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February 16, 1981

Doyle Wood

Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinauency Prevention
633 Indiana Avenue NW

Washington DC 20531

Dear Mr. Wood:

The Community Research Center of the University of Illinois is pleased to transmit
the enclosed report which reflects the findings and recommendations of our assess-
ment of compliance monitoring practices in 42 states and five selected federal
agencies. The report includes a composite national report as well as individual
state summaries.

We began this task with a strong belief that the development of clear, accurate
information concerning the complex issues of children in custody could be a powerful
tool in achieving the deinstitutionalization mandates of the Act. The advocacy
posture taken by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, with
respect to the assessment and verification process, has greatly enhanced the
validity of our examination. This posture has pervaded our selection and training
of staff, the examination of facilities and data sources, and the definitions

used to classify residential facilities as "juvenile detention and correctional
facilities."

As we anticipated at the outset, the assessment of monitoring practices and verifi-
cation of compliance data has been a complex and often difficult assignment. Few
people, even the most competent professionals working in well-planned and opera-
tionally sound programs, enjoy having their work assessed and their findings veri-
fied by an outside agency. Such action is often seen as more than an assessment
or verification and may be internalized as a refiection on their homesty. It is

to the credit of the veteran juvenile justice professionals who conducted the over
700 on-site facility inspections that such antagonism was kept at a remarkably

low level.

To further ease potential problems inherent in compliance assessment and verifi-
cation, we have followed an uncompromising policy of formal protocol with respect
to contact with federal and state agencies and on-site visits with officials at
the federal, state, and local level. For instance, all state planning agency heads
were notified in writing by the OJJDP Administrator and the CRC Director of the
assessment and verification process prior to initial contact by the assessment
staff. The head of each federal agency was notified in writing of the assessment
and personally interviewed (or the designated representative) prior to any visits
by the assessment staff to regional and local federal installations. With only

a couple of notable exceptions, state officials involved in the assessment and

~ verification found the on-site discussions and follow-up workshops to be not only

fair and accurate, but helpful in refining their monitoring procedures and
practices.




February 16, 1981
Doyle Wood
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a sound overview of state and federal progress toward the development of adequate
systems for monitoring compliance with the Act as required by Section 223(a)14.
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STATE REPORT

INTRODUCT LON

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act mandates in Section 223
(a)(14) that all participating states and territories establish an "adequate
system' for monitoring compliance with the deinstitutionalization mandates of
the Act. The guidelines established by 0JJDP for monitoring compliance have often
been controversial and the subject of long-standing debate. This is not unusual
in the history of federal/state efforts particularly where meaningful changes in
the conventional wisdom have bheen sought Lty Congress.

Five years after the enactment of the legislation and at a point of implemen-
tation where most states have reported at least 'substantial compliance' with the
Act, OJJDP sought to verify the data which had been used to report compliance and
to assess the "adequacy" of the monitoring systems established at the state level.
An important notion in the entire process was the technical assistance perspective
assumed by the Office in conducting the state-by-state examination. The purpose
of the examination was not to 'check up" on the states, but rather to identify
problems in the current system of monitoring compliance and to make appropriate
changes at the state and federal level during the period of reauthorization,
Finally, it should be emphastically stated that the examination was not directed
at determining progress toward compliance with Section 223(a) (121 (13) of the Act.
rather an examination of the adequacy of the system for monitoring compliance.

The method employed in the examination involved on-site discussion with State
Planning Agency and related monitoring officials in each of the 41 participating
states and the District of Columbia. These discussions were supplemented by on-

site visits to '"juvenile detention and correctional facilities" in ten percant of
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the counties in each state, The task of conducting visits to 731 "juvenile deten-
& R

tion and correctional facilities" in over 300 counties was viewed as difficult at

best but essential if a proper understanding of the monitoring system in each state

was to be determined,

As expected our findings varied from state to state. Individual reports with

findings and recommendations have been developed for each state. For the most

part, however, the examination served to confirm the value and utility of monitoring

the juvenile justice system at the state and local level and suggested several

common problems related to monitoring progress toward compliance with the Act.
The objectives of this project were two-fold. First, it was intended to offer
assistance to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention by pro-

viding a plan to independently examine the data sources utilized to monitor com-

pliance with Section 223(a) (12) (13) and verify the information provided in the

-

.
1978 and 1979 state monitoring reports. Second, this effort sought to identify (

problematic areas of each state monitoring system and to provide technical assis-
tance to state planning agencies and state advisory groups in the correction of

these problems. Technical assistance was to be provided through individual assess-
ments, identification of successful examples of monitoring practices, and face-
to-face workshops with appropriate state and local officials.
Four underlying precepts served as the foundation of the project and were
implied throughout.
1. The verification and technical assistance effort was conducted
throughout with a direct and continued invo!vement by the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. While the project

suggested a definite mechanism for conducting the verification, it

¥as purposely worded in a flexible manner to allow latitude for
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adjusting to the specific needs of 0JJDP as determined during the
initial review of the state monitoring reports. For instance, the
project was budgeted for an on-site verification of monitoring data
and data sources in each of the 43 contiguous continental states
which were participating in the Act. However, the use of part-time
field monitors with block assignments allowed considerable flexibility
should OJJDP determine that a lesser or greater number of states and
terrvitories should be verified on-site.

The direct and continued involvement of QJJDP included all aspects
of the verification and technical assistance effort. This included,
but is not limited to, the determination of states to be monitored,
the persons involved with the fie}d monitoring in conducting the on-
site examination, the method to be utilized, the communities to be
examined, the information to be collected, the selection and training
of field monitors, and the development of the final report. It was
anticipated that the entire process would be overseen by the Adminis-
trator of QJJDP or his designee on a direct and continuing basis.

The entire verification effort was addressed from the posture of

‘

youth advocacy. This posture pervaded the selection and training
of the verification coordinator and field monitors, the examination
of facilities and data sources, the development of individual state
reports, and the definitions utilized in classifying residential
facilities as "juvenile detention and correctional facilities.!

The verification process stressed an uncompromising uniformity in

the examination of each state and territory in an effort to develop

a sense of comparubility wmong pavticipants in che Act. This
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comparability was not readily apparent in state monitoring reports
due to the variations in monitoring report base peri-ils and dis-
parate interpretations of what residential facilities need to be
monitored for compliance with the Act.

This aspect of verification is extremely important if the parti-
cipating states and territories are to view compliance with the'Act
in a serious manner. For instance, those states and territories
which have made only limited efforts to classify facilities and to
verify the accuracy of their data may well show substantial compli-
ance on the surface with only limited progress toward deinstitution-
alization in reality. On the other hand, those states which have
a@opted an advocacy posture for youth in their monitoring efforts and
considered seriously the extremely pervasive deinstitutionalization
requirements of the Act may show an accurate picture with little,
if any, progress toward compliance.

The project recognized the iﬁportant role that clear, accurate infor-
mation can play in the deinstitutionalization of young people caught
up in the juvenile jus@ice system. The myths which prevail in the
conditions of juvenile institutions and the young people who are held
in them are perpetrated by the lack of information on the subjééf.

For too long the norm has been established by otficial rhetoric citing
serious violent offenses which have been given broad media exposure,
Not only does the verified information of the state monitoring reports
provide a clear picture of deinstitutionalization in the country, but

provides a powerful tool for citizen action to accomplish the needed

changs.
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In this effort the Community Research Center of the University of Illinois
(CRC) served as external monitor to verify the data and information submitted to
the 0JJDP by states and territories as required by the law. External verification
of the data and information submitted by the states and territories to the 0QJJDP
is essential to insure that the 0JJDP Administrator has the verified, factual
information necessary to carry out his responsibilities as outlined in the Act.

While paragraph (14) of Section 223 requires the states and territories to
develop an adequate monitoring system and for reporting the results of such
monitoring, this does not necessarily guarantee that the Administrator is receiving
full and complete information. One might assume that state monitoring is suffi-
cient to provide the required information. Unfortunately internal monitoring,
like self evaluation, even when professionally pursued, does not always include
the level of objectivity needed to provide completely factual data. It is not
intended to imply that the reporting agencies are untruthful, but rather that

human nature is such that it is difficult to be totally objective in assessing

monitoring findings or verifying the data.

A
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In addition to the state and District of Columbia monitoring assessment,
the Community Research Center also looked at selected federal agencies to see how
they had responded to the JJDP Act and how OJJDP functioned in regard to its
This portion of the report deals primarily with

responsibilities for monitoring.

the states and District of Columbia assessment and the review of OJJDP's role.

The Applicable Portions of the JJDP Act

The JJDP Act of 1974 {Public Law 93-415) was amended three times through

October 3, 1977. The Act was amended, by the Fiscal Year Adjustment Act (Public

Law 94-273), *the Crime Control Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-503), and the Juvenile

Justice Amendments of 1977 (Public Law 95-115). The Act as applied during the

verification review includes these amendments.
The purpose of the JJDP Act is as follows:

Section 102.(a) It is the purpose of this Act--(1) to provide for the
thorough and prompt evaluation of all federally assisted juvenile
delinquency programs;

(2) to provide technical assistance to public and private agencies,
institutions, and individuals in developing and implementing juvenile
delinquency programs;

(3) to establish training programs for persons, including professionals,
para-professionals, and volunteers, who work with delinquencys or poten-
tial delinquents or whose work or activities relate to juvenile delin-
quency programs;

(4) to establish a centralized research effort on the problems of
juvenile delinquency, including an information clearinghouse to
disseminate the findings of such research and all data related to
juvenile delinquency;

(5) to develcp and encourage the implementation of national standards
for the administration of juvenile justice, including recommendations
for administrative, budgetary, and legislative action at the federal,
state and local level to facilitate the adoption of such standards;

(6) to assist state and local commumnities with resources to develop and
implement programs to keep students in elementary and secondary schools
and to preveat unwarrantced and arbitrary suspensions and eapulsions;
and
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(7) to establish a federal assistance program to deal with the problems
of runaway youth.

(b) It is therefore the further declared policy of Congress tc provide

the necessary resources, leadership, and coordination (1) to develop

and implement effective methods of preventing and reducing juvenile

delinquency; (2) to develop and conduct effective programs to prevont

delinquency, to juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice system

and to provide critically needed alternatives to institutionalization;

(3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United States; and

(4) to increase the capacity of state and local governments and public

and private agencies to conduct effective juvenile justice and delinquency

prevention and rehabilitation programs and to provide research, evalu-

ation, and training services in the field of juvenile delinquency

prevention.

An Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention was created by the
Act to administer the programs developed under the Act. The 0JJDP was placed
within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in the Department of Justice.

The monitoring assessment addresses paragraphs (12a), (13) and (14) of Section
223 of the Act.
The paragraphs cited above deal specifically with the deinstitutionalization of
noncriminal-type offenders and nonoffenders held in juvenile detention or correc-
tional facilities; the separation of juveniles alleged to be or found to be delin-
quent and noncriminal-type and nonoffenders from adult offenders in facilities where
both juveniles and adults might be confined; the development of an adequate system
for monitoring jails, detention facilities, correctional facilities, and nonsecure
facilities to insure that the requirements. of the law are met; and requires each
participating governmental unit to report the results of such monitoring annually
to the administrator of the 0JJDP.

Every governmental unit that agreed to participate in this portion of the
Act must comply with the following paragraphs of Section 223 of the Act:

(12a) provide within three years after submission of the initial plan

that juveniles who are charged with or who have committed offenses that

would not be criminal i7 committed by an aduil, or such nonvffenders as

dependent and neglected children, shall not be placed in juvenile deten-
tion or correctional facilities; and

Section 223, entitled State Plans, covers a broad range of subjects.
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(13) provide that juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent

and youths within the purview of paragraph (12a} shall not be detalped

or confined in any institution in which they have regular contact with

adult persons incarcerated because they have been convicted of a crime

or are awaiting trial on criminal charges;

(14) provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, detention facil-

ities, correctional facilities, and nonsecure facilities to insure that

the requirements of paragraph (12a) and paragraph (13) are met, and for

annual reports of .the results of such monitoring to the associate

administrator.

These are the specific paragraphs of Section 223 of the JJDP Act of 1974,
with which each participating governmental unit agreed to comply in return for
funds to be used to meet the stated goals and for operating the monitoring system.
This monitoring verification was undertaken to determine how the states and District
of Columbia responded to these paragraphs of the Act. While nonsecure facilities

are mentioned in Section 223 (14), the verification review only included secure

facilities.

The 0JJDP Regulations and Definitions '

While the applicable paragraphs of Section 223 clearly state the intent of
Congress, to insure a complete working understanding of the paragraphs and thus
full implementation and compliance, the OJJDP drafted procedural and other regu—.
lations and defined certain words and terms. The regulations and the definitions
used dur;ng this verification were printed in the Wednesday, August 16, 1978 Part

IIT issue of the Federal Register which included the formula grants provisions

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended.
The complete regulations and definitions can be found in the cited issue of

the Federal Register. However, to establish a base for the monitoring assessment

some of the regulations and definitions will be stated in this report. What

follows is not a complete listing of all materials.

51. REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN THE
JUVENILE JUSTICE ANP ..  INQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

(1) Describe in de’2il i+s specific plan, procedure, and timetable
for assuring that w.shui three years of its initial submission of an
approved plan, juveniles who are charged with or who have committed
offenses that would not be crimes if committed by an adult or such
nonoffenders as dependent or neglected children, shall not be placed
in juvenile detention or correctional facilities.

(2) Describe the barriers, including financial, legislative, judicial,
and administrative ones, the state faces in achieving full compliance
with the provision of this paragraph. All accounts shall include a
description of the technical assistance needed to overcome these
barriers.

RE: Contact with incarcerated adults (1) pursuant to Section 223 (a)
(13) of the JJDP Act the state planning agency shall:

(a) Describe in detail its specific plan and procedure for assuring
that a juvenile alleged to be or found to be delinquent, status
offenders, and nonoffenders will be removed from any institution in
which they have regular contact with incarcerated adults, including
inmate trustees. This prohibition seeks as absolute a separation as
possible and permits no more than haphazard or accidental contact
between juveniles and incarcerated adults, In addition, include a
specific timetable for compliance and justify any deviation from a
previously approved timetable.

(b) In those isolated instances where juvenile criminal-type offenders
remain confined in adult facilities or facilities in which adults are
confined, the state must set forth in detail the procedures for assuring
no regular contact between such juveniles and adults in each jail,
lockup, and detention or correctional facility. '

(c) Describe the barriers, including physical, judicial, fiscal, and
legislative ones, which may hinder the removal and separation of alleged
and zcdjudicated juvanile delinquents, status offenders, and nonoffenders
from inc¢arcerated adults in any particular jail, lockup, detention, or
correctional facility. All such accounts shall include a description

of the technical assistance needed to overcome those barriers.

(d) Assure that offenders are not reclassified administratively and
transferred to a correctional authority to avoid the intent of segre-
gating adults and juveniles in correctional facilities. However, this
does not prohibit or restrict waiver of juveniles to criminal court
for prosecution, according tc state law. It does, however, preclude

a state from administratively transferring a juvenile offender to an
adult correctional authority fowr placement with adult criminals either
before or after a juvenile reaches the statutory age of majority. It
also precludes a state from transferring adult offenders tu & juvenile
correctional authority for placement.




(2) Implementation. Each state shall immediately plan and implement
the requirement of this provision.

(n) Monitoring of jails, detention facilities, and correctional
facilities (1) pursuant to Section 223 (a) (14) of the JJDP Act, the
state planning agency shall:

(a) indicate how it will annually identify and survey all public and
private juvenile detention and correctional facilities usable for the
detention and confinement of juvenile offenders and adult criminal
offenders.

(b) Provide a plan for an annual on-site inspection of all such facil-
ities identified in paragraph 52n(1)(a). Such plan shall include the
procedure for reporting and investigating compliance complaints in
accordance with Section 223 (a) (12) and (13).

(c) Include a description of the technical assistance needed to imple-
ment full the provisions of paragraph 52n.

(2) For the purpose of monitoring, a juvenile detention or correctional

facility is:

(a) Any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody
of accused or adjudicated juvenile offenders or nonoffenders; or

(b) Any public or private facility, secure or nonsecure, which is alse
used for the lawful custody of accused or convicted adult criminal
offenders.

(3) Reporting requirement. The state shall report annually to the
administrator of OJJDP on the results of monitoring for both Section
223 (1) (12) and (13) of the JJDP Act. Submit three copies of the
report to the administrator of OJJDP no later than December 31 of each
year.

{a) to demonstrate the extent of compliance with Section 223 (a) (12)
(A) of the JJDP Act, the report must at least include the following
information for both the baseline and current reporting periods.

1. Dates of baseline and current report period.

2. Total number of public and private juvenile detention and
correctional facilities and the number inspected on-site.

3. Total number of accused status offenders and nonoffepders
held in any juvenile detention or correctional facility as
defined in paragraph 52n (2) for longer than 24 hours.

4. Total number of adjudicated status offenders and nonoffenders
held in a juvenile Jetention or correctional Ffacility as
defined in paragraph 32n (2).
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@;\ % (4) Compliance. A state must demonstrate compliance with Section 223
- (a) (12) (A) and (13) of the Act. Should a state fail to demonstrate
compliance with Section 223 (a) (12) (A) by the end of the three year
frame, eligibility for formula grant funding shall terminate.
0. (C) To demonstrate the progress and extent of compliance with
Section 223 (a) (13) of the JJDP Act, the report must at least include
the following information for both the baseline and current reporting
periods, i
1. Designated date for achieving full compliance. ‘
2. The total number of facilities that can be used for the
secure detention and confinment of both juvenile offenders
and adult criminal offenders. |
5. Both the total number of facilities used for the secure deten- |
tion and confinement of both juvenile offenders and adult
criminal offenders during the past 12 months and the number _
inspected on-site. . |
| ! |
4. The total number of facilities used for the secure detention g
and confinement of both juvenile offenders and adult criminal {
offenders and which did not provide adequate separation. i
¢
+f
T 5. The total number of juvenile offenders and nonoffenders not §
| adequately separated in facilitics used for secure detention 1
and confinement of both juveniles and adults.
q. (1) In order to ensure timely compliance with Section 223 (a) (12), i
(13) and (14) of the JJDP Act, states should place special emphasis i
on projects which are designed to deinstitutionalize juveniles, : .
separate juvenile and adult offenders, and monitor compliance. PoT
In addition tc the regulations, special definitions are important to proper ? ’
implementation of the Act and to compliance. Appendix I, page 36407 of the cited

Federal Register lists definitions applicable to paragraph 52. The following

definitions relate to Section 223 (a) (12) (A), (13) and (14) of the Act.

PG .3

(a) Juvenile offender-~An individual subject to the exercise of juvenile !
court jurisdiction for purposes of adjudication and treatment based on
age and offense limitations as defined by state law.

(b) Criminal-type offender--A juvenile who has been charged with or :
adjudicated for conduct which would, under the law of the jurisdiction i

in which the offense was committed, be a crime if committed by an %
adulzt. '
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(¢) Status offender--A juvenile who has been charged with or adiudi-
cated for conduct which would not, under the law of the jurisdiction
in which the offense was committed, be a crime if committed by an
adult,

(d) Nonoffender--A juvenile who is subject to the jurisdiction of the
juvenile court, usually under abuse, dependency, or neglect statutes
for reasons other than legally prohibited conduct of the juvenile.

(e) Accused juvenile offender--A juvenile with respect to whom a
petition has been filed in the juvenile court alleging that such
juvenile is a criminal-type offender or is a status offender and no
final adjudication has been made by the juvenile court.

(f) Adjudicated juvenile offender--A juvenile with respect to whom
the juvenile court has determined that such juvenile is a criminal-
type offender or is a status offender.

(g) Facility--A place, an institution, a building or part thereof, set
of buildings or an area whether or not enclosing a building or set of
buildings which is used for the lawful custody and treatment of juve-
niles and may be owned and/or operated by public or private agencies.
(h) Facility, secure--One which is designed and ‘operated so as to
insure that all entrances and exits are under the exclusive control

of staff of such facility, whether or not the person being detained
has freedom of movement within the perimeters of the facility or which
relies on locked rooms and buildings, fences, or physical restraint in
order to control behavior of its residents.

(k) Lawful custody--The exercise of care, supervision and control over

a juvenile offender or nonoffender pursuant to the provisions of the

law or of a judicial order or decree.

(m) Criminal offender--An individual, adult or juvenile, who has been

charged with or convicted of a criminal offense in a court exercising

criminal jurisdiction.

Because it is important in counting the number of accused status offenders
and nonoffenders held in any juvenile detention or correctional facility, it
should be especially noted that only accused status offenders and nonoffenders
held over 24 hours are to be included in the count. In determining the period

of time detained, non-judicial days such as Saturdays, Sundays and holidays are

to be excluded for monitoring purposet. This means if an accused status offender

12

is admitted to a secure detention facility at 4:00 p.m. on a Friday and released

at 10:00 a.m. on the following Monday, the child would not be reported as held over

24 hours in monitoring statistics. If the admission took place Tuesday and the

release occurred on the following Thursday, the child would be included in the

count.

The 24-hour delay permitted only applies to accused status offenders and

nonoffenders. Adjudicated status offenders are counted upon admission to the

facility. The 24-hour gratis period does not apply to the separation of juveniles

and adults, even for accused status offenders and nonoffenders. Separation must

be provided at the time a child enters a facility which houses both juveniles and

adults.

Participating Government Units

At several points, reference has been made to participating states. All
governmental units are not required to participate in the JJDP Act; each unit has

the right to decide if it will or will not participate. Fifty-five governmental

units including states, territories and the District of Columbia agreed to parti-

cipate. Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wyoming chose

not to participate.
This assessment deals only with 41 continental states and the District of

Columbia. Originally, Ohio, the 42nd state was scheduled for inclusion but was

removed, for the time being, from the assessment.

METHODOLOGY

Final plans for the monitoring assessment began in July, 1979. The Monitoring

Policies and Practices Manual was updated. The JJDP Act and applicable regulations

were reviewed. A procedure for netifying each governmental unit responsible for

monitoring of the assessment was established, which included an introductory letter
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From the Acting Administrator of 0JJDP to the director of each participating Justlce(x

planning agency which told about the project and identified the Community Research
< &

¢ ' ignature of
Forum as the agency making the assessment. A second letter over the signature

the Director of the Community Research Center followed. The second letter gave

i i itor included
more information about the review, named the assigned field monitor, and inc

tentative dates for the on-site work. The two letters were followed later by a

telephone call from the field monitor to the planning director, generally known

i ¢ -site work.
as the state planning administrator or SPA, to set final plans for the on-sit

This plan was followed for every state and the District of Columbia.

i i i ist of
mation which could provide background for the field monitors' review. A lis

onitoring assessment was developed along with a

the information needed for the m .

. . s s . ceauired
facility data verification form which included the specifit information reql
«

from each facility to be visited.

e | ~ in +eo cent
It was decided that visits would be made to facilities located in ten percen

i of the counties would be
of each state's counties. In states where ten percent

i isi ree ties were
fewer than four counties, four counties would be visited. All three coun

L. . . . ‘s i,
visited in Delaware and all facilities were visited in the District of Columb

. . . . ) .
Counties were selected to include the county in which the capital was located,

ly p p Y s © r Y. }1 n an 1

A . . , . : ort
included in the sample, the formula for selecting countles was applied in an effor

i | sopalati attern.
to select countles tnat reflected state's pupalation p

iali ited as field
Experienced juvenile justice specialists were recrulted to serve as

i i ses in 35
monitors. Of the four field monitors who made the monitoring assessments 1in

nr

three had recently retived after long oo

states and the Nistriet of Columbia, ]
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in the field. Seven additional field monitors were recruited during the final

stages of the field work to assist in the timely completion of the assessment.
It was decided that the assessment process and the facility data verification
form should be tested.

Arizona was selected as the test state. The coordinator

of the monitoring assessment served as field monitor for the test. Doyle Wood,
OJJDP's Monitor, and Jim Brown, Director of the Community Research Center, partici-
pated in the test. The test confirmed the validity of the process and the workability
of the facility form. The test visit also reassured staff that state and local
persons involved in monitoring could and would help in the assessment process.

With the test information available, a field monitor orientation session was planned

for and held in early October, 1979.

The first four state visits were made during the week of October 15, 1979 and
the last state visit began May 5, 1980. In each state the field monitors met with
state planning agency staff, and with other state, regional and local persons
involved in the monitoring process. Visits were made to jails, lockups, and
juvenile detention centers in the sclected counties to review the data and assess
the adequacy of separation in facilities holding both juveniles and adults. The
field monitors sought, and most often obtained, materials to document the answers
to the assessment questions.

Each field monitor, after each field visit, prepared notes on all subjects
covered and sent their reports, along with documentation materials and the facility
data verification forms to the coordinator. The coordinator after reviewing the
accumulated information and seeking clarification or more materials if necessary,
prepared a draft of each state report. All state reports were reviewed by the
CRF Director aqd the field monitor who worked the state to check for accuracy and

completenes
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Twice during the period during which on-site visits were being made and at (
the conclusion of the on-site visits, the field monitors and other staff involved 1
in the assessment process met to review the process being used, to clarify issues,
and to share information. Doyle Wood, 0JJDP Monitor, actively participated in the
field monitor orientation sessions and in two of the three rTeview meetings.

Copies of the state and District of Columbia reports have been submitted to
O0JJDP and the individual governmental units.

While th~ outlined process was followed in the monitoring assessment and
data verification review, it must be stated that the best plan can only work if the
people involved want it to work. The field monitors not only performed their assign-
ments in a professionally competent manner, they also demonstrated real concern
for the monitoring goals and the people responsible for monitoring. The vast
majority of the planning agency staff members, others involved in the monitoring

process, and most of the personnel of the facilities visited made the complex assess(iﬂ o

ment task easier by their dedication and cooperation. Their assistance was appre-

ciated.

COMPOSITE ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

In each state and in the District of Columbia, the field monitors sought
information about a series of specific subjects related to the monitoring process.
To the extent possible, they also obtained materials to document the information
received. 1In the few instances where documentation materials were not available
the source of materials that could document was cited. While information on the
various subjects, when presented in composite form, only reflect trends it was
felt that such information must be a part of.this report,

During each on-site visit, the field monitor clearly identified the agency

vesponsible for monitoring by agency name and address. This was not a difficult <j”“~}

i also identified by name and title.
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; (;\ . task, but was essential for the record. The person or persons within the agency

who were directly responsible for monitor

and seem to change frequently, in all but West Vir

was responsible for monitoring.

! ing and/or annual report preparation were

s

While the names of the agencies vary considerably,

ginia the justice planning agency

The subjects for which assessment information was sought include the following:

-~ Agency's authority to monitor--Does the agency have legal authority

to monitor? If not,

is the legal authority of another agency or
/
court used? i

,,

-- Compatibility of definitions--Are definitions contained in the state

; code compatible with the 0JJDP regulations?

If not, were the 0JJDP

definitions used for monitoring?

| (;; y -- Selection of monitoring universe--What methods were used to identify

facilities which potentially might be included in the monitoring

; universe?

i i e i i AR it

U

-~ Classification of monitoring universe--Were compatible definitions
and 0JJDP regulations used to classify facilities as juvenile

detention or correctional facilities? Were any facilities or group of

facilities that should have been classified as juvenile detention or

correctional facilities excluded? If yes, why?

-~ Monitoring report peried--What period or periods of time were
selected by the monitoring agency during which detention data

would be tabulated and collected for monitoring?

-- Data collection--What process, method, and personnei were used to

collect and verify monitoring data”
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17 . g
e L its function. Action must follow to remove the status offenders from
-~ Inspection of facilities--What process, methods, and personnel were i .
' ’ P - secure custody and/or separate the children from the adult offenders.
used to inspect classified facilities to determine the adequacy of g . . : i i
It is essential that the monitoring agency have legal authority to
sight and sound separation in secure facilities housing both juvenile i : i i
perform all monitoring functions or have access to such authority from
and adult offenders?
another agency along with a mandate to meet the goals.
-~ Method of reporting--How was detention monitoring informatio i
! g . ation compiled? = C o1 . .
= piled Four methods for establishing some level of legal authority to monitor were
Who prepared the annual report? Was the report used for 5
: ! usposes other . . . o . .
P pusp ‘ found during the assessment. Six states had specific legal authority to monitor
than to comply with the JJDP Act? | ‘s : : :
granted either under the Act establishing the state justice planning agency or in
-- Violation procedures--Were established written violation polici
: - les and . . . .
P another Act dealing with the various aspects of child care. For example, the Arkansas
procedures available to deal with identified violations and to brin "
£ o Juvenile *n Need of Supervision Act of 1977 mandates a detention monitoring systen.
about the elimination of conditions found in violatinn of t} ati ? ‘
¢ : g 1@ regulations? : . N . . . .
£ ns ; Eighteen governmental units assume monitoring authority under the Act creating the
-- Assurances against reclassification--Does the code and/or policies ! '
g icies , , , .
/or p ’ . Justice planning agency. These Acts generally authorize the agency to accept federal
rules, and procedures adequately protect asainst the reclassificatio : ‘
- ¢ C (% n . . . . . . . ]
‘,° . » L funds and to comply with the required regulations. Monitoring is not specifically
of children? S .-
. J— i qf* ﬁ mentioned. Thirteen governmental units use the authority of other state agencies
Other subjects were covered during the monitoring assessment, but the ten { \.

" such as the Department of Correction or its jail inspection unit. In scme
1tems presenced here were the primary issues covered in each state and the District . !

. instances authority rests with a special unit which has or shares the monitoring
of Columbia. A

function.

The following is a composite of the monitoring assessment findings as they g

b Five governmental units maintain that they do not have legal authority to
relate to each of the ten subjects:

monitor. They do not assume authority based on the general provisions of the Act

Authority to monitor: Monitoring is not an end product, but rather is { , . .
N which created the agency nor do they use the legal authority which may be vested

a means by which the desired goal might be achieved. 1In this instance,

; with other state agencies. These units maintain that the absence of legal authority
the goals are deinstitutionalization of status offenders from secure 1

to monitor, however, has a direct affect on a number of monitoring issues, especially
confinement and the compelte separation, either by removal from the ‘

the handling of violations.
facility or by sight and sound, if in the facility, of incarcerated

, While the JJDP Act does deal effectively with the right to review confiden-
juveniles from adult offenders. If monitoring reveals that status 5

! 1] 03 . (3 3 3 3
i tial records for monitoring purposes, an issue which relates to authority, it was

offenders are still confined in secure facilities and/or children are . . . . e L
interesting te note that the Chief Justice of the Supreie Court in New Hampsiiice
inadequately Separated from adult offendcers, monitoring has perforr

: gave the planning agency special authority to review confidential records.
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Thirty-seven planning agencies have, or had, access to some form of legal
authority which permitted monitoring.

Compatibility of definitions: In classifying facilities as juvenile

detention or correctional facilities and identifying the types of behavior
of the children to be counted for monitoring purposes, governmental units

need to operate under definitions that are compatible with those found

in OJJDP regulations. Preferably compatible definitions will be included
in the state codes, but the monitoring agencies may adopt and follow the
0JJDP definitions for monitoring. A surprising number of states have
new or amended juvenile codes and/or special juvenile acts. Most of the
new laws seem to contain more child-centered provisions. No attempt was
made to find the OJJDP definitions written verbatim in the codes. The

intent was considered to determine compatibility. Often the compatible

definitions related to ''Children in Need of Supervision (CHINS)'" and/or (i; E

similar sections of the law. -

The field monitors found compatible definitions in 34 states and the District
of Columbia. While some codes had generally compatible definitions potential problems
were observed in some. In two states a child referred for a second status coffense |
can be charged with delinquency. In one state, court jurisdiction over status
offenders is all but eliminated, but under the "Juvenile Crimes' section of the
code a child who refuses to comply with a court order can be placed in a facility
for delinquents. Criminal contempt in another state may alter the charge of a status
offender. In one state where the definitions are compatible the law permits judges
to place status offenders in the diagnostic center for observation for periods up
to 60 days. Mislabeling of offenses at intake was a problem noted in one state.

This probler was found in onothor state where judges make their swn Jdecisions as

C
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to the offense to be charged. Isolated courts were also found that mislabeled

offenses.

Separation provisions generally are ayailable in most state laws, although
not always on a sight and sound basis. In Arizona separation is required under the
state constitution and the constitutional provision has been clarified and inter-
preted by the Attorney General.

Six states which do not now have compatible definitions in their codes used
the 0JJDP definitions for monitoring. The seventh state without compatible defini-
tions did not fully apply QJJDP definitions, but this state will be completely

compatible when its newly enacted juvenile code becomes effective.

Selection of monitoring universe: This refers to the identificaticn of

all facilities which might hold children in secure confinement and thus
should be evaluated to determmine if each might be included for monitoring
purposes among those classified as juvenile detention or correctional
facilities. Little need be said about the selection of the monitoring
universe. Most planning agencies, in cooperation with other state

agencies and organizations developed full lists of facilities to be

considersd for possible inclusion in the monitoring universe.

Classification of the monitoring universe: The classification of all

facilities to determine which should be considered juveniie detention or
correctional facilities and should be monitored, requires an assessment
of each facility based on the 0JJDP regulations and definitions.
Generally all jails, lockups, juvenile detention centers, and training

schools should be sc classified.
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While it can be stated that most of the facilities that should have been classi(i
fied as juvenile detention or correctional facilities were so classified and were |
monitored, only 29 governmental units had what we considered to be a fully classi-
fied list of facilities. One other unit probably had a fully classified list, but
this could not be verified from available records. Twelve governmental units omitted
or excluded facilities that should have been classified and monitored, In one
othe state, reliance for selecting the proper facilities was left to those who

tabulated the data in the local community. Ten of the 12 units that did not have

fully classified lists of facilities either excluded or omitted adult jails and/or

lockups. The reasons for the omissions or exclusions varied. Some only included

Where the law prohibited

jails and lockups that held children in the previous year.
placement of children either in jails or lockups, these facilities were excluded.
In most instances the exclusions seemed reasonable until the records of some of the

.

excluded facilities were reviewed during the data verification and the field monitor{
~ N

found that children were held even when the law prohibited such detention. Regardless

of the law controlling detention or prior facility detention practices, all jails

N

and lockups should be classified as juvenile detention or correctional facilities
and should be monitored.

It must be mentioned that several of the monitoring agencies that excluded
jails or lockups from the classified facilities did monitor juvenile admissions
to these facilities,

Two governmental units omitted juvenile training schools from their list of
classified facilities.

Monitoring report period: Each monitoring agency was required to select

a period of time during which they would collect detention monitoring

data for each classified facility. The OJJDP regulations pevmit each
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agency to set its own report period. While not suggested as ideal an

agency may select a one-day report period. All dgencies were in com-
pliance with the report period regulation even though the shorter periods
seem to work against compliance. Because of the quantity of information
obtained and the quality which reflects seasonal variations in detention
practices, a 12-month report period is best.
Seventeen monitoring agencies selected 12-month report periods for all classi-
fied facilities. Another five agencies with varying report periods selected 12-
month report periods for some types of facilities. .

In all, 35 agencies had the

same report period for all classified facilities. 1In addition to the 17 agencies

. . e ) . . . .
with 12-month periods, one agency had a nine-month period, five had six-month periods,

three had three-month periods, seven had one-month periods, and one had a six-week
period. One other agency selected three speéific days in the hope of obtaining

a sample which would reflect seasoﬂal detention admission practices. A three-day
county makes compliance difficult to achieve.

Seven agencies selected a combination of report periods for different types
qf facilities. Three agencies selected 12-month report periods for some agencies
and three-month periods for others. One agency used a three-month period and one
used a one-month period for all facilities except training schools where both took
one-day counts. One agency selected seven different report periods for various
facilities. -This plan, while acceptable under the regulations, made assessment
rather difficult.

The last monitoring agency selected a 12-month report period for jails and
lockups and 21 specific days during the year for detention centers and training
schools.

This also is acceptable under the regulations. Unfortunately, the days

selected included seven non-judicial days, including Christmas which in most

A
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communities is the lowest detention day of the year. Since the 0JJDP rcgulations

published in the August 16, 1978 issue of the Federal Register calls for the

exclusion of non-judicial days from the count, one-third of the agency's 21-day
count could be excluded. Such a report period seems to work against compliance.

One monitoring agency, following the passage of a new code, wanted to assess
the Code's impact on detention admissions, so with the 0JJDP's approval, the report
period previously used was revised to cover the six weeks following the éffeqtive
date of the Code. This count showed a dramatic reduction in detention.

The report period should cover sufficient time so that the data will reflect
varying seasonal detention practices. This can best be accomplished if all moni-
toring agencies used a 12-month report period.

Data collection: In monitoring detention practices it 1s necessary to

check each facility's admission/release records to obtain an accurate
count of the children admitted and other required information. Data
taken on-site from the primary source can be easily verified. Questions
that arise relating to the data can be answered on the spot, and data
tabulation problems can be identified and hopefully corrected. On-site

data collection improves the degree of accuracy of the information.

Obtaining data by questionnaire or report can provide the needed infor-

mation but the data must be verified unless the report is a verified

copy of the admission/release record.

The data collection methods used by the monitoring agencies varied by how the
data was collected and who collected the information. In a number of the govern-
mental units data was collected by staff employed by or attached to the justice
planning agency, usually with the direct involvement of the juvenile just%ce

specialist Some had at least on full-time person for monitoring.

e g e e e g
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In other governmental units, the actual monitoring was done by another state
agency, usually an agency with legal authority to license or inspect facilities.
A few created special monitoring units. Pennsylvania's Community Advocate Unit
in the Office of the Attorney General has a prominent role in monitoring. South
Caroline's Juvenile Detention Standards Project, a unit of the Department of
Correction and closely allied to the Department's jail inspectors, handles all
data collection. A few governmental units contracted with public or private
agencies to perform the data collection.

Nineteen monitoring agencies collected all data on-site at the facilities.
Another nine agencies collected data on-site from some facilities and obtained data
through the mail by questionnaires or reports from other facilities. Seven of these
agencies verify all mailed data on-site. Thirteen monitoring agencies collect all
data by mail, but only six of these agencies verify reported data on-site. In
one governmental unit the data was collected by leocal juvenile justice staffs and
collected from the local area by telephone by the monitoring contractor. The data
collected by this method was not verified on-site.

Most monitoring agencies had adequate data collection systems. On-site data
coilection or verified mail reports or questionnaires seem to produce the most
reliable information. Most of the data collection methods, with minor changes,
will work, but the major problem with the data is the accuracy and completeness of
the facility records. The quality of admission/release records in many facilities
made accurate counts and verification difficult, and at times impossible. Many
records were incomplete, wmany contained offense information that could not be inter-
preted without an extensive search of court records, and in some facilities records
did not exist.

The state of facility records was shocking since the data required

for monitoring is also important to the facilities.
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Quality admission/release fecords can be maintained by every facility. The t
field monitors found a few facilities in most states that maintained excellent ~
data. These facilities rvanged in size from the Baltimore Police Department to
a rural sheriff's department. State training schools and detention centers shared
the recordkeeping problems with jails and lockups. In some training schools where
alphabetical filing system; which cavered years without cross reference to offenses
or admission dates, verification was difficult at best. The data presented in this
report can only be assumed to be approximate for some faciliteis due to the poor
Tecords,

In all but one governmental unit, the data collected was based on a count of
individual children by accused status offenders held over 24 hours by adjudicated
status offenders held, and by juveniles held in inadequately separated facilities
which also housed adult offenders during the report period. A count of the children
admitted as entered on the admission/release records provided the information <T
needed. -

One monitoring agency based its count of the average daily population of each
facility rather than an individual child count. While an average daily population
figure, for some purposes, is necessary, it has limited value for this monitoring,
and may reflect larger numbers of children detained than were actually held. For
example the records for one facility showed 20 accused status offenders held over
24 hours. The review of the records revealed that two accused status offenders
were held, one for just over 24 hours, and one for 19 days.

In one governmental unit, action approved by 0JJDP relating to the count of
accused status offenders held over 24 hours and exemptions established by a committee
of juvenile court judges materially altered the collected data. By agreement,

only accused status offenders held over 48 hours were countad for compliance.
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In addition, status offenders were exempted.from provisions of the act by
mandate of the judicial committee, 1f (1) they refused to identify themselves,
(2) have a venereal disease, (3) runaway, or (4) are disruptive in an open
facility. These conditions tend to reduce the count of accused status offenders
confined in secure facilities and allow many more children to be confined.

Such variances should not be permitted.

The importance of the data collection method and the data is recognized by

the monitoring agencies. Admission/release record maintenance at the facility
level must be improved. Individual facilities have demonstrated that t“'s is
possible. The south Carolina Juvenile Detention Standards Project has demon-
strated that uniform juvenile detention records can be maintained statewide.
The development of a uniform juvenile detention admission/release record keéping
system for all facilities which might hold juveniles in secure custody not only
would provide quality monitoring information, but it would provide each facility
with usable population control data.

Inspection of facilities: Inspection of classified facilities is required

by 0JJDP regulations to insure the adequate sight and sound separation

of cHildren housed in facilities which also confine adult offenders.

Such inspections are necessary to provide the protections required by

the Act.

Inspections of facilities, as the relate to the JJDP Act and the 0JJDP
regulations are made by a variety of agencies including state of the justice
planning agencies, jail inspectors, licensing personnel, juvenile justice and
welfare personnel and by special unit or contract monitors. In a number of
states, more than one agency inspects some facilities. For example, in New Hamp-

shire, staff of the Office of County Correctional Coordination inspect detention

facilities quarterly. There inspections ares in addition to the annual inspections

made by planning agency monitors.
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In thirty-seven governmental units, inspections are made or are required
to be made annually. It is not always easy to verify that inspections were made

by checking with the individual facilities. However, from the information ob-

tained from various sources, it is assumed that inspections do occur. There

are a few exception. 1In one state where annual inspections are required by law,
the jail inspéctors told the fild monitor that they had not inspected any of
the facilities visited during the assessment in over a year.

A number of states maintained good inspection records that reflected on
the facility's compliance with OJJDP regulations and general standards., The jail
inspection records maintained in Maine and the South Carolina Juvenile Deteution
Standards Project Records are just two of the examples of effective inspections.

Method of reporting: Regardless of who collects detention monitoring

data or inspects the facilities, the data and information finds its way,
in all but one governmental unit, to the justice planning agency, where it
is analyzed, reviewed, and finally written up in the form of an annual
monitoring report. Once in final form, the report is submitted to the.

0JIDP in West Virginia. The Youth Service Unit of the Department of Public

Welfare is responsible for monitoring and prépares the annual report.

While ménitoring reports are prepared for submission to the 0JJDP as is
required by the JJDP Act, some monitoring agencies have found a broader distribu-
tion helpful. Almost half of the Agencies make copies of their reports available

to others. Five make copies available to their governor. 7Twelve states share
copies with theilr juvenile advisory committee members either before preparation
of the 'final draft or at the time the reports is forwarded to OJJDP. Coples are
sent to justice planning agency boards, trial court administrators, the secretary
of public safety, attorney general, state azency directors. sheriffs, regional
planning advisory committees, regional planners, agencies that participated in

the monitoring process, and tov the public and media upon request.

vy o

H
——

g e AR i

28

The Idaho Monitoring Agency reported that it made copies of the monitoring
report available to the administrators of the facilities that were monitored.
This seemed to be an excellent use of the report.

Several states made other uses of the report information. Virginia ;ummarized
its report for general distribution. Arizona prepared a special report entitled
"Juvenile Facility Monitoring Survey" for distribution. Massachusetts edited
its extensive 1978 report into a publication entitled "Residential Programs for
Court-Controlled Youth in Massachusetts" which was widely distributed ig the
state.

While only a portion of the agencies made use of their annual monitoring
report other than to comply with the requirements of the JJIDP Act, the sharing of
information by a number of the agencies is commendable and should have a positive
impact in meeting monitoring goals.

A number of states reported that the report information was used for planning
and in-service training.

Violation procedures: Inspections which identify inadequate separation of

juveniles from adult offenders or other deficiencies which may be dangerous
to confined juveniles are only of value when some agency can act to

correct or eliminate the identified problem., Authority to deal with
violations is essential. Written violation policies and procedures
should be available so all concerned may know what is expected of them

and what action may be taken.

Twenty—-three governmental units have written violation procedures either
based on the authority of the justice planning agency or another agency. The
procedures range from rather general statements to systematic, step-by-~step

procedures for dealing with violations. Delaware has such procedures.

In a
number of states, violations are dealth with directly by the state agencies with
legal inspection authority, but planning agencies and special units develcped to

monitor also can act on violations.
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Vineteen governmental units do not have written violation procedures. This ‘Tﬁw
B

fact does not in itself mean that no action is taken when violations are found.
For example, there are no set violation procedures in Massachusetts since the
planning agency staff feel that the statutes which prohibit jail detention and
the court findings are sufficiently clear to prevent violations. Also, there
are forty councils for children actively looking after the welfare of children
in this state. New Mexico is another state without specific written viclation
procedures. However, here the children's code addresses the actions which may
be taken if violations occcur. Other states without specific violation procedures
do have means for acting to correct violations.

Some of the violation procedures provide easy access to the people who can
initiate action. The District of Columbia accepts complaints by telephone.
Under this plan all complaints are initially reviewed by planning agency staff.
If criminal conduct is suspected, the matter is referred to the police for
investigation. Pennsylvania uses a state-wide hotline and established procedures.
South Carolina's standards are enforced by jail inspectors and special inspectors
hired by the Juvenile Detention Standards Project. A citation for inadequate
separation can close a jail to children until adequate separation is provided.

The criminal detention facilities inspestion board in Arkansas vigorously enforces
standards and deals with violations, and has moved to close jails not in compliance.
Some states offer technical assistance to assist violating facilities to make the
changes necessary to comply with the Act. Negotiation is also used effectively.

During omsits data verification visits, field monitors visited facilities
charged with violations and abserved the efforts undertaken to eliminate separation
problems. One police department was completely remodeling its jail to provide
complete sight and sound separation. Another poiice department was completing
the remodeling of its jail to provide separation on the day the field monitor

visited. A number of jails and lockups no longer house juveniles because they

#

S o pa——

30

cannot provide adequate separation. Some have converted offices to temporary

holding units for children. One sheriff told the field monitor he expected his
jail to be closed within thrity days because it could not meet state standards.
After looking at the jail, the field monitor thought the expected closure was
long overdue.

Established procedures for dealing with violations are critically needed if
the states are to succeed in providing sight and sound separation of children
from adult offenders where both are incarcerated in the same secure facility.
While not specifically covered in the Act or regulations, those who deal with
violations should also watch for the use of severe isolation to meet separation
requirements.

Assurances against reclassification: O0JJDP regulations require that each
governmental unit provide assurance that children referred to court for

status offenses will not be reclassified. This means that no child charged

with a status offense should either legally or administratively be classified
and processed as a delinquent or be subjected to dispositions only permitted

for delinquents.

Thirty-seven governmental units provide a fair degree of protection against
reclassification in their codes. Provisions in a few of the codes could, if
used, allow a status offender to be reclassified. A thirtv-eighth state, which
does not now provide protection against reclassification, will have adequate
protection when its newly passed code becomes effective,

The questionable code provisions that could permit reclassification are being
eliminated in most states. OQne state code did permit a status offender who
allegedly comnitted a second ungovernabls act, a status offense, to he processed
das & C(elinyueac,

Tuls provision was deleted from tite naw code. under cne current

act, status cffenders are classified as dependent children. However, under the

tr - el ] PR ) s - Y :
Powers of Disposition’” section of the Act, the disposing judze can commit a
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e Q(::; In some facilities admission records did not exist. There were a few notable
’ 3 1
child to the state agency which operates facilities for both dependent and (m

exceptions where the facility records were very good or excellent.

i i ifies, "An agency granted legal custody shall

delinquent children. The Act specifies, "An ney 8 © y In each governmental unit, raw facility data collected by the monitoring

- i T {th whom the child shall live...." While . .

have the right to determine where and with whom agency for each facility the field monitor planned to visit was obtained from
i i i 3 i sms to permit the administra- .

there is no evidence of improper placement, this seems to p the agency. This process was followed in all but two or three states where

s i 1114 i t children.
tive placement of a status offender in a facility for delinquen complete data was unavailable or not in usable form. The field monitors visited

i e status offender who commits a second ‘ ' . .
quent children. Under another code, ¢ Differences in state and verification counts were found. Thls was expected

S 5 vid 5 pr ion can be charsed as a delinquent. Such o .
status offense and thus violates probatio 8 1 due to the quality of the records. While the condition of facility records was
1.c ssifi i » found in several codes. . ‘
potential reclassification loopholes were e a definite factor in observed differences, other count problems were noted. In

i ide adequate protection against reclassification need ) ' L . .
Some codes which provide adeq P 8 ‘ a number of cases, the verification count showed fewer children detained than

i : ions to guarantee protection. ' o ‘
improved enforcement of the lav and/or sancti & P the number in the state count. Often the reason for the lower verification count

Field monitors heard of several places where status offenders were charged with | “x : ‘:i *w was due to the inclusion of accused status offenders held during non-judicial
delinquent acts. In one county, it was reported that status of fenders were (T i : w7 days in the state count. In a number of facilities, it was not possible, from
charged with delinquency and confined in jail. After several days, the delin- . a review of thé facility records, to tell whether a status offender was -being
quency cha{ge was dismissed, a status offense petition was filed, and the children zi held pending a hearing (accused) or as the result of a disposition (adjudicated).
released from jail. MMistakes can be made, but apparently the above was not a ;; When this occured, composite counts were made if suffiéient information was

- si far from common, but they do occur. ; )
one-time occurence. Such situations were , y { available.

i . i oted, justice planning agency staff ’ o ' .
In all instances where such practices were noted, J P & agency O Not all records contained a specific offense. Listed in the offense column

sorking i imi . itment of the judiciary to the
were working for their elimination. Full commitm ‘ : 7 were general entries, such as "hold for court", "hold for judge'", 'bench warrant",

. . , g . . ss. o - ‘
monitoring goals would do much to improve thelr success or a similar term which did not identify the child as either a status offender,

b non-offender, or delinquent. Such vague entrys were not the fault of the
FACILITY COMPLIANCE DATA VERIFICATION ¥ ) q g y
None of the field monitors expected to find exact count matches when comparing ;% facility's staff. The offense information usually originated with the courts or
state-collected data with the facility data obtained during the verification Ei court personnel. In a few instances, additional information helped to clarify
. e i 5 the matter and idencify the offense, but all tov often, a full search of court
review. After facility records were reviewed in a number of facilities, the : - y ’ n, s
[
. el e by L records would be required to obtain the needed offense. In a few instances, aven
fervent hope was that usable verification data could be obtained. Many facillity <f \ . <:;”f, q ,
records were of fair or poor quality. Record entrys were confusing or incomplete. - / ;2 the court records did not provide the specific offense information. For the
i
il
'
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3 ; ! tioned, and should be underlined for emphasis, that based on
safety of the facility staff, who must superviss the incarcerated children, and ( ; (; i It must be mentioned, p )
for the accuracy of facility records relating to detained children, no child h the verification count of status offenders detained during the various report
3 2 g e s
should be admitted to a secure detention faéjlity unless the most serious periods for the facilities visited, six states did not detain a status offender

. i and another seven states detained fewer than 20 status offenders. This finding
alleged offense is known.

i ble if all the states had one-month report periods, but six
Because of the quality of records and the cited count problems, the data in would be remarkable i P ’

{ i F1 i actually had twelve-month report periods for some or all facilities and two had
this verification cannot be presented as exact or complete. It does, however, ctually P p

six-month report periods for all facilities. The states that did not detain

reflect a substantial effort to check existing data.

‘

status offenders were Arkansas, California, Delaware, Massachusetts, New York,

There were a few surprises. The data collected by the monitoring agencies

and Vermont. The states that detained fewer than twenty status offenders were

to show the numbers of accused status offenders held over 24 hours and adjudi-

Arizona, Illinois, New Hampshire, New Jersev, South Carolina, Washington, and

cated status offenders held during the report periods in the selected facilities

e e i e e e

visited for data verification totally matched the data collected by the field

i i i : : . contrast, it unfortunately must be reported, based on the verification
monitors in eight states and differed by less than twenty children in another By ? . ) ’

i 3 ; : . , f status offenders held during the report periods in facilities visited
nine states and the District of Columbia. Matching data counts were found in count of statu g P p )

that seven states each detained over 575 status offenders. The state with the

\
}
. ;
g 4

California, Delaware, Massachusetts, New York, Oregon, South Carolina, Vermont (i

i ffenders held 1636, the second held 1092, and
and Wisconsin. The monitoring agency and verification counts differed by fewer largest number of detained status offender

' 12 8. The seventh state held 895 status
than twenty children in Arkansas, the District of Columbia, Georgia, Michigan, the others held 738, 643, 612, and 59 e seven

ississippi ; troind i o includes accused status offenders held over 48
Mississippi, Montana, New Jersey, Utah, Washington, and West Virginia. offgnders, but this count only

The fact that monitoring agency and verification ficures matched in éivhf hours and adjudicated status offenders. If the number held over 24 hours were
o Sl

i 151 ly higher.
states and was close to the data collected by an additional ten states and the known, it would probably be considerably higher

i d i in 1 i ; i ifferences in monitoring agency and verification counts were noted
District of Columbia does not, in itself, mean to imply that all are deinstitu— While differe g agency

: ‘e . s . t problems were encountered, it is felt that this first verification
tionalizing status offenders, but it does indicate that the data collection and count prob )

methods work and the data is accessible revealed that a fairly accurate body of data was being collected by the monitors.

Improvement is needed in the maintenance of facility admissions and release

Where the state monitoring count and the verification count of accused and

udi i considerable progress toward deinstitutionalizing status offenders
adjudicated status offenders varied by more than twenty children, the verifica- records but Prog o7

i i i i { ; ; k lace.
tion count was lower in thirteen states and higher in nine states. The previously has taken p : ‘

reported count problems, especially the inclusion of accused statns nffenders

held on non-judicial days, probably was the orimary factor in the higher state

counts.

= war 4 S
Vv 4 - ‘ K -




A\

35

CHILDREN IN ADULT JAILS

Progress toward the total separation of juveailes and adults incarcerated
in the same facilities since the passage of the JJDP Act is amazing; During
the monitoring assessment and data verification review, six states and the
District of Columbia did not have an inadequately separated facility among
those visited by the field monitors. Another twenty~six states had five or less
inadequately separated facilities and six other states had less than ten inade-
quately separated facilities. This must be viewed in perspective to appreciate

the progress that has been made.

The report of the Children's Defense Fund's early 1970's study shows that
only 35.9 percent of the jails and lockups could provide substantial separation
of children from adult offenders. Substantial separation was considered to exist

"where serious efforts are made by jail personnel to prevent any contact
between children and adult inmates, either verbal or visual, except at the time
of initial admission or during release." TFor thirty-eight states and the District
of Columbia to have a combined total of 105 inadequately separated facilities
demonstrates real improvement, even though the count only reflects the findings
for facilities visited.

According to the assessment findings, twelve stgtes and the District of
Columbia did not hold a child in an inadequately separated faclility during their
report period. Another seven states each held fewer than ten children in inade-
quately separated facilities.

While the move to&ards the removal of children from confinement with
adult offenders, either through prohibiting the placement of children in facilities

which house adults or by sight and sound separation in such facilities, is well

underway, there are still facilities that continue to hold large numbers of
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children in regular contact with adult inmates. Eleven states each held 100 or

more children unseparated from adult offenders during their report periods in

the facilities visited. Most of the states had twelve-month report periods and
most only had a few unseparated facilities, indicating rather heavy confinement
in a few communities. The following state list shows the number of children

inadequately separated, the number of unseparated facilities, and the report

period:

UNSEPARATED UNSEPARATED REPORT

STATE CHILDREN FACILITIES PERIOD
A 2,065 5 12 months
B 1,062 3 12 months
C 790 4 12 months
D 485 2 12 months
' E 372 8 6 months
F 333 2 12 months
G 310 14 3-12 months
H 271 6 6 months
I 113 4 12 months
J 105 13 3 months
K __loo 1 12 months

TOTAL 6,006 62

As can be seen, the number of facilities with inadequate separation is
quite small except for three states, but the facility admission rates are high.
This indicates that it may be possible, by improving detention admission screen-
ing and/or providing alternative services in the few communities, to reduce or

eliminate inadequate separation.

MONITORING OBSTACLES

The OJJDP regulations require each monitoring agency to describe compliance

barriers in its annual report. During the monitoring assessment, information

was sought from the monitoring staffs and the field monitors on obstacles that

hampered compliance. The term "obstacle", which means "an obstruction", varies

i S A s A LR
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1 " "
slightly from the term "barrier'", which loosely means a "defense'" or a "stop'.
The information obtained, however, was not limited by these narrow definitions

and included a variety of problems that complicated the monitoring process and

the attainment of goals.

. . : ‘ 1 S
The most universal obstacle was the poor quality of the facilities' admis

sion/release records. Coupled with this problem was the absence of uniform

records, even for one type or group of facilities such as jails or detention

centers. Uniform admission and release records should be required for all facil-

ities, including all jails, lockups, detention centers, and training schools
b ?

that might hold children in secure custody. Record maintenance is further

hampered when a specific offense is not known or listed for children admitted

to locked facilities. Such general listings as'"hold for court", "hold for

judge', "'probation viclation', "contempt'", "bench warrant'", etc., do not provide

) :
the facility with sufficient information to permit it to properly plan for a <v< ;
child's care and can endanger facility personnel. Such entries also complicate -

the monitoring process. No child or, for that matter, no person, should be

admitted to a secure facility unless the most serious alleged offense is known.

v

This obstacle could be removed rather easily if all courts and/or persons

placing children in confinement were required to provide specific offense

information before a person could be admitted. To totally correct this deficiency,

it may be necessary to establish special court rules or to pass legzislation
which requires that the placing agency or person provide specific offense infor-
mation before a person can be admitted to the facility.

The absence of legal authority to monitor was not counsidered to be an
obstacle by a few states. Most of the monitoring agencies without specific

iald i i : i uthoritsy
legal authority and the field monitors, however, did feel that without a y

5 rougt i imi ion of compliance
to act, efforts to meet the goals through correction or eliminatio P

violations would continue to be a problem.
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Judicial and law enforcement agency resistance to the removal of all status
offenders from secure custody and rejection'of OJJIDP requirements were cited by
a few states as obstacles. Indirectly related to ttis issue is the turnover
of staff in the justice system, especially in jails and lockups. Turnover at
other levels was also noted. As one SPA reported, judicial and/or administrative
change tend to, at least tentatively, change the focus of the court or agency's
program, and this can alter, or even stop, deinstitutionalization efforts.

The OJJDP definitions and definitional changes were mentioned as obstacles
by some states. One state saw 0JIDP's changes of definitions and regulations

as a critical problem. Other states alluded to this issue. Definitional and
regulatory changes, while frequently necessary, can and do complicate monitoring.
A few states also saw conflicts between state codes and 0JJDP definitions and
regulations as a special problem that needed to be addressed and resolved,

The absence of alternatives to secure custody was cited as an obstacle in
a few states. This was especially related to the lack of funds with which to
developalternatives. Most of the states which mentioned this problem were among
the states with small populations and rather large areas to serve.

Inadequate staff for monitoring was also mentioned as an obstacle along
with a high rate of staff turnover. The field monitors observed that where the
monitoring staff had been on the job for several years, the monitoring process

seemed to work better.

The cost of monitoring was also cited as a problem. One state reported that

the monitoring cost was cut considerably when the task was assigned to justice
planning agency staff instead of continuing to purchase the services of contractors,
Another state, by its use of advisory committee members as monitors, cut the

wonitoring cost to a minimum. Where monitoring was made a part of ongoing state

ey

agency services, the cost seemed to be lower. The cost of monitoring can be an

-5

obstacle and should be considered in any plans.
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Monitoring report periods and the verification of data were also seen as C
L
problems. The variety of report periods used by one state, while in compliance
with OJJDP regulations, presented a rather complex assortment of information.
Report periods that consisted of a number of days, as used in three states,
tend to have a negative impact on the states' ability to demonstrate compliance.
Longer report periods not only provided better information, but, in most
instances, they seemed to help the state show compliance.
The development of a plan for onsite verification of data would remove one
obstacle in a number of states. This is especially true if the verification
lead to the exclusion of children detained on non-judicial days. This point was
made by the field monitors in a number of states during the assessment. Not only
is data verification needed, the number of classified facilities must also be
expanded to include all jails and lockups.

e T

An obstacle reported by one state demonstrates the need for close cooperation, K
a need observed in several states, between state agencies. Child care facility o
licensing and jail inspection services have a long history in this state, but,
to date, the sight and sound separation requirements of OJJDP regulations have
not been made a part of the state licensing or jail inspection regulations.
This is a probléﬁ in states such as South Carolina. Where juvenile detention
standards are an integral part of the jail inspection standards, the monitoring
process is materially improved.
Another obstacle, which may be unique to one state, relates to the system
for financing jail datention. The jails are financed by state-paid dieting fees.
Each jail receives a set amount of money for each inmate held each day. For the
fee reacords, a person confined for periods of less than 24 hours is entered into

the records as detainad 24 houvrs., This prectice tends to inflace cue number of

accused status offenders who are held over 24 hours. (:i“_
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{L.l\ One governmental unit saw the lack of computer tracking ability as an

obstacle. Another saw the need for a systempwide autcmatic information retrieval
program. There is little doubt that the present level of information tabulation
and collection is an obstacle.

Two cited obstacles involved specific groups of status offenders. Runaways,
primarily those from out of county or out of state, and how to deal with them,
were seen as problems in many states. The problems seem to be acute in states
where major north-south and east-west interregional highways converge, bringing
a steady flow of people into and through the state. While status offenders may
be detained for periods of up to 24 hours, few programs which are degsigned to
initiate the child's home within this time period were observed. In many
communities law enforcement agencies have two choices, both bad, in dealing
with a runaway. They can detain the child for as long as is necessary to guarantee
his return home, or they can, after unsuccessfully attempting to have the child's
parents arrange for his return, release the child. The runawvay obstacle requires
further national study to determine, at least, how prompt returns can be arranged.

A few states mentioned the chronic status offender as a problem. Chronic
status offenders are those children who continue to be referred to court for
non-criminal type offenses. They include runavays, truants, and ungovernable
children. Apparently, these children do not respond to available services and,
without incarceration, continue to frustrate the efforts made to alter their
behavior. Special consideration of the chronic status offender may be needed.

The obstacles listed are real. Some are national in scope, some are shared
by a number of states, and a few are limited to individual states. All need to
be addressed if status offenders are to'be deinstitutionalized and children are

te be adequately szparatad from adult offenders in secure cusLody. These

N
(ri 9 obstacles are not unique to monitoring. Part of the overall solution is probably
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contained in the statement of one SPA who saw the absence of an active state-wide (

juvenile justice system as an obstacle in meeting monitoring goals. It has been
said that as long as every county continued to operate as an independent unit in
attempting to deal with juvenile justice and delinquency issues, progress will
continue to be slow. Maybe more attention should be given to the developmént

of a working, state-wide system of juvenile justice.

To insure the development of services needed to remove all status offenders
from secure custody and to provide for realistic separation of children from
adult offenders in confinement, children need advocates both at the state and
local levels. The voices of the children who are confined or who enter the
juvenile justice system without confinement are silent. While advocacy was not
stressed as an obstacle by the monitoring agencies, the need for active advocacy

"
groups, at least, in every state is apparent.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS

The OJJIDP regulations require each monitoring agency to describe the. types
of technical assistance needed in their annual monitoring report. Information
was sought from monitoring staffs and the field monitors on the types of technical
assistance which might be needed to improve their monitoring. The fesponses to
this question were limited. Most justice planning agencies did not express a
need for technical assistance, although a few did cite problems with which they
could use assistance. The field monitprs also observed and noted several
assistance needs.

One need, found in most states, was for the development of a uniform juvenile
admission/release records system and uniform records to be used by all facilities
that might provide secure confinement for children. The extent of this need may

require a national document which would describe the needed data, demonstrate

how it could be recorded, show how it might be obtained for monitoring, and how

f
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the information could help the individual facilities. Several states have

moved or are moving in this direction. In dddition to a national "how to"
manual or guide, the monitoring agencies may need additional individual technical

assistance to implement such a record system. This is not a simple task, but

the benefits of such a record System to the facilities and to monitoring would

far exceed the time and talents used to develop the system.

Technical assistance may also be needed in upgrading the data collection
and verification process, and in establishing a formal method for dealing with
violations,

This may need to take the form of staff training and information

sharing in addition to technical assistance.

In many states, maybe most, efforts to develop a single intake source for

screening all detention admissions is needed. As one juvenile Justice dpecialist

said, "Too many people can place children in detention." Technical assistance
should be directed at establishing state detention screening criteria and for
developing a plan to provide one intake point in every jurisdiction which is
available 24 hours a day. Pre-admission intake screening of all children

considered to need to be detained is long overdue. i

As was mentioned in the obstacles section, a plan to efféctively deal with
and promptly return runavays would benefit most states. Technical assistance
in this area might include a national assessment of the problem, how it might

be dealt with and might include a variety of assistance to the states where the

problem is constant.

One state expressed the need for assistance in developing a truly operational
monitoring system. Another wanted assistance to develop a state juvenile justice

information system. Several other states indicated that assistance may be re-~
quired Lo fully ifamplement new cudes,

These are the Ffew technical assistance needs cited or observed.

felt that some states may need help in drafting juvenile detention standards and

Our staff also
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in providing information to the public which may help generate support for needed

services, but these subjects were not mentioned during the assessment.

SUPPORTIVE ACTIONS

During the on-site monitoring assessment, the field monitors attempted tu
identify programs, policies, methods, procedures aid other efforts which supported
the monitoring process and/or were helpful. in approaching the monitoring goals.
While innovative actions were recorded, the search was for workable solutions
to the various problems.

A variety of programs were identified. The range of the approaches is
interesting. A number of programs would be beneficial if duplicated in other
states. Some seem to add permanence to the monitoring effort.

Ten states reported that the passage of new juvenile codes or amendments
to the code were major achievements toward reaching monitoring goals. There is
no question that the changes in the laws have had a significant impact on detention
practices and rules. The Juvenile Justice Committee, on of four special committees
of the Kentucky Crime Commission, played a major role in the passage of the state's

‘new code. In South Carclina, the Office of Criminal Justice Programs and Committees
of the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory Council worked long to establish a

base for major changes in juvenile justice. Their work will be reflected in the
proposed juvenile code. Pennsylvania is currently involved in a major assessment

of the impact of its new code. This effort, which is unusual, can provide signi-
ficant information which can lead to the development of a sound, workable law.

In an effort to provide prompt services to children and families and alter-

natives to secure detention, the SPA's developed a variety of programs. The

following programs address the needs:

Foster Care Six (6) states
Shelter Care Seven (7) states
Group Homes Four (4) states

—

.
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Other Detention Alternates Two (2) states
Runaway Programs Two (2) states
Legal Services ‘ Two (2) states
Diversion Programs Three (3) states
Crisis Intervention Four (4) states
Youth Service Bureatus and Centers Four (4) states
Family Counseling One (1) state
Day Treatment Two (2) states
Crisis Residential Centers . One (1) state
Non-secure Detention One (1) state

The Pima County, Arizona Crisis Intervention Unit included a central registry
of children to assist in the delivery of prompt service. This unit also had a
mobile diversion unit which provided on~site service at the time an alleged status
offender was apprehended. The unit showed real promise in providing immediate
counseling and in keeping status offenders out of detention. Unfortunately, the
unit was desolved when a new judge took office.

Alabama's '"Progress Place'" project focuses on the needs of a group of children
found in most every state. The project deals with the needs of hardcore status
offenders who are a step-removed from institutional placement. This project
seems to be working to redirect behavior and may have value to those states that
reported the chronic status offender as a major problem.

Illinois created the Illinois Status Offender Services Office which operates
statewide and provides a varlety of services including 24~hour alternatives to
detention. This program, begun with OJJDP funds, is now financed by the state.

The Nashua county, New Hampshire intake program, and two 24-hcur intake
programs in other states seem to be having success in diverting status offenders
and preventing unnecessary confinement. The Nashua County program is considered
to be a major factor in New Hampshire's effort to deinstitutionalize status
offenders. In Arizona, special probation officers, who deal exclusively with
status offenders, have been funded. This speecialized service has also had an

impact on the detention of status offenders. Two other states have supported




TR TR TS AR

45

intake and probation services. In Kentucky, numerous rural counties obtained (fﬁﬁ

new officers. Two states provide diagnostic services for corrections and courts, -
The Alameda County (California) Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board

had an all-out, community-supported effort to deinstitutionalize status offenders.

This effort, which began in January, 1976, lead, within one year, to the removal

of all status offenders from the Juvenile Hall, and to a 31.5 percent reduction

of police referrals to the court. Idaho has a court conference committee composed

of court and prosecutor staff and Local officials to review cases of children

with special needs to insure that needed services are provided. Georgia has a

program which purchases educational, counseling, housing and transportation ser-

vices for status offenders in the state. A special project in Utah provides

transportation for out-of-state runaways to communities in ghe state with non-

secure detention.

Alternative education programs are funded in two states and a learning

< ‘}‘

~

disability screening project has been made available to one school system in
another state. Tennessee has made funds available for law enforcement education
programs in elementary schools. One of the most unusual and potentially beneficial
programs in North Carolina is the North Carolina Roses Project. The name is

derived from the project's full title, Reduction of Out-of-School Expulsions and

Suspensious.

In Wisconsin, the Youth Policy and Law Center, Inc¢. prepared a Children's

Code Revision and Training Manual, which is an excellent tool for helping those

involved understand the new code. Kentucky moved from a county court system to
a unified district court system. The new codes seem to focus more on the needs
of children.

New York has develoned non~secure facilities for the detenticen of juveniles

and diversion programs. Tne law requires counties to provide adequate and

accessible non-secura detention and the Family Court Act now prohibits the

- i e g e e s e e T T T T B S T T S R T S S R AT

[—

gt i i o

46

detention of persous in need of supervision (PINS) in secure custody when
mandated, non-secure facilities have been certified. Montana's newly developed
Juvenile Probation Information System, used for the 1978 report, provided in-
depth monitoring information with greater specificity than possibly could have
been accomplished. Otherwise, the coded system provides a variety of needed
data.

More directly related to monitoring are a group of special projects. New
York's Juvenile Detention and Monitoring Unit insprcts facilities, collects
data, sets detention standards and provides technical assistance on detention.
Pennsylvania's Youth Project in the Community Advocate Unit, a part of the
Attorney General's Office, performs major monitoring functions with legal
authority to act. The South Carolina Juvenile Detention Standards Project, in
the Department of Correcﬁ&ons and closely ;llied with the Jall Inspection Unit,
collects detention data, inspects facilities and has developed juvenile detention
standards. Other developments that have helped improve monitoring include the
passage of a jail certification law in Virginia, the training of jailers in
Kentucky, and the development of the Offices of County Cortectional Coordinators
in New Hampshire, which has increased facility inspectdions.

It should be noted that several states have incorporated monitoring into
existing state agencies, thus giving more potzntial permanency to this needed
service. West Virginia's use of Juvenile Advisory Group members as monitors
should also be mentioned. Not only'did thié effort reduce the cost of monitoring,
it also gave the members first-hand information about detention issues in the
state.

It was surprising to find that certain efforts were infrequently supported.
For example. only three states mentioned sunport for child advocacy nroegrams.

It was assumed when the moniltoring assessment was being planned that SPA's would




47

see child advocacy as a necessary effort in reaching the monitoring goals. (ii“
Special training for monitors was specifically mentioned by two states and
indirectly cited by four others. Training of monitors is basic. While a
number of SPA's share their monitoring reports with others and while a few have,
by various means, distributed special issues of their reports, only one state,
Kentucky, reported on a public education program related to deinstitutionalization.
The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group initiated an extensive "Kentucky Aware' cam-
paign. The group developed a brochure, "It's a Long Road Alone'", and held
workshops in all areas of the state to discuss the problems of status offenders,
alternatives to detention, and funding.

As can be seen, a variety of code changes, programs, policies, procedures,
and methods have been developed to support the deinstitutionalization of status

offenders and monitoring of juvenile detention. The developemnt of supportive

Some have made (\

Others are on the verge of making

services is by no means uniform among the governmental units.
glant strides towards meeting the goals.
major, significant changes, and, unfortunately, a few states have done little to

support the goals.

ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS OF A STATEWIDE JUVENILE DETENTION MONITORING SYSTEM

Up to this point, the findings of the assessment relating to the monitoring
process, detained status ofrenders, the separation of juvenile and adult inmates,
monitoring obstacles, technical assistance needs, and efforts which support the
monitoring goals have been presented. The findings are important, but only if
they lead to improvements in the monitoring systems in such a way that status
offenders are deinstitutionalized and juveniles are separated from adult inmates
in facilities where both mav be confined either by the total prohibition againsct

confining children in such Zacilities or by cemplete sight and sound separation

which do=s not isolate the children. e

O
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Much is said today about federal regulations. The trend seems to be to
reduce the numbers of regulations or to eliminate them entirely. How natiomnal
leadership can be effective without the inclusion of some guidelines is not known.
The regulations applicable to Section 223(a)(12)(A), (13), and (1l4) of the JJIDP
Act seem to be reasonable and, in certain instances, too open to bring about the
desired results. The OJJDP has complied with the regulations and obviously will
continue to operate within their confines. However, to improve the monitoring
effort, each juvenile detention monitoring system must include certain essential
components if the system is to work. Discussion of these components follows.

The development of a state-wide juvenile detention monitoring system, if it
is to be effective in achieving the monitoring goals, must be planned in such a
way that the system can identify all secure facilities in which children, under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, might be confined. The system must be
able to watch, check ¢n, and keep track of the children at each step in the
confinement process; it must be capable of locating‘and recording the number of
children confined in each facility; and to be able to cause to be corrected or
eliminated any variances in the process or facilities which may endanger the
children or cause unnecessary detention. To this end, all applicable laws, regu-
lations, standards, guidelines, policies, etc. must be clearly defined in written
form, and made available to all persons involved in the incarceration of children,
on a need-to-know basis.

The agency responsible for the operation of a monitoring system should have
legal authority to monitor. The authority should permit the agency to require
facilities which might confine juveniles to record specific data and information
on each child held, and te require compliance with guidelines which call for sight
and sound oeparatioa of juveniles dad adules confined In the same secure facilicy.
The uthority should permit inspections for compliance, the right to cite for

violations and sanctions when vionlations are not promptly corrected.
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(’ Y‘ all concerned parties. The mention of the enforcement of sanctions when cited

This brief comment touches on one key element of a juvenile detention moni- ‘

violations are not corrected may sound more ominous than it is. The primary

toring system. This and other elements will be discussed in more detail. There sanction would be prohibition against the facility admitting juveniles to the

was a strong temptation to call the following a model, but a model should be the facility as long as the cited violations exist. An agency, other than the

ideal. The following is not intended to cover all aspects of monitoring. designated monitoring agency, may be given legal authority to monitor, but the

agency should have sufficient authority for all listed functions and should be
Authority to Monitor

accountable for performing the monitoring tasks.
The agency responsible for juvenile detention monitoring should have legal

authority to monitor all secure facilities in which children under the juris- Data and Information

diction of the juvenile court might be confined. The availability of such a Data and information take on a variety of forms in the monitoring process.

facility alone should subject it to monitoring. The authority should be suffi- Certain data is required by the OJIDP. O0ther data and information must be

ciently broad to permit the monitoring agency to require each facility that could recorded and maintained by each facility. All data must be collected and verified.

be classified as a juvenile detention or correctional facility to maintain specific Finally, all detention data must be analyzed to determine the progress towards

juvenile admission and release records and information and should permit the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the adequacy of separation.

, y Rather than consider each data issue at various points in this report, all will

Ed

designated monitors to review these records at selected intervals during the <j’““‘ <:A 1)

year. It would also be helpful if the agency could request photo copies of the be presented here so their interrelation can be seen. .

records for monitoring purposes. The JJDP Act of 1974 and the OJJIDP regulations establish- the basic data

The basic authority should give the agency the right to set required sight

which is required annually from the designated monitoring agency. The basic data

and sound separation standards for all secure facilities that might hold children, required includes a count of the number of accused status offenders held in

to inspect the facilities for compliance, to cite the facilities for violations of secure facilities over 24 hours, duriﬁg the report period, excluding non-judicial

the standards, and to enforce sactions when violations are not corrected. | days such as Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. For example, 1f a child is admitted

Such authority should permit monitors to review confidential records containing to a jail at 5 p.m. on a Friday and is released at 10 a.m. on the following

detention information for the purposes of monitoring, with the understanding that Monday, this child, for monitoring purposes, would not be counted as held over

the monitors will respect the confidential nature of the information and will not 24 hours. However, if the child was admitted at 5 p.m. on Monday and released

knowingly record or divulge information which might identify a specific child except after 5 p.m. on the following Tuesday, the child would be counted as held over

as may be required to protect the child.

24 hours.
While some agencies have been monitoring without authority, effective monitoring » A count of the number of adjudicated status offeunders held in each secure
R
and enforcement of required standards can only be fully implemented when the agency'<i”#* <\' ﬂ facility during the report period is required. The 24-hour grace period permitted

legal responsibility is defined in clear and understandable terms and is known to

T
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for holding accused status offenders does not apply for adjudicated status (

offenders or other juveniles.
As has been mentioned at various points in this report previously, the

regulations require that all children held in secure facilities which also house

- adult offenders must be separated by sight and sound from the adult inmates.

s

Separation will be discussed in the inspection section which follows later. A
count of the number of children held in each inadequately separated secure
facility is required. This data should include every juvenile admitted to the
locked portion of the facility regardless of the period of time the child is
held. This count only includes children under the jurisdiction of the juvenile
court. Children who are being held following legél waivers to the adult court

and traffic offenders under the jurisdiction of other courts are not now
included.

These three data counts are required to provide the necessary information
under Section 223 (a)(12)(4), (13) of the JJDP Act and the OJJDP guidelines.
While the data is eventually presented in congregate fopm, the original infor-
mation should be compiled to show the number of children in each category held
in each individual facility. .This data and information should routinely be
recorded by each and every secure facility as an integral part of its population
control.

Every facility classified as a juvenile detention oY correctional facility
should reéord and maintéin complete adnmission/release records for all juveniles
admitted. Such records are essential for proper population control and the
proper functioning of the facility. Included among the information recorded in
the juvenile admission/release record should be the name of the child, the child's
date of birth, the most serious alleced offense, the date and time of admission,
the date and time of release, and the name and relationship of the person to whom

the child was released. The admission/release record may and probably should

i o e
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contain other information needed by the facility, but the information listed

is needed by the facility and for monitoring.

The most serious problem relating to data found during the verification

revi . ‘s R
iew was the inadequacy of facility admission/release information. In some

facilities, the methods used for recording and storing the data were so archaic

that the records were useless. In some facilities the records did not exist.

For the protection of the people confined, if for no other reason, admission/

release records should be required.

While it is possible for each individual secure facility to develop its own
juvenile admission/release records, it would be more desireable for the monitoring
o
agency, in cooperation with the facilities, to develop a uniform admission/release

record to be used by all secure facilities that confine children. This can be

done. South Ca;olina is using such a record. Towa is in the process of developing

uniform is i i j
records. This is the reason this subject was covered under the agencies'

authority to monitor.

One pro rii i Ed i i
problem found duriug the verification review has a definite affect on

the accuracy of monitoring information and can have an effect on the safety of

t -‘- ' 0
he facility's staff., It was mentioned that the most serious alleged offense

should be listed in the admission/release record. Often, specific offenses are

not shown. i
Under the offense column are such notations as '"hold for judge",

n . 2 0 [} 1" " 1" : .
h ] d f 1} " ] " ]

non-offense descriptive remarks. Such statements offer no useful protective

information for the Ffacility's staff nor do they permit accurate monitoring. In
one facility over fifty percent of the offense entries were of the above types

No person should be admitted to a secure confinement facility without having a

specific o nsa 2 i i
T ffensa charged. For juveniles the offense might show il the child is

an alleged or adjudicated delinquent, status offender, or a non-offender, a
3
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specific named offense, preferably the most serious alleged, would be best. (f
Each planning agency should attempt to obtain approval for limitation of facility
admission of juveniles to secure facilities only when a specific offense is
alleged. This may be accomplished through inter-agency agreement, appropriate
administrative order, or by court rule. If none of these work, legislation may
be required.

One other count problem relating to admission/release records should be
noted. A child who leaves his home without the consent of his parents is a
runaway. This is a status offense. A child who leaves a residential facility
in which he was legally placed by court order is, in a number of states, also
called a runaway. This child may be delinquent, a status offender, or a non-offender.
The child may be‘an escapee from a training school or secure detention facility.

This should be adquately noted in the admission/release record, either by use of

P

-
different terms for each type of runawvay or by codes which would show whether the (\
child is a delinquent, status offender, or non-offender. While this information a
" is needed for monitoring, it would also help facility staff to identify children
who successfully escape from secure facilities.

Once the specific data required is fully identified and a uniform plan for
maintaining the information and data at each secure facility is in operation,
the monitoring task becomes manageable.

A method for collecting the data from each classified facility, probably the
most thorough data collection method, is an on-site review of the admission/
release records of each facility. This method requireds a number of trained
monitors who must travel tu the facilities, but it offers several distinct
monitoring advantages. The data is taken directly form the source and can be
varified. Questions relatimg t> the data, the Lel0rds, and separation can be

asked and answered directly by persons at the facility. Inspection can take place

during the visit, and working relationships can develcp with facility staff.
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Earlier, monitoring was defined as checking, watching, and keeping track of,
in this instance of juvenile detention practices. Direct, personal contact
enhances the monitoring outcome.

Data collection can, of course, be done by mail, througﬂ the use of question-
naires or reports, but the process is involved and must include on-site verifi-
cation. If uniform juvenile admission/release records are maintained by all
classified secure facilitigs, a copy of this record for the report period could
be submitted by each facility. This would supply the required data, providing
each record was complete. The verification might then be based on a sample check
of type of facility. The verification review has demonstrated the necessity for
verification, especially when the data is collected by any method other than
on~site review of records.

Other mail data collection methods now used by states seem to involve the
facility staffs more than their routine maintenance of admission/release records.
Some states send questionnaires to the facilities, some have special report
forms, and some request copies of reports designed and prepared by the facilities.
The use of these methods makes on-site verification increasingly important.

When properly planned, data collection and verification should not require
an excessive amount of time. If at all possible, data should bea collected through
on-site review of admission/release records or through submission of copies of
uniform admission/release records with planned verification. The initial data
should be collected for each facility so that the information obtained may be
used to assess local and facility detention practices.

he purpose of monitoring and data collection is to insure progress towards
the removal of non-criminal-type offenders and non-offenders in secure facilities
vhare beth might bLe incarcerated. The data collected from eacn facility must be

reviewed and analyzed to determine if status and non-offenders are being removed
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from the facility and, if admitted, juveniles are separated from adult inmates (if:
by sight and sound. Questions which the data should answer should at least
include the following: 1Is the number of accused status offenders held in this
facility decreasing, increasing, or the same as the last report period? Are
adjudicated status offenders being held in this facility? 1If applicable, does
the facility provide adequate separation for children? TIf separation is not
adequate, how many juveniles were not separated during the report period? Is
the facility's admission/release record system prﬁducing the necessary information?
If not, why not?

The annual report will combine the data. When this is done, the data should
show if the number of accused adjudicated status offenders and non-offenders held
in secure custody is decreasing or if these children no longer are held in secure

facilities. The collective data should also identify the number of facil;ties
holding juveniles in unseparated quarters and the total number of children inade-
quately separated during the report period.

Monitoring, to be useful in meeting detention goals, requires action beyond

the simple collection of facts and the analysis of data. The data and its analysis
should, however, identify facility and community problems which require correction
or further study and examination aﬁd facilities and communities that have demon-
strated pronounced progress towards the goals. In the latter instance, the
actions taken should be studies to determine if they might assist other facilities

and community programs.

The full analysis of data can offer important planring and advocacy resources

information.

Compatibility of Definitiecns

The O0JJIDP drafted definitions relating ro Section 223, (a)(12)(A), (13), and

(14) of the JJDP Act of 1974, while the definitions were specifically for monitoring. ="
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A surprising number of states have recently rewritten or amended their juvenile
codes or are now in the process of rewriting or amending the codes., The 0JJDP
definitions, either directly or by intent, are incorporated in the new codes,
The codes, for the most part, reflect a desire to remove from secure custody,
status and non-offenders and to remove or Separate children from facilities also

holding adult offenders. The new codes seem to reflect a reinforced concern for

children.

Some states adopted the 0JJDP definitions for purposes of monitoring, even
though they differed with provisions in the state code. For example, a state's
code might permit the detention of a juvenile, including status offenders, for
periods up to 48 or 72 hours before a detention hearing must be held. Even
though the code pPermitted a detention period longer than the OJJDP 24 hours, the
monitoring agency, in most states, counted all accused status offenders held over
24 hours as improperly detained.

Compatible federal-state definitions are essential for proper monitoring
and for accurate data maintenance. Where the intent of the OJJDP definitions
have been made a part of Fhe state's code, continuity has been added to the
efforts to decrease and/or eliminate excessive and unnecessary detention.

Compatible definitions seem to exist in some codes except for an isolated
Provision, which, under certain conditions, may permit either judicial or adminis-
trative reclassification of Status offenders. While this subject will be touched

on in the reclassification section later, it is mentioned here because such pro-~

visions exist in some codes and can alter compatibility,

Selection and Classification of the Monitoring Universe

The monitoring agency should compile a list of all facilities that potentially

might hold juveniles, under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, in secure

)
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i (1 ‘ X Under present guidelines, the agency may select any report period. A one-day
confinement. The list should include all jails, lockups, detention centers, (‘ ’ t - report period is permitted, even though such a period provides limited information

juvenile correctional facilities, and any other secure public or private facilities about detention practices and seems to work against the state in demonstrating

in which the juvenile court might detain or place children. Depending on the compliance. The most usable report period, and the one selected by sixteen states

scope of the jurisdiction of the juvenile court, the list may need to include | and the District of Columbia for all monitoring, is a full year. Such a report

public or private mental health facilities. i period provides full detention statistics which can be used in planning.

Selection of the potential monitoring universe facilities is a necessary Unless the regulation is changed, report periods will continue to vary between

step in identifying all facilities that might conceivably be classified as I one day and twelve months. It is believed that all monitoring agencies should

|
juvenile detention or correctional facilities based on OJJDP guidelines, regard- d be required to use twelve-month report periods for monitoring. If it is felt that
less of the primary population served by the facility. : this would place an undue burden on some states, consideration should be given to

Once the monitoring universe list has been compiled, each facility should be establishing a minimum report period of at least four months for all facilities,

evaluated, preferably during an on-site visit, to determine if, according to the with the months selected representing a month in each quarter of the year. Such

0JJIDP regulations and definitions, it is a juvenile detention or correctional a plan would at least reflect seasonal variations in detention rates.

facility and should be so classified for monitoring purposes. Our monitoring (:"”\\ Under current regulations, non-judicial days are not to be counted when
{

assessment experience has shown that laws which prohibit the incarceration of determining how many accused status offenders were held over 24 hours during the

juveniles in certain types of facilities, such as jails or lockups, do not, unless report period as long as the present guidelines are in effect. This fact should

the laws are strictly enforced and contain sanctions, guarantee the exclusion of be considered in selecting the report period,and one or a series of days selected

-

juveniles from such facilities, and for this reason the mere existance of such should not include holidays or center around weekends. Since the JJDP Act is

laws should not automatically exclude such facilities from the classified list. attempting to remove status offenders from secure custody, it would be more

Neither should the fact that the facility did not hold juveniles during an earlier realistic to amend the non-judicial days guideline by including all days in the

report period exclude a facility.

count, Including Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Such a move would count

All jails, lockups, detention centers, juvenile correctional facilities and

status offenders and thus not differ to the working habits of the judiciary.

other public or private secure facilities that might house children under juvenile

[ Facilitv Inspection

court jurisdiction should be classified and monitored.
i Authority to set sight and sound separation standards for facilities that

Monitoring Report Period . house botn juvenile and adult inmates should be nplaced with the monitoring agency

Each monitoring agency must selest a monitoring report period. This is the in addition to the authority to inspect all classified facilities. The authority

B I N
period of time during which facility admission/release records will be recorded (:j ( ff (; b should permit, if necessary or desirable, the agency to delegate the standard

and later collected to determine progress toward meeting the monitoring goals.

A |
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and inspection function to an appropriate agency such as a jall inspection unit. (j#
The inspection process should include a method for reporting the separation status )
of each facility which holds both juveniles and adult offenders. Reports on each
facility's compliance or non-compliance should be made available to the facility
as a record of findings of the inspection.

While separation is intended to limit the influence and potential abuse of
adult inmates on confined children except for chance contact, it is hoped that
inspectors and facility administrators do not accept as solutions to separation

the severe isolation of children through the use of punishment or psychiatric

cells.

Violation Procedures

In addition to having authority to set separation standards and to inspect
facilities, the monitoring agency must have authority to enforce its standards o
or to delegate this authority to another appropriate agency. Such authority (
should allow the agency to cite a facility for a specific violation or violations
and to temporarily prohibit the admission of children to the facility while the
conditions causing the violation citation exist. The established wiolation
procedures should permit the facility a reasonable time to correct the problem.

The authority should also allow for the imposition of a permanent prohibition
against the facility holding juveniles if the facility‘cannot eliminate the cited
violation, or refuses to act.

The. established violation procedures, along with separation standards, should

be made available to all classified facilities.

Assurances Azainst Reclassifination

While juveulile codes are being re-written or amended as the relate Lo non-

apz
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children. Under some codes, the status offender who allegedly commits a second
status offense or violates court ordered probation by committing another status
offense can be charged with delinquency. This is a form of reclassification
and should not be permitted.

The state, either through appropriate provisions in Lts code or by court
rules, should pfohibit the reclassification of children. If a child is referred
for an alleged status offense, the child must be subjected only to actions and/or
dispositions permitted for status offenders. No change in the orders should be
permitted that would subject the child to dispositions not permitted for status
offenders. Of course, if the status offender is referred for a criminal-type

offense for which delinquency can be charged, this is a new action and not reclassi-
Eication.

The protection against reclassification should extend, in addition to seco;
or subsequent alleged status offenses, to violations of court orders stemming
from the initial status referral. Because of the nature of status offenses, it
would be best if new criminal-type offenses were treated as new offenses instead
of being consldered as violations oﬁ the original status offense. The best legal
protection against reclassification found during verification review was found in
Section 16.1-292 of the Virginia code whith reads as follows: '"...the court shall
be united in actions it may take with respect to a child violating the terms and
conditions of an order to thuse the court chould have taken at the time of the
court's original disposition...”

While most codes now contain adequate due process provisions to protect the
delinquent child who may be waived to adult court jurisdiection, any provisions or

rules that provide protection against reclassification of the status offender should

also insure oroner prorechion against renlascificatinn through faulty wailveras.

J W=
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(;’ y and Technical Assistance Division, directed by David D. West. The person respon-
The essential components of a juvenile detention monitoring system must ( % ) sible for monitoring is Doyle Wood, who works in the Program Development and
: include authority for the monitoring agency to monitor and to requive or do those E Support Section of Ehe Division.

things essential to successful monitoring; a uniform system for recording the i Direct and ongoing contact between the OJIDP and the participating states,

required data and information relating to the admission/release of juveniles 1 territories and District of Columbia is the responsibility of state representatives

{
in every secure facility which might hold juveniles; either an on-site or verified ﬁ assigned to the Formula Grants Section. Six staff serve in this capacity, inclu-
[
i

admission/release reporting system for collecting the required data; the use ding a section chief and five juvenile justice specialists. Each of these

.
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of definitions, preferably those included in the state's code which are compatible
to 0JJDP's definitions; a complete list of classified facilities including all
jails, lockups, detention centers, juvenile correctional facilities, and other
public or private facilities that might hold children who are under the juvenile
court jurisdiction; an adequate report period such as a full year that will truly
reflect detention practices; authority to get separation standards for all secure

facilities that hold juveniles and authority to make inspections for compliance

people work directly with from six to twelve governmental units.

In keeping with its responsibility to implement the provisicns of the JJDP
Act, the OJJDP staff performs a wide variety of functions. The primary functions
that relate to the portions of the Act covered by this report include the develop-
ment of regulations and definitions to be followed in implementing the applicable

portions of the Act; the distributiion of financial grants; the approval of plans;

the provision of technical assistance pertaining to the law, regulations, defini-

with the standards; established procedures and the authority to act on violations \K E } e tions, and monitoring; the critical review of annual monitoring reports, including

of the standards; and guaranteed, adequate protection, either in the code or by
rules of the court, against reclussification of children.

If each agency responsible for monitoring had these elements included in
its monitoring system, the‘chances of meeting the monitoring goals would be
enhanced and most problems observed during the verification review would soon be

solvad.

0JJDP'S ROLE IN MONITORING

The removal of status and non-effenders from secure custody and the separation
of juveniles from adult offenders in secure facilities where both are confined,
as ordered in Section 223, (a){(12){4), (13), and (14) of the JJDP Act of 1974, is
one of the responsibilities of the Associate Administrator of the 0ffice of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Responsibility for the work done

in relation to the above portion of the Act is delegated to the Formula Grants

T T I I R N T I T ST s pas

commentary as to theilr adequacy, completenass and acceptance for compliance.
Undoubtedly, the OJJDP staff does much more than is briefly statad here, but these
duties are mentioned since they will Be dealt with in this section.

Much is being said today about federal regulations. Many people seem to
believe that they should be severely reduced or eliminated. Some people in the
justice field share one or the other of these views. At the same time, there
are increasing numbers of people who want national leadership to mest a variety
of problems. Faw knowledgeable on the subject would dispute the need for a
constructive, consistent efifort to reduce, control, and effectively deal with
delinquency and the behavior probvlems inadequately labeled as scatus offenses.
Delinquencv continues to increase annuallv, To dsvelop = nationsl effort tc ozl

effactively with these juvenile issues requiraes a planned effort to svstematically

A
o

deal with each problem.
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11 problems cannot be dealt with at the same time. Priorities must be set. ledge about the problems and cooperation between those that must plan for change,
all p .
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Without question, all issues must eventually be addressed, but with the < . i (\“J' A key factor in the selection of goals and the development of regulations f
complexity of the task, time and funding limitations, and restrictions on staffing, i and guidelines to achieve the goals must always be shared informatien and know- i
' :
i
!

those that must implement the change, those that provide the services, and those

§ {

that must evaluate the effect of the change. This is critical to the success

Everyone does not agree that the status offender should be given priority.

During the monitoring assessment, one planner said that it was hard to deal with

e s g oA

status offenders when criminal-type offenders were the main problem. Whether of any program and is vital to the children who need help.

this is true or not, a start must be made The presence of large numbers of During the assessment, in addition to the wide variety of information
is ru R .

status offenders complicated and consumed the available time of juvenile justice received, the field monitors and assessment staff obtained comments on the role 5

£F d fe b the limited services available did not always work of OJJDP in relation to the efforts to remove status offenders and non-offenders i
staffs and often, because s

|
!
{
i imi Ff | from secure custody, the sevaration of juveniles from adult offenders, and the )
later added co their criminal-type offender caseloads. : |
!

Nati 1 leadership is wasted when well conceived or even modest national ! various aspects of monitoring. The field monitors and staff also drew conclu-
Nationa S

{ i xpressed ini .
program plans are cast into the winds to take root by chance or to die. Program sions and expressed opinions on the 0JJDP role

regulations and guidelines fertilize plams and help them germinate. Whether In general, most comments were favorable. This was somewhat surprising
u i ' .

. . field (R : v since there often seems to be a flexible wall between federal agencies and state
regulations and guidelines are excessive Or unnecessary for other fields now ! J

¥
-

controlled by the federal government, must be decided by those informed on each - f and other governmental units. Hopefully, some day a determined wrecking crew

i i oy .
field; but, juvenile justice needs the national leadership and planning that is will demolish the wall, so real goal-directed cooperation can occur. Not all

5

tablished by regulations and guidelines which specifically support a uniform planning agencies were complementary, and some, a very few, seemed to feel that
esta

they did not need the money.

attack on a given problem such as the removal of status and non-offenders from

The major issues that seemed to surface related to regulations, leadership, *

secure custody.

communication, staff availability on-site, unique state problems, and, to a

Regulations and guidelines are essential, not solely for the purpose of

. . limited extent, training. None of these issues were cited by more than nine or
insuring compliance by grantees, to test the workability and long term effectiveness > g v a

of a given approach to a problem. Whether the removal of status offenders from ' ten monitoring agencies. Some can be quickly stated for the records.

ecure custody will have an impact on the status offender problem can only be It was felt by a few .that OJJIDP staff should recognize the efforts of states
S h A »

to address and deal with issues covered in the JJDP Act before the passage of the d
determined if the governmental units, wishing to reduce the number of status L ‘ pe g !

ffend proach the problem in a similar manner The knowledge gained from Act. The historical efforts to remove children from jails and/or to bring about
offenders, ap v . 3

tllls D[OCESS -Dhould h.e DI “d some SOluL ans i“' tqu Hl'd OCY e 0 l»-. e - . . Q (()i\]e“t
]. 1 b e} ] T t er TIIVET e et [ Lon wnen CO[II] “ed ;‘ltll adUlL; are not new I}lls re a‘es a

: Voo heard in states that not all states are alike. The rate for bringing about
issues. _ ; L
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change based on national guidelines will vary depending on each state. Here
the request was for 0JJDP staff to obtain more knowledge about the individual
states in which the regulations must be applied.

Another request with which the assessment staff generally concurred was that
more and better communication is needed between the OJ&DP staff and the planning
and monitoring staffs. Both written and on-site direct verbal communication was
mentioned. While the quantity of communication is high at times, it is most
often related to the annual monitoring veports and deals with compliance issues,
incomplete information, and planning prohlems. No one was critical of this
process. However, it was felt that other forms of communication were needed.
Each year the OJJDP prepares aund presents a report to Congress which covers

the various monitoring programs. One juvenile justice specialist said it would

&

help monitoring staffs understand the national monitoring efforts if that portion

of the report to Congress which deals with monitoring was shared with planning
and monitoring agencies. This seemed to be a realistic request that might prove
helpful in bringing about improvements in the monitoring systems. The preparation
and distribution of selected "how to" information was also mentioned as a need,
along with materials concerning programs developed in other states that are
working to support monitoring goals.

Several states expressed a desire for more instate contact with OJJDP staff
or persons knowledgable about OJJIDP operations to provide assistance with the
various monitoring arocesses and procedures beyond annual monitoring report
compliance. This contact should probably be with OJJDP's state representatives.
Unfortunately, the number of governmental units now assigned to each state repre-
sentative would probably not permit time for a regular visitation plan to be
Since several visits would be required

superinposed on current assignments.

each year and each would need to be preceded by some planning and, later, by
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meaningful follow-up, the time per state could run to three weeks or more.
This is, however, very important. The field monitors feel that a number of the
problems encountered during their assessment visits may have been avoidad or
corrected rather quickly had the OJJDP staff had regular, on-site contact with
state monitoring staff. Additional state representatives may need to be added
to the staff, or an alternate method for increasing on-site communication
developed. It may be possible to fill this need by.using consultants who are
conversant or can be fully informed about the procegs and who can work closely
with the state representatives and staffs of the monitoring agencies.

The need for assistance does not seem to be for technical assistance on
one specific issue, but‘rather is for informed, general consultation on all
aspects of the monitoring process and goals.

A number of states expressed the need for OJJDP to reach out and become
closer to the private sector. This need was based on the fact that the private
sector plays a rather large role in providing non-secure residential care to
status and non-offenders.

One state suggest?d that OJJDP be humanizéd. While the field monitor felt

the comment was made in jest, when clarification was sought it was learned that

the reference was related to the enforcement of compliance regulations which

ofter require what appears to be an abnormal Ffocus on rules rather than children.

Increased inter-agency communication at the face~to-face level might demonstrate
that both state and federal staffs are concerned with the children.
Another comment by a state planner was more perplexing. This person, an

experienced justice professional, said he could 3ee no rzason why a state should

be required to monitor once it was in compliance. It was felt that by this

statement the planner failed to recognize the purpose of monitoring and how

rapidly significant progress can desolve when watchful concern ceases. While

A

v o e AT o o A

e e e,

]

o e B A SR R s 2




67

monitoring may not need to be as intense once a sound pattern of practice has
been firmly established, experience has shown that undesireable change can and
does occur when programs are neglected.

The need for OJJDP to establish a policy and procedure for dealing with
requested regulation variances is apparent. Such a policy may exist. If so,
it is recommended that it be reviewed for it may need to be revised. A number
of requests for report period extensions, changes, and regulation variances
were noted during the mussessment. Some were quite reasonable. However, the
request of one state which was approved, to use 48 hours rather than 24 hours
as the grace period before counting accused stacus offenders as detained, was
questionable. This decision pérmitted a large number of children to spend twice
as much time in secure.custody. If 41 govermmental units can comply with the

24-hour provision, it is reasonable to assume that the 42nd unit can also comply.

P

v
When a variance is requested which alters the requirements of the Act or regula- (‘ !

;ions, by policy the request should be reviewed by key OJJDP personnel, and, if R
the reasons for the variance are compelling, a set proéedure should provide for
the variance to be followed for a time~limited period but not indefinitely.
The practices of the majority of the monitoring agencies should be considered
in reviewing requests for'variances.

Training for monitoring staff was mentioned during the assessment visits.
While special training sessions have been held each year, the need expressed
primarily related to one-state training rather than group training. The previous
comments relating to in~state counselinz by 0JJDP staff, if implemented, would
probably fill this need. However, if the on-going training program included a

period of time for each monitoring agency's staff to meet with 0JJDP staff to

review che process, it would probably be benericial to both the monitors and

0JJDP staff. C
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It is recognized that regulation changes require time and that frequent
changes cause problems for the monitoring agencies. Knowing this, it is still
felt that two regulation changes and that two definition changes should be
considered and two other definitions should be reviewed. Another item not now
covered in the regulations should: be strongly encouraged by OJJDP.

The suggested regulation changes which should be considered are as follows:

Report period: The OJJDP should recommend that all monitoring agencies

use a l2-month report period for collecting data from all classified
facilities to provide more complete detention practice information.
Seventeen of the 42 monitoring agencies now use 12-month report
periods for some facilities, and a few agencies wiéh shorter report

periods collect data for the full year.

Non-judicial days: The OJJIDP should recommend that the count of

accused status offenders held over 24 hours during the repor: period
should include non-judicial days which are now excluded so that the
data will actually reflect detention practices. Under the present plan
over 30 percent of the days during which children can be and are
detained are excluded from the count. The count should be passed on

detention davs, not on the working habits of the judiciary.
Two definitions should be amended or clarified. They are:

Accused juvenile offender: This definition now reads in part, "A

juvenile with respect to whom a petition has been filed in the juvenile
court alleging that such juvenile is a criminal-type offender or is a

siatus offender and no final adjudication nas been made by the juvenile

court." This definition must be broadened to include the many confined

juveniles now in detention and who are included in monitoring counts,
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who may have a petition filed in their behalf, but the actual £iling (;

of the petition has not occurred.

Sight and sound separation: There seems to be confusion regarding

what constitutes adequate sight and sound separation. Rather than
permit the use of personal views on this subject, OJJDP staff and
others should review the definition and, if possible, draft a clearer

statement as to what constitutes adequate sight and sourdd separation.

At the present time no regulation concerning facility admission/release
records exists. It is not recommended that this subject be inecluded in the

regulations. It is, however, recommended that the QJJDP strongly recommend that

uniforﬁ juvenile admission/release record forms containing the required monitor-
ing information be prepared and that the use of such records be required by all
facilities which might securely confine children.
recommendation could materially improve the accuracy and completeness of
detention data.

The development of adequate monitoring systems accompanied by the removal
of status offenders and non-offenders from secure custody and the removal or
separation of juveniles from adult offenders in secure facilities is, in most
governmental units, occurring at a rate that just five years ago seemed impossible.
If this effort continues at the current rate and the monitoring and program
changes suggeéted in this report are implemented, most governmental units should
be totally in compliance by the end of 1981 or, at the latest, 1982. It is now
conceivable that a considerable number of states will pass legislation prohibiting

the confinement of children in adult jails, lockups and similar inappropriate

facilicies.

The OJJDP has played a significant role in the progress made towards meeting <§

S

the intent of Section 223, (a)(123), (13), and (14) of the JJDP Act of 1974,

The implementation of this (:

N
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More can be done. The following recommendations ure presented as suggestions
for further strengthening monitoring and improving practices which will reduce

juvenile confinement.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations, based on the findings of the national
monitoring and data verification study, address methods for monitoring the
juvenile justice system,vparticularly with respect to each governmental unit's
responsibility to monitor progress toward the achievement of the status offender
deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the JJDP Act. Thése recommend-
ations recognize the great utility of monitoring the juvenile justice system at
the state and local levels rather than at the federal level; the significance
of citizen involvement ‘in monitoring; the inhereant value of clear and accurate
data in bringing about deinstitutionalization and improvement in the juvenile
justice system; and the need for public awareness and support for deinstitution-
alization. A pervasive notion throughout is the importance of establishing
mechanisms capable of monitoring the entire system and not just compliance with

the Act if significant long-range improvements are to be made in juvenile

justice and if delinquency is to be reduced ‘or controlled.

1. A RECORD-KEEPING PACKAGE SHOULD BE DEVELOPED TO ASSIST MONITORING
AGENCIES IN OBTAINING COMPLETE AND ACCURATE DETENTION MOMITORING DATA

AT THE FACILITY LEVEL.

One of the most critical problems encountered during the monitoring assess-—
ment was inadequate and incomplete facility records. The primary objective of
this recommendation should be the development of "how to" information dealing
with detention monitoring data and facility records., A uniform juvenile admission/

release record form which could be used by the monitoring agencies and all
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facilities which might hold children in secure custody should be designed as a
sample. The form should be adaptable to both detention and long-term care
facilities. The form should provide for the entry of all necessary monitoring
information and should allow additional space for information the facility may
need.

The package should also include a plan or plans for retrieving copies of
the admission/release records at regular intervals, probably monthly, for use
in monitoring. The use of this information to provide full detention admission

statistics would be a major benefit of such a plan.

2. MODEL LEGLSLATION SHOULD BE DEVELOPED WHICH COULD BE USED BY
GOVERNMENTAL UNITS AS A GUIDE IN EFFORTS TO OBTAIN ADEQUATE LEGAL

AUTHORITY TO MONITOR.

Few governmental units have specific legal authority to monitor. Legal
authority is essential to the development of an adequate monitoring system. In
addition to the general authority to monitor, the legislation should grant author-
ity to the agency to provide uniform juvenile admission/release record forms; to
require all facilities that might hold children in secure custody to use and
maintain such admission/release records and to submit duplicate copies to the
monitoring agency at times designated by the agency; to permit inspections of
all secure facilities to determine compliance with separation requirements; to
cite facilities for noncompliance violations; and to enforce necessary sanctions,
including closure of the facility to children when violations are not corrected

or eliminated.

3. THE MONITORING REPORT PERTOD USED BY ALL PARTICIPATING GOVERNMENTAL
UNITS SHOULD BE TWELVE MONTHS.
This should provide more complete data and information on detention practices

and the numbers of children detained. Twelve-month data should also reflect
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seasonal fluctuations in detention rates. Almost half of the monitoring agencies
now use a full year report period for all or some facilities, and, some states

that use shorter report periods already collect data for twelve months.

4. OJJDP SHOULD REVIEW MONITORING REGULATIONS AND DEFINITIONS TO MAKE
CERTAIN THAT ALL ARE CLEARLY DESCRIBED AND PROVIDE SUFFICIENT INFORMATION

TO PERMIT THEIR APPLICATION IN MONITORING.

Special attention should be given to separation and reclassification regula-
tions since both seem to be subjected to more on~site interpretation than others.

Where necessary, the regulations and/or definitions should be expanded or rewritten

te insure clarity.

5. THE DEFINITION OF AN "ACCUSED JUVENILE OFFENDER' SHOULD BE REVIEWED

AND REWRITTEN OR AMENDED.

The problem with this definition is found in the following sentence: "A
juvenile with respect to whom a petition has been filed in the juvenile court
alleging that such a juvenile is a criminal-type offender or is a status offender
and no final adjudication has been made by the juvenile court." This definition
is too limited. Many, if not most, children are detained prior to the filing
of a petition. A petition may be filed or the child may be released from detention
without further action. The correction may simply require the insertion of the
words "may be" in lieu of the first "has been' in the sentence. This definition

should be reviewed and amended since it does not now cover many children included

in the monitoring counts,

6. THE PROVISION WHICH EXLUDES NON-JUDICIAL DAYS WHEN DETERMINING HOW
JANY ACCUSED STATUS GFFENDERS WERE HELD IN SECURE CUSIODY OVE(. 24 HOURS

SHOULD BE ELIMINATED.
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This provision now eliminates from the count children held during over 30
percent of the possible detention days during the year. Weekend detention is

usually higher than weekday. The exclusion complicates the count. The key
issue to be considered relates to the primary mounitoring purpose--to determine
if status offenders are beiné removed from secure confinement facilities. The
focus should be on all status offenders held in secure custody and all detention

days should be included in the count.

7. A PACKAGE DEALING WITH THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF JUVENILE RECORDS AS
CONFIDENTIALITY RELATES 70 DETENTION MONITORING SHOULD BE DEVELOPED FOR

THE USE OF MONITORING AGENCIES.

Even though this subject is covered in the JIDP Act, it still creates some

problems and could interfere with the development of a uniform juvenile admission/

release record and reporting system. The package should include examples of how (i !

confidentiality has been handied by the various governmental units.

8. O0JJDP'S STATE MONITORING REPORT FORM SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY 0JJDP
OFFICIALS, SPA'S AND MONITORING AGENCY PERSONNEL TO DETERMINE ITS
ADEQUACY AND APPLICABILITY IN PRESENTING THE NECESSARY ANNUAL REPORT

INFORMATION.

Periodic reviews are essential to insure that reports and other forms fulfill

their intended functions and meet the required needs.

9. 0JJDP SHOULD ESTABLISH A POLICY AND PROCEDURES FOR ACTING ON REQUESTS

FOR REGULATION VARIANCES.

* Requests for variances should always be considered, but the policy and pro-
‘cedures should require the involvement of various OJJIDP staff in the decisioen.
The decision should reflect the practices of the majority of other monitoring

agencies in dealing with the subject of the variance request,
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10. OJJDP SHOULD CONTINUE THE ANNUAL FACE-TO-FACE MONITORING WORKSHOPS
AS ONE METHOD OF SHARING MONITORING INFORMATION AND IMPROVING THE

MONTTORING SYSTEMS,

11.  0JJDP SHOULD PROVIDE FOR AND SUPPORT EFFORTS TO PROVIDE NATIONAL-
SCOPE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REGARDING INSPECTION AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF

WRITTEN VIOLATION PROCEDURES.

A package on these subjects which includes examples of operational inspection

and violation programs would be helpful.

12, 0JJIDP SHOULD PROVIDE FOR AND SUPPORT A "VERIFICATION TEAM" FOR

RANDOM, SPECIAL, ON-SITE ASSESSMENTS AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL.

Full-scale assessment and/or verification may not be essential as the state
monitoring systems improve, but verification of problem area facilities could
assist the monitoring agencies. Complaints dealing with a specific facility
may require verification or fact finding. Special on-site assessment could be
made by a national-scope "verification team" while preserving a positive state/

Jocal relationship conducive to technical assistance and resolution of problems.

13. 0JJDP SHOULD INTENSIFY ITS EFFORTS TO COLLECT AND MAINTAIN SPECIFIC
INFORMATION ON JUVENILE DETENTION AND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES, INCLUDING

ADULT JAILS AND LOCKUP DATA.

The National Jail Registry currently supported by 0JIDP should be expanded
to include the information re~ommended by the Children's Defense Fund in its

1976 report, Children in Adult Jails.

l4. TO TMPROVE AND INCREASE COMMUNTCATION BETWEEN OJJDP AND THE MONITORING
AGENCIES, IT IS SUGGESTED THAT OJJDP'S CONGRESSTONAL REPORT ON MONITORINA
BE PROVIDED TO ALL MONITORING AGENCIES AND, TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE, TO

INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS AND THE PUBLIC.
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15, 0JJDP SHOULD INCREASE STATE REPRESENTATIVE ON-SITE CONTACT WITH
MONITORING AGENCIES IN AN EFFORT TO INSURE THAT BOTH ARE FULLY INFCRMEL
ON ALL ASPECTS OF MONITORING AND TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF POTENTIAL

REPORTING PROBLEMS.

16. OJJDP SHOULD CONSIDER USING DISCRETIONARY FUNDING TO IMPLEMENT

INNOVATIVE MONITORING TECHNIQUES AND STRATEGIES.

Model inspection methods, violation procedures, data tabulation and report-
ing techniques, and other specific monitoring strategies are sufficiently

developad to justify major initiatives.

17. O0JJDP SHOULD REQUIRE VERIFICATION BY ALL SPA'S WHO RELY ON SECONDARY

SOURCES FOR COMPLIANCE REPORT DATA.

. . . . . -

The monitoring assessment found that regular verification is essential. The (:~ “
verification need increases when data collection is done by persons not on the S

SPA's staff. The recommendation for developing and using uniform juvenile admis-

sion/release record forms and for monitoring from duplicate copies of these

records will reduce, but will not eliminate, the need for verification.

18. 0JJDP SHOULD INTENSIFY ITS EFFORTS TO PROVIDE DISCRETIONARY FUNDS

FOR INDEPENDENT YOUTH ADVOCACY PROGRAMS.

Juvenile justice advocacy units should be available in every state. Advocacy

programs may also be needed for certain metropolitan areas and for regions within

some states.

19. MODEL LEGISLATION AND RESOURCE INFORMATION SHOULD BE DEVELOPED TO

PROVIDE FOR THE REMOVAL OF AIL GHILDREN UNDER JUVENTTLE COTURT JURISDTCTTON

FROM ALL SECURE FACILITIES WHICH ALSO HOUSE ADULT OFFENDERS. (l:
A number of states now have such provisions in their codes and other states
are considering such legislation.
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OJJDP SHOULD SUPPORT AN INDEPENDENT NATIONAL-SCOPE STUDY OF MENTAL
HEALTH FACILITIES AND PRIVATE CHILDCARE INSTITUTIONS TO DETERMINE THE
LEVELOF THE USE OF SUCH FACILITIES BY JUVENILE COURTS FOR THE PLACEMENT

OF CHILDREN UNDER THE COURTS' JURISDICTION.

21. OJJDP SHOULD ESTABLISH A CITIZEN AWARD PROGRAM TO MOTIVATE CITIZENS
AND RECOGNIZE EXTRAORDINARY CITIZEN ACTION TO BRING ABOUT DEINSTITUTION-

ALIZATION IN THEIR HOME COMMUNITIES.

22. 0DJJDP SHOULD ASSESS THE RUNAWAY ISSUE AND ATTEMPT TO IDENTIFY AND/OR
DEVELOP PROGRAMS WHICH MAY BE IMPLEMENTED BY STATES AND COMMUNITIES TO
REDUGCE THE IMPACT OF RUNAWAYS ON THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEMS AND TO

REDUCE THE NEED FOP THEIR CONFINEMENT.

Runaways present special problems to many states. While the number of

P~
R
(% tatus offenders detained is decreasing, the number of out-of-state and out-of-

county runaways continues to te a problem.

23. OJJDP SHOULD INTENSIFY ITS EFFORT TO ESTABLISH MECHANISMS AT THE
STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS WHICH MONITOR ALL ASPECTS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE

SYSTEM.

Despite OJJDP's encouragement and the national standard recommendations, most
states have been reluctant to establish broad-based monitoring systems and most
have opted to monitoring for compliance with the Act. Long-term improvements, in
due process, deinstitutionalization of living conditions and quality of services
can best be obtained by a system of monitoring which focuses on the entire

juvenile jugtice process in addition to the critical "front door" of the system
3 J ¥

which inecludes detention.

24. 0JJDP SHOULD DEVELOP QR HAVE DEVELOPED A PACKAGE WHICH WOULD DEAL

WITH 24-HOUR INTAKE AND SINGLE-AGENCY DETENTION ADMISSION SCREENING.

e

MR s .

TS B2, e R,



2
"EZ>> of such monitoring, the jurisdictional age of children under the juvenile court

s

Limiting the entry point to detention through a reduction in the number of
persons who may make decisions regarding detention, the use of established criteria

and how full-time intake might be implemented should be covered.

25. 0JJDP SHOULD ENCOURAGE AND, TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE, ASSIST MONITORING
AGENCIES IN INCLUDING DATA AND INFORMATION CONCERNING JUVENILES HELD BY

OR CONFINED IN FEDERAL, STATE,.LOCAL OR PRIVATE FACILITIES BY FEDERAL

AGENCIES IN MONITORING RECORDS.

Since the intent of Section 223 (a)(12A), and (13) of the JJDP Act is to
deinstitutionalize the status offender and to separate juveniles from adult
offenders in secure custody, either by the total removal of juveniles from adult
facilities or by providing sight and sound separation within adult facilities,
and no reference is made to the level of government placing the child or providing
the facility, special attention should be extended to monitor children held by

the U.S. marshalls, U.S. Bureau of Prisons, Bureau of Indiana Affairs and

Immigration Service.

26. OJJIDP SHOULD CONSIDER EXTENDING THE SCOPE OF STATE JUVENILE DETENTION

MONITORING TO INCLUDE ALL CHILDREN HELD IN FACILITIES WHICH ALSO HOUSE
ADULT OFFENDERS.

While the JJIDP Act deals primarily with juveniles who are under the jurisdiction
of the juvenile court, juveniles waived to adult criminal court jurisdiction and
children placed or sentenced by other jurisdictions are held in adult detention

facilities. In many, if not most, of the facilities holding these children,

separation from adult offenders is not available to these people. The latter

group includes uncharged juveniles held as material witnesses. For the purposes

should be used to identify such juveniles held. The inclusion of all detained
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or confined juveniles should provide a more complete and accurate count of chil-

dren confined with adult inmates.

27.. 0JIDP SHOULD REQUEST THAT ALL MONITORING AGENCIES REGULARLY SUBMIT
TO THE 0JIDP, REPORTS ON LEGAL ACTIONS RELATING TO JUVENILE DETENTION
AND/OR MONITORING WHICH HAVE BEEN FILED OR HAVE BEEN DECIDED BY THE

COURTS.

0JJDP saould share the collected information with all monitoring agencies
on a regular basis, Legal actions dealing with all aspects of juvenile detention
have both a positive and negative effect on the implementation of the provisions
of the JJDP Act and state programs. The collection and sharing of such legal

information is essential both to 0JJDP and to the state monitoring agencies

DD/
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EXHIBIT I

ki
G UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
I OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20531

SAMPLE

Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning

7171 Bowling Drive

Sacramento, CA 95823

Dear Mr. Cunningham:

A part of OJJDP's responsibility in implementing the JIDP Act of 1974,

as amended, is to determine the level of state compliance with the deinsti-
tutionalization and separation requirement of Section 223(a)(12)(A) and

(13) of the Act. This determination is primarily based upon the monitoring
report submitted annuslly by each participating state. So that the Office

can fully meet its stewardship responsibilities, OJIDP is undertaking a )
verification and technical assistance effort in conjunction with the Community
Research Forum (CRF) at the University of Dlinois. CRF representatives
will visit each state during the 6-month period of October 1979 through
March 1980. The purpose of the visit is to meet with SPA officials, to
review the system of monitoring compliance, and to verify the compliance
data at selected juvenile detention and correctional facilities.

.

As a result of this artivity, OJIDP will have a uniform, national verifi-
cation of progress towards compliance with the Act. Additionally, it will
allow California to take advantage of technical assistance in your effort

to monitor progress toward compliance. A report will be developed on

your state which will be used during an OJJDP/California moenitoring meeting
in the spring of 1980.

The Community Research Forum will be in contact with you to provide
more details regarding the process prior to visiting your state. Those
tates included in the initial effort during October through December will
be contacted to establish a suitable time for the on-site visit.

Your cooperation with OJIDP is appreciated and we look forward to working
with you.

Sincerely,

<1 . West
Signed/David D-
David D. West
Acting Asscciate Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevantion

EXHIBIT 2
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University ol lhuois at Urbana-Champaiyn 505 125t Green Street, Suite 210, Champaiyn, Nlinois 61820 (217) 333~044%
September 7, 1979

lichard C. Wertz, Executive Director
Arizona State Justice Planning Agency
Professional Plaza, Suite 400

4820 N. Block Canyon Freeway
Phoenix, Arizona 85017

Dear Mr. Wertz:

Recently you received a letter from David D. West, Associale Admiaistrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquenty Prevention, which told of the verificaiion and {echaical assistance effort being undertaken
by cur agency, under a grant from 0JJDP.

We plan on-site visits to the. forty-two participating states and the District of Columbia, We will also look
at facilities in your state operated dircctly by selccted fecderal agencies and agencies providing services under
- _contract to these federal agencies.

N

}Dur Field Monitors will want to meet with you, your Jjuvenile specialist, and the persons on your staff directly
~ responsible for monitoring and for preparation of your last monitoring report. The Field Monitor will also

want Lo meet with the appropriate staff of the agencies which provided monitoring data.

The Field Monitor will necd to become familiar with the process you used in selecting and classifying the
monitoring uriverse, If the materials or directories used are available it would be helpful to have copies,
He will also need to look at the raw data sheets and become familiar with the data collection process,

In cach state our person will visit at least ten percent of the counties. 1f ten percent is less than four counties,
four will be visited. In each county, staff will be asked to visil the facilitics which house children coming
under provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, Section 223, (12A) and
(13), as amended. To be able to verify the monitoring data they will nced copies of the raw data shcets for
facilitics in the following couniies:

Cochise
Graham
Maricopa
Pimna

Don Rademacher, our project coordinator, will Le the Field Monitor for Arizona. Tentalively he plans to

visit your slate during the week of September 23rd. Ile will call you soon Lo request an appoinimaent for
honday, September 24th, and to request appointments v + your sta/f,

Avresearc v and treliniol s apee oject suppaeteed by the Qltive oF Jueenit drazeo and Dolingueney Proventum
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i Y. EXHIBIT 3
A" eptember 7, 1979 f e
{ 4 e vyed "j | h
a0y e J (\ SPA INTERVIEW OUTLINE
( ®-page 2 ! - \

We hope that the information obtained during the ficld monilor's visit to your s.tatc will be I?eneﬁcin‘l bc?u;
to the OJJDP and Lo your agency and will provide a hasis for meaningful discussion at the spring monitormg
meeting. A copy of our report on your state will be sent Lo you when it is completed.

| The following format should be used in preparing the State Verification

Report following on-site consultation and examination.
Sincem!y,7

'\‘\L. ‘ ?l.m\,l..._

1. System for Monitoring Compliance with the Act

Report Period
Jin)l Brown

Direct Compatibility of Definitions (obtain copy of juvenile legislation)
irector

JB/slb

Frank P tage Selection of Universe (obtain copy of Universe)
cc: IFrank Poypota

A
B
C. Authority to Monitor
D
Don Rademacher .

Classification of Universe

Doyle Wood \
; F. Data Collection
j G. Inspection of Facilities
- 5[ X H. Method of Reporting
( ;\\} (M I. Violations Procedure
5 J. Assurances against Reclassification v
oz K. Monitoring Obstacles and TA Needs ‘ ‘
| L. Successful Monitoring Practices and Programs
2. Successful Practices and Programs
| A. Name and Address of Program
% B. Contact Person and Phone Number P
C. General Description of Practice or Approach
f D. Impact
f
% \
- )
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’ EXHIBIT 4 . (

FACILITY INSPECTION FORM

F. Deinstitutionalization of Status and Nonoffenders

jz

|

|

|

SMR  VER H

A. Name and Address of Facility: : if
. | (6) How many accused status offenders/nonoffenders were held P

longer than 24 hours during the report period? I§

—— trm—an: ‘i

¥)) How many adjudicated status offenders/nonoffenders were fg

held during the report period? . [

(15 : H

) When was your facility last inspect#d for compliance with B

B. Name and Phone Number of Contact: the Act? i?
Comments . f

C. Does the facility currently contract with the federal government for

the detention of adult criminal offenders?
G. Separation of Juveniles and Adult Offenders

e
lm
B
<
=
=
S AR T

—___Yyes no 5»’}
\ D. How many juvenile suicides in the facility in the pasi three years? ﬁ "
<::’ . ;? (11) Does the facility provide adequate separation?
attempted ___committed i . dining D _— Ay
B é slzeping %
. E. Classification of Facility % : recreatiomal £
| toilet and sheower 4
(NUMBERS IN PARENTHESES IN LEFT MARGIN CORRESPOND TO JUVENILE FACILITY i educational
MONITORING SURVEY FORM) k Intake
. i contact with trustees
SMR  VER |
_ i (12) How many juveniles inadequately separated during the report
(3) Is the facility secure? }i period?
4) Has the facility held adult criminal offenders in the g (15) When was the facility last inspected for compliance
past 12 months? f with the Act?
(1.0) Has the facility been used for the secure detention i Comments:

and confinement of juvenile offenders and adult
criminal offenders in the last 12 months? : }

Comments:

i e e
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EXHIBIT 5
TYPE OF STATE AND LOCAL FACILITIES VISITED
~ State Adult Jails, Juvenile Training Other . Sally Beasley . f
Workhouses, Detention Schools(1) Facilities(2) Jim Schroeder, Jr. |
Lockups, ete. Centers
) : Kentucky Minnesota
Alabama 46 2 4 2 L. .
Arizona 14 3 1 1 Avis Birnstein - Phillip H. Scherrish Kelen Sumer
Arkansas 20 1 1 0 L.
California 11 5 2 1 Illinois - California
COlorado 5 2 l 0 ) COloradO
Connecticut 13 3 1 0o . Tdaho
Delaware 5 2 1 1 H. Aubrey Elliott MiChigI]&
District Columbia 1. 1 2 0 Montana
Florida 16 3 1 0 Arkansas Oregon
Georgia 38 5 1 0 }Igelaware Utah
Idaho 6 1 1 0 ansas Washington
I1linois 29 4 1 1 Maryland g
Indiana 10 3 2 0 %ilss}c;ur:} .
Jowa 17 1 1 0 ew liexico Willis 0. Th
Kansas 6 3 1 0 Texas - omas
Kentucky 12 1 0 0 Connecticut
Louisiana 12 3 3 0 Massachusetts
Maine 4 18 0 1 1 Larry Hembree . New Hampshire
= Maryland 5 1 2 1 . New Jersey
. ‘fassachusetts 5 1 0 1 . Iowa New York j
\ A.?chigai ig i é 8 T Pennsylvania :
Minnesota . ‘ Rhode Island ;
Mississippi 16 7 1 0 Frederick Howlett Vermont ,
Missouri 6 2 1 1 Vireinia
Montana 6 0 1 4 Alabama &
New Hampshire 28 0 1 1 Distl:lc'b of Columbia
New Jersey 18 4 1 0 Florida a
New Mexico 4 2 1 0 Georgia |
New York 15 1 1 0 Louisiana i
North Carolina 10 2 1 0 Mississippi ?
Oregon 2 2 1 0 North Carolina |
Pennsylvania 7 4 1l 0 West Virginia
Rhode Island 9 0 1 4
South Carolina 18 0 1 0 .
Tennessee. .. 9 2 1 0 Jerry Klein .
Texas 38 11 1 0 : . .
Utah A 3 0 0 4 Wisconsin
Vermont 4 0 1 1 ‘ '
Virginia 8 2 1 0 P .
Washington 17 4 1 0 g Patricia Miller
West Virginia 6 1 1 0 ‘
Wisconsin 10 2 0 0 . Tennessee
. 549 99 46 20 e
- " . . on Rademacher
»..L) Some of the training schools selected at random for visits were closed. § - Ar
’ 5 izona
S (2) Includes private child care facilities, mental hospitals, court holding units, 1‘ Indiana )
a private school and similar units. i South Carolina
:
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Alabama Arizona
Bibb Cochise
Chilton Graham
Coosa Maricopa
Jefferson Pima
Montgomery '
Talladega
Tallaposa
Colorado Connecticut
Adams ¢ Hartford
Crowley ’ Middlesex
Denver New Haven
Douglas Windham
El Paso
Fremont
‘Rio Blanco
Georgie Idaho
Baldwin Ada
Bibb Canyon
Clayton Clark
Cobb Twin Falls
Coweta Washington
DeKelb
Douglas
Fayette
Fulton = . .. ;
Houston )
Lamar
Morgan
Newton
Rockdale .
Spalding ~
Twiggs

. 7w

COUNTIES VISITED BY STAFF

Arkansas

Arkansas
Conway
Jefferson
Lonoke

" Monroe

Pulaski
Saline

Delaware

Kent
Newcastle
Sussex

I1linois

Champaign
Christian
Coles
Cook
Douglas
Lake
Macon
Piatt
Sangamon
Shelby
Will

EXHIBIT 6

California

Al ameda
Amador
Calaveras
Sacramento
San Francisco
Sonoma

Florida

Hillsborough
Jefferson
Leon”
Madison
Manatee
Pasco
Pinellas

Indiana

Bartholomew
Brown
Hendricks
Johnson
Madison
Marion
Monroe
Owens
Putnam
Vigo

R S TR R SR R SR

g e

O e

C

.

Iowa

! Blackhawk

" Boone

Butler
Clarke
Johnson
Mahaska
Marshal.i
Monroe
Pock
Wapello

Maine

Cumberland
Kennebec
Lincoln
Oxford

)

Minnesota

Aitkin
Anoka
Chisago
Hennepin
Isanti
Kanabec
Meeker .
Ramsey
Stearns

New Hampshire

Belknap

=Rarroll

. '11sborough
L.errimack

Kansas

Butler
Clay
Ellsworth
Gove
Lyon
McPherson
Republic
Riley
Saline
Sedgwick
Shawnee

Maryland

Anne Arundel
Baltimore
Caroline

Baltimore(City)

Mississippi

Claiborne
Hancock
Harrison
Hinds
Jackson
Lawrence
Marion
Pearl River
Warren

New Jersey

Essex
Tunterdon

Mercer

Middlesex

New York

Albany
Genesee
New York
Saratoga
Schenectady
Sullivan
Westchester

Kentucky louisiana

Anderson Assumption

Boyle East Baton Rouge

Bullitt Jefferson

Fayette Orleans

Franklin St. James

Hardin St. John the Baptist

Henry West Baton Rouge

Jefferson

Marion

Nwlaon

Shelby

Spencer

Massachusetts Michigan

Dukes Gratiot

Middlesex Ingham

Plymouth Kent

Suffolk . La Peer

‘ Livingston

Montcalm
Oakland
Shiawassee

‘ Wayne

Missourd Vontana

Cole Broadwater

Gasconde Deer Lodge

Osage Gallatin

St. Charles Lewis and Clark

St. Louis Silver Bow

St. Louis(City) Yellowstone

North Carolina

Anson Union
Cabarrus - Wake
Chatham

Gaston

Harnett

Lee

Mecklenburg

Moore

i oo et




Oregon

g Benton
o

Marion
Multnomah
Sherman

Tennessee

Bedford
Cannon
Coffee
Davidson
Franklin
Grundy
Hamilton
Rutherford
Warren
Wilson

Pennsylvania

Adams
Allegheny
Dauphin
Franklin
Indiana
Snyder
Westmoreland

Texas

Bandera
Bastrop
Bell
Bexar
Bosque
Cameron
Comal
Dallas
Denton
Ellis
Falls
Guadelupe
Hays
Hidalgo
Hood

Jim Wells
Johnson
Kaufman
Kleberg
Lampasas
Navarro
Nueces
San Patricio
Starr
Travis
Villacy

Rhode Island

Kent
Newport
Providence
Washington

Utah

Duschene
Lake
Morgan
Salt
Tooeleh
Vintah
Weber

South Carolina

Kershaw ~
Laurens
Newberry
Richland
Spartanburg

Vermont

Caledonia
Chittendon
Rutland
Washington

T

tn
Virginia

Arlington
Charles City
Fairfax
Gloucester
Hanover
Henrico

Isle of Wight
James City
Nansemond
Prince George

Washington

Douglas
King
Snohomish
Thurston

Prince William
Norfolk(City)
Richmond(City)
Virginia Beach(City)

Jest Virginia Visconsin
Clay - Adams
Fayette Columbia
Gilmer Dane
Harrison Fond-du-Lac
Kanawha Towa
Raleigh Milwaukee
Sauk
Sheboygan

W

[ W




STATE MONITORING AGENCIES VISITED BY STA.F

Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency
2863 Fairlane Drive

Executive Park Building, Suite 49
Montgomery, Alabama 36111

Arizona State Justice Planning Agency
Professional Plaza, Suite 400

4820 North Black Canyon

Phoenix, Arizona 85017.

Arkansas Crime Commission
1515 Building, Suite 700
Little Roek, Arkangas 72202

California Office of Justice Planning
7171 Bowling Drive
Sacramento, California 95823

=~ Colorado Division of Criminal Justice
1313 Sherman Street
. Jenver, Colorado 80203
Comnecticut Justice Commission
75 Elm Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06115

Delaware Criminal Justice Commission
State Office Building

820 North French Street-fourth floor
Wilmington, Delaware 19801

Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis
Munsey Building-suite 200

1329 E Street, N.W.

Weshington, D.C. 20004

Bureau of Criminal Justice Assistance
Division of State Planning

Department of Administration

530 Carlton Building-room 215

Tallahasee, Florida 32304

Georgia State Crime Commission
= 3400 Peachtree Road, N.E.-suite 625
“lanta, Georgia 30326

' ernforcement Planning Commission
700 West State Street
Boise, Idaho 83720

EXHIBIT 7

I1linois Law Enforcement Commission
! ~~ 120 South Riverside Plaza-10th floor
3 (: - Chicago, Illinois 60606 -

i | Indiana Criminal Justice Planning Agency
215 North Senate-fourth floor
Indianapolis, Indiana 46202

" Iowa Crime Commission
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines, Iowa 50319

. Governor's Committee on Criminal Administration
| 503 Kansas Avenue.second floor
| Topeka, Kansas 66603

{ Executive Office of Staff Services
Kentucky Department of Jusitce
State Office Building Annex

: Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement

and the Administration of Criminal Justice
1800 Wooddale Boulevard-room 615
Baton Rouge, Iouisiana 70806

Maine Criminal Justice Planning and
| Assistance Agency
L. :1 Parkwood Drive
~ Augusta, Maine 04330 . !

Governor's Commission on Law Inforcement
and the Administration of Justice

Suite 700-One Investment Place

Towson, Maryland 21204

Committee on Criminal Jusitce
110 Tremont Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Office of Criminal Jusitce
Lewis Cass Building-second floor
Lansing, Michigan 48909

Crime Control Planning Board
444 Lafayette Road-sixth floor
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
Mississippi Criminal Justice Planning Commission
723 North PResident Street-suite 400
: Jackson, Mississippi
ﬁ QTA*%:ssouri Council on Criminal Justice
0. Box 1041
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

:j‘ﬂ'
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Board of Crime Control “ g;ghSCOEﬁc%i.og Criminal Justice Administration
402 Roberts . ‘ ( L ou hird Street
Helena, Montana | Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

»
. N

Vermont Commission on the Administration

New Hampshire Crime Commission ‘ ; £ .
169 Manchester Street | 129 Justice
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 ! MOPt§:§§ert€:§;ont 05602
i k e ]
State Law Enforcement Planning Agency ? PR . .
3535 Quaker Bridge Road ' | g;gi%&:n of Just}ce and Crime Prevention
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 | Parham ;gi;nd Drive

Administrative Services Division Richmond, Virginia 23229

New Mexico Criminal Justice Department ’ © ; . . .

113 Washington Avenue : . ggf}c? of glnanclal Management

Santa Fe, New Mexi 87501 vision of Criminal Justice
an e, New Mexico 8750 102 North Quinee

Olympia, Washington 98504

AR S BT G 2

New York Division of Criminal Justice Services

80 Centre Street . .
New York, New York, 10013 i fouth Services Unit
: West Virginia Depaftment of Welfare
Division of Crime Control . ; 1900 Washlngtog St?eet East Room 850B
North Carolina Department of Crime Control and : Charleston, West Virginia 25305
Public Safety ! . . .
P.0. Box 27687 ' : Wisconsin Council, on Criminal Justice
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 B 122 West Washington Avenue
Lo - . g7 Madiscn, Wisconsin 53703
“xecutive Department ; !

... Law Enforcement Council A ;
2001 Front Street, N.E.
Salem, .Oregon 97310

Pennsylivania Commission on Crime and Delinquency
P.0. Box 1167

Federal Square Station

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108

Governor's Committee on Crime, Delinquency,
and Criminla Administration

110 Eddy
Providence, Rhode Island 02903

Office of Crimingl Justice Programs
-fourth floor

Edgar A. Brown Building

1205 Pendleton Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Ternessee Law Enforcement Planning Agency
) 4950 Linbar Drive
Brovmiing Scott Building
CwNashville, Tennessee 37211
X

Cooriminal Justice Division
Office of the Governor .
413 W. 13th Street
Austin, Texas 78701
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o EXHIBIT 8 - f
SELECTED MONITORING PROCESS SUBJECTS 5
Legal Authority to Compatible Definitiond Completely} Report Data Inspec~ Estab-
STATE Monitor Flaced with Classified| Period In| Collec- | tions lished
Unlverse Months tion Made Viola- | -
Other In Method tion Pro=
SPA Agency Code 0JJDP N ~ cedures ]
ALABAMA - Yes — * Yes (1) - Yes 3 On-Site Yes Yes
ARIZONA Yes - No Yes Yes 1 On-Site Yes Yes
ARKANSAS No Yes Yes - Yes 1 On-Site Yes Yes
CALIFORNIA No Yes Yes - Yes 12 UV Mail . Yes ' Yes
COLORADO No Yes No - Yes No 12 On-Site . Yes No
CONNECTICUT Yes — No (2) Yes No (3) 3-12 0S,UV M No No
DELAWARE No Yes Yes —— Yes 12 0s, VM No Yes
DISTRICT/COLUMBIA Yes — Yes —— Yes 12 0s, VM Yes Yes ,
FLORIDA Yes -—- Yes {1) - No (3) 6 UV Mail Yes (4)] - No Lo
GEORGIA No Yes Yeo _— Yes 1 0S V Mail Yes Yes
IDAHO . No Partial Yes - Yes 12 On-Site No No
ILLINOIS No Yes Yes - Yes 3-12 UV Mail Yes Yes
INDIANA Yes _— YEs - No (3) |3 daya(5) |V Mail Yes No
IOWA Yes — Yes -~ Yes 12 UV Mail Yes Yes
KANSAS No Yes Yes ——— Yes 1 On-Site Yes Yes
KENTUCKY Yes -—— Yes — Yes 6 _.|On-site Yes No
LOUISIANA No No Yes —— Yes 12M,21dads| 03,V Mail Yes No 4
MAINE Yes —— Yes e No(3) 3-12 | On-Site Yes Yes ‘
- MARYLAND No Yes YEs ——- Yes 12 On-Site Yes YEs
. MASSACHUSETTS Yes — Yes — No(3) 12 On-Site Yes No
‘ ‘ . MICHIGAN Yes _— Yes ——— Yes 1 On-Site Yes Yes
MINNESQOTA Yes - No () Yes Yes 9 UV Mail Yes Yes
: MISSISSIPPI No Yes YEs — Yes 3 On-Site Yes Yes
- MISSOURI No No No Yes No 12 UV Teleph Ho No
' . MONTANA : No No YEs —— Yes 12 V Mail Yes No )
NEV HAMPSHIRE Yes — Yes —_— Yes 6 0s,V,M,T|  Yes No
NEW JERSEY Yes — Yes —— Yes 12 & 0,(7) On-Site Yes Yes . \
NEW MEXICO Yes —— Yes - Yes 1 On-Site Yes No :
NEW YORK - Yes — Yes ——— No (3) 12 oS Vv Yes Yes
NORTH CAROLINA No Yes Yes - No (8) | 3 Month V Mail Yes No
OREGON Yes (8) —— Yes -— ‘No (3) 12 On-Site Yes No
PENNSYLVANIA Yes S Yes S No (9) 12 On-Site Yes Yes
RHODE ISLAND Yes —— No Yes Yes 12 0S Mail Yes No
SOUTH CAROLINA Yes -—- No Yes Yes (L M, 1 day |V Mail Yes Yes
(- ¢ - |
L A
. R
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SELECTED MONITORING PROCESS SUBJECTS

Legel Authority to Compatible Definitiond Completely| Report Data Inspec-~ Egtab-
STATE Monitor Placed with Classified| Period In| Collec~ | tions 1ished
: Universe Montha tion Made Viola-
Other In Method tion Pro=
SPA Agency Code 0JJDP - cedures

Texas No Yes No Yes (10)] No 12 UV Mail | No No

Utah Yes ——— Yes — Yes 3 0S,UV M | Yes Yes
. Vermont No Yes Yes —— Yes 1 On-Site | Yes Yes
Virginia Yes - Yes — No (3) 12 V Mail | -Yes Yes
Washington Yes —— Yes ——— Yes 6 On-Site | Yes Yes
West Virginia No No Yes — No (3) 12 On-Site | Yes No
Wisconsin Yes —— Yes —-— Yes 6 weeks | Mail PV | Yes No

UV = Unverified

0S = On-Site

V = Verified

PV = Partially Verilfied

M = Mail

T = Telephone
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U

:’(10) Code is compatible, but count of accused status offenders based on judicial committee

. FOOTNOTES * 1
(1) Code includes provisions which may permit reclassification for second status
offense, status offense probation violation, or through administrative placement.

(2) Current Code is not compatible and permits reclassification. Recently passed
new Code is compatible and prevents reclassification.

(3) Jails and lockups, jails, lockups or some jails and/or lockups excluded from
eclassified universe.

(4) Department of Corrections responsible for inspections. Inspections not current
in facilities listed.

(5) Indiana selected three separate days for its report period. Louisiana selected
21 separate days for juvenile detention facilities and training schools.

(6) Code provides adequate projection against reclassification. Children occasionally
reclasgified. Code needs to be enforced.

(7) Six different report periods used: lockups-one year; state adult facility-5 days;
state juvenile facilities~6 days; state youth facility-7 days; detention centers,
county jails, and workhouses-4 months.

(8) Training schools excluded from classified list

(9) Lockups excluded from classified list, but now being monitored

exemptionsg and offenders held over 48 houvs.

L
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STATE e in thousands detalned during R.P. per 100,000 Report Year of
. - Period
. Base . R.P. Base B.P. Base R.P, Base ' R.P.
ALABAMA . 11,159 1,125 1,502 422 . 129.6 37.5 3 Mos. 1976 | 1979
100, 000 100, 000 Jan-Mar
ALASKA 153 148 « 485 68 317 45.9 12 Mos. 1976 | 1978
100,000 100,000 June-~Dec .
ARIZONA 735 753 453 74 61.6 9.8 1 Mo. 1975 | 1979
(adjusted) 100,000 | 100,000 August
ARKANSAS 665 639 355 21 53,4 3.3 1 Mo. 1975 | 1979
100,000 _ | 100,000 August :
FY | FY
CALTIFORNIA 6,323 6,259 34,216 5,124 541 81.9 12 Mos. 1975/ 1977/
. : 100,000 100,000 July-June 76, 78 |
OOLORADO' " 807 799 6,123 2,362 758.7 295.6 12 Mos. 1975 | 1978
. 12 Mos. FY
CONNECTICUT .910.5 + 833 699 166 76.8 19.9 (July-June)| 1975/(1978/
100,000 ~ | 100,000 . |Projection 76, 79
FY | FY
DELAWARE 186.5 167.5 374 61 200.5 36.4 12 Mos. 1974/5] 1978/¢
: 100,000 | 100,000 Aug-July R
D. OF C. 199 168 178 139 89.4 827 12 Mos. 1975 | 1979
' : 100,000 . | 100,000
FLORIDA 2,311 2,226 4,59, 208 198, 8 9.3 6 Mos. 1978 | 1979
100,000 100, 000 Jan-June
- . T, ——
‘ f d
(T~> EORGIA 1,634 1,556 410(f 75 25.1 4.8 1 Mo, (é , 4975 | 1979
: .. 100, 600 100,000 August - | -
‘ “‘?}3: ‘
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A"

STATE . in thousands detained during R.P. per 100,000 Repozxt! Year of
‘ - Period
' Base R.P. Base R.P. Base R.P. Base | R.P.
o —_—
i
‘ HAWAII 282.5 275 681 539 241, 217.8 12 Mos. | 1975/| 1978
| 100,000 | I00.000 Jan=Dec %
IDAHQ 278 293 1,836 563 660.4 | 192.2 | 12 Mos. [1976 | 1979
~100,000 | 100,000 1 _Jan-Dec. '
ILLINOIS 3,429 3,232 1,797.4 433 52.4 13.4 Varied |1976 | 1979
| 100,000 | 100,000 1-3 Mos. .
! ‘ 3 days
INDIANA 1,709 1,5% 299 123 17.8 7.7 | 1/15,6/30 11695 11080
. (1979) Jan, 15,1980 100,000 | T00.000 10/30 A
. FY FY
IOWA . 848.5 832 . 301.5 42 35,5 5.0 | 12 Mos. |L97%4 119784
. ~100,000 _ |100,000 1
g .
KANSAS 653 645 458 291 70,1 45,1 1 Mo. 1978 | 1979
(Adjusted) 100,000 - | 100,000 - - | {March)
KENTUCKY 1,057 1,041 2,803 L,429 265.2 | _137.3 6 Mos. 1977 | 1979
100,000 __ | 100,000 '
Varied 21dys
|  LOUISIANA 1,324.5 1,300 122 . 9.3 0.5 12 Mos. 1975/ | 1978¢
. ? . ) . .6 )097 100’000 10Q,000 Sep‘b—AUga 96 ) . ))
] MAINE 331 121 37 27 1.2 | 8.4 12 Mos. (19764 | 1978/
100,000 . | 100,000 July~June S :
| ‘ 12 Mos. | FY | FY
! MARYLAND 1,306.5 1,166.5 857 4 69.6 0.3 R.P. based [1974/ | 1978 |
B ~ |(Projection) 155,000  |100,000 on project.
‘ )
( MASSACHUSETTS ~ |1,713 1,516 z 1 L 22 0.1 1975 | 1979
’ ‘ 37 0,000 | T00;000 —
o > S x A RN B
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STATE detained during R.P. per 100,000 Report' Year of
Period
Base R.P. Base R.P, Base R.P. Base R.P.
MICHIGAN 2,985 2,737 2,014 411 67.5 15 1 Mo. 1975 |1979
; (adjusted) 100,000 | 100,000 June ‘
MINNESOTA 1,265 1,168 6,309 1,314 498.7 112.5 12 Mos. 1975 {1979
100,000 | 100,000 Jan-Dee
MISSISSIPPI 809 804 325 112 40.2 13.9 3 Mos. 1978 11979
100,000 100, 000
MISSOURI 1,444 1,369 4,786 2,419 33L.4 176.7 . | 12 Mos. 1975 {1978
100, 000 100, 000 o
MONTANA 245 239 1,224 272 499.6 113.8 12 Mos. 1975 |1978
! (N.0. not ’ s ,
ineclnded)
NEW HAMPSHIRE 257 253 100 9 38.9 3.6 6 Mos. 1975 11979
Co 100, 000 100,000 .
) Varied
NEW JERSEY 2,050 2,000 22 41 1.1 2 5-6 days 1978 1979
. 100,000 100, 000 12 Mos. o
NEW MEXICO 411 406 198 12 48,2 3 1 Mo. 1975. 11979
100,000 - 100,000 : »
NEW YORK 5,309 4,750 ¥,933 1,085 149.4 22.8 12 Mos. | 1975 |1979
100,000 100, 000 ol
NORTH CAROLINA | 1 ¢38 1,613 807 775 49.3 48 3 Mos.  |1978 |1979
’ : 100,000 100,000 N
A = . 100,000 100, 000 - .
\35 ‘
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STATE . in thousands detained during R.P. per 100,000 Report! Year of
. S Period :
Base R.P, Base R.P. éase R.P, Base | R.P.
| |
, OREGON * ° 684.5 695.5 3,219 1,499 470.3 215.5 12 Mos. 1974/ 19796
| 100,000 100, 000
PENNSYLVANIA 3,463 3,196 3,634 154 104.9 4.8 12 Mos, [1975 |1978 ‘
100,000 - | TI00,000 5 '
RHODE ISLAND 254 246 1,572 170 618.9 . 69.1 12 Mos. |1978 11979
: 100,000 100,000
Varied
SOUTH CAROLINA | g3 906 399 84 429 | 9.3 |78 how, |1979
100,000 100,000
TENNESSEE 1,271 1,246 2,039 1,643 .- 160.4 131.,9 6 Mos. 1977|1979
’ ’ ' 7 100,000 | 150,000 iy
TEXAS 4,040 4,090 7,368 3,261 182.4 79.7 12 Mos.  L975 . [1979
’ ’ ! 7 100,000 | 100,000 '
UTAH 458 505 612 356 133.6 70.5 3 Mos. |L976 11979
N loo, OOO ! 100’ 000 ' T
VERMONT 149 143 64 12 43 8.4 1 Mos. |976 [1979
' FY FY
VIRGINIA 1,532 1,456.5 6,558 313 428.1 21.5 12 Mos. 1975¢ 19784
o }
WASHINGTON 1,079 1,096 4,800 117 444.9 10.7 6 Mos.  |1976 (1979
0,00 100,000 L
(waﬂST VIRGINIA 546 540 627(/ 88 114.8 16.3 12 Nos. éf—4976 1978
) 100,000 1G0;000 ;r]‘ ‘
— - N {g '
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STATE . in thousands detalned during R,P. per 100,000 Report Year of
. Period
Base R.P. Bage R.P, Ease R.P. Bage R.P.
i, gt e s s
. WISCONSIN . 1,494 1,377 351 41 23.5 3 . |1 Mo, and {1974 | 1978
100,000 165,055 12 days .
[
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SUMMARY REPORTS FOR FORTY-ONE STATES AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The formulation of composite findings and recommendations regarding the ade-
quacy of the nationwide effort to monitcr implementation of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act was taken from the field interviews and on-site
inspections of over 700 juvenile detention and corre¢ctional facilities in 41 states
and the District of Columbia. This information was compiled for each state by
the CRC assessment and verification worker. A state summary report was prepared
by the State Assessment Coordinator. While each state exhibited unique monitoring
problems, several weaknesses were nearly universal and in need of national scope

technical assistance which would provide new insight as well as transfer existing

technology between states.

The state reports which follow in this appendix are considered as working
papers which can serve as a point of departure for continued discussions between
state and federal officials. It should be noted that these reports have already

stimulated a greater clarification of monitoring processes and mechanisms at the

state and local level.

S ALABAMA

This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and correc-
tional facilities in Alabama and the data collected to demonstrate compliance with
Section 223 a (12) (13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

The on-site assessment in Kansas was conducted by Fred Howlett.

COMPLIANCE MONITORING SYSTEM
’ The Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency, 2863 Fairlane Drive, Executive
Paik Building, Suite 49, Montgomery, Alabama is the State agency responsible for
monitoring juvenile detention practices.

Within the agency, monitoring responsibility

is placed with Peggy Barnard, Chief Juvenile Planner.

Compatibility of Definitions: Alabama's working definition of status offender is

the same as the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention's guideline defini-

‘Nion. The State, however has a Children in Need of Supervision classification in the

(:;;‘yéw, which was passed in 1975. Article 5, Section 131 (f) contains in the disposition

section a provision which permits the court to place a status offender or Child in
Need of Supervision in facilities housing delinquents if the child is again alleged

to be a Child in Need of Supervision. Second and subsequent referrals for status

offenses may undo the protections against such placements that are available for first
time status offenders.

Alabama has no formal definition for secure facility or juvenile detention ox

correctional facility. OJJDP's definitions are used by the monitors.
While the SPA is following OJJDP definitions, the CHINS law poses questions about
the full compatibility of definitions and the protections for status offenders.

Selection and Classification of Monitoring Universe: In selecting the potential

monitoring universe, the SPA undertook a systematic search of all facilities that might
hold children.

The SPA utilized resources of other state agencies, such as the Depart-
ment of Youth Services and Department of Corrections in identifying facilities. Based
on the information available, the selection of the monitoring universe appears to be

based on complete coverage of the potential facilities.

b

A B ey o e

9 38

TV

by

at

&
A
k!

H

FES o .. VAN




3

Using OJJDP guideline definitions, each facility was inspected on-site by SPA (
staff. Based on these inspections, agreements on secure, non-secure and classification‘
as a juvenile detention or correctional facility were made. This seems to be one of the
best classification methods in that the decision is made after on-site inspection which
should provide a firm basis for classification.

Alabama selected a three month report period.
The State is to be complimented for selecting a report

Data Collection: The months include

January, February and March.
period covering one-quarter of a year, especially since the months selected do not

include the normally low detention summer months. Such a report period should reflect

detention practice and a reduction in the real rate of detention.
For the purposes of our assessment data and information obtained during January,

February and March, 1978 was reviewed.
Monitoring and data and information collection is done by the SPA staff. The
Chief Juvenile Planner and two staff coordinators perform the monitoring and data

collection functions. These SPA employees are supplemented as needed by seven Regional

Coordinators. The SPA does not pay Regional Coordinators for this added service.

All facilities are visited by the SPA staff and/or regional coordinators. Data —

for the three month report period is reviewed. This usually consists of a check of

entries during the period as recorded in Admission's Records or the Booking Log.
The SPA reported that 866 status offenders were held during the period of January,~
February and March, 1978. For the purpose of our study, the Field Monitor visited

facilities in Bibb, Chilton, Coosa, Jefferson, Montgomery, Talladega and Tallaposa

Counties. This does not

include three Department of Youth Services facilities and one private facility that
Nor does it include one

Fifty-two facilities were visited in these seven counties.

did not meet OJJDP definitions and one jail that burned down.
jail that was not operational during the report period. The fifty-two facilities
represent a substantial sample of the facilities in these counties.

The State Monitoring Report stated that 161 accused status offenders were held in

these facilities during the 1978 report period, Our examination of these figures showed

that only 60 accused status offenders were held over 24 hours.
was found in the count of the one child care facility where the facility's capacity,

The major difference

which is 22 children, was inadvertently entered instead of the two accused status

offenders reported and in the differences in the monitoring figures for Jefferson

County CHINS cottage. Other minor differences were found during our examination. Two(jw.\

<ess children were found in jails, two more were found in Department of Youth Services

ffq*}cilities, and one more in a detention home.

The net result is 19 fewer accused
..atus offenders held during the report period in those facilities visited.

The State Monitoring Report showed 28 adjudicated status offenders held in
these facilities during the report period. Of the total, five were in jails and
23 in youth facilities. Our check of the facility records verified that ten status
offenders were held in youth facilities, but the Field Monitor did not find any

adjudicated status offenders in jail.

A total of 45 adult detention facilities, eight county jails, and 37 city jails
were visited in the seven counties. Forty-four were visited for the purpose of our
study. One city jail had burned down so no visit was made because all records were
destroyed. Twenty-nine jails did not hold juveniles during the year. While the
Field Monitor checked a number of these jails to determine separation capabiiities,
neither the SPA staff nor our Field Monitor checked all of them.

Fifteen jails, six county and nine city, held juveniles during the report period.
All but one jail held delinquents. Only eleven of these facilities were monitored

by the State Planning Agency in 1978. The State found all eleven facilities to have

inadequate separation by sight and sound. Our Field Monitor verified the findings

e f T arean o ot
(;\ ‘or the eleven jails and upon visiting the four jails that were not monitored, found

.

\
aat they did not provide adequate sight and sound separation. The fifteen jails that

housed children during the report period did not provide separation.

The State Monitoring Report stated that nine children were inadequately separated.
Our inclusion of the additional four jails pushed the number up to twenty.

Inspection of Facilities:
on-site by the SPA staff,

All facilities in the monitoring universe were inspected

Inspections are made annually.
Method of -Reporting: All monitoring, data and information collection, and inspections

made by the SPA staff with the assistance, as needed, of Regional Coordinators. Th;

data collection and inspections occur on-site in the facilities.

. The materials collected,
if done by other than SPA staff, are forwarded to Peggy Barnard, Chief Juvenile Planner,
who, along with her staff, prepare the State Monitoring Repo}t‘ The report is reviewed
by Robert Davis, SPA Director and when in final form is submitted by hiﬁ to the

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinqwency Prevention.

Violation Procedures: The Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency has wfitten
violation procedures. Violations are investigated by the SPA and a report of the
findings is submitted to the Department of Youth Services, the State Agency which has

(Tf**ﬂuthority to approve or disapprove a facility for holding children.
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During the last year, two violations were reported. Both violations involved the <
use of inmate trustees to feed children. Both were handled informally and were resolved
satisfactorily.

The absence of sight and sound separation in jails which hold juveniles was not
included among violations investigated.

Assurances Against Reclassification: The Alabama Juvenile Code prohibits

administrative reclassification. Once a child is adjudicated as a delinguent, the child

cannot be reclassified as an adult or sent to an adult institution. The child can
be waived to criminal court for a new criminal-type offense, but the law requires protec-
tive procedures and due process.

The provision in the law which permits the court to place a status offender referred
for a second-status offense in facilities for delinquent children seems to permit
reclassification of status offenders; even though, they are not charged with a criminal-
type offense. This is the one weakness in the Act.

Summary of Assessment: Alabama has developed a statewide monitoring system. The

Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency has legal authority to monitor. Monitoring,

data and information collection and inspection is done by SPA staff assisted as

s B an

needed by Regional Coordinators. While verification is not specifically planned, this ‘f
is not a critical issue since most tasks are performed by the persons who wouid also -
verify the data an d information. Procedures for dealing with violations are available
in writing. All of these factors are monitoring strengths.

The primary monitoring weakness is the quality of applicable local facility
records., If a standardized juvenile detention data tabulation system could be
developed and used by each facility that houses juvenile offenders, the monitoring
system would be stronger.

The adequacy and organization of local facility records is a major monitoring
obstacle. Most jails keep docket books, booking logs, admission logs or some similiar
record, but in the case of juvenile facilities, the monitoring data needed is almost
impossible to obtain in some instances without an extensive and excéssive search. SPA
staff are aware of this problem. For example, data in the 1978 State Monitoring Report
for the Jefferson County Detention Home was gathered from the 1978 Management Report, not
from the files or records. In another case, a private child care facility had kept all
all of its records since its opening in 1921, alaphabetically, making it virtually im-

possible to retrieve the needed information in a realistic time period.

P

(¥

It would be most helpful if the SPA could require each facility that houses
i&m@yvenile offenders to maintain uniform, planned information on each child on a monthly

basis. This would help in monitoring and could provide information necessary for

detention planning.

Other than the records issue mentioned, Alabama is in fairly good shape insofar
as monitoring is concerned. Technical assistance may be needed to design a reporting
system. Because of its manageable size, it would be relatively easy to design such
a system. The difficulty, of course, would be in selling the standardized system to

the local authorities.

While not directly a monitoring issue, the provision in the law which permits a
second-offense status offender to be placed in juvenile detention and corrections
facilities tends to reclassify. This provision also seems to be contrary to the

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974, Section 223 a(12).

COMPLIANCE DATA VERIFICATION

Local facilities that house juvenile offenders were visited in Bibb, Chilton, Coosa,

Jefferson, Montgomery, Talladega, and Tallaposa Counties. Full or partial information

({\ igs obtained from 57 facilities. One jail had burned down since the monitoring data

‘was obtained and a second was not operational during the report period. Three facilities

did not meet the definition for juvenile detention or correctional facility.

" The facilities included eight county jails, 38 city jails, 4 units of the
Department of Youth Services, 2 detention homes, one county CHINS cottage and one
private childcare facility.

Only one jail housed accused status offenders over 24 hours during the report

period.

of the data revealed that only three were held. All of the other accused status

offenders were held in juvenile facilities. The State Monitoring Report listed a
total of accused status offenders held in these facilities as 156; our Field Monitor

found only 139. While there were several slight variations in the data, the major

!

@lzi‘gifference resulted from the inadvertent entry of a childcare facility, capacity, 22,

. nstead of the number of status offenders which was two.

The State Monitoring Report showed five children, but the Field Monitor's review

«Cn.,—w»w‘._%\v,«n-.. i )
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According to the State Monitoring Report, 28 adjudicated status offenders were (f”’»
held in these facilities during the report period. Our examination review found only -
23 held., Five children reported as held in a city jail were eliminated.

Fifteen jails held juveniles during the year. Both the State Monitoring Report
and our Field Monitor found that none of these facilities provided adequate sight
and sound separation. Four of the jails were not included in the 1978 monitoring
process, although they were visited during our examination. The inclusion of the
four jails showed that 20 children rather than nine counted in the State Monitoring
Report, were inadequately separated in the facilities visited.

In summary, the Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency has legal authority to
monitor and has developed a statewide monitoring system. The monitoring universe
seems to be complete and the classification of the universe is based on definitions
compatible with OJJDP guidelines. e

SPA staff, assisted as needed by Regional Coordinators, perform the monitoring, <‘
data and information collection and inspection tasks. Written violation procedures
are available.

In general, the law assures against reclassification, but one provision in the
law relating to Children in Need of Supervision permits status offenders who are referred
for a second-status offense to be placed in facilities that house delinquents. This
provision tends to permit placement contrary to the JJDP Act of 1974 without reclassifi-
cation.

Records kept by the local facilities hamper monitoring. A standardized system
of status offender and delinquent detention records would strengthen the monitoring

process.

While few adult facilities housed juveniles, the few that did, could not meet

sight and sound separation. (f”' Y

i The State Planning Agency is aware of the problems cited. Alabama has made

f%ogress, and while some changes are needed, the State does have an adequate monitoring

system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system the following
recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Authority to monitor--Specific legal authority for the SPA or another appro-
priate state agency to monitor should be established through legislation or by executive
ordgr. The authority should be broad enough to allow the agency to require the
maintenance of required records, to collect data, to require reports to inspect for
; separation compliance, and to order violations to be corrected.

The monitoring agency should have the authority to require all facilities that
| i‘:iwgfght hold children in secure custody to maintain uniform juvenile admission/release
: ., 3cords on forms prepared and supplied by the agency. The facilities should also be
: required to submit duplicate copies of the records at designated times to the monitoring

agency.

The authority should also provide for inspection of facilities to determine if

sight and sound separation are provided and require the agency to cite those facilities

. not in compliance and use realistic sanctions, including closing the facility to

children, to correct and eliminate violations.

o 2. Monitoring report period--The report period for all facilities should be

twelve months.

3. Data coll?ction——Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should be sub-

mitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days following

the end of “ach month.

Since, under the plan, actual copies of admission/release records should be

R T ..a..«,,.m.«,.?t;ﬂ.\..wlva“-.m\,\;.‘,,A:N.,a_m.;_ v s,
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‘ Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders | Provide Adequate
STATE - Alabama Held in Violation of 223(a) (12) Separation

8 4
L i ) g %
( ! g\ ITY SMR VER SMR VER i j
available for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to ] » ‘ 1}
. . Bibb County ?
a sample on-site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and Bibb County Jail 0 0 No No ‘f

.o . \ . . Centreville, AL
factual. Such verification could take place during the inspection.

Chilton County
Clanton City Jail 10 3 No No
Clanton, AL

4. Offense data--Efforts should be made to obtain, either through legislation

or the rules of court, a provision that prohibits the admission of a child to a

Thorsby City Jail 0 0 NA (No) %

secure facility unless a specific offense, preferably the most serious offense Thorsby, AL
3

alleged, is known and entered on the admission/release record entries such as hold for Chilton County Jail 0 0 No No

Clanton, AL
judge, hold for court, contempt, bench warrent, probation violation, etc., should not ’
Coosa County ;
Goodwater City Jail 0 0 NA (No)

. . . . . ?f Goodwater, AL
the facility staff and is essential for monitoring. g cocwater,

be allowed unless the offense is also shown. This is necessary for the protection of

' Coosa County Jail 0 0 NA (No)

5. Assurance against reclassification--Effort should be made to amend the legis- Rockford. AL
g H

lation which permits the court to place a status offender referred for a second Jefferson County

. ‘s . . ?i pfferson County CHINS ‘ , N
status offense in a facility for delinquent children. S o€ age : 134 134 NA ‘
( ‘ g; . -ngham, AL
.| Brownsville City Jail 0 0 ~ NA
ﬁ Bessemer, AL
!l j :
il Brighton City Jail 0 0 NA 4 -
}} Brighton, AL -
it ; ’
L v
/' Roosevelt City Jail 0 0 NA {
‘| Roosevelt City, AL ¥
Y 1
H Birmingham City Jail 0 0 Not monitorgd No !
y Birmingham, AL for separation é
|| Fairfield City Jail 0 0 NA (No) :
{1 TFairfield, AL
§
‘| Hoover City Jail 0 0 NA (No) 4
il Hoover, AL %
; ki
|| Vestaria Hills City Jail 0 0 NA (No) “
il Vestaria Hills, AL ;

Mountain Brook City Jail 0 0 ] NA (No)
»‘;?in Brook, AL
S
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STATE ~ Alabama, pg.. 2

FACILITY

SMR

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders
Held in Violation of 223(a) (12)

VER

Separation

SMR

Provide Adequate

VEA’\- .

Homewood City Jail
Homewood, AL

Lipscomb City Jail
Lipscomb, AL

Hueytown City Jail
Hueytown, AL

Midfield City Jail
Midfield, AL

Pleasant Grove City Jail
Pleasant Grove, AL

Trafford City Jail
Trafford, AL

Trussville City Jail
Trussviile, AL

Warrior City Jail
Warrior, AL

Jefferson County Jail
Bessemer, AL

Gardendale City Jail
Gardendale, AL

Fultondale City Jail
Fultondale, AL

Tarrant City Jail
Tarrant City, AL

Morris City Jail
Morris, AL

Leeds City Jail
Leeds, AL

Kimberly City Jail |
Kimberly, AL

0

Jefferson County Detention) | 8

Center
Birmingham, AL

0

Fire destroyed jail and
records

No verification infor-
mation

No verification infor-
mation

No verification infor-
mation

No verification infor-
mat ion

No verification infor-
mation

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Not monitored

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA(?)

(No)
(No)
(No)

(No)

(%)

e

1N

No

(No)

(No)

(No)

No No verifica-
tion Infor- |
mation

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders

Provide Adequate

Bessemer, AL

1

Alabama DYS
Mt. Meigs, AL

Facility

STATE - Alabama, pg. 3 Held in Violation of 223(a) (12) Separation
SMR ) VER SMR VER
Irondale City Jail 0 No verification infor- NA
Irondale, AL mation
Graysv%lle City Jail 0 No verification infor- NA
Graysville, AL mation
Brooks.?de City Jail 0 No verification infor- NA
Brookside, AL mation
Bessemer City Jail 0 No verification infor- NA
mation
Adamsville City Jail 0 No verification infor-
Adamsville, AL mation ' : N
'DYS-Roebuck Campus 1 No verification infor- NA(?)
mation
DYS-Chalkville Campus 4 No verification infor- NA(?)
mation
Jefferson County Jail 0 0 No No
'vmipgham, AL »
is.. jomery County
Alabama CYS-Diagnostic § 10 12 NA(?)
Evaluation Center
Montgomery, AL
0 0 NA
Montgomery County Jail 0 0 - No
Montgomery, AL
Montgomery County Youth
0 1 NA(?
Montgomery, AL o
Brentwood Children's Home 22 2 NA(?)
Montgomery, AL
Montgomery City Jail 0 0 o
Montgomery, AL ¥ v
Talladega County |
Talladega County Jail 0 0 No Neo

Talladega, AL
.
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Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders | Provide Adequate

STATE -~ Alabama, pg. 4 Held in Violation of 223(a)(12) Separation (" Gi:a"
- , . \
SMR YER SMR VEY - ARIZONA
FACILITY A

Childersburg, AL This report deals with the verification of Arizona's process for monitoring

‘ . 0 0 No No ‘
?2%%:2:3: Ciiy Jail L juvenile detention and correctional facilities and the data collected to demon-
Sylacauga City Jail 0 1(?) No No % Strate the compliance with Section 223(a) (12) (13) of the Juvenile Justice and

Sylacauga, AL Delinquency Prevention Act, and the guidelines Telating to the Act. The field

|

i
Tallapoosa Count ! . ‘
Carrfglle tity Jﬁil Not operational in 1978 | monitor for Arizona was Mr. Donald Rademacher.
East Tallassee, AL !

ﬁ The Arizona State Justice Planning Agency, Professional Plaza, Suite 400,

i1 0 0 No No i ,
Eiéiiﬁggza ggunty Jai ; 4820 North Black Canyon, Phoenix, Arizona 85017 is the state agency responsible
3 A
Alexander City Jail 0 0(?) (7) No f for monitoring, data collection, and reporting its findings to the Office of

i L . . . . ‘ . .
Alexander City, A Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention annually. Within the planning agency

responsibility for carrying out the above task is placed with the Juvenile Justice

- ? Y
(ﬁ ! f (;: I Specialist, Mr. Joe Higgins.

THE MONITORING SYSTEM

Authority to Monitor

The agency's authority to monitor is drawn from two legal sources. An

Executive Order, written July 25, 1975 and signed by Governor Raul H. Castro,

supervising preparation and administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency k:

|

|

1

{

|

{ designates the Arizona State Justice Planning Agency as the sole state agency for
|

;

Prevention Act of 1974. The Executive Order is interpreted to place authority :

4 with the planning agency for meeting all requirements of the Act, including %
: monitoring.

/! In 1978, during the Second Regular Session of the Thirty-Third Legislature,
Senate Bill 1303 was passed and signed into law. This bill established the Arizona

k- \} State Justice Planning Agency as a legal agency of the state and, among other issues,
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defined its responsibilities. Chapter 18, Section B(10) places authority to monitozf”

with the agency.

Compatiblity of Definitions

The Arizona Juvenile Code does not include special provisions defining status
offenses but its definition of an incorrigible child does include most status
type offenses. This has no direct bearing on the compatibility of definitions
since the planning agency adopted the OJJDP definitions for the purpose of facility
classification and for identifying children whose offense would be a status offense
if such provisions were in the code. As of July, 1980 the Arizong legal term of
incorrigible is identical to status offender.

To determine the legal basis for separation of children and adults by sight
and sound, the planning agency requested the opinion of the Attorney General on
two specific questions. The questions asked were, '"Are juveniles allowed to be
detained in jails used primarily for incarcerated adults?'" and "Are such juveniles.
permitted to have sight and sound contact with such adults?" The opinion, dated
February 8, 1979 and signed by Attorney General Bob Corbin, reads as follows:

Arizona Constitution, Article 22, Section 16, provides that minors

under the age of 18 may not be confined in the same section of a jail

or prison where adult prisoners are confined 1/A.R.S., Section 8-226

provides that each county shall maintain a juvenile detention center

separate and apart from a jail or 'lockup' in which adults are confined.
In Anonymous Juvenile in Pima County v. Collins, 21 Ariz, App. 140,

0

s
13

This opinion further confirms the compatibility of the definitions and the
planning agency's intent to comply with OJJDP guidelines. The definitions followed
by the planning agency are compatible with 0JJDP definitions.

Currently there is a practice in Arizona which may have some bearing on the
classification of status offenders and which may falsely increase the numbers of
status offenders held in secure detention over 24 hours. Increased gang activity,
involving numbers of children and often resultinglin serious injury or deaths,
has resulted in increased use of '"curfew" as a holding charge. It is conceivable
that some of the children held for curfew violations may be counted as status
offenders, even though, after the law enforcement agencies have time for more
complete investigation, a criminal-type charge is filed. In these cases the curfew
charge will not be the true charge. This situation is known to the planning agency
and has no direct bearing on the August, 1978 data verification. The practice
is cited here to indicate how an expedient practice may and can alter a state's

reported level of compliunce.

Selection and Classification of the Monitoring Universe

Arizona uses two primary facility identification resources for selecting its
monitoring universe. Each year the planning agency reviews and updates its list
of operating jails, lockups and detention centers to determine which should be

included in the universe and which should be classified. The detention facility

143, 157 P.24.98, 101(1973), our Court of Appeals stated: | list is one of the two primary resources.
E?:.Tagi;;:uzi 22? z;zgzzztgﬁﬁR@iéh??gilzzyégigg)o;scgizzzglyzéﬁaZéults & The second list is compiled by the licensing unit of the Arizona Department §
ggaigidmgzﬁhtgri;;?;lgﬁgi ;ii;izgziczsogrzhgzggigée §3v23112 dézgﬁtgsn ;; of Economic Security. This unit has legal authority to inspect and license child ,%
§§n§§§e¥izgfni:niﬁﬁiiﬁiggag?i% facility, provided that statutory mandate ;3 care facilities in the state. A copy of the facility list is provided to the 5
. v 3
ECtsined nstnmy the chme bwising in widch delt poisoncrs s detained : g ey i yeu i
%ﬁtiinﬁgtwggtﬁzsziﬁlz?mﬁowzier, %o have any sight or sound contact ) \ The planning agency also includes the juvenile training school operated by yi
between juvenile and adult prisoners. < / the Arizona Department for Corrections and the one state mental health facility. 3
. R _ .
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Institutions for mentally retarded children are not included. These facilities (\
are excluded since admission is voluntary or by civil commitment, not by juvenile Y
court order.

Private mental health facilities have not been included in the universe in
the past. However, these facilities may be included in 1979. The planning agency
has learned that some juvenile courts have placed children in these private facilities,
and the agency is now reviewing this practice.

As has previously been stated, the planning agency follows 0JJDP definitions
and guidelines to classify facilities in the monitoring universe. No facility
is excluded if it meets the definition for a juvenile detention or correctional
facility.

In 1978 nine private child care facilities were classified as juvenile deten-

tion or correctional facilities. The change in criteria will probably reduce the

number of child care institutions to one in 1979. ('

if] i i i i i ovides full coverage.
Arizona's classification of its monitoring universe pr

Date Collection

0JJDP guidelines permit each state to select its own monitoring report period.
Arizona selected a one month report period in August of each year. While August
is not considered to be one of the more active detention months, its selection
complies with the guidelines. The data verified by this report was collected for
August, 1978.

The Arizona State Justice Planning Agency has developed a statewide monitoring
system. Under contract, responsibility for monitoring, data collection, and
facility inspection is placed with the six regional Councils of Government. The

actual monitoring tasks are performed by the criminal justice planners in each

regional office. The following list includes the name, address, and abbreviated (
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designation of each Council of Government, the region number, the counties or county
in the region, and name of the criminal justice planner:

Region 1: Maricopa Association of Government (MAG)
1820 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
CJ Planner: Dennis Smith
County: Maricopa

Region 2: Pima Association of Governments (PAG)
405 Transamerica Building
Tucson, Arizona 85701
CJ Planner: Mike Hanson
County: Pima

Region 3: Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG)
Box 47

Flagstaff, Arizona 86001
CJ Planner: Terry Slagle
Counties: Apache, Coconino, Navajo, Yauapai

Region 4: Western Arizona Council of Governments (WACOG)
1010 4th Avenue, Suite 201 .
Yuma, Arizona 85364
CJ Planner: Jerry Hawkins
Counties: Mohave, Yuma

Region 5: Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG)
1810 Main Street
Florence, Arizona 85232
CJ Planner: Joe Easton
Counties: Gila, Pinal
Region 6: South Eastern Arizona Governments Organization (SEAGD)
Box 204
Bisbee, Arizona 85603
CJ Planner: Michael Johns
Counties: (lochise, Graham, Greenlee, Santa Cruz
Training for the regional monitors was provided by the planning agency. The
criminal justice planners then visited all facilities classified as juvenile deten-
tion or correctional facilities in their region. They collected data and informa-
tion required from each facility for the report period. The process is repeated
annually. In 1978 data was collected for August, 1978.
The regional criminal justice planners record the date and information on

0JJIDP's Juvenile Facility Monitoring Survey form. The juvenile justice specialist

e e et et ottt e




prepares a state composite report using the same form. The use of this form facil-

itates the data review and permits more uniform verification. (1 |

The data is obtuined from jail and lockup booking records and from detention
admisison records and other agency statistical and case records. The data needed
is not uniformly or regularly maintained by all facilities.

Once all data and information is obtained for a region, it is forwarded by
the regional office, along with supporiing information to the juvenile justice
specialist in the stéte planning agency. While the planning agency does not have
a specific plan for verifying the data collected, the juvenile justice specialist
did accompany the regional criminal justice planners on visits to scme facilities
and did observe the collection process.

The statewide monitoring system developed by the Arizona State Justice Planning

Agency is capable of meeting the monitoring needs of the state.

Inspection of Facilities (: )

As has been mentioned the regional criminal justice planners also inspect the
facilities classified as juvenile detention or correctional facilities. Inspection
information for the facilities in counties visited for verification shows that all
were inspected in 1978. Inspection information is forwarded to the planning

agency's juvenile justice specialist.

Method of Reporting

The state's annual monitoring report is prepared by the planning agency's
Juvenile Justice Specialist based on the data and information obtained from the
regions and information available to the planning agency. The report is reviewed
by the Executive Director and when available in final form is submitted to the

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
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Violation Procedures

When information about a violation is received or observed by the planning
agency, the agency sends a letter to the facility administrator citing the Violation,
describing the resources and/or technical assistance that may be available to help
eliminate the violation, and requesting a response as to the action taken and the
results. Copies of the correspondence are sent to the regional criminal justice
planner who also contacts the facility administrator and offers assistance.

An example of how this works may be found in Tempe, where it was found that
the police department lockup did not provide separation of juveniles and adults.
The department was notified that it was in violation. Technical assistance was
offered and accepted. The need to provide sight and sound separation led to the
design of plans to remodel the‘lockup. When a verification visit was made to the
Tempe Police Department, contracts for the remodeling were ready and the gctual
renovation was scheduled in the near future. The lockup plans show that complete
sight and sound separation will be available.

Arizona's plan for dealing with violations has merit and to date has brought
about positive results. If a facility administrator refused to take the action
necessary to bring his facility into compliance, the planning agency would then
have to decide on another course of action, and while others seem to be readily

available, but the current violation process seems to work.

Assurances Against Reclassification

Reclassification in Arizona can only occur when a child is remanded or waived
to adult criminal court jurisdiction for an alleged criminal offense. The code
requires that the juvenile court take a number of steps before a waiver can be
ordered. The law protects the child from casual reclassification without due

process protection.
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Summary of Findings

The Arizona compliance monitoring system is functioning adequately, however, (;wrf
there are some obstacles that should be addressed. The SPA juvenile justice
specialist listed four specific problems. The four are: 1) change in focus of
new judicial and/or administrative personnel, 2) the out-of-state runaway, 3) the
"chronic status offender,' and 4) insufficial funds to provide needed resources in
every county.

Progress towards removal of status offenders from secure detention does not
develop in a vacuum. Gains have been made and undoubtedly will continue in Arizona.
However, policy changes have also caused setbacks. The effect of new judges and
administrators entering the juvenile justice system, and the policies and procedures
they endorse, can have both positive and negative impact on programs and services,
including efforts to eliminate status offenders from secure detention. In Arizona,
for example, the selection of the judge, and her subsequent assignment to the juve?i"‘
bench. in Pima County, has reversed deinstitutionalization in that County. ~

Action by the new judge eliminated one program that was designed to respond
promptly to the needs. of status offenders and thus reduce or eliminate the need
for secure custody. As a result of the judge's action based on the finding‘during
the review the number of status offenders detained over 24 hours and the number of
referrals by law enforcement agencies have increased. Since the judge has author-
ity to establish policies relating to juveniles referred to court, the planning
agency can do little to change the focus in Pima County other than to use whatever
resources are available to encourage the judge to support deinstitutionalization

of status offenders.

Arizona's location in the sunbelt and its close proximity to California brings

many out-of-state runaways into the state. The number of runaways and the problems

S

encountered in planning for their return is a definite obstacle. While runaways <

w
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may be held in detention up to 24 hours, a number of the officials contacted during
the verification visits cited the lack of concern, and often total indiffefence of
parents, as a major obstacle to the prompt return of runaways. One chief of police
said that his department is often forced to release children when parents fail to
plan for the child's return home.

A problem similar to the Tunaway issue involves the "chronic status offender."
For many years, long before these children were collectively labeled status offend-
ers, juvenile justice personnel have struggled with these children. The problem is
more complex now. Arizona is experiencing an increasing number of chronic status
offenders. How the available services can deal with these children and/or what
other services are needed should be studied.

The fourth obstacle--the need for funds to develop sufficient resources to
deal with status offenders in all regions of the state--is a block to deinstitu-
tionalization and the removal of status offenders from secure custody. Alternative
services are essential. The funds needed to implement workable services statewide
should be a priority agenda item for future federal-state planning discussions.

Earlier in this report it was mentioned that the planning agency was looking
at the placement of children, under juvenile court jurisdiction, in private mental
health facilities. The agency may include the private mental health facilities
as part of their continuing effort to assess the universe in order to provide
full covering under the definitions.

Another issue mentioned by the juvenile justice specialist deals with the
present policy for‘providing and paying for the care of children placed in resi-
dential facilities. When a juvenile cdurt‘judge orders a child placed in an
in<titution, the Department of Correction or the Department of Economic Security
must provide or pay for the care. This policy tends to make placement easy since

the cost does not have to be considored by the judge or county. A number of other
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states, for various reasons, now require the county to pay a portion of the cost. -
In Michigan, for example, counties pay one-half of the cost for institutional care.<; 5
The planning agency is reviewing this policy and its impact on placement. If the
practice is found to encourage placement, legislation may be proposed that would
require jo;nt state-county funding for such care,

While reviewing the data maintained by local facilities, the need for a uniform
reporting system became apparent. While each facility maintains some of the needed
information, it would improve the monitoring process and data base if each facility
was. required to collect and record certain data and information of every child
admitted to the facility.

Technical assistance might be used to seek potential solutions and/or alter-
natives to these obstacles and suggested needs.

Methnds for dealing with the out-

of-state runaway and 'chronic status offender" probably should be addressed nationally

s

through focus on geographically diverse states. Potential solutions through re- -~

(!

designed or new programs might be tested through demonstration. The focus should
in both instances include an assessment of the role of parents and should consider
ways to encourage prompt parental involvement. It should be noted that the SPA
staff has already provided technical assistance to deal with some of these issues.
Technical assistance may assist Arizona in reviewing juvenile court policies
and procedures relating to detention, by encouraging and assisting in the drafting
of written policies, and by reviewing and, when necessary, recommending changes
in intake screening. If such technical assistance is requested, it should also
look at the practice of using status offenses, especially curfew, as a holding
offense pending further investigation which may lead to the filing of a criminal
charge. Technical assistance may also be helpful in reviewing current funding
A method for collecting selected information and

policies for residential care.

data about children admitted to secure custody facilities should be developed.

11

COMPLIANCE DATA VERIFICATION

Verification information was obtained on 19 of the 28 facilities classified
as juvenile detention or correctional facilities in Cochise, Graham, Maricopa and
Pima Counties. Time, distance and the number of facilities prevented full coverage.

Of the nine facilities not visited, one is no longer in operation and four did not

hold juveniles during the report period.

The facilities on which verification information was obtained included three
juvenile detention homes, four county jails, one jail substation, nine police
lockups, one training school, and one private child care facility.

The following adult jails and lockups do not confine juveniles:

-~--Bisbee Police Department

~-~Cochise County Jail

~-Glendale Police Department

~--Maricopa County Jail

--Pima County Jail
~--South Tucson Police Department.

The following adult jails and lockups which may confine juveniles did not
hold status offenders during the report period according to our verification:

-~AJO Substation, Pima County

--Benson Police Department

-~Graham Courity Jail

--Peoria Police Department
--Scottsdale Police Department

The data included in the state monitoring report for Patterdell, the.Adobe
Mountain School, Maricopa County Detention Center, Pima County Juvenile Center
were correct as reported.

The data reported for four facilities and contained in the State Monitoring
Report were found to differ from the data obtained through verification. In two

instances, fewer status offenders were held and in two facilities more status

offenders. were held than reported.
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--The monitoring report for Cochise County Juvenile Center showed 25 .
accused status offenders held over 24 hours. The state report showed (
12 and the verification county was three. Based on this finding there
were 22 or nine fewer children held than were reported.

-~The monitoring report showed 14 accused and no adjudicated status
offenders confined during the 1978 report period on the Wilcox municipal
lockup. Verification of these data showed four accused and three adju-
dicated status offenders held. While the inclusion of adjudicated
status offenders is discouraging, the total is only one-half of the

number reported in the monitoring report, thus reflecting a higher rate
of compliance.

-~-The monitoring data for the Tempe Police Department showed no accused
or adjudicated status offenders held during the report period. The
verification review showed that six accused status offenders were held
during August, 1978. The monitoring report also showed 33 juveniles
inadequately separated which is 11 less than were found during veri-
fication. This facility did not provide adequate separation in 1978
and is only now being remodeled to comply with the Act. Therefore,
the 44 juveniles admitted were all held without proper separation.

--The E1 Mirage Police Department, according to the monitoring report,

did not hold accused or adjudicated status offenders during the report
period, but the records verified showed that two were held.

A composite of the data collected during the course of the verification exami- " "
nation indicates that 21 fewer status offenders were held over 24 hours than reporteéw
for the four counties visited. While this reflects a potentially higher level of
compliance with Section 223(a)(12), it also indicates data collection practices
which need to be refined for a more accurate count.

As is the case nationally, discrepancies exist in the interpretation of sight
and sound separation. The verification examination found two facilities that
reported sight and sound separation and two facilities on which separation infor-
mation was not available did not meet the criteria established for compliance.

All four of these facilities provided separate cells for children, but adult inmates

could be seen and heard in each instance.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system the following

recommendations are presented for consideration: (

Se
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Use of Monitoring Authority - Since specific authority to monitor is
available it should be used to require all facilities which might

hold children in secure custody to maintain unifoxm juvenile admission/
release records on forms prepared and supplied by the monitoring
agency and to require each facility to submit a duplicate copy of each
month's report form to the monitoring agency.

Monitoring Report Period - The report period for all facilities
should be twelve months.

Data Collection - Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms
should be developed which include all necessary monitoring data for
use by all facilities which might hold children in secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release
records should be submitted to the monitoring agency by the

facility within a set number of days following the end of each
month,

Since under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records
would be available for monitoring, the need for on-site verification
could be reduced to a simple on-site check to insure that the
records submitted are complete and factual. Such verification could
take place during the inspection.

Offense Data - Efforts should be made to obtain, either through
legislation or the rules of the court, a provision that prohibits the
admission of a child tb a secure facility unless a specific offense,
preferably the most serious offense alleged, is known and entered on
the admission/release record. Entries such as hold for judge, hold
for court, contempt, bench warrant, probation violation, etc., should
not be allowed unless the offense is also shown. This is necessary

for the protection of the facility staff and is essential for
monitoring.
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Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders | Provide Adequate
ATE - Arizona Held in Violation of 223(a) (12 - ) Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders | Provide Adequate
ST T (a) (12) Separation STATE - Arizona, pg. 2 Held in Violation of 223{a)(12) Separation
¥ -
FACILITY MR VER SMR VE\ . | Q\ FACILITY SMR VER SMR | VER
Cochise County Pima County
Cochise County Jail 0 0 NA Yes ; Pima County Jail 0 0 Yes Yes
Bisbee, AR ‘ Tucson, AR
Cochise County Juvenile
Center 25 3 NA Yes f
Bisbee, AR !
Bisbee Police Department 0 0 Yes | Yes l Pixg:ngg;mty Juvenile Court s s " .
i P es
Bisbee, AR Tucson, AR
WJ:.icox Pleiice Department 14 7 No No ! South Tucson Police
Wilcox, § Department 0 0 Yes | Yes
i
Benson Police Department Q 0 No No
Benson, AR
i
Graham County i
Graham County Jail 0 0 Yes Yes !
Safford, AR i
)
Maricopa County i
Maricopa County Jail 0 0 Yes Yeg— f .-
Phoenix, AR 6 . 1’ ( y
Maricopa County Detention - )
Home 32 32 Yes Yes i
. Phoenix, AR |
Adobe Mountain School 0 0 Yes Yes
Phoenix, AR ]
1.
Patterdell 12 12 Yes Yes
Phoenix, AR
Scottsdale Police Department 0 0 NA No ‘
Scottsdale, AR |
!
Peoria Police Department 0 ] NA No }
Peoria, AR |
Glendale Police Department 0 0 No No x
Glendale, AR i
i
{x
El Mirage Police Department 0 2 Yes Yes I
N El Mirage, AR I
4
Tempe Police Department Not Recorded 6 No No__. i (.._@.
H
i
I
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ARKANSAS
This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and
correctional facilities in Arkansas and the data collected to demonstrate compliance
with Section 223 a(12)(13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The

on-site assessment in Arkansas was conducted by Aubrey Elliott.

COMPLIANCE MONITORING SYSTEM

The Arkansas Crime Commission, 1515 Building, Suite 700, Little Rock, Arkansas,
1s the state agency responsible for monitoring detention practices. Within the agency,
monitoring responsibility is placed with Donald W. Hopper, Juvenile Detention Monitor.
In 1978, Les Ablondi served as Juvenile Detention Monitor.

Authority to Monitor: The Commission does not have legal authority to monitor.

However, the Juvenile in Need of Supervision Act of 1977 mandates a 'monitoring system'

and the Commission operates under this authority.

The 1977 Act, which partlcularly prohibits the secure detention of status and non-

B

. ffenders, specifically provides for an adequate system of monitoring jalls, detention

~facilities, and correctional facilities to ensure the implementation and adherence to

the legislation.

Compatibility of Definition:
Act of 1979 are the 'law of the state'.
since it offers specilfic guidance in most of the critical areas affecting the holding

The Arkansas Juvenile Code of 1975 and its amending

The amending Act is of principal significance

and jurlsdictional matters pertaining to children.

The Juvenile in Need of Supervision Act of 1977 also is relevant to definitioms
relating to status offenders and separation, although the latter does not specifically
cover separation by sight and sound.

The Commission sees no particular conflict between the O0JIDP guideline definitions
and the Arkansas statutes. TFrom the field monitor's experience in more than 20 of the
state's secure holding facilities, there is evidently an excellent understanding on the
part of most officials.

Selection and Classification of the Monitoring Universe: The Commission developed

its own monitoring universe including every secure adult and juvenile detention facility.

_W‘Ehe only exception was the state prison system.

The Commission staff, assisted by eight regional planners, visited all facilities.

The Commission staff made the classifications based on the data obtained during on-site




visits. The field monitor reported that the state monitoring staff and regional planneglﬁ
had useable knowledge about each facility. The classification of the monitoring universe.

seems to provide adequate coverage.
Data Collection: Arkansas selected a one-month report period. The month was August.

While August is not known as one of the highest detention months, the selection is in
compliance with the OJJDP guidelines. The monitoring data and information was collected
in August, 1978. TFor the purpose of this study, data and information pertaining to
detention in local facilities during August, 1978 was reviewed.

Monitoring, data and information collection, and inspection is done by the Juvenile

Detention Monitsr and regional planners. Since only one Commission staff member is avail-
able, most of the work is done by the regional planners. The verification that was done
was centered on the more rural regions. It is possible that the data submltted by the ’ -
regional planners is not always accurate or current. Out of 22 on-site visits, for pur- ;
poses of this study, the following findings turi:ed up:
1. At one jail, nobody could remember seeing a regional planner.
At one jailr one person remembered a r»lephone call.

In most jails where the regional planner was well known to the sheriff or

the last time. v
4, 1In several jails, the data was misinterpreted. {In many jails, this would

not be hard to do.)

5., One jail, supposedly one of the worst in the state, was found by the

regional planner to be in compliance on separation.

The fileld mounitor visited local facilities in Arkansas, Cleveland, Conway, Jefferson,
Lonoke, Monroe, Pulaski and Saline Counties. Cleveland County had no secure facilities.
For the purpose of thisﬂstudy, the records of seven county jails, 13 city jalls, omne
detention home and one tralning school were checked.

The state monitoring report showed four accused status offenders held over 24 hours

during the report period in the facilities visited. Our examination found no status
offenders held over 24 hours. The monitoring report also showed four adjudicated status
offenders held, but our review of the facility records revealed that no adjudicated status
offenders were held. Based on our examination, no status offenders were held in these

22 facilities.

Only two fo the jails held juveniles. One judge occasionally placed juveniles in
jail. The Pulaski County Jail in Little Rock was the only jail with a large number ofglf:h.
juveniles inappropriately separated. Approximately 49 juveniles were held in unseparat...
areas during the report period. This was determined through our examination since the

monitoring report showed no juveniles inappropriately held in unseparated facilities.

-
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Although ]8 of the 20 jaills visited did not hold juveniles during the report period,

@111 were Inspected for separation. The state monitoring report found ]2 jails in compli-

~ ance for separation and eight in non-compliance. Our inspection showed ]] in compliance

and nine in non-compliance. It should be noted that the field monitor and regional
planner agreed on separation status for ]7 jails and disagreed on three. The field
monitor found two jails that were reportedly providing adequate separation not in compli-
ance and one that was reported to be in non-compliance providing adequate separation.

While the field monitor was writing his notes one evening, a television news program
reported on the likely closing of the county jail in Hot Springs on the following day.
There was apparently a deadline for compliance. One of the ecity jails visited will
likely be closed within the month by the state jail inspector.

Inspection of Facilities: Inspections, as was reported earlier, are made by the

juvenile detention monitor and regional planners at the time data and information is

collected, The state monitoring report showed that most jails were inspected in

September, 1979; but this could only be verified during the facility visits for about

half of the jails. One jail said the inspection information was obtained by telephone,
It should be mentioned that the Criminal Detention Facilities Inspection Board

also includes separation among the items checked when they inspect jails.

chief, nobody could be sure just when he had sctually looked at the records (ﬁ’” } g(ff\ While the inspection dates for half of the jails visited cannot be confirmed, it is

}
felt that the level of compliance and the fact that jails are being closed is proof of
inspection practices. ‘
Method of Reporting: Regional planners who do most of the monitoring, data and

information collection and inspection, forward theilr materials to the juvenile detention
monitor in the Commission office. The juvenile detention monitor prepares the annual
monitoring report. After the report is reviewed by the Commission director and put in
final form the state monitoring report is submitted by the Administrator to the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Violation Procedures: The Commission does not have an established violation pro-

cedure. The regional planners are the 'eyes and ears' of the Commission and, together
with a rare report from a probation officer, their reports constitute the source of
what few violations are reported.

The existence of what appears to be an active Criminal Detention Facilities
Inspection Board reinforces the handling of violations.

Assurances Against Reclassification: The code seems to guard against reclassifica-

tion. The Commission staff is not aware of instances of reclassification and constantly

(ﬁ‘advises against any move to reclassify children. The code does tontain a waiver pro-
% _p vision which seems to be used often. The provision places responsibility with the
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prosecutor. While no reference is made to special investigations or other steps that ¢
must be followed by the court, due process procedures apply.

e

While the Commission does not have legal authority to monitor, provision for

monitoring is specifically provided in the juvenile code. Arkansas has developed a

statewide system and the the Commission has one person assigned to monitoring. The

monitoring universe seems to be complete and to be classifified in compliance to OJJDP

definitions and guidelines. Verification is done by the juvenile detention monitor.

While the Commission does not have a written procedure for violations, this does not

pose a major problem due to the existence of an active Criminal Detention Facilities

Inspzction Board. All of these items are strengths.

The inadequacy of the local facilities record systems is a definite weakness

which hampers complete documentation of what appears to be a working system of deinsti-
tutionalization.

The small size of the staff in the Commission monitoring staff limits what can be
done to verify data, handle violations and provide assistance to local facilities.

According to the field monitor, the greatest obstacle is the local facility record-
keeping system. A standardized system for recording data and information about status
offenders and delinquents would do much to document what appears to be a good effort to

{
keep children out of secure custody. It should be mentioned that the field monitor founi

the records of the Sherwood City Jail to be the best arranged and most complete jail

books he has seen to date. His comment, "excellent records and jail", indicates that

a model for a record system is available.

Related to the records issue is a practice that occurs at times, when a sheriff is
defeated for re-election.

themn.

Some sheriffs, when they leave office, take the records with
This complicates monitoring, not to mention law enforcement services.

The Commission staff and others saw the lack of sufficient funds to develop needed

services as an obstacle. Funds especially are needed, according to the Commission, to

up-grade local facilities and to educate staff. The field monitor felt that it was

clear that poor, underfinanced, local governments will never be able to finance the

improvements needed without help. The field monitor did feel that a number of things,

such as the improvement of the facility record systems, could be done without a large
expenditure of funds.

The Commission obviously has excellent executive and legislative support. It has

a close relationship with the Governor, Attorney General and Commissioner. The Gover-

nor's wife serves on the Commission Supervisory Board.
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COMPLIANCE DATA VERIFICATION

Local facilites that house juvenile offenders were visited in Arkansas, Conway,
Jefferson, Lonoke, Monroe, Pulaski and Saline Counties. Cleveland County was also
scheduled to be visited, but this County did not have any facilities meeting the criteria.
Monitoring information was obtained from 22 facilities. The facilities included seven
county jails, 13 city jails, one training school and one detention home.

While the state monitoring report showed that four accused and four adjudicated
status offenders were held in these facilities, our examination of the records revealed
that no status offenders were held during the report period.

Only two of the adult jails held juveniles during the report period. All jails
were inspected for separation, including those that did not house juveniles. Of the 20
jails, the field monitor found 1l provided sight and sound separation and nine could not
provide separation. Our assessment shows one less jail in compliance with separation
requirements than was recorded in the state monitoring report.
| Eight children were reported to be held in inappropriately separated facilities.
The field monitor found that separation was adequate in the facility which housed the
eight children. Informationm on children inappropriately separated was not included in
the state monitoring report for the Pulaski County Jail. The field monitor found that
approximately 49 children were held in inappropriately separated facilitles in this jail.

In summary, the Arkansas Crime Commission does not have legal authority to monitor.
The juvenile code specifically requires monitoring and the Commission operates under
this authority. Arkansas has a statewide monitoring system, and the Commission has
assigned the monitoring task to a juvenile detention monitor. The monitoring universe
seems to be complete and classification of the universe is based on definitions compatible

with OJJDP guidelines.

The juvenile detention mnnitor, assisted by eight regional planners, performs the

Gizs”nonitoring, data and information collection, and inspection tasks.

The above are strengths of the Arkansas systen.
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While verification is done by the juvenile detention monitor, no plan has been (i%h
established to systematically cover a portion of each region. Written violation proce- .
dures are not available. This does not seem to pose a problem since the Active Criminal
Detention Facilities Inspection Board also includes a separation ameng its inspection and

enforcement criteria.

In general, the law assures against reclassification. While the waiver does not
specifically require certain necessary court procedures, the courts do follow due process
procedures. Arkansas does seem to have a large number of children waived to criminal

courts,

Records of the local facilities hamper monitoring. A standardized system of deten~

tion records would strengthen the monitoring process.

The Commission is aware of the problems cited. Arkansas has made progress and,

while some changes are needed, the state does have an adequate monitoring system.

RECOMMENDATIONS (

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system, the following
recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Use of monitoring authority--Since specific authority to monitor is available
in the Juvenile in Need of Supervision Act, it should be used to require all facilities
which might hold children in secure custody to maintain uniform juvenile admission/
release records on forms prepared and supplied by the monitoring agency. and to require
each facility to submit a duplicate copy of each month's report form to the monitoring

agency.

2. Monitoring report period--The report period for all facilities should be
twelve months,
3. Data collection--Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should be

developed which include all necessary monitoring data, for use by all facilities which(” B

might hold children in secure custody.’

[
i
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f Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should be
{.
kﬁ”submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days following

the end of each month.

Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release regords would be avail-
able for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to a sample
on-site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and factual. Such
verification could take place during the inspection.

4, Offense data--Efforts should be made to obtain, either through legislation or
the rules of court, a provision that prohibits the admissilon of a child to a secure
facility unless a specific offense, preferably the most serious offense alleged, is
known and entered on the admission/release record. Entries such as 'hold for judge',
'hold for court', 'contempt', 'bench warrant', 'probation violation', etc. should not
be allowed unless the offense is also shown., This 1is necessary for the protection of
(‘"\;;the facility staff and 1s essential for monitoring.

N 5. Inspection records--Records which show the inspection date, the findings, and

which identify the facility should be maintained by the monitoring agency.
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STATE -~ ARKANSAS

FACILITY

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders
Held in Violation of 223(a)(12)

SMR VER

Provide Adequate
Separation

SMR

VF”” 2

Arkansas County
Arkansas County Jail
DeWitt, AR

Stuttgard City Jail
Stuttgard, AR

Conway County
Conway County Jail
Morrilton, AR

Morrilton City Jail
Morrilton, AR

Jefferson County
Jefferson County Jail
Pine BLuff, AR

Alexander Youth Service
Center Boys Training
School

Pine Bluff, AR

Pine Bluff City Jail .
Pine Bluff, AR

Lonoke County
Lonoke County Jail
Lonoke, AR

Cabot City Jail
Cabot, AR

Carlisle City Jail
Carlisle, AR

England City Jail
England, AR

Lonoke City Jail
Lonoke, AR

Monroe County
Monroe County Jail
Clarendon, AR

Brinkley City Jail
Brinkley, AR

Pulaski County
Pulaski County Jail
Little Rock, AR

No report available . 0
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Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

NA

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No
Yes

No

No

No

STATE - AZKANSAS

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders

Provide Adequate

' Held in Violation of 223(a)(12) Separation
{ i V FACILITY SMR VER SMR VER
™.
Jacksonville City Jail 0 0 Yes -
Jacksonville, AR
Little Rock City Jail 0 0 Yes No
Little Rock, AR
North Little Rock Municipal
Jail 0 0 Yes Y
North Little Rock, AR (onlyez of
3 cells
d

Juvenile Justice Center 0 0 NA adequate)
Little Rock AR
Sherwood City Jail 0 0
Sherwood, AR v v
Saline County
Saline County Jail 0 0
Benton, AR e e
Benton City Jail 0 0 No No

Benton, AR
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CALIFORNIA

This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and
correctional facilities in California and the data collected to demonstrate
compliance with Section 223a(12) (13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act.

The Monitoring Agency: The Office of Criminal Justice Planning, 7171 Bowling

Drive, Sacramento, California 95823, is the state agency responsible for monitoring.
Within the agency, responsibility for monitoring is placed with Mr. George Howard,
Juvenile Justice Specialist,

The OCJP's Authority to Monitor: The California Penal Code, Section 13800
(Et. Seq.) provides the legal base for the creation of the OCJP and for identifying

what its basic functions shall be. However, there is neither legal requirement nor
legal authority for OCJP's involvement in monitoring. In somewhat different term-
inology, authority instead is vested in the Department of Youth Authority. According
to Section 209 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, the California Youth Authority
must condu¢t an annual inspection of "each jail, juvenile hall, or lockup situated

in the state which, during the preceding year; was used for confinement for more

than 24 hours of a minor." Monitoring data relevant to Youth Authority institutions
are supplied to OCJP, and OCJP's overall handling of the monitoring process is by
agreement between the OCJP and the Youth Authority.

There is a close working relationship between the tWo agencies; OCJP staff do
not work for CYA, but they are employses of CYA. Except through the CYA and its
tie-in with regional planning units, OCJP would have no monitoring authority.

Compatibility of Definitions: To differentiate between non-offenders, status
offenders, and criminal-type offenders, the Welfare and Institutions Code, California's
juvenile code, speaks of them as 300's, 60l's, and 602's, in that ordexr. It spe-
cifically defines each group, and the definitions coincide with those of the 0JJDP.

On the separation issue, the Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 208(C),

states: '"As used in the Section, 'contact' does not include participation in
supervised group therapy or other supervised treatment activities, participation
in work furlough programs, or participation in hospital recreational activities--

so long as living arrangements are strictly segregated and all precautions are
taken to prevent unauthorized associations."
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Classification of the Monitoxing Universe: The OCJP utilized the OJJDP
Though the section does not specify sight and sound separation, its require- (T*“‘ juvenile detention and correctional facility definitions and guidelines to classify
ments are sufficiently rigorous to achieve that end. The OCJP does not agree with ‘. the facilities. As the state monitoring report points out, the OCJP feels that the

the 0JJDP's definition of separation. The planning agency feels the OJJDP defini- classification is restrictive and makes for a lower degree of compliance than should

tion is too restrictive and is not realistic. The agency does abide by the 0JJDP be necessary. All agencies fitting the juvenile detention or correctional facility

definitions for monitoring purposes, and so, of necessity, some data reflect non- definition were included in the monitoring universe.

Monitoring Report Period: California selected a twelve-month report period
for the purposes of verification. Data collected during the period July 1, 1977

and older youths. This happens when youths below 18 years of age are committed to and June 30, 1978 were reviewed.

Data Collection: All monitoring by the OCJP was done by questionnaire mailout

compliance.

An additional and currently critical issue concerns commingling of younger

a facility by the juvenile court, while at the same time those over 18 years of

age are committed to the Youth Authority by a criminal court which, in turn, is and/or by telephone questionnaire. The California Youth Authority also sent out

followed by a placement in an institution meant only for the under-18 years age forms to be completed by numerous agencies and made on-site inspection visits. The

group. The end result is a mixing of minors and adults in a single secure facility ’ OCJP made no on-site visits.

with little or no possibility of separation between the two groups. Assisting the OCJP both in monitoring and in coordinating efforts were the 21

OCJP's reaction to this situation is that to meet the OJJDP separation require- California regional planning units. The regional offices were especially helpful
in making telephone calls to help increase the rate of returns on questionnaires.
The juvenile justice specialist said it would have been virtually impossible to

implement the monitoring process without the aid of the regional offices.

*ments in a juvenile facility would require $],500,000.00 just to start working out
necessary arrangements, and another $500,000.00 each year to monitor whatever

changes might be effected.

As for jail separation, the OCJP maintains that there is constant supervision ( @gj‘ To facilitate the data collection process for the private child placement
of juveniles, and that any contact would be very brief and scarcely conducive to - agencies, the OCJP worked closely with the California Association of Children's
"eriminal contamination." , Residential Centers, Inc., L Building, 1127 11th Street, Suite 512, Sacramento,

California 95814. Through the Association, questionnaires were mailed to 176
agencies with 99 submitting useable responses.

Selection of the Monitoring Universe: California's monitoring universe included

private placement facilities, juvenile halls, local jails, camps and ranches, and

training schools. In some part, identifying and updating detention sources of all For jails, two members of the CYA were responsible for sending out question-

kinds is done by the local and regional planning units which are administratively naires. Initially, questionnaires were sent to every sheriff and every chief of

independent of the OCJP but whose programs are often funded through the planning police in California. Approximately 518 law enforcement agencies were included.
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agency. However, the California Youth Authority is the main repository for deten-
tion resources and data regarding them.

The selection of jails to be included ir the universe was based on jail-supplied
information showing whether or not juveniles had been detained in jail. The inclu-
sion of juvenile institutions and juvenile halls was a given since the Welfare and
Institutions Code clearly defines these facilities as detention and/or correctional
facilities.

Under the auspices of both court law and welfare structure, residential pro-

The validity of questionnaire results depends almost entirely on how honestly the
questions are answered, and on the completeness of reporting. The CYA staff members
assigned this task were confident that honesty does prevail, first, because Cali-
fornia "worked hard and mostly succeeded in keeping juveniles cut of jail long
before the JJDP Act of 1974 came into being,'" and also because jails do not hesitate
to request an inspection for certification. Certification is a status matter, but
getting it means full disclosure of how a given facility operates.

In the OCJP office, only jail data were on file for jails reporting that

grams licensed to provide services for children were estimated by the OCJP to number juvenile had been held in the facility. With this as a starting poing, the OCJP

between 5,000 and 6,000, too many to permit complete monitoring coverage. A por- . ; : Ggl,; telephone questionnaires went on to ask whether there was adequate separation. The

tion of the licensed residential programs, however, was included in the universe R ; CYA's interest in jails was in whether juveniles had been detained more than 24

and made part of the monitoring process.
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hours, while the OCJP was interested in children held less than 24 hours and longer

than 24 hours.
less-than-24-hour holds.

The extensive use of monitoring questionnaires and telephone verification
rather than on-site data collection and review of admission records for the purpose
of monitoring tends to make California's system suspect. The size of the state
and number of facilities definitely increases the complexity of the monitoring
task, but verification experience to date has indicated that on-site monitoring
is necessary to insure compliance.

Inspection of Facilities: All jails and juvenile detention facilities are

1nspected annually by the California Youth Authority. This legal requirement long
pre-dates the JJDP Act of 1974, and is entirely independent of the Act's require-
ments.

A general finding of our field monitor was that, although the state report
shows a total of 184 on-site inspections, many of the persons interviewed in the
field for data verification were uncertain whether or not they had been inspected

or, if so, when, and whether or not inspection was related to compliance with the

0JJDP Act. (

Method of Reporting: All data and information on monitoring are submitted

to the 0CJP. The annual monitoring report is prepared by the juvenile justice
specialist.
the California Youth Authority, and the state advisoxry group of Juvenile Justice

Informational copies of the report are sent to the governor's office,
and Delinquency Prevention. As required, the state monitoring report is submitted
to the 0JJDP.

Violation Procedures: As has been stated, the CYA has legal responsibility

Under this program, some jails
In both public

for the inspection of jails and juvenile halls.
have been decertified by CYA for overlong detention of juveniles.
and private agencies, the status offender requirement is considered to be in de
minimus compliance, and so, by inference, does not call for special violation
procedure.

According to the OCJP, the separation requirement is the only area of non-
compliance. The CYA inspection program deals with this issue.

It should be mentioned that commingling of juveniles and young adults is also
an issue.

Obstacles-Technical Assistance Needs:

no specific obstacles or technical assistance needs were cited.

The OCJP verified by telephone 45 percent of the jails reporting &

Other than the items previously noted, (
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It is our opinion that the use of mailed questionnaires and telephone inter-
views for monitoring and verification is a definite obstacle to the development of
a reliable monitoring system.

Successful Policies and Programs: OCJP staff viewed their telephone interviews

with jail personnel as a good way to establish good working relationships with law

enforcement officials and to increase local community knowledge about monitoring
aims and purpose.

The fact that this is included in this report should in no way

be interpreted that we believe this is the best, or even effective, monitoring.
OCJP's efforts through technical assistance to help counties help each ather

in their efforts towards deinstitutionalization should be noted. OCJP also helps

by funding and supporting private, non-profit programs such as the Coalition of
Child Advocacy.

Larger, more ambitious programs are pending. For example, $24 million has been

set aside by the legislature for short-term, non-secure, residential care for status

offenders. On January 1, 1977, AB 213 went into effect and mandated that juvenile

halls could no longer receive status offenders.

California's subsidy program for keeping juveniles out of institutions and

detention is widely known and has been in operation for a number of years. The

program did result in substantially reducing the rate of detention, but it has not

been without repercussions. Since only the most serious, and often most aggressive

of the youthful offenders found their way into institutions, they now comprise an
alarming proportion of facility populations in several facilities throughout the

state. This requires different rehabilitation efforts and makes for serious manage-
ment problems.

Starting in January, 1976, the Alameda Regional Criminal Justice Planning
Board began a broadside program toward the deinstitutionalization of status offenders.
Toward this end, the cooperation and endorsement of all aspects of the justice
continuum was sought. Today, police departments, correctional agencies, and private
agencies are involved. Within one year after the program began, no status offenders
were placed in juvenile halls, and police referrals to the probation department

dropped by 31.8 percent. Currently, there is a financial problem which causes
staffing concerns regarding the family crisis intervention units, and, possibly, of
the youth service centers, as well, but the community is vitally interested in the
program, and the consensus is that the county will somehow see to its continued
funding. (See attached information.)

Monitoring Strengths and Weaknesses: While the OCJP does not have specific

authority to monitor, the legal authority to inspect, which rests with the California

i R DT ——— ’
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Youth Authority, makes this omission unimportant. Selection of the monitoring

universe and classification of facilities based on definitions compatible with Q

those of the OJJDP provides full coverage. The selection of a twelve-month report
period, while complicating the data collection, provides useable information and
sound planning data. Inspection by CYA seems adequate. The above are monitoring
strengths.

The data collection method used for monitoring is a definite weakness. The
use of mailed questionnaires and telephone calls to obtain and/or verify data falls
short of true monitoring. On-site review of admission records and inspection of
facilities is essential if the monitoring system is to be effective.

Verification Problems: The field monitor received excellent cooperation from

the OCJP staff and others involved in the monitoring process.

Facility Data Verification: Visits to facilities in Alameda, Amador, Calaveras,

Sacramento, San Francisco and Sonoma Counties were made for the purposes of data
verification and inspection. Visits were made to eleven county and city jails,
five juvenile halls, one receiving home and two training schools. One police
department did not have a jail or lockup.

According to the state monitoring report, ten of the eleven jails visited were v

secure and ten housed both juveniles and adults during the past twelve months. Our
verification review found nine facilities secure and eight that held juveniles
during the last twelve months.

No accused or adjudicated status offenders were held over 24 hours during the
report period. This was verified.

Both the state report and our review found that the separation question was
not applicable to four facilities. According to the state report, four facilities
provided adequate separation and two did not. No information was given for one
facility. Our review showed six facilities provided adequate separation. While a
number of juveniles were held in these facilities, or at least bpoked at these
facilities, we could only identify three as inadequately separated.

All five juvenile halls were secure and one held both juveniles and adults
during the last twelve months. No accused or adjudicated status offenders were
held over 24 hours in these facilities. The one facility that held both children
and adults provided total separation for girls, but not for boys.

Perry Place is a non-secure receiving home that only houses juveniles. No
accused or adjudicated status offenders were held over 24 hours during the report
period.

The 0. H. Close Training School is a secure facility for juveniles. No
accused or adjudicated status offenders were held over 24 hours during the report
period.

The Preston School, which provides a drug treatment pregram, is a secure
facility housing both juveniles and adults duriqg the past twelve months. Approxi-
mately 66 percent of its residents came from adult courts. No accused or adjudicated
status offenders were held during the report period. According to our field monitor,
this facility does not provide adequate separation.

California, based on our verification review, has removed status offenders
from secure custody. Even though a considerable number of juveniles may be held
in jails, separation appears to be adequate.

Field Monitor: Mrs. Helen Sumner served as Field Monitor for the California
verification. The on-site work took place October 29 through November 2, 1979,

Verification Summary: While the OCJP does not have specific authority to

monitor, the legal responsibility for inspection, which is placed with the California

Youth Authority, seems to provide an adequate base. The selection of the monitoring
universe and its classification provides full coverage. The selection of a twelve-
month report period provides an excellent data base. Inspection seems to be
adequately covered by the CYA.

Data collection, monitoring and verification by mailed questionnaire and/or
telephone interview is a weak point in the monitoring system. On-site review of

admissions recoxds and facilities would materially strengthen the monitoring
process.

California seems to have an adequate monitoring system. With on-site monitoring
and data collection, it would be a good system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system, the following
recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Data collection--Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should be
developed, which include all necessary monitoring data, for use by all facilities
which might hold children in secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should
be submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days

following the end of each month.




Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records would be
available for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to a
sample, on-site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and factual.

Such verification could take place during the inspection.

//

{/ \TE ~ California
b

FACILITY

SMR

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders
Held in Violation of 223(a)(12)

VER

SMR

Provide Adequate
Separation

VER

Alameda County

Alameda County Probation
Department

San Leandro, CA

Alameda County Juvenile Hall 0

San Leandro, CA

Haywood City Jail
Haywood, CA

Oakland City Jail--Youth
Services Division
Oakland, CA

Perry Place
Oakland, CA

San Leandro City Jail
San Leandro, CA

-, i.dor County Jail
..«ckson, CA

} (nmador County
i

Amador County Probation
Department
Jackson, CA

Ione Police Department
Ione, CA

Preston School
Ione, CA

Calaveras County
Calaveras County Probatioi
Department

San Andreas, CA

Sacramento County
Sacramento Juvenile Hall
Sacramento, CA

Sacramento Police Departmg
Sacramento, CA

. . ramento City Jail
E . -ramento, CA

NA

NA

-—

(not a secure facility)

- -

NA
(no facility)

NA
(no detention facility)

NA

nt NA
(no detention facility)

NA

NA

Yes

Not reporte

NA

Yes

No

NA

NA

Not reporte

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

Yes

. Yes

Yes

Yes

NA

NA

No

i No for boys

Yes for
girls

NA

NA

o
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Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders

Provide Adequ

ate

STATE - California, pg. 1 Held in Violatdion of 223(a)(12) Separation 3
FACILITY SMR VER SMR VER'
San Francisco County

San Francisco City and

County Jails (six facilities) -- -- —— _—
San Francisco, CA

San Francisco Juvenile Ha}ll -- 0 NA NA
San Francisco, CA
San Joaquin County
0.H. Close 0 -- NA NA
Stockton, CA
Sonoma County
Sonoma County Jail NA Yes No
Santa Rosa, CA
Sonoma County Juvenile Hall 0 0 NA NA
Santa Rosa, CA
Cloverdale City Jail - -- Yes Yes
Petaluma City Jail NA No Yes
Petaluma, CA <
Santa Rosa City Jail NA NA NA
Santa Rosa, CA

e ) : i

COLORADO

This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and
correctional facilities in Colorado and the data collected to demonstrate com-
pliance with Section 223 a (12)(13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delingu:ency Pre-

vention Act.

The Monitoring Agency

The Division of Criminal Justice, 1313 Sherman Street, Denver, Colorado, 80203,
is the state agency responsible for monitoring. Within the Division, staff respon-
sibility for monitoring is placed with Ms. Nancy Jewell, Juvenile Justice Specialist,

Staff of the research unit is responsible for processing the data used in the state's

annual report.

The Division's Authority to Monitor

The Division of Criminal Justice was first created by Executive Order and later
by statute. (See copy of Act attached.) However, according to the Division staff,
the agency had no legal authority to monitor. In the early stages of the monitor-
ing process, especially in jails but elsewhere too, the lack of any real power to
enter facilities and inspect records made the job d difficult one. In one in-
stance, where a detention facility feared that there would be a breach of confi-
dentiality, a court order was necessary. The Division now reports that voluntary
cooperation occurs all along the line, and ité Field Monitors can now collect ..

needed information in all facilities throughout the state.
It is our opinion that the Division probably does have legal authority to
monitor. In Section 24-32-503 of the attached Act which created the Division,

entitled "duties of the Division," under (e) it is stated that the Division shall

have the duty "To do all things necessary to apply for, qualify for, accept, and
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distribute any state, federal or other funds made available or allotted under said o
Public Law 93-83 and under any other law, or program designed to improve the ad- (if,
ministration of criminal justice, court systems, law enforcement, prosecution, cor-
rections, probation and parole, juvenile delinquency programs, and related fields."
While Section 24-32-503 does not specifically mention monitoring as a duty,
the stated duties appéar to be broad enough to cover monitoring as a condition for

qualifying for and obtaining federal funds.

Compatibility of Definitions

According to the Division's monitoring staff there is a difference between
state and federal definitions, as they relate to classes of juveniles. The Colo-
rado Children's Code does not use terms such -as "criminal-type offender," 'non-
offender," and "status offender." The Code instead adheres to the more traditional
terms: delinquent, dependent and neglected, and Children in Need of Supervision.
CHINS include those offenders currently categorized as status offenders with the
exception of drinking under age and curfew violations. Since 1978, the CHINS pro-
visions in the Code has been replaced by CHINOS, which means Children in Need of
Oversight. Included in this new category are children whose behavior suggests that
they may be a danger to themselves or to others. CHINOS provisions are intended
to encompass all behavior not deemed delinquent or criminal-type.

The Children's Code definition of dependent and neglected corresponds with
the OJJDP definitions for non-offenders.

While Colorado's definitions and laws do not appear to be compatible with the
0JJDP's definitions and guidelines, Colorado used the 0JJDP definitions and guide-

lines for the purposes of monitoring.

Selection of the Monitoring Universe

. .

The universe selected for the monitoring process included every county jail, (

every public juvenile institution, every juvenile detention center, and some city

3
jails. Since the Department of Social Services states that private agencies may
not provide secure custody, these agencies were excluded from the 1978 universe.
(See attached copy of the Department of Law opinion, dated August 31, 1978.) The
Division took the following steps to determine what agencies should %he included
in the universe:

1. Regional Planners from the local councils of government were asked
to contact all jails in their respective areas to determine which
jails were detaining juveniles.

2. All jgils found by the Regional Planmers to be detaining juveniles
were included in the monitoring process, and .the Administrator of
every jail involved was so advised.

3. Detention centers and juvenile institutions were assumed to be holding

juveniles either temporarily or in longer term residence and were
added to the universe. DCJ staff contacted these facilities.

Classification of the Monitoring Universe

Following the basic universe selection process those facilities that were
considered secure such as jails, detention centers and juvenile correctional
institutions were classified as juvenile detention and correctional facilities.

(See attached list of facilities.)

Monitoring Report Period

Colorado selected two report periods. The period for jails and detention

covers the full twelve months in the calendar year. The report period for insti-

tutions also includes twelve months but runs from July 1st of one year to June 30th
of the second year. For purposes of verification January 1 to December 31, 1978,
was checked for jails and detention homes. For institutions the period covered

July 1, 1978, through June 30, 1979. |

Data Collection

As has been stated, the Division directs the detention monitoring in Colorado.
The actual on-site monitoring of city and county jails is done by the Regional

Planners who work for the nine active councils of government in the state. The
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Planners' specific task is 1978 was to collect all jail data. They identified the
jails that detained juveniles by letter or telephone. On-site visits were made to
the 54 jails found to detain children, and a sampling was made of the kinds of of-
fenses and number of juveniles held in 1978.

All monitoring work and data collection was guided and supervised by Division
staff who also designed the data forms and provided clear and complete procedural
instructions.

Division staff also obtained detentionad institutional data.
for the institution information which came from the research unit, was collected

on~site by DCJ staff.

Our Field Monitor felt the data collection system was well-designed.

Inspection of Facilities

Inspection to determine the level of separation compliance is done at the.ssame
time the monitoring data is collected. The major responsibility for inspection
falls to the Regional Planners since they monitor the largest number of the classi-
field facilities, especially the jails. However, the Jail Standards Commission
has recently been allocated LEAA funding which will allow for checking on 0JJDP
standards for separation and the periods of juvenile confinement at the same time

annual jail inspections are conducted.

Method of Reporting

All information pertaining to juvenile detention monitoring, including in-
dividual facility population data, is submitted to the Division staff who prepare

the annual monitoring report.

Violation Procedures

While all classified facilities are inspected, there are no channels for

handling violations, and no violation procedures. While the Children's Code

All data, except

o

(

requires separation of children and adults in facilities where both may be held,

there are no sanctions for violations.

Legal action seems to be the only recourse to eliminate violations.,

Assurances Against Reclassification

There is little chance that inappropriate reclassification can occur in
Colorado. Any child under Juvenile Court jurisdiction discovered to be in need
of mental health services will be removed from court jurisdiction and placed with
the Department of Social Services. Converesely, if a juvenile receiving any kind
of psychological assistance commits an offense, s/he may be heard as an offender,
but if s/he continues to have a need for mental health services, his/her case

then remains with Social Services.

Adequate protection against reclassification seems to be available in the Code.

Obstacles -~ Technical Assistance Needs

The Division monitoring staff listed six obstacles as follows:
1. Lack of legal authority to monitor.

2. Failure of Deinstitutionalization Bill to meet Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act requirements.

3. The high cost of monitoring

4. The lack of uniformity of data.

5. Inconsistent definitions.

6. Sparseness of data in many facilities.

No technical assistance needs were mentioned.

Successful Policies and Programs

There are several programs aimed at deinstitutionalization which came into
being too late to have an impact on 1978 findings or to influence detention rates.
These include several diversion and shelter care programs, one legal defense sup-
port system, and one program which provides a separate holding facility for juveniles.

Probably the most promising program, though it too is quite new, is the Denver
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Adolescent Crisis Intervention Project. The aim here is to reach whole families

and to help resolve their problems through varying levels of the counseling
process. The services of many agencies in Denver are utilized in order to involve
a wide spectrum of the community, and a member of the crisis team is stationed at
the Belinquency Control Division as an immediate resource to receiving officers,
probation officers, youth coming to the Division, and their families. Criteria
for service includes:

1. A willingness to engage in family counseling.

2. Youth with few prior status offenses.

3. Youth not exhibiting violent behavior.

4. Other comparable criteria.

The program is definitely treatment-oriented, but does not involve itself in
any of the long-term deep-seated therapies. According to the project description,
the €risis Intervention Project appears to have experienced considerable success

in its work with young people and their families. (See copy of attached project

description.)

Monitoring Strengths and Weaknesses

The basic plan for selecting the monitoring universe and classifying the fa-
cilities, with one exception, is adequate. The plan for collecting data and for
inspection is sound. The twelve month report periods are good, but would be i&—
proved if the same twelve months were used for all facilities. Protection against
reclassification exists. These are strengths of the system.

The absence of legal authority to monitor and incompatible definitions are
the major weaknesses in the system and these cause other problems, especially the
prevention of real violation enforcement. All jails and lockups should be included

in the classified universe. The exclusion of some city jails is a weakness.

As in many states the absence of a uniform plan for recording data concerning<’

juveniles held in secure facilities limits the quality of monitotring data.

fy

Verification Problems

_‘,/" \.

The Division monitoring staff were cooperative in carrying out the verifica-
tion review and no problems were encountered. It should be mentioned that an ex=

ternal factor, the weather, did require some alterations in plans.

Facility Data Verification

Original plans called for visits to facilities in Adams, Crowley, Denver,
Douglas, El Paso, Fremont, and Rio Blanco Counties. But snow storms just prior to
the Field Monitor's arrival, followed by flooding, made for insurmountable trans-
portation problems and necessitated several schedule changes. The counties finally
selected for visitation included Adams, Arapahoe, Clear Creek, Denver, Douglas, El
Paso, and Pueblo. Even with this group, the road to Pueblo was closed off by snow
at the last moment, and the records of Douglas County had been destroyed in 1978
when the courthouse and jail burned. Overall, the weather in the state severely
limited our verification capabilities.

Five jails, two detention centers, and the Mountain View Training School were
visited. Visits to three jails and two detention centers had to be cancelled due
to weather conditions and data for one county jail could not be verified due to
desctruction of records by fire.

According to the state report all eight jails are secure and all held both
children and adults during the report period. This was verified for five jails.
The state showed 252 accused status offenders held over 24 hours during the re-
port period in three jails. We were only able to verify the data for two jails,
but in these facilities we found eight more accused status offenders held than were
reported.

The State showed inadequate separation in four of the gight jails. Our
verification only found threeljails inadequately separated, but our Field Monitor
was unable to visit three jails. The State reported 993 children inadequately

separatediin four jails. This was verified for the three jails visited.
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The State reported that all four detention centers were secure and all only

o

held juveniles. This was verified for the two detention centers our Field Monitor (\
was able to visit. According to the state report the four detention centers held

1651 accused status offenders over 24 hour during the report period. Of the total,
1351 were held in the detention centers visited by our Field Monitor and this data

was verified.

The Mountain View School is a secure training facility which houses both ju-
veniles and adults. Juveniles between the ages of 18 and 19 can be committed to
this facility. According to the state, 11 adjudicated juveniles were held during
the report period. Our verification, based on the Division of Youth Service figures,
showed 25 juveniles held during the period. Because persons over 18 years of age
are held in this facility, all juveniles held were inadequately separated during

the report period.

Field Monitor (4 i
Mrs. Helen Sumner served as Field Monitor for the Colorado verification review.\

The on-site work was conducted February 10th through February 15th, 1980.

Verification Summary

Colorado has developed a state-wide monitoring system. While it has no legal
authority to monitor, state definitions seem to be incompatible, and the state has
a considerable number of status offenders incarcerated in secure facilities and
large numbers of juveniles inadequately separated from adults in these facilities,
the monitoring system is adequate. The state does use OJJDP definitions for
monitoring purposes.

Advocacy is needed now to reduce the number of juveniles, both status offenders

and delinquents, held.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system, the following
recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Authority to monitor--Specific legal authority for the SPA or another ap-
apropriate state agency to monitor should be established through legislation or by
executive order. The authority should be broad enough to allow the agency to re-
quire the maintenance of required records, to collect data, to require reports, to
inspect for separation compliance, and to order violations to be corrected.

The monitoring agency should have authority to require all facilities that
might hold children in secure custody to maintain uniform juvenile admission/release
records on forms prepared and supplied by the agency. The facilities should also
be required to submit duplicate copies of the records at designated times to the
monitoring agency.

The authorityshould also providé for inspection of facilities to determine if
sight and sound separation is provided and require the agency to cite those facili-
ties not in compliance and use realistic sanctions, including closing the facility
to children, to correct and eliminate violations.

2, Compatible definitions--The Juvenile Code should be amended in such a way
that it defines and/or groups offenses in such a way to identify juvenile offenders,
status offenders, and non-offenders. The use of these specific terms is not essen-
tial to show compatibility with OJJDP definitions if the law clearly shows what
offense would fall within the '"status'" and '"non-offender" classes.

3. Classification of facilities--All facilities which might hold children in
secure custody should be classified as juvenile detention or correctional facilities
and should be monitored. All jails, lockups, detention facilities, and training
schools should be so classified and monitored regardless of policies or announced
practices regarding the holding of children or existing laws which prohibit the

admission of children to the facilities.
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3. Data collection--Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should be ..
developed, which include all necessary monitoring data, for use by all facilities
which might hold children in secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should
be submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days
following the end of each month.

Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records would be
availablerfor monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to a
sample on-site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and factual.
Such verification could take place during the inspection.

4, Offense data--Efforts should be made to obtain, either through legislation
or the rules of the court, a provision that prohibits the admission of e child to
a secure facility unless a specific offense, preferably the most serious offense
alleged, is known and entered on the admission/release record;entries such as hold
for judge, hold for court, contempt, bench warrant, probation violation, etc., B
should not be allowed unless the offense is also shown. This is necessary for
the protection of the facility staff and is essential for monitoring.

5. Violation procedures--Violation procedures should be established which
include a clear descriptioi® of the sight and sound separation required and the
actions which may be taken if inadequate separation is found. The procedures

should be made available in printed form to all facilities which might hold

children in secure custody.

g

STATE - Colorado

FACILITY

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Dffenders

Held in Violation of 223(a) (12)

SMR

VER

SMR

Provide Adequate
Separation

VER

Adams County
Adams County Jail
Brighton, CO

Adams County Detention
Center
Brighton, CO

Arapahoe County

Aurora Criminal Justice
Center

Aurora, CO

Clear Creek County
Clear Creek County Jail
Georgetown, CO

Denver County
Denver County Jail
Denver, CO

, Denver City Jail
" Denver, CO

Gilliam Youth Center
Denver, CO

Mountainview School
Denver, CO

El Paso County

Behulor Pike Detention
Center |

Colorado Springs, COQ

El Paso County Jail
Colorado Springs, CO

Pueblo County

Pueblo Detention Center
Puebld, CO

Pueblo County Jail
Pueblo, CO

Weld Count
Weld County Jail

Greeley, CO

551

132

800

11

219

21

32

88

551

133

800

25

Not Visited

Refused entry to jail

WHot visited

Not.visited

Not visited

No

NA

Currently
Yes (but
not for
1978)

No

No

No

NA

NA

Yes

No

Yes

No

Currently
Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Not
visited

Not
visited
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N g CONNECTICUT

This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and
correctional fanilities in Connecticut and the data collected to demonstrate
compliance with Section 223a(12) (13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act.

The Monitoring Agency: The Connecticut Justice Commission, 75 Elm Street,
Hartford, Connecticut 06115, is the state agency responsible for monitoring. Within

‘ the Commission, responsibility for monitoring is placed with Mr. Edward F. Ahnemen III.
: The Commission's Authority to Monitor: After first being established by execu-

tive order, the Commission was legislatively established by Chapter 537, Section 29
of Connecticut's laws. Section 29-181 sets forth the powers and duties of the
Commission, among which is one (P) 'to provide for such funds, accounting, audit,
moritoring, evaluation and administration procedures as may be necessary to assure

fiscal control, proper mangement, and disbursement of federal, state, and private

SN , ("\ funds received for the purposes of this chapter." (See attached copy of Section 29.)
<K* . if Lii The above is the Commission's authority for monitoring.
E% Compatibility of Definitions: Under existing law, Title 46b, Sections 120 i
?ﬁ through 148, definitions iare not compatible. This law is what stands as the current
i% juvenile code. It defines delinquency in such a way that all status offenders are i
ﬁyi included. Further, it allows for violations of court orders to be treated as delin- :

. quency, regardless of the initial charge on which the court order was issued. (See
o
B by copy of law, attached.)
. sl
! Fortunately, a revision to this law has been passed and is to become effective

in July, 1980. It specifically eliminates status offenses from the definition of

i >§; f% delinquency and also eliminates the possibility of treating a violation of court
order as a delinquency if it si issued on a status offense charge originally. (Sce
copy of revised code, attached.) . P :

In Title 17 of Social and Human Services and Resources, Chaptéf 310, on the

Department of Children and Youth Services, provision is made for the transfer of

a delinquent from the Department of Children and Youth to an adult correctional

facility. (See attachedﬁTitle 17, Chapter 310, Section 17-420, page 377.)
Selection of the Monitoring Universe: The Department of Children and Youth

Services has licensing authority in the state, and the unive2se of facilities that
could possibly be within the guidelines of the O0JJDP ¢ounsisted of all the facilities
known to that department, together with the state correctional institutions and
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Classification of the Monitoring Universe:

of Connecticut, on-site visits we

With the help of the University
re made to the known facilities and the 0JJDP

guidelines were applied to classify those meeting the definition of juvenile deten-

tion or correctional facilities.

For the 1979 monitoring report, the five juvenile detention and correctional
facilities reported were identified as the juvenile detention centers at Hartford,
Bridgeport, and Montville,

the detention center (reception only) at New Haven, and
the Long Lane School.

The Commission has not considered the adult correctional facilities to be in

the universe, nor have they so considered the local police lockups. However, they

have monitored these facilities after a fashion in connection with the separat
of juveniles from adults.

ion

Monitoring Report Period:

For the detention of accused status offenders, the

report period was three months--April, May, and June, 1979. The three-month count

was then used to estimate the 144 reported for the full year, July 1, 1978 through
June 30, 1979. (See attached letter dated October 2. 1979.)

All other items were monitored for the full year July 1,

1978 through June 30,
1979,

In the verification reported here, the field monitor made an actual count for

the full year at the detention home in Brideport. There was no way to measure our

verification of an individual detention home against the state's report since the

Commission did not record which facility had how many of the estimated 144 detention

violations.
For all other items, our verification covered the same report period as the
state's report.

Data Collec¢tion:

regard to police lockups.
Probation Services,

Juvenile detention data is gathered by the Juvenile
Family Relations Division, Superior Court. This is a statewide
Hartford and was begun through a grant from the Commission. O
staff person heads the activity,

operation based in ne

visits are made to each detention home.

Data concerning status offenders committed to secure facilities as a disposition

is gathered by the Department of Children and Youth Services. This department 1i-

censes and operates facilities for the residential care of children, and, in this

regard, they make on-site visits to determine which institutions fit the designation

of juvenile detention and correctional facilities and to determine the number of
status offender placements.

The Commission staff is involved in data collection only with

and, with his assistants, it is claimed that weekly

(

With regard to juveniles in adult correctional institutions, this data is
reported by the Department of Children and Youth Services when they secu?e the
transfer of the juvenile. The Department of Corrections also reports this data
from their statistical records.

The Commission staff sends questionnaires to police lockups. (See attached
bopy of memorandum dated December 1, 1978, which was sent to chiefs of police, and
copy of the form the chiefs were asked to complete and return.) '

No verification is made by the Commission staff on any of the data gathered
by others, nor on the data the Commission gathers by mail from lockups. .
Juvenile detention centers are said to receive
The DCYS inspects its

Our field

Inspection of Facilities:

inspections weekly by the Juvenile Probation Services.
institutions frequently, but, on a monitoring basis, only once a year.
monitor found no planned inspections beirng made by any authority, for any reason,
of local police lockups. .

The juvenile

Method of Reporting: All data is submitted to the Commission.

justice planner piepares the annual report, and, when in final approved form, it
is sent to the OJJDP. No other distribution is made of this report.

Violation Procedures: The monitoring staff of the Probation Services and the

Department of Children and Youth Services, perhaps with Commission staff, endeavor
to review the circumstances of violations and make recommendations for change.

The role of Commission staff in this is not very specific, but, then, neither is
the procedure itself.

Assurances Against Reclassification: Connecticut law is specific in terms of

trying a juvenile in adult court. Due process applies. However, the way is open
for a juvenile who has been committed to a training school to be transferred to an
adult institution at the request of the Director of the Department of Children
and Youth Services and on approval of the court. While this may not constitute a
reclassification, it has the same effect.

Present juvenile court law provides no assurance against reclassification of
a status offender to a delinquent--current law lumps status offenses into the
definition of delinquent. The pending new law specifically guards against treating
a status offender as a delinquent.

Obstacles-Technical Assistance Needs: Concern was voiced over the lack of

computer tracking capability, and over the inadequate information received as to
the charges against children brought to detention facilities.
The field monitor felt there was a lack of guidance from the Commission staff

over the monitoring being done by the operating departments. There is a need to

I




spotcheck some of the facilities, and, especially, there is a need to verify the

mail survey reports for local lockups. Where two sources of records are available,

differences should be reconciled. For examnle, the Bridgeport Detention Center

maintains a ledger of admissions. In addition, a standard form for juvenile de-
The state used only the latter. The field
monitor used both and found them to be at variance. Some standardized procedure

should be initiated and the Commission should have individual figures for each

tention admissions is completed.

facility covered in their composite figure report for the year.

Technical assistance would seem to be needed to get molice lockup monitoring

understood and effective statewide. Some assistance might also be needed in ses-

sions with judges and detention staff in connection with the new juvenile lav which
will go into effect soon.

Successful Policies and Programs: The Commission made grants to the Department

of Children and Youth Services and to the Juvenile Probation Services to initiate

the monitoring these agencies now do as part of their regular operations and budget.

The one program cited by Commission staff was the statewide Deinstitutionaliza-

tion of Status Offenders Program of 1978. This program was designed to investigate

alternatives to the detention and institutionalization of juveniles accused of

status offenses. (See attached abstract of Deinstitutionalization of Status Offender

Program.)

Monitoring Strengths and Weaknesses: The Commission has both responsibility

and authority to monitor. The available resources for selecting the monitoring

Facilities were classified based on 0JJDP guidelines and

A realistic data collection plan for obtaining information from the
classified facilities is used.

universe seem complete.

definitions.

Other state agencies collect the data. Inspection
of juvenile facilities is adequate, as is the handling of violation for these units.
These are strengths.

The current juvenile code is not compatible with the OJJDP definitions. A

revised code has been passed and will take effect in July, 1980. The revised code,

when enacted, will make Connecticut law compatible with the 0JJDP.
In selecting and classifying the monitoring universe, state adult correctional

institutions and local police lockups were excluded from the potential and classi-

fied universe. While the Commission does monitor local lockups for separation, the

unverified mail inquiries are a definite weakness. Data collected by other agencies

Inspections apparently are not made of police lockups, and no
violation procedure for dealing with these facilities exists, even if there were
inspected.

is not verified.

(

.

As has been stated, the current law, and especially the new law, will provide
protection against reclassification. Unfortunately, both permit the transfer of
a committed juvenile from a juvenile facility to an adult correctional facility.

This program could be materially strengthened by enlarging the classified
universe to include adult correctional institutions and local lockups, by collecting
data and making inspections on-site, by collecting data by facility instead of
classes of facilities, and by establishing written violation procedures for all
classified facilities.

Verification Problems: Other than the usual problems encountered with facility

records, this was a problem-free verification review.
Facility Data Verification:

Visits were scheduled to facilities in Hartford,
New Haven, Middlesex, and Windham Counties.

The facilites included ten jails,
three community correctional centers, three detention centers, and the Long Lane
School at Middlesex, Connecticut.

All of the jails, according to the state report, are secure and none held

juveniles during the past twelve months. Security was verified, but the field

monitor found that three jails did hold children during the past year. The very
poor quality of facility admission records made verification nearly impossible.

No status offenders, according to the state, were held in these facilities during

the report period. The absence of data makes this hard to verify, but we doubt

that they held status offenders. Of the three jails that held children, the
state reported that all had inadequate separation.

two with inadequate separation.

Our field monitor found only
While the state reported no children inadequately
separated in these jails during the report period, our review found 28 inadequately
separated.

The three community correctional centers were all secure, according to the

state report, and none held children during the past twelve months.
verified.

Security was
The records would not permit verification of the fact that juveniles

were or were not held during the past year. A computer run showed no juveniles

held in two centers and one juvenile held in the third. Based on this information,

we must report one juvenile was held in an inadequately separated facility.
The three detention centers were all secure and only honsed juveniles, as

reported by the state and verified. Orn of the units was not a true detention

center, but rather a reception center from which children were transferred to one

of three detention centers. The records of these facilities made verification
.difficult or impossible. A more intense search of the records of the Bridgepert

Detention Center showed 79 accused status offenders held over 24 hours during the
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report period. We do not know how many of the state congregate accused status
offenders held over 24 hours were supposedly held in Bridgeport. Our review also i

showed 136 admissions without a specific charge which could be classified as either
a status offense or delinquency.

The Long Lane School is a secure facility for juveniles. According to the
state report, 22 adjudicated status offenders were held in this facility during
the report period. With records available, our verification count only showed 16
adjudicated status offenders, all girls, held during the report period. No accused
status offenders were held in this facility,

Field Monitor: Willis O. Thomas served as Field Monitor for the Connecticut

verification review. The on-site work was conducted April 7 through 11, 1980.

Verification Summary: Connecticut has established a statewide monitoring

system which covers facilities for juveniles, but does not totally include adult
facilities and lockups in which children may be held. Inclusion of all potential
adult detention facilities plus full, on-site data collection and inspection would
strengthen the system.

Connecticut has an adequate monitoring system.

RECOMMENDATIONS <

In an effort to improve the‘quenile detention monitoring system, the following
recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Authority to monitor--Specific legal authority for the SPA or another
appropriate state agency to monitor should be established through legislation or by
executive order. The authority should be broad enough to allow the agency to require
the maintenance of required records; to collect data; to require reports; to inspect
for separation compliance; and to order violations to be corrected.

The monitoring agency should have authority to require all facilities that
might hold children in secure custody to maintain uniform juvenile admission/release
records on forms.prepared and supplied by the agency. The facilities should also
be required to submit duplicate copies of the records at designated times to the
monitoring agency. (

The authority should also provide for inspection of facilities to determine if .

sight and sound separation is provided and require the agency to cite those facilities

not in compliance and use realistic sanctions, including closing the facility to
children, to correct and eliminate violations.

2. Compatible definitions--A recommendation on this subject is omitted since
the new Act shouid provide compatible definitions.

3. Classification of facilities--All facilities which might hold children
in secure custody should be classified as a juvenile detention or correctional
facility and should be monitored. All jails, lockups, detention facilities, and
training schools should be so classified and monitored regardless of policies or
announced practices regarding the holding of children or existing laws which
prohibit the admission of children to the facilities.

4. Monitoring report period--The report period for all facilities should be
twelve months.

5. Data collection--Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should
be developed which include all necessary monitoring data for use by all facilities
which might hold children in secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should
be submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days
following the end of each month.

Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records would be
available for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to a
sample, on-site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and factual.
Such verificaation should take place during the inspection.

6. Child count--The count should be based on individual children, not on an
average population.

7. Facility count--The data collected for monitoring purposes should be by
facility. While aggregate counts by types of facilities have value, they are not
adequate for monitoring purposes.

8. Inspection of facilities--All classified facilities which might hold

e




children in secure custody should be inspected annually primarily to insure
adequate sight and sound separation of children and adult inmates, but also to
determine the adequacy of the facility for housing children. Records which show
the date of the inspection, the findings, and the identity of the facility should
be maintained by the monitoring agency.

9. Violation procedures--Violation procedures should be established which
include a clear description of the sight and sound separation required and the
actions which may be taken if inadequate separation is found. The procedures
should be made available in printed form to all facilities which might hold children
in secure custody.

10. Assurance against reclassification--The present law does not provide
adequate protection against reclassification. The new law will assure against

reclassification.

Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders
@igk STATE - CONNECTICUT Held in Violation of 223(a)(12)
e

FACILITY SMR VER

Provide Adequate
Separation

SMR

Fairfield County
Bridgeport Detention Centet ? 79(7)
Bridgeport, CT

Hartford County
Hartford Detention Center Unknown -—
Hartford, CT

Hartford Police Department
Lockup
Hartford, CT

.% Manchester Police Dept. 0 -
‘ Hartford, CT

Glastonburg Police Dept. 0 --
Hartford, CT

Middlesex County
East Hampton Police Dept. 0 --

("\ East Hampton, CT
? e Middletown Police Dept. 0 o

i Middletown, CT

i Long Lane School 22 16
Middletown, CT

i New Haven County
| Juvenile Reception Center 0 - 0
j New Haven, CT

Milford Police Dept. 0 --
Milford, CT

New Haven Community
Correctional Center
New Haven, CT

Meridan Police Dept. 0 0
Meridan, CT.

. New Haven Police Dept. 0 -~
; New Haven, CT

. Windham County

. .\ Brooklyn Correctional
’ Center
Brooklyn, CT

NA

NA

No

Yes

No

No
No

NA

NA

No

No

No

No

No

!
|
VER ||
!
|
z

Currently
Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No
No

No

No

AR

No
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Total Number of Status Offenders/Non~Offenders

Provide Adequate

STATE - CONNECTICUT Held in Violation of 223(a)(12) Separation
(page 2)
FACILITY SMR VER SMR VER™
Willimantiz Police Dept. 0 0
Willimantiz, CT No No
Putnam Police Dept. 0 -- No No

Putnam, CT

P
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DELAWARE

This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and
correctional facilities'in Delaware and the data collected to demonstrate compli-

ance with Section 223 a (12)(13) of the Juvenile Justice and Deiinquency Preven-..

tion Act.

The Monitoring Agency

The Delaware Criminal Justice Commission, State Office Building, Fourth Floor,
820 North French Street, Wilmington, Delaware, is the state agency responsible for
monitoring. Responsibility for menitoring within the agency rests with Mr, Joe

Duffy, Juvenile Planmer.

The Commission's Authority to Monitox

Technically, the Commission has no legal authority to monitor. This has
caused no problem to date. Delaware House Bill No. 303, effective September 21,
1978, amended the Deiaware Code and classified truants, runaways, and uncontrolled
youth as dependent or negiected children. The effect of this legislation trans-
ferred jurisdiction from the Family Court to the Division of Social Services, and
therefore the status offender cannot be detained in Department of Corrections fa-
cilities and Delaware states that these are the only juvenile detention ox cor-
rectional facilities which hold youth for 24 hours or more.

With respect to alleged delinquent children, the Code provides that no child
shall be detained in a jail or adult correctional institution pending trial, but
can only be held in a juvenile correctional facility. An adjudicated delinquent
can be committed to the Department of Corrections if his/her conduct would have
constituted a crime if committed by an adult. There is no specific separation

provision for adjudicated offenders.

e o .
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The Commission monitors for compliance with Hosue Bill No. 303.

sections and notes on Code.)

Compatibility of Definitions

Delaware definitions are compatible with 0JJDP definitionms.

Selection of the Monitoring Universe

The task of selecting the potential monitoring universe was shared by the
Division of Social Services of the State Department of Health and Social Ser-
vices and the Commission. The Former agency, familiar with all the private agen-
cies, provided universe data for all except lockups, detention centers, and train-
ing schools. Data on the latter facilities was obtained by the commission. These
two agencies continue to work closely together.

The selection of the monitoring universe appears to be complete.

Classification of the Monitoring Universe

Classification of the monitoring universe was based on 0JJDP definitions and
guidelines. The classified universe includes two juvenile correctional facili-
ties, two juvenile detention facilities, one Family Court lockup and fifteen
police lockups. No private agencies were classified as juvenile detention or cor-
rectiénal facilities. A number of local police units exist, but none of them have
holding facilities. No status offenders were in mental institutions.

The classification is complete.

Monitoring Report Period

The report period includes twelve months. The verification period was August

1, 1977, to July 31, 1978. Based on data from this report period, Delaware was

seriously out of compliance. However, with the passage of House Bill No. 303 in

(See attached <w*

L

June, 1978, the state at long last had the handle it never had before to keep magi ;

strates from sending children to jail indiscriminately. On October 10, 1979, based
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on data gathered following passage and enactment of the new legislation, the 0JJDP
notified the SPA that they had "demon§trated a 100 per cent reduction.'" (See copy
of letter from David West dated October 10, 1979.)

Knowing that verification of data obtained prior to the new Act would do
nothing but confirm Delaware's shortcomings, we, the verification staff, proposed
a1 new report period of six months from October 1, 1978, to March 31, 1979. We
proceeded on the basis of the revised period and verification is based on the
above dates and data.

Since removal of status offenders from secure custody is a goal, and siﬁce
Delaware has demonstrated a desire to accomplish this goal, the above-stated

action is fair.

Data Collection

The Commission is wholely responsible for data collection and monitoring,
which is a staff function. The twe juvenile institutions send monthly reports to
the Commission and current data is always available. The Commission staff collects
data from all other facilities during on-site visits.
ties and the small size of the state makes data collection rather easy.

One Commission staff member verifies reports on an irregular basis. The
Commission feels that their system is fully adequate and we generally agree. The
only real problem lies in getting improved record keeping in lockups where the

policy of '"No Children" had led officials to either discontinue juvenile records,

or fail to keep them at all. Lockup records simply do not show age, as a rule.

Inspection of Facilities

Since there are no jails in Delaware and the relatively few lockups do not
hold status offenders or accused delinquents, inspection takes on a lesser signi-

ficance than it would in some other states. Lockups are small, usually one, two,

or three cells, with no or very rare separation, actual or planned. Delinquents

are transferred immediately to detention centers and only those charged as adults

The limited number of facili-
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spend any time in a lockup cell. Very few waived children are held. <,

Methods of Reporting

One Commission specialist spends full time on data collection, sorting, evalu-
ating and verifying monitoring information and data. The Juvenile Planner further
reviews the materials and writes the state report which is submitted annually to
0JJDP. The Juvenile Planner is in charge of distributing the monitoring report to

state agencies.,

Violation Procedures

According to our Field Monitor, Delaware's procedure is best understood by
reviewing the attached material, dated November 5, 1979, on this subject. The
Field Monitor reported that this is the first example he found of a genuine, sys-
tematic approach to violations. It is clear and effective, from initial advice
to the facility thought to be at fault, to final actions. (See report materials <j"x

i

entitled "Possible Violations of H.B. 303" dated November 6, 1979.)

Assurances Against Reclassification

The Delaware Code seems to provide protection against reclassification by
clear definitions and by classifying status offenders as dependent or neglected

children.

Obstacles~-Technical Assistance Needs

No specific obstacles or technical assistance needs were cited by Commission
staff. The Commission is currently making a study of the response to House Bill
No. 303 by concerned state agencies. This may identify obstacles and/or technical
assistance needs. The report is due in February, 1980.

Even though lockups are not to hold children, for monitoring purposes it is

<etprea,

essential that all facilities maintain separate juvenile admission and release <;

R,

records which would document compliance with House Bill 303 and reflect any emer-

gency admissions.

Successful Policies and Programs

In Delaware the passage of House Bill No. 303 is the major success. In the
years prior to passage of the juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, efforts to bring Delaware into line had been totally unsuccessful. Magistrates
and, to some extent, law enforcement agencies, had fought change. The Commission
reported that the recommended position was hopeless until the JJDP Act of 1974 was
passed. With the federal Act in hand, they went to work and in time put House Bill
303 together and it was passed.

For Delaware, passage of the Act was the major accomplishment. Everything fell
into place. The last barrier to compliance was eliminated. The state is now near-
ing 100 per cent compliance.

According to the Field Monitor, the Commission offered no other innovative

examples for the record.

Monitoring Strengths and Weaknesses

Monitoring strengths in Delaware include the use of a twelve month report

‘period which provides full and useful information, the assignment of Commission

staff to all monitoring tasks including data collection and verification, on-site
collection of needed information and specific procedures for handling violations.
The passage of House Bill No. 303 is a major accomplishment and should do much to

remove status offenders from secure custody and to separate children from adult

offenders.

Inspection might be considered a weakness, but if so it is not a serious defect.

The absence of complete juvenile records in lockups must be cited as a weakness.
While the law prohibits placement of children in these facilities, this alone does
not guarantee that children will not be admitted. Records of juvenile admissions,

if any under any conditions, should be required and-should be monitored.
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Verification Problems s (;w

The Delaware Commission staff provided excellent assistanc: to our Field Moni- ‘..

L4

tor and no verification problems were encountered, other than the previously men- -
T
tioned absence of juvenile records in the lockups.
The report period was revised to cover experience following passage of

House Bill No. 303.

Facility Data Verification

Facilities in Kent, New Castle, and Sussex Counties were visited. These are

the only counties in Delaware. The facilities included five police lockups, two
detention homes, one Family Court holding room, and the Ferris School, a state
training facility.

According to the state monitoring report, all five lockups are secure, but

the Field Monitor felt that one was not secure. The state monitoring report showed

Al

that oneylockup held juveniles during the last twelve months. Our verification (i

showed that two lockups of the five held children. In one lockup, one child was
held for 33 minutes while two children were held in the second lockup for periods

under two hours. No accused or adjudicated status offenders were held in these

lockups over 24 hours.
Sight and sound separation, while not applicable to two lockups, was found by

the state to be adequate in the other three lockups. This was verified.

The two detention homes and Family Court holding room, which only house ju-

veniles, are all secure. No accused to adjudicated status offenders were held in

these facilities over 24 hours during the report period. This was verified. House

Bill No. 303 went into effect September, 1978. One child was brought to the deten-

tion center in error in November, 1978, by a magistrate. The child was released

to his parents in less than twelve hours. S
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The Family Court Holding Room, which is used to house children pending Court
Hearing should probably be removed from the facilities classified as juvenile de-
tention or correctional facilities since it does not provide care beyond normal
court hours.

The Ferris School provides secure care for children only. No accused or ad-
judicated status offenders were held in this facility during the report period:
This fact was verified.

(See attached facility worksheets.)

Based on the facilities verified, Delaware is in complete compliance.

Field Monitor

H. Aubrey Elliott served as the Field Monitor in Delaware. The on-site veri-

fication took place December 17, 18, and 19, 1979.

Verification Summary

While Delaware was not in compliance during the 1978 report period, a second
report period, which followed passage of House Bill No. 303, was used to verify
detention data. Based on this verification, Delaware is in total compliance.

The Criminal Justice Commiésion, the state agency responsible for monitor-
ing, does not have legal authority to monitor, but this does not present a problem.
The monitoring universe and classification is complete, state definitions are
compatible with OJJDP definitions, a twelve month report period provides 'full:cover-
age, monitoring, including all data collection, is done by full-time Commission
staff,

The violation procedures are good, assurances against reclassification seem
adequate. No obstacles or technical assistance needs were cited and the only
success mentioned was passage of House Bill No. 303. The Field Monitor agrees
that the Bill is a major improvement.

One weakness, based on our verification work, is the absence of complete

juvenile admissions records in the lockups. While children are not to be admitted
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to these facilities, this does not guarantee that a child will not be admitted.

Complete juvenile records should be required.

The Family Court Holding Room in New Castle County should be removed from

the classified universe.

Delaware has an adequate monitoring system.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system, the follow-
ing recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Data collection--Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should
be developed, which include all necessary monitoring data, for use by all facili-
ties which might hold children in Secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should

be submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days

following the end of each month.

Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records would be
available for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to
a sample on-site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and
factual. Such verification could take place during the inspection.

2. Inspection of facilities--All classified facilities which might hold
children in secure custody should be inspected annually primarily to insure ade-
quate sight and sound separation of the facility for housing children. Records
which show the date of inspection, the findings, aad which identify the facility

should be maintained by the monitoring agency.
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Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders

Provide Adequate

STATE -~ Delaware Held in Violation of 223(a)(12) Separation
T - |
SMR VER /
FACILITY SMR VER {
Kent County 0 . Yos Cos
Miiford Police Department
Milford, DE .
0
Smyrna Police Department 0
Smyrna, DE
Stevenson House . . “
Milford, DE
New Castle County . . "
Ferris School
Wilmington, DE
0 - -
Family Court Holding Room 0
Wilmington, DE N
0
Bridge House 0 Y -
0 es
Wilmington Police Department 0
Wilington, DE .
0
Newark Police Department 0
Newark, DE.,
Sussex County . . Yes Yes
Seaford Police Department

Seaford, DE

<

WASHINGTON D.C.
This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and

correctional facilities in Washington D.C. and the data collected to demonstrate
compliance with Section 223a(12)(13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

The Monitoring Agency:

The Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis,

Munsey Building, Suite 200, 1329 E. Street, N.W., Washington D.C. 20004, is the
District's agency responsible for monitoring. M

Is. Shirley A. Wilson, Juvenile
Service Coordinator, is the staff person r

esponsible for monitoring and preparation
of the District's annual monitoring report.

The OCJPA's Authority to Monitor:

In response to P.L. 93-415; dated September
7, 1974, as amended, Mayor Marion Barry, Jr. of the District of Columbia designated
the Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysi
for carrying out the provisions of P.L,. 93-415, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, in the District of Columbia.

(See Mayor's
Order 79-40, dated February 22, 1979.)
Part II of the above-cited Order, Section 2

» entitled Functions, lists the
nine functions of the juvenile justice advisory

group. Function (d) specifically
states that the group shall assume a role in the monitoring of all juvenile deten-
tion corm based programs to insure compliance with
ention Act of 1974, as amended.

ection facilities and community-
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prev
The OCJPA has authority to monitor.
Compatibility of Definitions:
definitions of the District are comp
(Chapter 23,

Insofar as status offenders are concerned, the
atible with those of the 0JJDP.

"Family Division Proceedings') 16-2301(8) defines the
of supervision" as follows:

District Law

""child in need
(8) The term '"child in need of supervision" means a child who
(A) (i) is subject to compulsory school attendance and is habitually
truant from school without Jistification;
(ii) has committed an offense committable only by children;
(iii) is habitually disobediant of the reasonable and lawful
commands of his parent, guardian, or other custodian and

is ungovernable; and

(B) is in need of care or rehabilitation.
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Selection of the Monitoring Universe: The universe of potential facilities
for monitoring was identified as follows: N

Mestings wers held with Department of Human Resources officials who

develop administrative policies and procedures for institutional, resi-

dential, outreach and aftercare programs. Lists were obtained which

included names, addresses, operating capacity, and classification type

of all such facilities. |
Meetings were held with court intake, diagnostic and supervision

probation officers; Department of Human Resources intake and screening

personnel; and the Assistant Corporation Counsel (prosecutor) who

supervises the Juvenile Division to identify and determine the various

detention and commitment alternatives they utilize and the salient

factors for making a decision.
Meetings were held with administrators of grant-funded youth

service community outreach and/or treatment programs to gather input

on the nature of their projects and their knowledge about neighborhood

programs.
During site visits to government-operated group homes, program operators were
queried about the availability and adequacy of privately operated facilities. (\

Program operators of the two privately operated residential facilities identi-
fied were queried regarding the existence of other privately operated facilities.

The above process led to the creation of a list of potential facilities for
inclusion in the monitoring universe. The process provided complete coverage.

Classification of the Monitoring Universe: The facilities were classified

based on guideline definitions with secure/non-secure issues being stressed. Four
facilities were classified as detention or correctional facilities.

Monitoring Report Period: The District selected a twelve-month report period.

Selection of a full-year report period must be commended for it provides full infor-
mation on which sound monitoring and planning decisions can be made. Data and
information collected for the period January 1 through December 31, 1978 was verified.

Data Collection: All monitoring information and data was collected by the

staff of tiie Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis using two methods. On-
site visits to the facilities were made during which admission log entries were
reviewed. 1In the case of the receiving home, weekly reports were sent to the SPA.

The reports were verified by later, on-site visits.

o

The weekly report is in an easy-to-understand format. (See Receiving Home

Screening format, attached.)
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Inspection of Facilities: All facilities in the monitoring universe were

inspected even theugh four were classified as detention or correctional facilities.
Inspections were made at 17 group homes and four institutions for juveniles. In
addition, the Washington, D.C. Jail was inspected for sight and sound separation,

though only children waived to criminal court jurisdiction are held im this
facility.

Method of Reporting: The planning agency staff personally collected all re-
quired information and data or verified by on-site visit reports submitte& to the
SPA. This information was used by the Juvenile Service Coordinator to prepare
the District's annual monitoring report.

Violation Procedures: Rules have been proposed relative to violations. The

rules were published in the District of Columbia Register on December 7, 1979 and

were to become effective 30 days later. The rules apply to all classified
facilities.

Under the proposed rules, complaints will be accepted by telephone or in
writing. An initial review will be made by the Office of Criminal Justice Plans
and Analysis to determine whether or not the complaint is an emergency. It if is,
an expedited review will be made.

Since the procedure covers all types of complaints exclusive of criminal, a
variety of sources and types of complaints are anticipated. Those that evidence
or allege criminal misconduct will be immediately referred to the Chief of the
Metropolitan Police Department for investigation. Other complaints will be inves-
tigated by OCJPA. Where complaints are found to be valid, and where suggested
remedies involve administrative or other actions by District of Columbia agencies,

OCJPA will monitor the implementation of such action and will report regularly to
the City Administrator.

The proposed procedure also states:

Until such time as programmatic standards have been legislatively
or administratively adopted by the District of Columbia government for
community-based, residential facilities for court-involved persons, OCJPA
shall use as guides in its investigations nationally promulgated standards
for community-based, residential facilities including (but not limited to)
the standards of the American Correctional Association, American Bar
Association, National Juvenile Justice Standards Project, and National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. (See

attached District of Columbia, OCJPA Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.)
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Assurances Against Reclassification: Any change which is made in a child's (: ’
placement requires a court order, except in emergencies. In emergencies, notice

must be given to the court no later than 24 hours after the change, exclusive of
Saturdays, Sundays and legal holidays. (See 16-2320 (G) of Chaptsr 23, Family
Division Proceedings.)

Waiver to adult criminal court jurisdiction requires several due process
steps which are designed to protect the child. (See 16-2307 (d), (e), (£f), and
(8) of Chapter 23, Family Division Proceedings.)

Obstacles-Technical Assistance Needs: The District of Columbia monitoring

system is fairly well-developed. Local records, kept by the facilities, are easily
accissible. On-site monitoring and inspections are operational. Violation pro-
cedures should be available.

The Juvenile Services Coordinator indicated that their primary need is for
an automated information system which cuts across agency lines. She said such a
system is currently under development through a discretionary grant.

Successful Policies and Programs: Only one program, the Youth Arbitration

Center, operated under an LEAA grant by the Washington Urban League, was mentioned

as a successful project by the SPA. This project was originally a crisis inter-
vention center, but the program was expanded in response to community needs to <l
provide a community-based resource, offering a range of crisis-conflict resolution
and problem-solving services to referred youths and their families. During the
project's first two years of operation, approximately 66 percent of its clients

came from the juvenile court. When our field monitor discussed the problem of
runaways with the Executive Director of the Washington Urban League, he learned

that this project, under current funds, could provide services to out-of-District
runaways. (See attached evaluation of project.)

Monitoring Strengths and Weaknesses: The strengths of the District's monitoring

system include a clear authority to monitor; compatible definitions; a full, twelve-
month report period; data collection on-site by Office of Criminal Justice Plans

and Analysis and on-site verification of information submitted by written report;
inspection of all childcare facilities; and written rules for handling and investi-
gating violation complaints.

While no major weaknesses was observed, the failure to exclude Saturdays, Sundays
and holidays when data was collected may be responsible for a lower compliance ‘
level in the reported data. While the monitoring agency is not responsible for K -
direct services provided, the failure to find suitable care outside of the detention i

and correctional facilities prevented compliance at a high level. According to the
field monitor, alternative care for runaways is available.

Verification Problems: The Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis
provided considerable assistance to the field monitor. No verification problems
were encountered. |

Facility Data Verification: Only four facilities in the District of Columbia
were classified as detention or correctional facilities. The facilities include

the Washington, D.C. Jail, the Receiving Home for Children, Oak Hill, and Cedar
Knoll,

The Jail, which is secure, only holds children waived to criminal court
jurisdiction and did not house status offenders during the report period. While

this facility was found to provide adequate separation during the monitoring in-
spection, our field monitor, at the time of the verification inspection, found

inadequate sight separation.

The three juvenile facilities, which only house children, are all secure, even

though Cedar Knoll is rated as medium secure. Status offenders were held in the

Receiving Home and 0ak Hill during the report period. According to the monitoring

report, 108 accused and 15 adjudicated status offenders were held over 24 hours

during 1978. Our verification showed 112 accused and 15 adjudicated status of-
feaders held.

It must be pointed out that Saturdays, Sundays and holidays were not excluded
in making the count and that this fact probably reflects a greater number of
status offenders held than is required under OJJDP guidelines.

The field monitor felt that alternate care for

runaways could be provided in
the District,

If this occurred, the number of status offenders held would be
drastically reduced. Of the accused status offenders held, 75 percent were run-
aways.

Field Monitor: Frederick Howlett, Jr. served as PField Monitor for the
Disitrict of Columbia verification.

through November 30, 1979,

The on-site work took place on November 27

Verification Summary: The District of Columbia has a functional monitoring
system. Elimination of Saturdays, Sundays and holidays during collection of the
data would improve reporting and would probably reflect a higher level of compli-
ance. If runaways could be Temoved from the detention and correctional facilities,
the District, for the purposes of compliance with Section 223 (12a), (13), and (14)

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, would
excellent shape.

be in

The District of Columbia has an adequate monitoring system.
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RECOMMENDATIONS (0

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system, the following -
recommendations are presented for consideration.

1. Authority to monitor--Specific legal authority fur the SPA or another
appropriate state agency to monitor should be established through legislation or by
executive order. The authority should be broad enough to allow the agency to
require the maintenance or required recofds; to collect data; to require reports;
to inspect for separation compliiance; and to order violations to be corrected.

The monitoring agency should have authority to require all facilities that
might hold children in secure custody to maintain uniform juvenile admission/release
records on forms prepared and supplied by the agency. The facilities should also
be required to submit duplicate copies of the records at designated ﬁimes to the
monitoring agency. B

VA

The authority should also provide for inspection of facilities to determine if ( {3
sight and sound separation is provided and require the agency to cite those facilitieéh
not in compliance and use realistic sanctions, including closing the facility to
children to correct and eliminate violations.

2. Data collection--Uniform juvenile admis;ion/release record forms should
be developed which include all necessary monitoring data for use by all facilities
which might hold children in secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should
be submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days

following the end of each month.
Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records would be
available for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to a

sample, on~site check to insure that the records submitted are complete and factual. .-

!
Such verification could take place during the inspection. ' \WH
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. Total Number of Status Offenders/Non-Offenders Provide Adequate ‘;
‘§ . STATE - District of Held in Violation of 223(a)(12) Separation |
@ Columbia f
R t
FACILITY SMR : VER SMR - VER |
Cedar Knoll 39 14 NA f
Laurel, MD j
Receiving Home for Childrer] 115 113 NA @
District of Columbia f
Washington DC Jail 0 0 Yes No |
District of Columbia f
(iak Hill (Children's Centex) 0 0 NA
Laurel, MD
1
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FLORIDA

P
W
v&%.r This report deals with the process used to monitor juvenile detention and

h correctional facilities in Florida and the data collected to demonstrate compliance
with Section 223 a(12) (13) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

The on-site assessment in Kansas was conducted by Fred Howlett.

COMPIIANCE MONITORING SYSTEM
The Bureau of Criminal Justice Assistance, Division of State Planning, Department
\ ' » ] of Administration; 530 Carlton Building, Room 215, Tallahassee, Florida is the state
agency for monitoring in FLorida. Within the agency, responsibility for monitoring
is placed with Bill Bentley.

‘ Authority to Monitor: Authority for the Bureau to monitor is derived from an

Executive Order of the Governor.
Pt ' Compatibility of Definitions: The staff of the Bureau indicated that the defini-
<gx f\ tions used for classifying the universe and monitoring were the same as those set by
" the OJJDP. The definitions used by Florida are compatible with the OJJDP definitions.
Selection and Classification of the Monitoring Universe: No plan for selecting
0. ' the'monitoring universe was or is specified, In a letter to the Administrator of 0JJDP
’ dated August 16, 1979, the Acting Bureau Chief states, '"Due to the fact that Florida
law explicitly prohibits the placement of non-offenders in jail (i.e. runaways), we will
. ‘ . : ‘ confine our monitoring efforts relative to Section 223 a (12), (of the JJDP Act of
' 1974), to DHRS facilities." (Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services).
Further, in the State Monitoring Report covering the period January through June, 1978,
no public juvenile detention and correctional facilities are specified. Data relative
v . . ‘ to private facilitiés, as stated, was '"not available". This was footnoted as follows:

"No detention/correctional facilities are operated by private agencies." (This is
based on the revised definitions.) Then, the following footnote is offered relative
to the 50 public facilities identified: '"The DHRS-YSPO monitors all of its detention/

correctional facilities at least once per year. Statistics provided are based on their

data." It appears that the monitoring universe is defined by the Florida Bureau as
o T , oo % iﬁrf consisting of what the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services says it should
) ) » . be.




It must also be noted that jails, and police lockups, were excluded from the
monitoring universe for purposes '"based on the fact thatFlorida statutes explicitly
prohibit the placement of non-offenders or status offenders in any type of adult jail."
The only exception to this provision is that a runaway youth may be detained up to 24
hours while travel arrangements or shelter placement are being made. The exclusion
of jails and police lockups from the monitoring universe for the reason that the law
probibits the placement of non-offenders in any type of adult jail is based on a faulty
premise. Runaways may be placed in adult jails. The court may order a delinquent held
in jail. The fact that a given law is in force does not, by itself, insure compliance.
Jails and police lockups should not be routinely excluded from the monitoring universe.
The classification of the universe based on definitions which are compatible to
those of the OJJDP is not considered to be comprehensive due to the exclusion of
adult jails and lockups.
Data Collection: Florida selected a six month report period which is adequate,

if all facilities that detain children are covered, to provide a picture of
detention practices in the State. For the purpose of our assessment data collected
from January 1 through June 30, 1978 was reviewed.
The data collection effort includes review of Department of Health and Rehabilitati(

Services intake cards, deteniton screening forms, detention audits and daily reports
from detention facilities. None of these tasks are performed by Bureau staff, nor is
there any indication that the data is verified by Bureau staff. The data collection

is undertaken by regional and metropolitan planners. The monitoring of jails for
separation is performed by the Department of Corrections Jail Inspectors, funded by the
Bureau.

When a child is referred to the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services
intake unit, information is set forth on an "intake data card". This information
card provides'a count of the number of juveniles handled, the reason for referral,
and the disposition.

All children admitted to detention are screened in an interview by the Intake
Connselor, and a "Detention Screening Card" is filled out. If the child is continued
in detention, the card serves as authorization to detain. The detention screening
card was developed to meet the monitoring needs. If the child is not continued in
detention, the card is sent to the DHRS and provides statistical information on children

admitted. Florida apparently makes a distinction between an admission to detention

and a detention. (;wt
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In each district the Intake Coordinator also serves as the Detention Auditor.
As such, the coordinator reviews all detention admission decisions and submits
a monthly report to the Program Manager/Coordinator with a copy to the Youth Services
Program supervisor in the district. The Auditor's Report includes identifying data,
inappropriate detention decisions, a list of runaways and truants, ungovernables, and a
list of all children 1Z years of age or under.

The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services sneds this detention
information in the aggragate to the Bureau which uses it for their monitoring report.
The same procedure, presumably, is used in the case of jails through the Jail
Inspectors for inspection of separation.

Each of the 22 DHRS detention facilities also keep daily logs on admissions.

No standard procedure for keeping logs is apparent. Since the data collected by DHRS
is not available to the Bureau on an individual facility basis, verification as such
could not be undertaken. The Field Monitor, in his assessment effort did check the
detention facilities daily admissions logs. '

The data collection process which is based on congregate data, not individual

facility information, collected by State Service Delivery Agency and apparently

) not verified by the Bureau, makes internal or external review extremely difficuit.

7 . The fact the fata on children detained in adult jails and lockups is routinely excluded

makes the findings suspect and indicates the need for improving the process.
Inspection of Facilities: As has been mentioned the Department of Corrections is
responsible for jail inspection. It should be noted that none of the jails in the

gounties visited during our review, according to information furnished by the Jail
Inspection Unit of the Department of Corrections, had been monitored by the Unit
for at least one year, even though such monitoring is required every 90 days.
Regional and metropolitan planners, the people who generally do on-site work, if
any is required, inspect detention centers if the data forwarded to DHRS is questioned.
Inspection in Florida seems to be irregular at best.

Method of Reporting: 1In the case of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services, each facility reports to the Department, the Department's data is lumped with
other facility data and forwarded to the Bureau. In the case of private facilities,
none of which are considered secure at this time, questionnaires were mailed to
about 99 by the Bureau. Of this number, 78 responded. The Bureau then determined
that 19 of these respondents could be classified as a juvenile detention or correctional

facility. Information for these 19 facilities were then sent to the regional or metro-




politan planners so that they might monitor for compliance. The findings were
forwarded to the Bureau.
There are 87 facilities operated under the authority of the Department of
For the 1977
State Monitoring Report, questionnaires were sent to these facilities by the Department

For 1977, a total of 35 facilities

Corrections that are capable of holding both adults and juveniles.

of Corrections with the cooperation of the Bureau.
The 1978 State Monitoring Report represents an update of the data gathered
Most of the

reported.
in 1977.

children found in these facilities, 260 of 265, had been remanded to criminal court

These facilities were apparently monitored for separation.
jurisdiction. The Department of Corrections information is not reported in a con-
sistent manner, according to the 1978 State Monitoring Report.

Most of the adult facilities in the State were excluded from the monitoring
universe so a void in the data exists. In order to remedy this void, the Bureau
of Criminal Justice Assistance funded a '""Children in Jails'" study conducted by
the Florida Center for Children and Youth.
the State's response to the JJDP Act of 1974, Section 223 a (14).

The various data, information, and reports mentioned in this section are used -
to prepare the State Monitoring Report. (@

The extent of Florida's compliance with the JJDP Act of 1974 cannot be determined

The Bureau considers this study to be

from the reported materials and data, since assessment on a facility by facility
basis is not possible.

Violation Procedures: The Bureau of Criminal Justice Assistance does not believe

it has a role in dealing with violations. Only general procedures are available.
The procedures are set forth in an undated, untitled writing found in the file.

Assurances Against Reclassification: The Florida Act, since repealed provided

for a child who allegedly committed a second-time ungovernable act to be processed as a

delinquent. This provision was removed from the new Act. Under the current Act,

status offenders are classified under dependency. Section 39.41 of the Act, entitled
"Powers of Disposition', allows the disposing judge to commit the child to the Department
of Health and Rehabilitative Services, the same department which is responsible for
Section 39.41 (2) of the Act
specified, "An agency granted legal custody shall have the right to determine where and
with whom the child shall live,..."

The wording cited above does not seem to provide adequate protection against

administration of facilities for delinquent children.

1
administrative reclassification for children. \\ ‘

Summary of Assessment: From our observations, the Florida Bureau on Criminal

Justice Assistance is preparing annual State Monitoring Reports for the OJJDP, and
is funding projects designed to provide monitoring, but no monitoring that can be
verified is being done. Information available relative to the deinstitutionalization
of status offenders is gathered and analyzed by other agencies at there own behest,
not the Bureau's.

The Bureau cited several constraints on compliance with Section 223 a (12) of
the JJDP Act of 1974, among them being judicial resistence to not institutionalize
status offenders, use of "secure shelter", and a lack of clearly defining the term,
and the recently repealed law that allowed for treatment of a second time ungovern-
able child as a delinquent. There is no question that these are issues which must
be addressed. The new law seems to permit administrative reclassification.

In terms of the monitoring system's needs, little can be added to what has been
said other than it appears that no monitoring system exists. Monitoring seems to be
seen as a shared function within the Bureau, and is ill-defined from both operational
and accountability perspectives. 1In most states visited for examination, a close
working relationship has bxisted between the planning agency and the operating
agencies, with planning staff providing an entry to the operational agencies for the
Field Monitor.
with other State agencies.

In our opinion, technical assistance in Fiorida, if sought, should be directed
towards the development of an adequate statewide monitoring system within the Bureau
itself, since this is the only agency in the State in a position to undertake such
a task in an objective manner.

The Bureau has authority to monitor and their definitions are compatible with
those of the OJJDP. The selection of a six month report period provides sufficient
coverage for monitoring. Unfortunately these seem to be the only strengths. |

The selection of the monitoring universe and classification of the'universe
excluded jails and lockups. The data collection process consists primarily of a review
of information and data submitted by some of the same agencies that record the data.
The information is presented in a congregate form, not by the individual facilities.
Jail and lockup data is not collected. There does not seem to be a plan for data
verification.

In Florida, it did not appear that the Bureau had a working relationship
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Inspection of facilities, especially jails and lockups, is a responsibility (
of the Department of Gorrections. However, this Department by its own report, had Q
not monitored any of the jails in the counties visited during our examination for at
least one year, even though monitoring is required every 90 days. Without established

violation procedures and regular inspections, one cannot expect problems, if they
exist, tc be corrected.

While the Code does provide legal due process protections against reclassification,

a potential loop hole can permit administrative reclassification of children once they
are committed to DHRS.

Verification of data relating to Section 223 a (12A) of the JJDP Act of 1974

cannot be done with any degree of reliability under the present monitoring effort.

COMPLIANCE DATA VERIFICATION

Facilities in Hillsborough, Jefferson, Leon, Madison, Manatee, Pasco, and Pin Ellas
Counties were scheduled for visits during our verification review in Floridz. The
exclusion of jails and lockups from the classified universe and the absence of -
state monitoring data for individual facilities limited the value of our examination. (i
Data on jails obtained by the Florida Center for Children and Youth was used to
obtain some picture of juvenile detention in the State.

Some data was obtained for 16 jails, lockups and county stockades, three
detention homes, and the Arthur G. Dozier School for Boys.

Probably the only information of value obtained from the 16 secure jails is that
eight held children during the last 12 months, and that seven of the eight could not
provide adequate separation. While the number of children inadequately separated during
the Report period was unknown for one jail, and une jail did not hold juveniles during
the period, the remaining six held 64 children in inadeuqately separated facilities.

Of these children, 53 were classified as '"non-sentences." It is obvious that jails,

lockups, and county stockades should be included in the classified monitoring universe.

o~

The three secure detention homes visited only held juveniles. State monitoring
data was not available for these facilities. The review of facility admission logs

showed 12 accused status offenders held over 24-hours during the report period, but

the records were not sufficiently clear to say that there were not more status offenders.

In one facility during four of the six months, 48 children were admitted under the
caption "Administrative Hold". According to people interviewed, these were probation
violators. It is not known if the offense was a delinquent act or a status act.
Our Field Monitor was told that numerous status offenders are held for "contempt!.
This cannot be verified.

The Arthur G. Dozier School for Boys is a secure facility for male juveniles.
While state monitoring data for this facility was not available, we found fairly
good records. During the report period eleven adjudicated status offenders were
held in this facility.

The visits to facilities and the data reviewed, further reinforced our belief

that monitoring in Florida is inadequate.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In an effort to improve the juvenile detention monitoring system the following
reconmendations are presented for consideration.

1. Authority to monitor--Specific legal authority for the SPA or another appro-
priate state agency to monitor should be established through legislation or by executive
order. The authority should be broad enough to allow the agency to require the main-
tenance of required records, to collect data, to require reports, to inspect for
separation compliance, and to order violations to be corrected.

The monitoring agency should have authority to require all facilities that might
hold children in secure custody to maintain uniform juvenile admission/release records

on forms prepared and supplied by the agency. The facilities should also be required
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to submit duplicate copies of the records at designated times to the monitoring \&
agency.

The authority should also provide for inspection of facilities to determine
if sight and sound separation is provided and require the agency to cite those
facilities not in compliance and use realistic sanctions, including closing the
facility to children, to correct and eliminate violations.

2. Classification of facilities--All facilities which might hold children in
secure custody should be classified as a juvenile detention or correctional facility
and should be monitored. All jails, lockups, detention facilities, and training
schools should be so classified and monitored regardless of policies or announced
practices regarding the holding of children or existing laws which prohibit the
admission of children to the facilities.

3. Monitoring report period--The report period for all facilities should be

twelve months, ( \

4, Data collection--Uniform juvenile admission/release record forms should be
developed, which include all necessary monitoring data, for use by all facilities
which might hold children in secure custody.

Duplicate copies of each facility's monthly admission/release records should be
submitted to the monitoring agency by the facility within a set number of days following
the end of each month,

Since, under this plan, actual copies of admission/release records would be available
for monitoring, the need for on-site verification could be reduced to a sample on-site
check to insure that the records submitted are complete and factual. Such verification
could take place during the inspection.

5. Offense data--Efforts should be made to obtain, either through legislation or

the rules of court, a provision that prohibits the admission of a child to a secure

'

@iﬁﬁ‘ facility unless a specific offense, preferably the most serious offense alleged, is
\ ~ known and entered on the admission/release record entries such as hold for judge,
hold for court, contempt, bench warrent, probation violation, etc., should not be
allowed unless the offense is also shown. This is necessary for the protection of
the facility staff and is essential for monitoring.

6. Facility count--The data collected for monitoring purposes should be by fa-
cility. While aggragate counts by types of facilities have value they are not
adequate for monitoring purposes.

7. Inspection of facilities--All classified facilities which might hold children
in secure custody should be inspected annually, Primarily to insure adequate sight
and sound separation of children and adult inmates, but also to determine the
adequacy of the facility for housing children. Records which show the date of the

inspection, the findings, and which identify the facility should be maintained by the

, monitoring agency.
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