The Juvenile Court and DCYS

Overlapping Authority. Both the Juvenile Court and DCYS
provide treatment services to juveniles. The Court operates
probation services (see Chapter IV), while most residential and
aftercare treatment services are available only through DCYS.
Even after commitment to DCYS, the Court retains jurisdiction

over the child, however. State law established the following
powers to the Court:

The Juvenile Court shall... have authority to make and
enforce... such orders directed to parents...guardians,
custodians or other adult persons...as it deems necessary
or appropriate to secure the welfare, protection, proper
care and suitable support of a child or youth subject to
its jurisdiction or otherwise committed to or in the cus-

tody of the Commissioner of Children and Youth Services...
(C.G.S. Sec. 17-59).

Based on different statutes, DCYS officials claim that
Placement and treatment decisions about delinquents placed in the
custody of the Department are the responsibility of Department.
C.G.S. Section 17-412 states in part:

The department shall...operate or arrange for, administer
and evaluate a comprehensive and integrated statewide
program of services...for children and youth...who are...
delinquent...including all children...committed to it by
the court...[T]he department shall...provide a flexible,
innovative and effective program for the placement, care
and treatment of children and youth committed by any
court to the department...develop and implement after-
care and follow-up services appropriate to the needs of
any child or youth under his care.

Furthermore,

The commissioner of children and youth services or
his designee may, when deemed in the best interests
of a child or youth committed to the custody of the
commissioner as delinquent by the juvenile court,
place such child or -youth on parole under such terms
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or conditions as the commissioner or his designee
deem to be in the best interests of such child or
youth. When in the opinion of the commissioner
or his designee it is no longer in the best in-
terest of such child or youth to remain on parole
such child or youth may be returned to any insti-
tution, resource or facility administered by or
available to the department of children and youth
services.

And, Sec. 17-421 (a) and (b) state:

The commissioner...shall prepare and maintain a
written plan for care and treatment of every
child and youth under his supervision, which
shall include but not be limited to a diagnosis
of the problems of each child or youth, together
with the proposed plan of treatment and place-
ment.

The commissioner...shall at least every six
months, review the treatment plan and place-
ment of each child and youth under his super-
vision for the purpose of determining whether
the treatment plan is appropriate.

Although this statutory language nowhere appears to give
the Commissioner sole authority to make all placement decisions
regarding delinquents in his custody, he believes such author-
ity is implied, and at the very least should be clarified in
statute one way or the other. Appendix V-7 contains the stat-
utory change proposed by DCYS.

DCYS officials claim that the ambiguity in the Commis-
sioner's powers to make placement decisions causes two types
of problems. The first kind of problem can occur when the
Court orders that a child be placed in the Secure Treatment
Unit at Long Lane School upon his or her commitment to the
Department. If the Secure Treatment Unit (24 beds) is al-
ready fully occupied by individuals regarded by Department
staff as more in need of secure custody than the new court
referral, friction results. Similarly, if DCYS staff review
the child's record and determine that placement in "the Unit"
is inappropriate, they believe they should be able to make
adjustments without being held in contempt of court.

The second type of problém has to do with jurisdiction

over private sector placement decisions, and is well-stated in
a 1977 memorandum from a DCYS supervisor to Commissioner

68



Maloney:

Although the statute places the authority with the
Commissioner or his designee as to where the child
is to be placed upon commitment, the situation has
reached the point where the Court is making this
determination with or without the consent of the
Commissioner's designee (aftercare workers). Our
workers feel intimidated by the Court whenever
they oppose the Court's plan. It appears that

our workers are now rubber stamping the Court's
"plan even in those cases where our workers might
have many questions about the plan....

As mentioned in Chapter IV (p. 36), the court also has
some complaints about DCYS. Court orders for placement in the
Secure Treatment Unit, for example, often reflect judges' con-
cern about poor security at Long Lane. In addition, probation
officers complain that DCYS is slow to respond to direct (pri-
vate residential) placement requests. Court staff, therefore,
usually make all the arrangements for those children the court
decides should be in private residential placement.

In testimony before the Committee, the Honorable
Margaret Driscoll, Chief Judge of the Juvenile Court, stated
"it's the Court's responsibility to decide...where the young-
ster ought to go and what kind of program [the youngster]
ought to have."

Obviously, DCYS officials do not agree. In fact, the
Department recently challenged a Court action by appealing a
Juvenile Court order to place a child in the secure treatment
unit at Long Lane. The case had to be dropped, however, when
the child and the Court agreed to an alternative placement.

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Com-
mittee spent considerable time reviewing the question of over-
lapping authority between DCYS and the Court. However, it was
unable to agree as to what action, if any, should be taken by
the legislature.
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CHAPTER VI

YOUTH OFFENDERS IN CONNECTICUT

While the adult criminal justice system is beyond the
scope of this study, treatment of young offenders 16 and 17
years of age (who are now treated in the adult system) is
reviewed in this chapter. Four major issues are covered:
Adult criminal court Jjurisdiction over youths; Department of
Adult Probation services provided to "youthful offenders;™
Department of Correction incarceration of youths; and, legally
enforceable parental obligations.

Jurisdiction

"Youths," persons between their 16th and 18th birth-
days, fall under the jurisdiction of the adult courts and are
treated the same as adults unless they are determined eligi-
ble for "youthful offender" status.

The Youthful Offender Act (P.A. 71-72) repealed the pro-
vision which had permitted 16 and 17 year olds to be transfer-
red from the adult system to Juvenile Court for processing and
services. Now, instead, a youth who is not charged with a
Class A felony, has no other adult felony convictions and has
not been previously adjudged a "youthful offender," may request
youthful offender status. The most important aspect of youth-
ful offender status is that youthful offender records and pro-
ceedings are confidential. However, Public Act 77-486 permits
a judge or probation officer (under certain conditions) to
review the delinquency and or youthful offender records of
criminals under 21 years of age for purposes of sentencing such
individuals. In addition, erasure of youthful offender records
is automatic at age twenty-one, provided the youth has not been
subsequently convicted of a felony. The dispositional alterna-
tives available to the Court, upon approval of youthful cffend-
er status, are to imprison or commit the youth, impose a fine
up to $1,000, suspend sentence, or impose a sentence and sus-
pend execution. Commitment may be "to any religious, charita-
ble or other correctional institution authorized by law to re-
ceive persons over the age of sixteen years" for a period not
to exceed three years. The Director of Adult Probation could
recall only one instance in which a "youthful offender" was
sentenced to the Department of Correction. As noted in the
next section, commitment to private residential facilities is
also a rarely used dispositional alternative. Any sentence
imposed by the Court may include a period of probation (see
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pp. 73-74). In the case of drug abusers, conditions of pro-
bation must include a requirement that the youth submit to
periodic drug detection testing.

In considering whether to grant youthful offender
status, a judge must weigh the severity of the charge, and the
results of any physical or mental examinations ordered by the
court. In addition, P.A. 77-486 permits the judge to review
the youth's Juvenile Court record, if any. Furthermore, Pub-
lic Act 77-362 requires a judge to consider whether the de-
fendant took advantage of his victim because of the victim's
advanced age or disability. Both of these laws became effec-
tive on October 1, 1977. 1If found ineligible for youthful
offender status, the youth's record is unsealed and the de-
fendant is prosecuted as an adult.

The American Bar Association Juvenile Justice Standards
Project recommends that Juvenile Court jurisdiction include
16 and 17 year olds. However, the Project recognizes that the
jurisdictional age barriers of the Juvenile Court are "arbi-
trary." Only six states, including Connecticut, terminate
Juvenile Court jurisdiction at age 16 (see Table VI-1). Both
the Chief Judge of the Juvenile Court and the Commissioner of
Corrections favor retention of the present jurisdictional
limits of the Juvenile Court.

Table VI-1. Maximum age limits of jurisdiction.

Number of

Age Jurisdictions Percent
Through age 15 6 11.8
Through age 16 12 23.5
Through age 17 33 64.7

Source: Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics; 1976,

National Criminal Justice Information and Sta-
tistics Services, 1977 (based upon 1972 data).

Connecticut's Juvenile Court jurisdiction acknowledges
the differing categories of children and youth. Juvenile Court
jurisdiction extends only to children under age sixteen. The
age sixteen is significant for two reasons. First, school
attendance is no longer mandatory at age sixteen. Secondly, it
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is the age at which a youth may be gainfully employed full-
time without release from a board of education. Age eighteen
is most commonly used as a basis for terminating Juvenile
Court jurisdiction because it is the age at which U.S. citi-
zens are defined as "adults," with all the rights, privileges,
and responsibilities accruing thereto.

The Committee does not wish to place too much emphasis
on the question of the appropriate jurisdictional age limit of
the Juvenile Court. On July 1, 1978, the Juvenile Court will
become part of the Superior Court. The chief administrative
judge of thé Superior Court will then have authority to assign
sessions and judges among the various court divisions author-
ized by the Superior Court rules. Secondly, a juvenile pro-
cessing and adjudication system must be provided regardless of
its jurisdictional age limits and regardless of its organiza-
tional placement in the Superior Court. What is actually in-
volved is a transfer of costs from one "system" to another.
For example, prior to the enactment of the Youthful Offender
Act in 1971, approximately one-half of all criminal cases in-
volving sixteen and seventeen year olds (over 1,100 cases)
were being transferred to the Juvenile Court. The jurisdic-
tion of these less serious cases was transferred back to the
adult system and now takes the form of youthful offender sta-
tus. Thus, a more important issue than jurisdiction is what
services should be available to youthful offenders and who
should provide them. The Committee believes that regardless
of the jurisdictional age limits of the juvenile justice sys-
tem, both the juvenile and adult Courts should have disposi-
tional alternatives which give them access to appropriate
facilities and programs.

Other states. Several states, while terminating ju-
venile court jurisdiction at age 18, have developed alterna-
tive dispositions for youthful offenders. These states define
youthful offenders by a much higher age limit than does Con-
necticut. For example, Vermont terminates Juvenile Court
jurisdiction at age 16; however, youthful offenders in Vermont
range from age 16 to 26. The purpose of these statutes is to
provide flexible treatment alternatives for less serious young
adult offenders. Some states (Vermont and Indiana) require a
comprehensive diagnosis to be performed to determine whether
the youth can benefit from placement in a rehabilitative facil-
ity. PFinally, divisions of correction or social service de-
partments have been established to provide special services
for youthful offenders in the states of California, Idaho,
Indiana and Vermont. Appendix VI-1 contains a description of
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youthful offender statutes in seven states and the District

of Columbia. It should be noted that these alternative meth-
ods of commitment are subject to legal challenge and must
meet constitutional due process and equal protection stan-
dards. Such legislation must establish a compelling state
interest for distinguishing among adult offenders on the basis
of age.

In Connecticut, the Juvenile Court already has authority
(though it is rarely used) to transfer more serious juvenile
cases to the Superior Court for adult prosecution (C.G.S.
17-60a,b) (see recommendation on p. 28). As previously de-
scribed (see p. 70) the Superior Court has authority to dispose
of less serious youthful offenders in a confidential and non-
criminal manner similar to that utilized by the Juvenile Court
(C.G.S. 54-76b to 54-760). However, certain treatment services
and dispositions available to the Juvenile Court are not avail-
able in the adult system for less serious 16 and 17 year old
offenders.

Adult Probation Services

A judge in Connecticut has few dispositional alternatives
available in sentencing a 16 or 17 year old granted youthful
offender status. Since the adult court cannot commit or sen-
tence offenders to DCYS, the choice is essentially between in-
carcerating the youth at Niantic Correction Institution (women)
or Cheshire (men) or placing the youth under minimal probation
supervision. Because those granted "youthful offender" status
have committed less serious crimes and because they are gener-
ally first time offenders, virtually all are placed on probation
by the Judicial Department.

The Department of Adult Probation is responsible for pro-
viding the Courts with special investigations concerning a
youth's eligibility for Youthful Offender status (i.e., age,
previous criminal arraignments, and youthful offender record).
Approximately 6,300 such investigations were performed by Adult
Probation during 1976. The Department has 153 Field Probation
Officers, including 20 Chief Probation Officers who perform
both administrative and line officer responsibilities. 1In
addition, the Department has nine Deputy District Supervisors
who perform administrative functions only. Adult Probation
does not divide its staff between adult and youthful offenders
nor between presentence reporting and field supervision func-
tions. Table VI-2 lists recent caseload statistics for the
Department of Adult Probation.
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Table VI-2. Adult probation caseloads.

Est.
FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977

Total caseload (adult and

youthful offenders) 12,000 12,700 15,400 17,200 18,800
Number of Probation

Officers 140 131 141 134 134
Average caseload (per officer) 86 97 109 128 140

Source: Connecticut Justice Commission, A Plan to Improve the Criminal
Justice System, 1978.

Probation of youthful offenders has proven to be a suc-
cessful dispositional tool of the courts. According to the
Connecticut Justice Commission, the cost of probation super-
vision in Connecticut averages $214 per offender per year, while
the average annual cost of incarceration is $7,697 per offender.
In addition, 90 percent of all youthful offenders are satisfac-
torily discharged from probation (see Table VI-3). Approxi-
mately 4,500 youthful offenders were supervised in FY 1976 by
Adult Probation. Finally, the number of youthful offenders
pPlaced on probation as a percentage of all probationers has
remained at a relatively low and constant level (less than
15%) over the past three vears.

The Department of Adult Probation provides only one
special service program for youthful offenders.! This LEAA
funded project enables Adult Probation to purchase services

This is the Pilot Specialized Probation Services Project,
funded for the past two years by the Connecticut Justice
Commission. Current fiscal year funding totals $177,778;
however, approximately $70,000 of these funds will support
the Department's Probation Aide Program.
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Table VI-3. Youthful offenders on probation, FY 1976.

On probation June 30, 1975 2,414
Placed on probation during FY 1976 2,045
Total probationers under supervision 4,459

(445 more than last year)

Discharged from Probation

Conduct satisfactory during probation 90.26% 1,743
Absconded--lost from oversight 2.49 48
Sentenced for violation of probation 3.26 63
Sentenced on new charge 3.73 72
Died .26 5
Total discharged 100.00% 1,931

Total youthful offenders on probation 2,528

on June 30, 1976

Source: Connecticut Justice Commission, A Plan to Improve the Criminal
Justice System, 1978.

for certain young Hartford area probationers, 16-25 years old.
Services purchased include food, housing, medical treatment,
psychological evaluations, Jjob testing, placement, and coun-
seling when needed on a temporary basis. A total of seventy-
two young probationers have participated in this program. The
pilot program has achieved twenty job placements, which have
resulted in earnings of nearly $100,000 and welfare savings of
approximately $12,000. This program, however, reaches less
than 2% of all youthful offenders placed on probation.

Youthful offenders may benefit from other adult proba-
tion programs (volunteer counselors, drug screening, pre-trial
diversion, psychiatric consultant services), but none of these
programs places special emphasis on the needs of the youthful
offender.

Probation supervision for youthful offenders is limited
to personal counseling and referrals to community programs, if
available, for special assistance. The Department places most
of its emphasis on family, employer, and school contacts.
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Adult Probation receives no state funds to contract for com-
munity-based services, such as drug programs, and outpatient
counseling or to provide group residential facilities for
those youthful offenders who require family intervention or
independent living. According to a report of the Eastern
Connecticut Criminal Justice Planning Supervisory Board,
"group home availability would enhance Adult Probation's
effectiveness." The Department has requested an appropria-
tion of $100,000 to contract for such services, but has been
unsuccessful.

The Department claims that this money is necessary,
especially because of the drug related problems typically
associated with youthful offenders. For example, 70% of drug
offenders are placed on probation. In 1969, the average age
of drug offenders was over 21; now it is 16.9 years. The
typical drug abuser requires close probation supervision.
According to Adult Probation, such youths require intensive
counseling, family relations work, job placement and educa-
tional support. Because of high caseloads and lack of funding
for contracted services, these treatment alternatives cannot
be provided by the Department.

Adult Probation had previously operated Specialized
Drug Probation units in Hartford, New Haven and Bridgeport.
The program involved 15 probation officers with a maximum
caseload of 40. The goal was to reduce recidivism in a cost-
effective manner. Over four years of operation, the employ-
ment rate for probationers in these specialized caseloads in-
creased from 14% to 60%. The number of self-supporting pro-
bationers nearly tripled. Welfare payments were reduced by
50%. The recidivism rate was 10%, compared with 30% for a
regular probation officer's caseload. Finally, the felony
rearrest rate stayed at approximately 3% for the entire per-
iod of the program. Because of increased caseloads, however,
the program was terminated in February, 1976, and the units'
officers were assigned regular field duties.

Because specialized services are lacking for youthful
offenders, and because services designed for this age group
must be closely monitored and coordinated with existing com-
munity programs, the Legislative Program Review and Investi-
gations Committee recommends that the General Assembly fund
a specialized probation caseload for youthful offenders on a
trial basis in one district office. 1In addition, approximate-
ly $25,000 should be appropriated for the contract of com-
munity services to implement this pilot program. If demon-
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strated effective, the program should be considered for ex-
pansion statewide.

Department of Correction

The Department of Correction is responsible for the
custody of 16 and 17 year old offenders not granted youthful
offender status. (Youths that are granted youthful offender
status normally are not sentenced to a term of imprisonment.)
Approximately 120 youths are presently in the custody of the
Department. Most male youths sentenced to a period of incar-
ceration are placed at Cheshire Correctional Institution.
Cheshire is a maximum security prison for offenders between 16
and 21 years of age who are "amenable to reformatory methods."
Violent male offenders may be committed to Somers, an adult
maximum security prison. Female offenders, regardless of age,

~ are incarcerated at the Correctional Institution at Niantic.

" =Actual length of confinement at Cheshire and Niantic is nine to
ten months, which is below the average adult confinement of
twelve to fourteen months. Cheshire has an inmate capacity of
4uy, while Niantic's population capacity is limited to 184.
Table VI-4 compares the inmate populations at Cheshire and

Niantic.
Table VI-4. Department of Correction average daily inmate
population, 1972-77.
to May
Institution 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Cheshire 432 357 335 374 405 383
Niantic 163 144 128 140 139 129
Source: Connecticut Justice Commission, A Plan to Improve the

Criminal Justice System, 1978.

The current per capita cost of incarceration in all elev-
en of Connecticut's correctional facilities averages nearly
$7,700. The annual per capita cost at Niantic, however, is over
$12,000, largely because its staff to inmate ratio is about
twice as high. Table VI-5 describes the staff to inmate ratios
and per capita costs at Niantic and Cheshire.
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Table VI-5. Department of Correction staff to inmate ratio
and per capita costs, FY 1973-77.

FY 1973 FY 1974  FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977

Staff to Inmate Ratio (Est.)
Niantic 1:0.93 1:0.96 1:0.89 1:0.90 1:0.86
Cheshire 1:1.90 1:1.70 1:1.43 1:1.90 1:2.00

Annual Per Capita Costs

Niantic $11,107 13,908 15,770 13,549 12,337
Cheshire $ 6,367 7,337 8,590 7,486 7,228

Source: Connecticut Justice Commission, A Plan to Improve the Criminal
Justice System, 1978.

Programs. According to the Connecticut Justice Commis-
sion, more than 98 percent of all inmates will eventually be
released to the community. Thus, to protect the community,
"every effort is made to alter the post-release behavior of the
inmates."!

Rehabilitation efforts at Cheshire include educational,
vocational and prison industry training programs. Upon com-
mitment to Cheshire a youth receives a complete educational,
vocational and psychological evaluation. From this evaluation,
a classification committee determines a program best suited for
the inmate.

The Department of Correction has had its own school dis-
trict since 1969. Cheshire presently has 16 teachers for an
inmate population of 321. Vocational programs at Cheshire in-
clude auto mechanics, carpentry, and auto body repair. Inmates
generally have a poor work record and are unskilled. Indus-
trial training programs also exist in woodworking, printing,

! Connecticut Justice Commission, 1977 Comprehensive Plan,
p. B-54.
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and license plate production. The Connecticut Justice Commis-
sion recently reported that many inmates at Cheshire are "kept
occupied doing very menial and non-skilled tasks and, in some
instances, work is not available, even to those who desire it."
The Deputy Commissioner of Institutional Services agrees that
the license plate program, for example, is "not ideal training."

A large percentage of Cheshire inmates have drug-related
problems. Cheshire has an on-going drug and alcohol addiction
service program, and counseling services are used heavily. 1In
addition, approximately two months before release, Cheshire in-
mates receive counseling from a staff of seven "follow through"
counselors. The purpose of this program is to provide place-
ment and facilitate reintegration into the community for the
released inmate.

Niantic has educational and drug counseling programs
similar to those provided at Cheshire. The vocational pro-
grams at Niantic, however, are limited to business education,
home economics and keypunch operation. In addition, a special
therapy program is operated at Niantic based on the "just
community theory" developed by Dr. Lawrence Kohlberg of the
Harvard Graduate School of Education. Kohlberg's theory is
"that role-taking and social participation in institutional
structures perceived as fair or just stimulates moral devel-
opment." [Emphasis added.]

While Connecticut appears to have a variety of services
available to young inmates during their period of incarcera-
tion, there is limited use of "outside" residential facili-
ties. The Department presently contracts with 15-20 halfway
houses to reintegrate the inmate into the community 3-4 months
before release. However, because of shorter sentences and a
high incidence of "runs" among this age group, no youths are
currently participating in a halfway house program. Only two
of the homes on contract with the Department specialize in the
treatment of offenders under age 20.

Legally Enforceable Parental Obligations

A continuing area of concern in youth crime is parental
liability for acts committed by a minor child. Generally, a
parent cannot be held liable for the criminal conduct of a
minor child. Similarly, in civil law, parents are not gener-
ally liable for the torts (civil wrongs) committed by a minor
child (under age 18). 1In Connecticut a parent may be held
civilly liable if a minor child wilfully or maliciously causes
damage to property or injury to any person, or does damage with
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a motor vehicle taken without permission. The limit of paren-
tal liability is $1,500, provided it is shown that:

e the minor would be liable had he/she been an adult;
e the act was done wilfully and maliciously; and

e the minor is unemancipated from his/her parents (see
C.G.S. 52-572).

These conditions make it difficult for a parent to be
held liable for damages in the torts committed by a minor child.
However, many parents remain apprehensive because they are
afraid they will be held liable for their child's actions, even
if they have no control over a runaway or incorrigible minor.

If the minor is under age sixteen and has "without just cause
run away from his parental home" or "is beyond control of his
parents" he or she may be found delinguent by the Juvenile Court
(C.G.S. 17-53; see p. 18). However, neither the Juvenile Court
nor the adult courts (Common Pleas or Superior Court) have jur-
isdiction over a runaway or uncontrollable youth aged 16 or 17.!
Therefore, parents remain liable for torts committed by a youth,
unless they can demonstrate that the youth is emancipated. 1In
addition, if the runaway or uncontrollable youth is not emanci-
pated, the parents remain liable for the youth's "necessary
support” (C.G.S. 17-320).

Emancipation is a judicial doctrine in which a child is
declared released from the control and authority of his parents
before attaining the age of majority. Emancipation usually
occurs when a child under 18 enlists in the armed services, mar-
ries, or maintains independence, as demonstrated by employment
and residence. Once emancipated, all parental obligations
cease.

Few states (Michigan and South Dakota) have statutorily
defined those actions which require complete termination of the

Running away from home is a "status offense" that can only be
committed by a juvenile (under the age of 16). The adult
courts have no jurisdiction over status offenses, and the Ju-
venile Court has no jurisdiction over 16 year olds.
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child-parent relationship. Rather, the great majority of
states, including Connecticut, continues to rely upon the
judicial doctrine of emancipation which requires a case by
case factual determination.

In 1959, the General Assembly increased the amount of
parental liability from $250 to $750 (P.A. 59-244). C.G.S.
Section 52-272 was again amended in 1969 to increase the
amount of liability to $1,500. In 1976, the Juvenile Jus-
tice Commission recommended increasing the amount of parental
liability to $3,000. The Commission also recommended that
parents be held liable, up to $5,000, for second and subse-
guent willful torts of a minor child. Both recommendations
were introduced as part of Senate Bill 360 during the 1977
legislative session. The bill, which failed in the Judiciary
Committee, also limited parental liability to acts committed
by a child under age 16, and therefore would have removed
parental liability for the tortious acts committed by a 16 or
17 year old. Because parents should be encouraged to control
and restrain their children, the Legislative Program Review
and Investigations Committee recommends the passage of SB 305,
"An Act Concerning Civil Liability of Parents for Acts of
Minor Children." This bill, before the 1978 General Assembly,
incorporates the provisions of SB 360 which was not acted upon
by the 1977 General Assembly.
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