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Woman: Covenant House Nineline, can I help you?

Teenager: Yes, Like I'm calling from a trick’s house,
who gave me the number. Isn’t that weird? I just feel
desperate.

Woman: Yeah, I understand that, yeah.

Teenager: I have gray hairs, I never had them before.
I’'m 17 and I have gray hairs. And I’'m tired, so tired. I never
would have thought, when I was growing up, I never ever,
ever would have thought in a million years that this was the
way I was going to be. Before I even turned 18. Oh, God.
I mean if you run away, the running never stops, you know,
yourun to the drugs, you run from the pimps, you run from
the police, you run from everybody, and you just keep
running. And you’re running until you finally just run out.
If I could just -- if one kid would just stay home and try to
work, if one family could just work their problems out, you
know, if just one family could work their problems out, it
would make my whole miserable life worthwhile.

CBS News
48 Hours on Runaway Street
March 10, 1988
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Introduction

A conference entitled “America’s Missing, Runaway and Exploited
Children: A Juvenile Justice Dilemma” was conducted in Washington, D.C.
from October 30 through November 2, 1988. The conference was organized
by the Metropolitan Court Judges Committee of the National Council of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges with the assistance of Covenant House
and the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children. Funding for
the Conference was provided by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention of the Dzpartment of Justice.

At the conference it was announced that the Metropolitan Court Judges
Committee would produce a post-conference report that would be distrib-
uted to all participants and faculty in the spring of 1989. This is that report.

When the Council’s Metropolitan Court Judges Committee steering group
met together to plan the conference in May anc June, 1988, several confer-
ence goals emerged. Among the goals set were:

e The conference would be more than a rote repetition of missing and
exploited children’s data. It would set out the problems, provide
examples of successful programs from throughout the country, and
provide a forum for the promulgation of new ideas and approaches.

e The conference as planned would be as participatory as possible, given
‘the constraints of available hotel meeting space.

e The Metropolitan Court Judges Committee members would not only
attend the conference, but would commit themselves to forming
community teams prior to the conference to attend as a group, if the
resources to do so could be secured. Regardless of whether these
teams could attend, the judges would begin to put together a nucleus
for community teams following the conference and would attend pre-
pared with the goals of their community.

e The end of the conference would not be the end of the project. It was
envisioned as a springboard for local commuriity action in alliance
with the juvenile and family court judiciary to confront and attempt
to find solutions for the problems of missing, runaway and exploited
children.

e The committee recognized that in the past most courts had partici-
pated in the process of “deinstitutionalization” and its consequences
and therefore must participate in any proposed solutions to the tangled
problems of these children.




To delineate more specifically the issues of missing and exploited chil-
dren, the committee prepared a position paper distributed to all participants
at the beginning of the conference. This paper set forth the dimensions of
the problems of runaway and missing children, recapped their historical
development, and affirmed that the need for an accountable system of serv-
ices is acute and long overdue. These children were, in effect, legislated out
of existence in many jurisdictions by being removed from the authority of the
court as status offenders. To continue to pretend they do not exist, or that
the courts will not be looked to by the public as aresource for them, is to fail
to perceive reality.

Thisreport has beenorganized to fulfill several functions and ina manner
itis hoped will be of genuine use. The report recaps the conference sessions
in the form of session abstracts. It merges the group caucus recommenda-
tions into a contiguous whole that reflects the remarkable degree of consen-
sus obtained both regionally and by individual professions.

The steering group of the Metropolitan Court Judges Committee met
again early in 1989 to discuss the caucus recommendations. They offer their
observations in the Call to Action section of this report. Finally, the report
contains selected responses from the post-conference survey included with
the two Metro Committee publications mailed to each participant in Febru-
ary, 1989.

Itis the hope of the Committee that this final conference report will not
merely gather dust, but that it will, from time to time, come down from the
shelfto be utilized, have comments scrawled in its margins and its pages dog-
eared. It is the even more profound hope that it will become an outdated
relic from a time when our society and its children and families floundered,
but rebounded in a characteristically American fashion to emerge reunited,
stronger and wiser.

Judge Stephen B. Herrell
Conference Chairman and

Chairman, Metropolitan Court Judges Committee
April 20, 1989
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Conference Caucus Recommendations

In caucus sessions at the conference the participants, both by profession and region of the country,
produced the following recommendations which have been integrated and listed by subject area.

Identification and Intervention for At Risk Youth

“Unresolved little problems become big problems that propel children into the juvenile
justice system and often into a cycle they can’t get out of.”
“The philosophy of the juvenile court is: If we can keep kids out at the front end,
that’s where we need to put our resources.”

Larry Price
“We are talking about a system that allows our community’s troubled families to
go a very long time before we respond in any way.”

Deborah Shore

Opportunities for success with at risk youth and their families are enhanced when identifica-
tion and intervention occur at the earliest possible time. Prevention and early intervention pro-
grams rarely have more than extremely limited funding and are last on the list of funding priorities.
Conference participants agreed upon the need to front end-load services for prevention and early
intervention programs to impact the problems of children and their families while they are most
amenable to solution. They further agreed that systems of service for the early identification,
intervention and protection of at risk youth should include:

Help for the family, not just for the child.
Abuse prevention and intervention programs and services as a high priority.

Attention to programs for early adolescents, the junior high and middle school youth who
are often forgotten in systems of care.

Special attention to the needs of “system kids,” those children placed in state care.

Parenting skills training with a focus on specific problem behaviors for families and chil-
dren at risk.

Service and assistance to families with long-term, complex problems.

The active cooperation and participation of school systems, administrators and teachers to
assess children, to provide alternative education, life skills and parenting training, and early
identification of at risk children and youth.

Runaway Youth

“68% of the time when you contact the parents, the parents say, ‘You got the kid, you
keep him. We don’t want him back.””

“A lot of the kids we have simply can’t go from the street to getting a job and being
little miniature adults. They need a chance to heal. They need a chance to be a kid.”

“Shesaid, “The only difference between living at home and living on the street is that
at least now I get paid for it.” Think about what that does to your head.”

Jed Emerson
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Those who provide services and assistance to aid runaway youth are hampered by very limited
funding, arbitrary limitations on program duration, arbitrary age constraints, limited programs for
older adolescents, the need for outreach to those youth who will not seek out these services, and
the lack of such essential services as medical care, alcohol and substance abuse treatment, treat-
ment for AIDS (which is virtually nonexistent), and sexually transmitted diseases. That runaway
shelters and other service providers must turn away many youth because they lack the funds to
provide assistance and care is a source of great frustration. Although it does not appear as a rec-
ommendation below because service providers prefer to reserve such recommendations for the
youth they serve, those who run such programs experience high turnover among their workers
because of burnout -- too few people with too much responsibility -- and the low salaries they must
offer. To improve the delivery of services and assistance to runaway, throwaway or otherwise
homeless children, conference participanis recommend the following:

e Prevention, outreach and early inte rvention services to families can interdict and prevent
youth from becoming runaways, throwaways or homeless children and must be given greater
resources and emphasis than has heretofore existed.

e Programs and services for runaway and homeless children require greater levels of funding
and expanded service delivery systems if such services are to intervene and assist runaway
and homeless youth immediately upon their arrival to the street -- the point in time when
they can be most successfully assisted. "

e Outreach programs must be a service component in efforts to locate and assist runaway
youth.

e Shelters should provide 24-hour services.

e Independent living programs, transitional living programs and long-term shelter programs
should be expanded to serve the needs of those youth who cannot return home.

e Servicestorunaway youthshould be based on need, notan arbitrary termination date based
on age or program duration.

e Law enforcement groups must participate in any community effort to assist runaway and
homeless youth.

e Treatment for alcohol and substance abuse, for the medical conditions associated with street
life, for mental health problems, for AIDS and other sexually transmitted diseases is cru-
cially necessary for runaway youth, is rarely available, and should be provided.

o The laws forbidding the purchase or procurement of the services of children in an act of
prostitution must be enforced strenuously.

Missing Children
“We have a tremendous problem convincing other professionals, whether it be
Jjudges....who feel as though this < parental abduction > is not an issue they want to
take their time with; whether it be law enforcement who will tell you, ‘We’re busy
working on burglaries and other problems--we can’t work on these cases;’ whether
it be district attorneys who feel as though ‘I’m not going to spend my money on
extradition on a parental custody matter and we’re not going to spend our precious
criminal justice dollars to work these cases.’ It is very frustrating to begin to work
on these cases.”

Gary O’Connor




Organizations providing assistance to the families of missing children experience problems
unique to their field. Although the great majority of missing children are missing due to parental
and family abduction, attention often is focused on the small group of stranger abductions to the
detriment of the very real hazards to children represented by parental abductions. These organi-
zations must rely upon law enforcement to help locate and facilitate the return of such children.
Limited communication and knowledge about missing children, the services available to them,
and the low priority assigned to these cases often hamper efforts to assist parents to locate their
children. Representatives from missing children’s organizations in caucus produced these recom-
mendations.

Information systems for missing children should be expanded and improved.

Law enforcement should receive education and information about the NCIC system, current
laws and procedures for reporting missing children, and should keep accurate report rec-
ords. They should also be trained on how to build and present a missing child case to the
county district attorney for warrant issuance.

Among agencies and organizations serving missing children and their families, networking
should be a high priority.

Missing children’s organizations and judges should initiate and expand communication and
cooperation in matters of mutual concern in regard to missing children.

Assistance to missing children and their families should not be constrained by age limita-
tions and should address the question of the child who remains missing into adulthood.

Missing children’s organizations should seek to meet the criteria for professional standards
and accreditation for service providers to enhance organizational credibility and accounta-
bility.

Missing children’s organizations should increase communication and cooperation with the
National Center for Missing and Exploited Children.

Missing children’s groups should train their members in methods for cooperation with law
enforcement and encourage the assignment of a high priority to both parental and non-pa-
rental abductions.

Missing children’s organizations should expand and improve communication with lobbying
groups, volunteer organizations, and the media.

Greater uniformity in state statutes pertaining to child abductions should be sought.

A national coordinating body of missing children’s programs and services should be organ-
ized to eliminate duplication of services, encourage cooperation, and improve services.

The extension of service and assistance to dysfunctioning families through creative approaches
(i.e., Child Find’s pre-abduction mediation program for parents), prevention, outreach and
training programs before their problems reach a critical level should be a high priority.

The system of services for missing children and their families should include law enforce-
ment, attorneys, prosecutors, social service agencies, government, missing children’s or-
ganizations and juvenile and family court judges. Other personnel within the criminal justice
system, the FBI, district attorneys, court clerks, criminal judges and U.S. attorneys, should
receive similar education and training as mentioned above.




Developing Community Systems for Prevention and Early Intervention

“In 1986-87, Jacksonville had 62 kids in secure detention. Last year, witl the opening
of Family Link, none.”
Tom Patania

“Bring the family in the first day. If necessary, send a counselor to the family and
provide family counseiiag, particularly with kids the family won’t take back, on site
in the home.... We try to guarantee a response time of 30 minutes.”

SOS Network

“In ten years, while the population of Kern County grew threefold, we reduced referrals
to the juvenile court by 50%.”

Larry Price
“Network with every type of agency and group you can get involved with preven-
tion.”

Larry Price

Fragmentation and duplication of services, lack of communication and cooperation among
service providers, limited resources and funding, service systems that are difficult to access or incapable
of providing necessary services are all part of the generally unsatisfactory state of service delivery
systems for children and families. Intervention often will be delayed to very late stages of dysfunc-
tion for families, rather than being timely and early. As identified by conference participants, a
community system of services for children and their families that properly addresses their prob-
lems and needs should include:

provision of timely, efficient and economic assistance to families and children at risk at the
earliest possible moment in time.

intervention with the limited resources for serving children and families where they canbe
most successiully and efficiently used.

confronting and dealing with problems of children and families while they remain relatively
simple and therefore relatively inexpensive.

To be successful, an integrated community system of services must include:

all groups, organizations and concerned individuals in the community including, but not
limited to, schools, law enforcement, the court, public health/mental health, social serv-
ices, the private sector (business, religious, citizen and consumer groups).

an established mechanisia for intergroup communication.
a central location for data retrieval and storage that is accessible.
a locator mechanism for all services to families and children offered by the community.

Planning for the development of such a system should include:

provision of all services (intake, service, assistance and tracking) under one roof.

a commitment by providers to individually and commonly understand, participate, coop-
erate and communicate within an agreed system of goals and objectives.

provision for emergency service 24 hours a day and seven days a week.
recognition that each community is unique; therefore its plans must be unique.

a range of services including: mental health care, drug and alcohol treatment, individual
and family outreach, counseling services, nutritional and educational services, family plan-
ning and communicable disease education.
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e provision of services within an integrated, well-defined continuum of care at one location
for all family members.

o integration and continuation of funding for both proposed and ongoing programs on a state
and local level.

Policy

“Human services historically tend to stay way from politics. But here is a reality
life is politics. Ifwe don’t get involved, I can assure you that they’ll move on without
us. If we don’t demand that kids issues become a priority, then nobody else will.”

“The Great Society spending spreeis gone and we’ve managed to mortgage our chil-
dren’s future. Rest assured that government is not going to be our way out.”

Bill Bentley

“We should not continue the pretense of society that its OK with us if children of
12, 13 or 14 or younger wander our streets with impunity. Let’s believe more in
ourselves than in our institutions than to permit this to continue.”

Judge Terrence Carroll

Because the unmet needs of children and their families are so critically important to the health
and progress of our society, conference participants were in virtually unanimous agreement about
the necessity to address the following needs:

I. The need for a National Youth and Family Policy:

e to develop the leadership to bring together a coalition for the safety, health and education
of all children and youth.

o to develop a system of advocacy for families and children.
e to establish that prevention must be the standard for services for children and families.
e to establish such a policy on a local community level, but to apply it nationwide.
II. The need to empower children politically:
e by establishing a children’s fund taxing authority.

o byassuring that the establishment of such an authority does not substitute for or replace ex-
isting services for children.

e by giving priority to their needs and care.

III. The need for all system groups to commit a portion of their funding to preventive services as
a matter of policy:

e to address problems before they require expensive, long-term solutions.

o toprovide funding and resources when they can be best utilized, most effective and cost the
least.

IV.The need to eliminate labels:
e to drop the barriers to at risk children and families in their efforts to obtain assistance.

e toacknowledge that children, whatever they may have been labeled, have common needs
and problems and should receive services and assistance based on need, not on arbitrary
qualifications.




V. The need for court and state authority to restrain and mandate services and assistance for homeless
children that provides necessary levels of safety, care and protection.

V1. The need for a merger of the common interests and priorities of the public and private sectors:

e torecognize the responsibility of the business and corporate communities for children and
families that is independent of government responsibility.

e torecognize that the needs of families and children at risk far outstrip the resources of the
public sector.

e torecognize that the business and corporate communities are dependent upon a society of
healthy, functional, caring families to produce their workers and meet their manpower needs
and that those needs are based increasingly upon a high degree of literacy, education and
skill levels in the workforce.




A Call to Action

from the
Metropolitan Court Judges Committee

The problems of runaway, missing and exploited children are not unique among the problems
of children of our country. They are representative of the deep-rocted problems that pervade our
society. We cannot discuss runaway, missing or exploited children without acknowledging the
deteriorating conditions of abuse, neglect, and abandonment that prevail, not just for this category
of children, but for millions of other children throughout the nation. When children are wounded
the reverberation from those wounds echoes down through generations.

We agree, as do the conference participants, that the time and need for further studies and
research is long past. The time is, indeed, for action. The need is to defy the inertia and indiffer-
ence with which efforts to mobilize resources in behalf of children are met. The need is to unite
all those who speak for children in one voice that cannot be suppressed or ignored. The need is
now.

Labeling

To label a child in trouble as “runaway,” “delinquent,” or “status offender” is to limit and
restrict the services or assistance the child may receive. In reality, whatever label we place on a
child to obtain access to a system of care, all at-risk children are victims, often of long-term family
abuse or neglect. The categories of “missing,” “exploited,” and “abducted” necessarily blur and
blend in the case of the individual child. A child may be, in fact, a combination of labels that act
to block, obstruct, and restrict services. To parents and to law enforcement the child is missing;
to the runaway shelters the child is a runaway; and that child is exploited in all the ways a young,
vulnerable being can be exploited when without protection or care. Labels, as they are used by our
service and legal systems, open some doors and close others. That our juvenile and family court
systems, and the resources available through them, must wait until a child has committed a crime
before resources can be marshalled is a ludicrous perversion of the good intent of deinstitution-
alization.

Without aid, children in need remain children in need. That need should be the only require-
ment they must meet to receive proper care and treatment. We must humanize the system of
services to families and children to treat and assist the individual child and the individual family.
We must learn to deal with children at risk in a way that addresses who they are, what they have
endured, what they need, and cuts through the barriers of resistance to assistance that encom-
passes all these needs.

Status Offenders

Among the labels we variously pin on children, the label of “status offender” is perhaps most
unacceptable. It is bound up in an archaic dialogue that refers to antagonisms, institutions and
situations that no longer apply. Deinstitutionalization mandates that children who have run away
from untenable home conditions, children who are truant, children who have committed no of-
fense except that which they commit against themselves, will never be again locked up with delin-
quents in detention centers and called “offenders.” However, the present process offers no alter-
natives for these children. Both the term and the concept that engendered it must be eliminated,
but they must be replaced by a viable, accountable system of services for these children.
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The court certainly should not be the first resort of children at risk, but it must remain the last
resort. Systems of services should be in place and available long before legal recourse becomes
necessary. For certain children, the ability of the court to restrain, to protect, and to mandate
services for children is a necessary part of any proposed solution to their problems. Given these
premises, we must examine, identify, and define the proper role of the legal system when dealing
with the massive and unwieldy problems presented by those children we have chosen to call status
offenders, CHINS, PINS, or other acronyms. We recognize that this process has notyet begun. We
recognize that it must begin. We realize that we had a role in creating the contemporary crisis we
face and that we must participate in its solution.

System Runaways

Unfortunately, we can be assured that many runaway, throwaway and homeless children will
eventually come before the court for offenses that can range from petty theft, to drugs, to prosti-
tution. Many of them will perform some deed to survive on the streets that will result in their arrest.
Theywill be labelled. Yet because they present such difficult problems to deal with, we willdo very
little for them that is effective. The alternatives the state can offer, most often adolescent foster
care or detention, too frequently do not work. These are older children who, if they cannot be
returned home (and fully one-third cannot or will not), are not adoptable; but are angry, embit-
tered, emotionally fragile, and in great need. They are destructive to themselves and to the community.
They need a safe, perhaps secure, homelike structure under the care of well-trained, skilled, nur-
turing and loving caregivers. They need the opportunity to grow to adulthood with the skills and
knowledge necessary for success. They need independent living programs, transitional living programs,
job and skill training, and they need them over a relatively long period of time. Woefully under-
funded runaway shelters and services can offer only temporary care.

All too often what they get when they are placed in more formal state care is repetition of the
abuse or neglect that precipitated their flight in the first place. Estimates vary, but most place the
numbers of children in flight from state care at about one-third of the total runaway population.
The systems of care designed to protect children will themselves harm the child they attempt to
assist if the services offered and the people who offer them are ill-trained, poorly paid, inade-
quately monitored, unscreened, and unscrutinized. When runaways who run from home to escape
abuse or neglect must yet again run from state placement to escape the same conditions, their
disillusionment is complete.

Missing Children

If the great numbers of runaway children are withdrawn from the equation, the vast majority
defined as missing are those who have been abducted by a parent or a family member. Our society
has chosen to view these abductions as relatively harmless events, reasoning that as long as a child
is with a parent or a close relative, he or she will not be harmed by the experience. Unfortunately,
this view does not reflect reality. Children abducted by a parent are in danger in a number of ways.
Theyare uprooted from their home and community, frequently shuffled fromplace to place, denied
education, and all to often suffer from neglect and abuse. We must recognize the potential for
harm in these abductions and accord them the kind of priority they require. It is apparent that,
although no one will deny the horror of stranger abductions, this is a very small problem compared
to those represented by family abduction.

Parental or family abduction represents child abuse, sometimes subtle, sometimes overt, but
‘nevertheless abuse. These abductions present sociological, medical and psychological problems
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complex in nature and difficult resolve. They are, most often, the reaction of frustrated and bitter
parents. They can be most successfully avoided when custody orders are clearly written and delineated.
Both the judiciary and law enforcement need education about the nature of such abductions, the
conditions that precipitate them, and awareness of the impact of the abduction upon the child.

Prevention and Early Intervention

Prevention and early intervention are the cornerstones of an effective system of services for
children and families. These two critical standards, so often stated and so rarely implemented,
impact developing family problems when they are most amenable to treatment. They best use
limited resources and have the best opportunity for success. Placing resources and programs to
serve families and children experiencing potential or developing problems at their disposal when
they need them, making them readily accessible and available, and forestalling the need for expensive,
long-term, multi-problem services and assistance is both logical and economically sound. Yet we
continue to erect barriers that keep children and their families from needed services until their
problems are long-term and complex. Worse, these problems result in often unnecessary and in-
appropriate “legal” resolution, requiring adversarial combat and strain on court resources and
families alike.

Scattered communities throughout our nation, using local resources in cooperative alliance,
have banded together to aid families and children at-risk through programs of prevention, early
intervention and identification. They provide a portfolio of services that ranges from crisis inter-
vention through long-term family and individual counseling. They confront, deal with, and treat
families and their children immediately, appropriately, and economically. They are community-
based and rely upon the active cooperation and participation of all sectors of the community, including
the private and non-profit sectors. '

Private Sector Responsibility

The private sector, the business and corporate communities, is well-aware that the skill and
knowledge levels of many of those who will enter the work force in the next twenty years are seriously
in doubt. An adult with the education, skills and training to become a valuable member of the
nation’s work force does not simply appear. With some rare exceptions, that adult is the product
of a caring, nurturing family and home life, has been encouraged and assisted at home to obtain
the best education attainable, and has been guided through the minefield of adolescence tobecome
aresponsible and disciplined member of society. Businesses and corporations rely, in essence, on
the family to produce the healthy, capable, literate and skilled workers they need. Any approach
to solving the problems of children and their families must include the business community. The
private sector must recognize it has a responsibility for children and families independent of public
sector responsibility and that represents critical workplace needs. The available resources of
government agencies and non-profit child service agencies at every level have been outstripped by
the burgeoning problems at-risk children and their families represent. A merger of public and
private interests applied to the problems of children and their families could bring forth badly
needed new resources, thinking and initiatives to these problems.

Children who have been injured, exploited or psychologically damaged by the adults they rely
on to care for them learn, as a survival skill, not to trust adults. When those children grow to
adulthood they have no reason to trust their government, the institution that must command the
confidence ofits adult citizens as the child trusts the parent. Whatever we do, whatever measures
we take to assist and heal these children and their families, we must live with the knowledge that
we can never replace what they have lost. 11




The Need for a National Policy

If anything was apparent at the conference it was the disheartened agreement among the
participants that government cannot or will not provide the necessary level of assistance to real-
istically deal with the massive problems of children and their families. The frustration and disil-
lusionment of caring, committed professionals was pervasive throughout the three days of inten-
sive collaboration. However, whatwas equally and remarkably apparent was the agreement among
all the professions represented, including professions with traditional antagonisms, about what
should be done to change things. In reviewing the recommendations received from each profes-
sional and regional caucus group, list after list produced the same recommendations, couched in
the peculiarlanguage of the profession or with emphasis on the requirements of a particular region,
but all hammering away on the same theme: Our society cannot continue to ignore the damage to
its foundation, the family, while it continues to rely upon that foundation to produce the quality
of citizenry necessary to the proper progress of an industrialized democracy.

We are told that we do not have the resources to assist children and families at risk, yet we are
prepared to spend a billion dollars or more to bail out the savings and loan industry. We are told
that our country cannot afford to commit more funding to childrens’ interests, yet we spend three
times as much per capita for defense as the average European country and more than 10 times as
much as Japan. A nation’s budget is a reflection of its national priorities. Among all NATO coun-
tries, only the United States spends more per capita for defense than for health and education.
Rhetoric can no longer suffice, nor will the enactment of humanitarian legislation without appro-
priation of the national, state and local public resources to carry it out. It is, in fact, time to insist
that our legislative and executive branches consider the consequences to this and future genera-
tions when they give such low priority to the plight of our children, our nation’s imost precious
resource.

A national policy that firmly commits this country and every state and community in it to an
improved future for our children and our families is imperative, it is critically necessary, and it
cannot be ignored. There ¢anbe no greater national priority for the United States than its children,
their safety, care, protection, health and education.

The Metropolitan Court Judges Committee hopes to examine these issues further in the next
year. Listed below are some of the questions we plan to address.

e What is the proper role of the court in addressing the problems of missing, runaway and
exploited children?

e What, if any, differences should the label attached to the child or family on entry to the
system make? How can systems of services be humanized and individualized?

e What are effective intervention and prevention strategies?

e What are the minimum conditions of care that must be present if children are to be placed
in state care?

e Given limited resources and exploding demand, what fundamental changes must be made
in the legal and social service systems if the needs of children are to be met?

e How can all sectors of society be integrated into a system of local, collaborative community
services? What would be the components of a community model of services for at risk chil-
dren and their families?

e What is the role of the national, state and local government systems in such a process?
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A Profile of Missing and Runaway Youth

Co-presentor I: Gary Yates
“Good programs cost money. Rarely has enough money been put into programs to
make them effective.”

In 1982, Children’s Hospital in Hollywood developed a small pilot project with the Los Angeles
Free Clinic offering free care to any young person between 12 and 22 in need of care. 10% to 15%
of the youth seen were street kids and had problems far more severe than other kids seen at the
clinic. The 1985 study [conference packet] looked at the overall health status of runaways in comparison
with other non-runaway youth and provided case managers, social workers, psychologists and health
educators on site in addition to medical care. While the runaways represented only 14% of the
populations studied, they accounted for 23% of the recorded diagnoses. Runaways need for shelter
and other problems were identified, but attempts to find beds for these youth were frustrated.
Their histories made the runaway shelters often unwilling to deal with them. Children’s sponsored
a bill to run pilot programs for runaways in San Francisco and Los Angeles. In Los Angeles the
philosophy was that, in any county as large and diverse as Los Angeles, the multi-agency approach
was necessary and all agencies needed to work closely together. We built a coordinating council
of 30 agencies in the county to meet quarterly, collect information, and to directly count young
people who came in contact with the service delivery system. In one year the data from facilities
totalling 72 available beds record that nearly 3,000 young people were sheltered, but nearly 3,500
were turned away. 85% of turnaways were because all available beds were full; 70% of runaways
entering shelter programs enter into a stable environment, but less than one-half go home or enter
foster care; 40% of runaways leave the streets as the result of contacts with drop-in centers. This
demonstrates that access off the street for chronic street kids can get them off the street and keep
them off the street. A system to provide assistance to runaway youth should include outreach and
drop-in centers, an emergency crisis center, transitional and independent living programs, and for
older adolescents movement toward more flexible emancipation.

Co-presentor [I: Andrea Sedlak

Preliminary information from a national incidence study of missing children population with
funding from OJIDP. Household survey of 30,000 households nationwide on missing children
includes category subtypes: runaways, throwaways, family abducted children, non-family abducted
children and other/unknown. Will inciude a supplemental study of police records and juvenile
residential institutions to obtain information on sources of runaways, and a supplemental study of
FBI homicide data to determine how many children are victims of homicide in non-family abduc-
tions. National Incidence Study on Abuse and Neglect will provide supplementary information.
Wave 1preliminary results: General missing, 877,000 (+ or -); 45% abductions; 3.5% non-family
abductions; 11% unknown. Report will be released to OJJDP at the end of August, 1989.

Parental and Non-Parental Abduction

Presentor: Judith Schretter
“Parents who kidnap their children frequently claim that they did it out of love for
their child. Experts strongly disagree and point out tha: kidnapped children tend
to have long-lasting emotional problems from their experience.”

The National Center for Missing and Exploited Children was established in 1984 under the
Missing Children Assistance Act. The Center maintains a hotline to report missing children, and
works on cases involving children endangered through prostitution, pornography, and abduction.
The Center has a technical staff of former law enforcement officers and a legal department avail-
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able. The Center has several publications available that can assist a parent in a missing child case,
including Parental Kidnapping.

Parental abductions: UCCJA was intended to impact the battle of custody orders; the Uniform
Act has been adopted in all states. Custody must be determined to obtain law enforcement assis-
tance in most parental kidnapping cases. Joint custody orders can be a problem because they are
oftenso vague thatit becomes difficult to determine who is the primary custodian. Felony warrants
are generally dependent upon a bonafide custody order in most states. A missing child can be listed
in the missing persons file of the NCIC without the issuance of a warrant. If there is a warrant, the
parent for whom the warrant has been issued should be listed in the warrant file and cross-refer-
enced to the child’s listing. School records, birth records, and medical records of the missing child
can be flagged and the searching parent notified if any of these are requested.

Non-parental abductions: list the child in the NCIC missing persons file as endangered. The
Naticnal Center records approximately 150 stranger abduction cases a year. Abduction of new-
borns from hospitals is a recent phenomenon that the Center has been looking at.

Kids on the Street: Danger and Exploitation

Co-presentor I: Trudee Peterson
“How do you cut off services to a kid of 20 dying of AIDS?

40% of runaways are gay. The young gay person has no resources and most are throwaways.
Among chronic street kids: 87% have been involved with prostitution; 86% have used drugs; 80%
have been incarcerated; 66% are victims of incest. UNICEF estimates that there are 40 million
street children in the world and they are having children who will probably be street children. Kids
16 or older and on the street several years think they are free. They are addicted to street life, can’t
go home again. Many are homeless and, for them, the group home concept doesn’t work. They
need transitional programs and therapy, both group and individual, along with the skills to obtain
good jobs to gradually phase into society. '

“The kids say you learn how to survive, how to make money, in two weeks on the streets.”

These kids are resilient, strong, bright, very special, but very limited. Poor salaries for shelter,

outreach and other social service workers produce high turnover and burnout.

Co-presentor II: Ann Donohue
“We walk a tight rope with these kids. We can’t push too quickly or the kids will
go away. If we go too slowly, we lose them to the dangers on the street.”

Three years ago Covenant House began a transitional program, “Rites of Passage,” to meet
needs of runaways into adulthood and to provide outreach. Outreach: vans tour Brooklyn, Queens,
the Bronx until 5 a.m. Philosophy: getting kids off street is a long, difficult process and kids must
be kept alive until they are ready to make the move. Give them the tools to move and build relationships
to get to that point. Identified 3 groups: (1) kids new to the street (classic runaway with temporary,
resolvable crisis), the smallest group; (2) chronic, hard core street kids (addicted to street life,
alienated from adults), street lifestyle; and (3) drifters (urban poor, will readily accept adult help),
the adult homeless of the future. Ofall these kids, 80% are male; 65%-70% 18 or oider;1/3to 1/
2 are system kids. Categories of Homelessness: 4 categories, 25% in each: (1) some sort of home
base, but stay away for longer and longer periods; (2) have roof, but never in same place more than
2 or 3 nights; (3) will say has place to live, but exists solely on results of prostitution. (4) 100% on
street, abandoned buildings, etc. Van encounter study of 2293 kids showed direct correlation between
length of time on street and success of outreach efforts. The shorter the time as runaway = greater
chance of success.
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“Crack stimulates the pleasure center in the brain stem. Give a kid with a terrible
background that euphoria, then take it away and you have a big problem.”

Transitional living: Both young men and women are paired with mentors, adults in business
world who act as big brother/sister. Help establish goals, education, jobs. Resident in program
1to 1-1/2 years. Also have facilities for women with children. Prevention money should go to
single parent families, quality of life for children, day care. Need to rethink way we deal with young
families. Their children will cost our society a great deal. Don’t pour money just on the problems,
instead work with parents, on salaries, on resources, intervention in poor neighborhoods.

Sexual Exploitation
Co-presentor I: Ann Rudneke

“One out of three women and one out of seven men have been sexually abused in our
society today by the time they are 18.”

Seattle is comparable to other average cities. King County police statistics show 6,000 run-
aways each year. Half return home almost immediately. Of remaining 3,000: 1/2 end up in the
system somewhere. Street kids are estimated to be from 800 to 2,000 in number. Orion Center
studiesshow direct correlation between kids in prostitution and length of time on the street. Longer
on street, more likely to have been in prostitution. Kids in prostitution have higher incidence of
juvenile offenses and emotional disturbance. 2/3s to 3/4s of these kids were sexually or physically
abused before running. What works: .outreach. Gowhere kids are; build trust. Use kids as helpers.

“Why should a kid abused at home and out on the street walk in and make an ap-
pointment?”

Network with other agencies. In Seattle, we have a prostitution network. We share informa-
tion, resources, get kids to report pimps and johns. Treatment alternatives are necessary. Street
kids don’t fit well in traditional treatment models which are family structured. The kids don’t have
a family structure. Early intervention is the key. Treat kids as victims... get them help as victims...
don’t criminalize them. Do have successes. 25%-50% of kids get off the streets and into stable
settings. Success in all these areas dependent upon one factor - the length of time they spend on
the street.

Co-presentor II: Greg Loken

“The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act provided $27 million for programs around
the country last year, This is less than half of Covenant House’s annual budget for
the same year.”

Cultural phenomena: (1) treating sex as a commodity, (2) treating older adolescents as adults;
(3) breakdown of the traditional family; (4) dramatic rise in sex abuse in last 50 years. What can
be done to help juvenile prostitutes? More of everything is needed. Will have to waste money to
find out what works. National Network of Runaway and Youth Services estimates that 10,000 kids
ayear are turned away from shelters. Either there were no beds or the service was not adequate
to take care of their problems.

“Most kids 18 to 20 don’t live on their own, nor do they support themselves, and
could not if they had to. They live in educational settings or work and live at home.
Most of the kids Covenant House takes care of are 18 to 20. They have no direction
and no resources.”
Hard core kids have awful problems and are not servable in most runaway programs. Pitfalls:
(1) Service mentality is a disadvantage; need a relationship mentality. More services don’t bring
kids off the street. More contact makes a difference. (2) Will be mistaken if we try to treat juvenile
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prostitution as a psychological problem. This is a survival problem. The fact of being in prostitu-
tion has psychological implications, but the kids themselves say they are in prostitution to survive.
(3) Look at prevention: v. intervention. Need services to families at an early stage, sexual abuse
intervention, community effort to involve kids in early teens. If kids were in a community program
from the age of 11 or 12 and stayed in, they wouldn’t be on the street. Part of prevention must be
good laws and good law enforcement.

“In other periods of history there have been lots of teens leaving home going out on

their own. But never in the environment we have today.”

Existing laws: Child Protection Act of 1984 (federal law - child pornography); Mann Act (federal

-- interstate transportation of children for purposes of prostitution); RICO; Child Abuse Victims
Rights Act of 1986 (exploited children can sue the exploiters for damages, attorney fees). Future
directions: (1) recognize the pimp-directed laws and law enforcement are good, but not good
enough; (2) must go after the patrons; vast majority are middle class, have great deal to lose if ar-
rested and prosecuted; (3) raise the age of protection for juvenile prostitutes. Older adolescents
are almost as incompetent to sustain themselves in our society as are 15-16 year olds. Consider a
criminal prostitution initiative for all youth under the age of 21.

Street Kids, Drugs and AIDS

Presentor: James Kennedy, M.D.

‘“The incidence of AIDS among street kids is 375-400 times higher than for the general
population.”

“AIDS is just another way for street kids to die.”

New York City s the forerunner of what will be happening across the country. Covenant House
is at the forefront of AIDS research with street kids. There are no effective programs designed for
and working for HIV infected kids. '

“Don’t ignore the problem. Learn to deal with it.”

AIDS is not the biggest problem street kids have. In order, their problems are: (1) violence
and violence-related injuries (assault, battery, rape); (2) Sexually Transmitted Diseases (the inci-
dence of diagnosed STDs among street kids has scared for 2 years - no sign of slowing down); (3)
substance abuse (crack, marijuana, alcohol, hallucinogens - predominantly crack); (4) pregnancy;
(5) psychiatric (ranges from adjustment reactions to minor depression to severe psychoses); (6)
neglected pathologies (i.e., asthmatics, diabetics); (7) HIV infection and AIDS.

“Familylessness and homelessness are the biggest factors in these kids lives.”

Background factors: poverty, substance abuse by parents, physical abuse, sexual abuse, mental
health problems, criminal activity by either parents or child, gender identification conflicts, poor
education and failure in school. These are all subsequences, not consequences. Surviving is the
issue. In one year, among 115 clinic visitors who were tested for AIDS, there were 35 positives for
HIV. 27 male, 4 females, 18 Blacks, 13 Hispanics, 8 Caucasians; average age - 18; only one admitted
to ever using a needle, 11 heavy crack habit, 15 used marijuana; 50% prostitutes; STDs - 7 of 23
had syphilis, 13 of 22 had gonorrhea, 5 of 13 had venereal warts; 7 sexually assaulted and abused
at home; 9 had substance abusing parents, 10 attempted suicide; 7 of 17 had been on the street less
than a year, 3 less than a month and of those 2 had been infected in the month tested. Direct
correlation exists between length of time on the street and HIV positive.

Seroprevalence rates are exactly the same for girls and boys. No significant difference in
seropositivity between Blacks, Whites, Hispanics. Basically, street life is street life. There are no
successful programs to help street kids who test HIV positive. Covenant House will open a resi-

18




dential program for HIV positive street kids about Christmas. 25 beds. The biggest problem is
creating the program. AIDS among street kids does not call for an AIDS solution.

Goes back to the basic problems: (1) identify families at risk of abandoning kids: (2) turn af-
tercare programs into precare programs and keep kids from ending up on the street; (3) some way,
all organizations and people from these disciplines have to get together and realize that the problems
of street kids have always been hard and difficult - HIV and AIDS only make it harder.

Psychological Consequences of Abduction

Persentor: Chris Hatcher

“In U.S. v. Garcig, the appellate court ruled that there is a concept of survival strategy;
detailed what it is about, and how it influences the child’s ability to escape. Opposes
U.S. v. Melton, in which the court ruled that because the victim had a potential op-
portunity to escape and didn’t use it, there was no crime.”

We are only beginning to acquire knowledge in this area. This lecture is a snapshot of what is
known and concrete steps being taken in the near future. Three categories of abduction: parental
abduction, stranger abduction, runaways and throwaways. Stranger abduction involved contro-
versy. Study in progress will help. Parent abductions are probably, realistically, about 25,000 per
year. More concrete data available for ranaway/throwaway category. 730,000 to 1 million is consistent
year after year. National project in progress at UCSF will look at children exposed to trauma then
narrow down to these three categories. Identified factors about the captors instranger abductions:
(1) Desire to capture, hold individual begins around early puberty then is suppressed. Comes out
again with late adolescence. Begins to approach girls about tying them up and indulging in fan-
tasies. (2) Regarded as a hobby. Technically very proud of it. (3) Victims are seen as personal
property. Murder is peripheral. (4) Victims are told they are part of a secret system of conspira-
tors. Captor identifies people throughout the community as secret members of same. These cases
are so bizarre that, when victim manages to go to police, is often not believed. (5) Abductor redefines
the norms of the abducted child - new clothes, new names, new rules. Begins routinely a progress
of sexual abuse that is direct, graphic and pointed. Puts child in position that he feels he has done
something parents would not accept.

“The abductor says, ‘Why aren’t your parents here? Have you done anything to make
them mad in the past couple of days? Maybe they’re really mad at you this time and
they’re not going to come and get you.” For a 5-6 year old, this is a powerful message.”

Stages of abduction: (1) initial impact - freeze, panic, or humor; (2) acceptance of captors -
functioning, doing what they are told to do, but are so frightened are frozen inside; (3) increased
victim/captor interaction - survival strategy combined with failure to escape - hard to understand
why children do not use opportunities to escape; (4) end of captor’s control. Characteristics of the
abductors: (1) are practiced, careful and use multiple methods; (2) not well educated, but are psy-
chologically sophisticated and know how to motivate a child through redefinition of norms; (3)
understand the survival strategy of the child; (4) plans are carefully laid out. May troll for victims
for months to years. Sex remains the primary intent for these sorts of abductions. In every case,
there is another person who participates or knows that is going on. We know even less about the
consequences of parental abduction than we do about stranger abductions, but it can be destruc-
tive. Most parental abductions occur during visitation. Almost no therapists know howto dealwith
these families. Families seek therapy early, but suppress symptoms. Need to wait for the infor-
mation to surface.




Deinstitutionalization: Role of the Juvenile Court

Co-presentor I: Judge Terrence Carroll

“Despite the development of children’s rights, courts remain flooded with unhappy,
defiant, lonely children.”

Every state statute will refer to the family as the basic unit of society. We forget that most
families could not engage in child rearing without some assistance from governmenr. Our genera-
tion’s struggle is the problem of the role of the state, the boundaries between public and private,
between individual and collective responsibility, and the acceptance of the role of government.
Deinstitutionalization is the recurring hope that, by treating adolescents informally and benevo-
lently, we will somehow deal with the problem. The rationale is faulty. The problem is more
complex. In a happy family and society, deinstitutionalization is great. In a society and in families
who are not healthy, we do not have a social welfare system or structure that can deal with the kids.
Resources developed for children and families in this country are a disgrace.

“It is incongruous to acknowledge the responsibility of the court to provide for the
care of children and strip the court of power or control regarding place of residence.”

The heart of the problem may be the reluctance to force treatment or care when children at
risk resist and is based on lack of trust and confidence in our legal institutions. Fundamental premise:
there are situations in the law where status offenders must be protected from themselves or to
provide a forum for them in which they can seek relief from intolerable circumstances. Or, how
do we address the needs of those children who are not necessarily delinquent, but whose needs are
greater than mere counseling or other non-coercive voluntary assistance? What do we do? Inter-
vention model is focused on the child the voluntary system can provide for. If the voluntary system
fails, must decide when you intervene in the child’s life. If you intervene, must consider the age
of the child, seriousness of problem, receptiveness of the child to treatment. Within the legal
system, anyone should be able to file a petition under dependency statutes to get into the system,
not just social welfare or state government. Should have a secure component, but as a last option
with time limits. Time to calm down the situation, investigate, and begin the process uf healing.
Should have jurisdiction over all family members, however the family is defined. Focus on evalu-
ation, proper decision-making, good information, then move into placement. Involve the private
sector and its resources. What does this mean: (1) every child has a right to treatment; (2) adults
should have the authority to make that decision; (3) the state has the right and the obligation to
intervene when the child’s welfare is imperiled. The voluntary system, no matter how good the
resources are, will not work for every child. The experiment with deinstitutionalization must end
where the best interests of children require, and where the voluntary system has failed.

Co-presentor II: Hal Delia

“Put money into brick and mortar and deprive the community and youth of the
community of valuable resources.”

During the 60’s in the state of Washington, the system was overburdened. The system made
promises it could not deliver on. Status offenders were committed for long stays, they were abused
while in the facilities and came out worse than they went in. We were doing things to kids, not for
kids. The 1977 juvenile justice bill failed for status offenders. The law dictated that the department
of social and health services would take responsibility for status offenders. They would provide
non-coercive social services. They were given a responsibility without the resources. Kids were
released from detention and it was assumed they would obtain service from social-welfare, but
there were no resources, no beds, no caseworkers, no programs. The detention count went up
dramatically as the system realized that the law delineated one thing and we were delivering something
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altogether different. New approach in 1987. Continuum of Care. Based on the realization that
in Seattle status offenders will be taken in whether they have been arrested for a crime or not.
Made three assumptions: (1) services should occur in the least restrictive environment; (2) a
variety of services was necessary to meet individual youth needs; (3) labels don’t count. Services
would be based on individual needs. Plan delineates three alternatives: (1) release kid to home
- engage in home building - put staff into the home and working with parents to create better
environment. Minimize dysfunctioning of the family. (2) Place in foster care - pay foster parents
a fair salary (about twice what the state pays) and provide training and support from the depart-
ment. Essentially for kids with dysfunctioning family. While kids are in foster care, the staff works
with the family. Provide respite for parents -- bring somebody else in to work with the kid and give
parents a break. (3) Mental Health/Drug and Alcohol -- for kids with these problems, place in
treatment facilities and group homes especially for those kinds of needs. Are contracting with
vendors to provide these services. We wanted to front end services. Have begun to develop a
model that can be replicated in other communities. Program starts in January, 1989.

Gaps in the System

Co-presentor I: Bill Bentley
“We like to tell ourselves and the world that our kids are our future. The year of
the child, the month of the child, the day of day care. All things we feel good about,
yet never quite seem to actualize.”

We spend too much time and resources chasing problems way down the road. We should put
our efforts into front-end activities. It’s hard to sell prevention. We go from crisis to crisis. We
need to do these things: (1) with limited resources, we need new cooperation; (2) focus on the
substance of the job, not the form. (3) put more real resources, ourselves, and limited dollars into
kids and into the substance of our work; (4) prove categorically to politicians and decision-makers
that our problems, that the problems of our clients, should drive funding and not vice versa.

“The problems we adults experienced as teenagers did not have the sense of hope-
lessness we get from teenagers today.”
(5) recognize what we want to accomplish; (6) the crisis management approach is not working; (7)
we have got to stop duplicating our efforts; (8) plan (not study); (9) coordinate; (10) develop
connections with the private sector. Stop going begging. Ask for an investment in our kids, in our
families, in our communities, not a handout.

Co-presentor II: Tony Fulton

Children and youth issues have suffered from benign neglect because the absence of leadership
and commitment on the part of the executive branch of government. State agencies respond
accordingly. Even at a national level, we ignore kids. We must invest in children and youth. We
need to move into community-based care.

“Economic development is children development.”

(1) Community based programs; (2) more drug treatment programs for youth and families; (3)
need to deal with the dually diagnosed population. Private non and for-profit organizations are
mixed up with what is good for public employees, in accommodating unions, other workers. Regulatory
agencies don’t know what they’re regulating. We must build onsound analytical needs assessment
and hold those in child care accountable. In Maryland, an individual is forcing state government
to look at juvenile and children’s services and see they’re doing with money, care, treatment, etc.,
looking at new, creative alternatives, and reallocating resources.
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Interstate/International Child Abductions

Co-presentor I: Rick DiBenedetto
“People are encouraged to go custody decree shopping among states.”

There has been traditional reluctance by prosecution and law enforcement to get involved in
parental abductions. This has changed recently in Philadelphia. Realization that people are unhappy
with civil procedures and don’t have access to attorneys. When the crime is reported, police determine
whether it is a parental abduction or kidnapping. If kidnapping, a warrant is issued. If abduction,
asked if there is a valid custody order. If none, are referred to family court intake unit to secure
same. If valid custody order exists, and the violation has occurred in less than 24 hours, then the
crime is amisdemeanor. If more than 24 hours, thenitis a felony. A detective will contact the DA’s
office for charging as a felony. Experience indicates that, in the overwhelming majority of cases,
the child and the abductor are within the Philadelphia area. More complicated across state lines.
Four issues in extradition: (1) whether the documents are in order; (2) has a crime been charged
in that state; (3) to establish identity of the fugitive; (4) was the person in fact present in the state
at the time the crime was committed? Need better procedures for the civil action to be taken more
uniformly. Difficult to extradite anyone on an international level. Can do so only with a country
with which we have extradition treaty. The crime here must also be a crime in that country and
enumerated in the treaty. '

Co-presentor II: David Lloyd
“It is the opinion of some persons in U.S. government that the more ribbons and
seals you put on the document, the more likely it is that a third world nation will
comply.”

Two problems: (1) problems in tactics for children taken overseas; (2) proolems associated
with foreign children who need to go back. To prevent international child abductions: (1) struc-
ture the custody order; (2) these abductions typically happen when one parent has retained foreign
citizenship. U.S. parent should request sole custody with visitation and specifics for supervision;
(3) prohibit removal of child from U.S. without permission of U.S. parent or of court; (4) specify
duration time during lawful visitation overseas; beyond that period of time will be wrongful deten-
tion; (5) specify that any violation of custody order is contempt of court, potentially punishable by
imprisonment, and that custody violation is a felony violation of state criminal law. If you must
litigate in another nation this makes it clear that U.S. state law considers this a criminal matter and
a felony; (6) require non-U.S. parent to deposit all passports with the court prior to visitation and
to certify under oath that there are no other passports for him or her and that he or she will not
seek to get a replacement or a new passport or visa; (7) do the same with respect to the child; (8)
require that non-U.S. parent provide a certified statement from the embassy or consulate that
there has been no passport, visa, or other means of entry issued for the child; (9) in an item of
strenuous negotiation, the foreign parent should make a substantial cash or property deposit or
surety bond with the court that is preconditioned upon the timely return of the child. Structure the
bond to be forfeited to the left-behind parent, not the court. This reminds the foreign parent that
this is serious and gives the left-behind parent resources to pursue litigation in a foreign nation;
(10) once the custody order is issued, the custodial parent should send a copy of same to the U.S.
passport office and request that no U.S. passport be issued for the child; (11) send a certified copy

of the order to the foreign consulate at each U.S. location with request not to issue passportto the -

child; (12) if it is clear that there is a possibility of international abduction, press for mediation.
Mediation should involve consultation with someone who knows about the culture of the other
nation. '
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“It is not uncommon for a parent to spend $50,000 - 100,000 to try to recover an
internationally abducted child.”

If an international abduction occurs: (1) Left-behind parent should request an ex parte order
for sole custody and request a factual finding that the taking of child was wrong taking and reten-
tion. (2) Missing person report to local law enforcement; enter child in missing section of NCIC.
Issue felony warrantunder state law and enter parent in NCIC and cross-reference. (Many parents
return to the U.S.) Apply for federal fugitive warrant to involve the FBI. (3) If it is known that
parent has taken child overseas, contact county prosecutor to contact Office of Citizen Consular
Services, Department of State, to explore extradition. NCMEC has direct liaison with Interpol
which will locate only. Office of Citizen Consular Services booklet, International Abductions, recently
revised and available. Also Parent Kidnapping: An International Resource Directory, [Strickland
and Caruso, Rainbow Books, 1986]. Hague Convention: Based on two concepts, (1) child to be
returned to country of habitual residence and (2) it is wrong to take child from that country or to
retain child beyond the period of lawful visitation. Convention does not actually require a custody
decree to make application so long as the nation of the child’s habitual residence gives right of
custody by operation of law or by agreement (i.e., separation agreement or unmarried parents).
Also see International Child Abduction Remedies Act.

Prevention and Intervention Programs

MORDY

Co-presentor I: Arthur Gewirtz

Special program through the Philadelphia Crime Prevention Association for delinquent re-
tarded children. Anticipated improved social functioning, improved academic skills, improved job
skills.

Status Offender Services Network

Co-presentor II: Jose Montez de Oca and Sparky Harlan
“A successful status offender program must be done in partnership, not a vacuum.”

Agencies work closely with law enforcement, courts, schools. In 1987 extended service to 4,000+
children and families. Hook families to as many resources as possible to help them with their
identified problems. Priority is reunification as often as possible and without using shelter facili-
ties. Work with truants, out of control kids, work closely with schools. Counselors work with younger
students before they develop into full blown status offenders. First goal is to get a counselor to a
kid and try to get him back to the family. The child is best treated in the home whenever possible.
Pull out the child in extreme cases only. Foster homes and shelter service are in some ways worse
than the family. Turn away approximately 100 kids a year. Try to guarantee a response time of
30 minutes. SOS has an 85% success rate. Must beware of changing the system based on the few
hard core kids. Policy and decisions cannot be based on the few. Challenge judges to work more
closely with community-based organizations. Break down the walls between the agencies, the
courts and law enforcement.

Youth Crisis Center/Family Link Program
Co-Presentor III: Tom Patania
“] present a section of the curriculum at the police academy.”
(1) Prevention Component: reaching youths and families in the initial stages of problems. Parent
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effectiveness training in the community, at lunchtime seminars in businesses, on family dynamics
and stresses. Education on alcohol, drugs, teen suicide, family dynamics and runaway behavior.
(2) Outreach Component: make services accessible to the entire community. Maintain outreach
offices throughout the community, at the beach, for example. (3) Public Awareness Efforts: make
services known, but without advertising -- public service announcements, through school, church
and civic clubs. 56% of referrals are from police. Need a good relationship with law enforcement
and the schools. (4) Project Safe Place: Partnership between the business community and runaway
programs. Window display announces that runaways can walk in and get help. 200 children per
year are helped through Safe Place locations in north Florida alone. In all school systems in
northeastern Florida a 7-minute video on Safe Place and the dangers of the street is shown to 7th
and 9th graders. The center provides short-term residential care and a centralized intake compo-
nent. In 1986-87 in Jacksonville 62 kids were in secure detention. In 1988, with the opening of
Family Link, there were none.

Kern and Tulare Counties, California
Co-presentor IV: Larry Price
“If we are ever going to get out of this so-called morass that we’ve got ourselves

involved in with the juvenile justice system, we’re going to have to go to the front end
of the system.”

An operating system of muitiple prevention/intervention concepts in Kern and Tulare Coun-
ties, California. Philosophy: that unresolved little problems become big problems that propel children
into the juvenile justice system and often into a cycle they can’t get out of. The philosophy of the
juvenile court: If we can keep kids out at the front end, that’s where we need to put our resources.
Developed a non-traditional system. Probation officers are located in the high schools with an
office and no caseload. They recruit and train peer counselors. Has been expanded into feeder
junior high and elementary schools. In Kern County, in a ten year period, referrals to the juvenile
court have been reduced by 50% while the population has grown threefold. Common denomina-
tors: (1) Total community involvement - networking with every type of agency or group you can get
involved with prevention. (2) Kids helping kids - the greatest untapped resource - peer suicide
counseling, delinquency prevention projects, conduct of mock trials for junior high and elemen-
tary age kids. (3) Drug counseling - take highschool super athletes and student government leaders
into Sth grade classrooms. They make a one hour presentation on how to say no to drugs and
alcohol and provide positive role models. (4) Truancy prevention: Assign high school kids to
elementary and junior high kids with truancy problems. On the way to school, the high schooler
makes sure the kid is up, makes sure he gets on the bus or on the way to school. Afterschool follows
up, gets involved in tutoring, and helping the kid and the family. Retirement homes: After school
tutoring by senior citizens.

Law Enforcement and Court Programs

The Lost Child Network

Co-presentor I: Craig Hill
“In my opinion, as a law enforcement officer in our state, besides all the arguments
you want to give me that we ought to stay the hell out of parental abduction, its
against the law and we’re coming after you and that’s the bottom line.”
An association of police officers from Kansas and Missouri dealing with education, awareness
and recovery of exploited children. Originally organized a recovery effort for missing children
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through photo packets, but over the years found that, for children on posters, it was too late.
Restructured in 1985 to education, awareness and recovery. Are now involved in the education
of law enforcement, courts, schools, social services, hospitals, corporations. Deal with not only
exploitation issues, but the general problems facing children today. Are heavily involved in train-
ing police and courts on satanic and ritualistic abuse. Missing children: can film and produce
public service announcements for missing children at no cost. Children need to not only know
about abduction and molestation, but need to know how to handle it. Parental abduction is the
biggest problem and least recognized. Child fingerprinting: the kids love it, but the FBI reports
that, to this day, not one child has been recovered through the use of fingerprints.

Child Find Pre-Abduction Mediation Program

Co-presentor II: Carolyn Zogg
“Women who feel threatened by the system go underground.”

Child Find has helped locate over 1,900 missing children since its incorporation in 1983. 88-
90% were parentally abducted. 10% divided between runaways and stranger abductions. Pre-
abduction mediation pilot study was targeted and marketed for parent abductors to show parents
that there is another way, that there is help, that they can work things out. All they have to do is
pick up the phone and call. During the pilot program had as many calls from would-be abductors
as from in-flight abductors. This program is for those parents who felt they had done the wrong
thing and didn’t know how to get out of it and for those parents who were ready to abduct their
children. Thisis innovative mediation done on the phone. Extremely hard to do even for seasoned
mediators. Will only take cases with both parents involved. Both must commit to mediation orally
and inwriting before mediation can begin. There are problems to be dealt with, i.¢., confidentiality
issues and fugitive laws. Child Find has developed a profile for the use of judges and others that
can help identify potential parent abductors.

Los Angeles County Model Police Agreement

Co-presentor I1I: Gary Yates
“LAPD has provided ride-alongs in the Hollywood area to a number of politicians
in the state, including the governor’s office, to demonstrate the problems and what
is working.”

This is not perfect. It is not “the right way.” But it is effective in Los Angeles. Los Angeles
Police Department agreement: If wants and warrants check is negative, kids identified as runaway
or homeless are taken to a non-secure shelter with the stipulation that, if they are picked up again
and are not in the program, they will go through the normal booking process, probation, etc. This
is part of a county-wide system of services in a multi-agency multi-service program. When kids
arrive at the shelter they have a 72 hour cool-down period in which to decide whether to commit
tothe program. They are given the choice of independent living (70% of the kids choose independ-
ent living initially. 13-14 year olds are not ready for independent living, but are given the chance
to try it, then move into something more realistic, 17 year olds are ready), returning home, foster
care, or an institutional program. 7 out of 10 kids choose to move off the streets and into a stabi-
lization program. 75% of these exit to some stable situation. They are then followed for six months.
At that time 90% are off the streets and have stayed off the streets. Hollywood police department

‘has only rearrested 4 kids over the two year period. 10% of the kids who enter the shelter are
referred by the police directly. Crime in the Hollywood area has dropped dramatically in the
typically juvenile areas - petty theft, car theft, juvenile prostitution. The police department has
saved enough patrol time over the past two years to put two officers on the street for three months.
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Shelter Care and Treatment Programs

| Larkin Street Youth Center

Co-presentor I: Jed Emerson
“Where are the kids at this conference?”
“Just Say No’ will do for substance abuse what ‘Have a Nice Day’ did for manic
depression.”

Homeless kids are homeless for as many reasons as there are homeless kids. We need diverse
ways to approach them and to meet their needs. We must involve all actors in the community.
Larkin Street succeeds because it has diverse support from the community. In 1986 began a new
approach - outreach as treatment.

“Ilook around the street. I see guys coming to town on business conventions. They
dor’t even take off their badges when they cruise my kids on the street.”

Our people have street caseloads. They maintain an ongoing relationship with hard core street
kids. Street outreach and intervention, drop in center where kids are in charge of the environment
-we engage the kid and put him in control of his own life. Key points on perspective: (1) We have
to understand the reality of the street and the reality that kids experience. Their reality is very
different from our reality. We forget how kids feel. They can’t reflect back. They have only the
present tense to live in. (2) We must recognize that fact that most of these kids’ experiences with
the adult world have been negative experiences. We are all suspect. We stand outside the realm
of the kid. (3) Programs need to nurture kids. We need to make long term commitments - we are
in reality raising an adolescent. We have to be prepared to support that child from at least 16 to
21 years of age. A lot of the kids simply can’t go from the street to getting a job and being little
miniature adults. (4) These are not simply kids who have fallen through the cracks. They are kids
who have been intentionally frozen out of services. (5) We need to realize that we need to make
adolescents a priority in service delivery systems, particularly pre-adolescent and younger adoles-
cent kids.

It buys into a very simplistic idea of ‘Well now, if our county just did this or if we
did that, then we’d have it all taken care of.’ Kind of a Mickey Rooney approach to
social services that says that,‘OK,let’s get all the kids together. We’ll have a musical
and we’ll fund a youth program and it’ll all be OK, right?’”

Sasha Bruce Youthwork, Inc.

Co-presentor II: Deborah Shore
“We must work on all fronts, but remember that part of what we’re seeing now is
15 years of people not paying attention to this population. We have this huge group
of kids who are very troubling to all of us because we didn’t do the things we should
have when we should have done them.”

We started out as child savers in the broadest sense. We saw the young child as oppressed and
the family as incidental. In fact, when kids do have a family, the family must be involved. We
should focus on (1) families and (2) getting to young people at the earliest point possible. Inde-
pendent Living: This is a terrifically successful program, but not all kids can be served by it. 90%
of the kids in this program have conquered homelessness and are on their own, managing their
lives. Across the country, many more youth have resolvable family problems than not, particularly
if we have a system that tries to reach them at the earliest point possible. 75-80% of the kids at
Sasha Bruce are in this group or at least have the capability. They are not so alienated and bruised
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that they cannot be reached. Older homeless youth and those who can return home are popula-
tions we know a great deal about. This is where we should focus our strengths. We fail miserably
with youth who can’t go home and are not ready for independent living and the youth who live on
the street. We need: (1) to open the neglect system to teens; (2) to decide in this society that we
are truly opposed to teen prostitution; (3) to decide that families must be involved with young
people. In many ways, the system supports the family’s sense of feeling incompetent, powerless;
(4) to decide as asociety that we are not going to allow kids to growup on the street. We can contact
kids. They will respond. We have nowhere to bring them after they've been contacted; (5) to find
protected places for young people to grow up who are acting out and telling us in every way (sometimes
at age 10-11-12), that they need some kind of special therapeutic environment.

“Drug abuse across the county is producing an enormous number of young people

without anyone.”

Research conducted at Sasha Bruce with Children’s Hospital Child Protection Center to examine
the centrality of abuse in running away produced these statistics: the average age of runaways was
16. The average age at the time of the first runaway experience was 14. Of all those runaways
surveyed: 79% were abused; 28% were both sexually and physically abused; 7% experienced only
sexual abuse; 44% only physical abuse; 21% reported no abuse. The abuse is characterized as fre-
quent, low intensity physical abuse generally.

Volunteer Emergency Foster Care

Co-presentor I1I: Curtis Porter
“These volunteer foster parents are totally unpaid.”

Network of volunteer foster families in Virginia who open their homes to children in need.
Serves abused, neglected, abandoned, runaway children. The court intervenes in stressed family
in which the child may run. The child is diverted into temporary emergency care for a time out
period and assistance is given to the child and the families. Train foster families in parenting,
listening, and how to deal with chronically abused children. This is short term emergency foster
care that can range from overnight to a maximum of 21 days. The training is rigorous and consists
of two formal training sessions with ongoing training, Recruitment is at the grassroots level, through
community churches and organizations. Money goes into training and backup services. The
communities and the families are enthusiastic and have built enduring relationships. With a grant
from the Presbyterian Church will move into the mid-Atlantic states in 1989. Will go where the
interest and the need are the greatest.

An International Perspective of Street Kids

Father Michael Duval
“Disenfranchised kids are the seeds of revolution, civil unrest, and crime that will
spread throughout Latin America. Why should a kid who has been abused and on
the street feel a responsibility to his society as an adult, either here, or in Latin
America”

In general, families fleeing conflict, war and poverty arrive from the country to major urban
centers seeking jobs, safety and a place to live and to work. They find high unemployment, no
housing, no social sexvices, no protection. Families disintegrate rapidly. Fathers leave quickly.
The mother associates with whatever man comes into her life hoping that this is the one who will
stay and help care for her children. When she becomes pregnant, he takes off. Stepfathers feel
no obligation to children they have not fathered. They ignore them, beat them, abuse them, and
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kick them out. On the street, adults find it easy to exploit children - prostitution, drugs and gang
activities usually managed by an adult.

“In Rio de Janeiro, prostitutes say that the tourists are only interested in 12-13 year

olds of both sexes. A prostitute is over the hill at 19 or 20.”

Tourists in particular arrive in search of young children. Law enforcement is lax or non-exis-
tent; kids are cheap and readily available; tourists fear AIDS and feel that the younger the child,
the less risk from AIDS. Machoism plays a part in the sex industry. Virginity among males is
considered shameful and a boy is not a man until he has his first sex experience. Commonly in
Guatemala, a boy is taken to a prostitute by his father on his 15th birthday. Women are used and
exploited. Traffickingin children is heavy between Mexico and the U.S. Sometimes children are
given up willingly by parents who have been promised that the child will have a better life. Instead,
children are bought, sold and traded. Young girls are hired to work as domestic servants and, as
part of the job, are expected to be available to the owner his sons and the sons’ friends. When the
girl gets pregnant she is fired and then can only exist as a prostitute. In Latin America 40% of the
population is 15 years old or younger. When coupled with tremendous international debt, when
these kids grow up they won’t have employment, housing, etc. Helping these countries deal with
the problem of street kids, missing children and sexual exploitation is not only the human thing to
do, is not only the right thing to do, it is the smart thing to do. Aninvestment now in these countries
in terms of technical training, in terms of resources and professional expertise, will go a long way
in alleviating some of the problems we're going to be facing in the next 15-20 years.
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Judge Leonard P. Edwards
Santa Clara County

San Jose, California

Results of Meetings

As a result of the Washington, D.C. Cenference, the Santa Clara County task force
identified several goals. At subsequent meetings we have attempted to reach these goals.

First, we agreed that our county, with its 1.5 million, needed additional crisis beds for
runaway and homeless children. We have existing beds at the Bill Wilson Center, but a
previous report (a copy of which was distributed at the conference) pointed out that many
children were turned away from that facility because of lack of bed space. Our strategy
was to approach the City of San Jose, the largest city in Santa Clara County, and ask for
support of our plan for expanding the Bill Wilson Center in short and long term bed space.
Within the city of San Jose, Assistant Police Chief Tom Frazier and Councilwoman Blanca
Alvarado, have taken the lead in reaching these goals. It is not certain when the San Jose
City Council will affirm these proposals.

Second, we agreed we needed to examine the intake system both at our Children’s
Shelter and at our Juvenile Hall. We are aware that many runaway and homeless children
are given the label of delinquent or dependent just so they can be a part of a funded system
of children’s services. We conciuded that a runaway or homeless child belonged to neither
the delinquency nor dependency system and it was necessary to take steps at the intake
levels to insure that these children received appropriate services.

Our first step was to have the San Jose Police Department take the lead in collecting
the information from all of the law enforcement jurisdictions in Santa Clara County (13
in all). The information sought included their intake practices when they took a runaway
or homeless child into custody. Did they simply turn the child over to a probation or social
services person, depending on the type of case they thought it was or did they have other
community base referrals they turned to?

Our second step has been to collect the data. We have learned that there are very few
options open to a police officer when he takes a child into custody. If home is not an
option, there is an almost automatic reaction to take the child to Juvenile Hall or the
Children’s Shelter.

Our third step will be to approach every city within the county and ask them to enhance
the options available to their officers when a child is detained. Specific suggestions will
include having a social worker working with the department to assist in welfare cases and
a probation officer to assist in delinquency cases. We also want to ensure that each officer
understands the homeless/runaway placement options.

The next step will be to support and encourage these departments to develop services
and options which will permit resolutions short of turning the children over to Juvenile
Hall or the Children’s Shelter. In this respect we have contacted the Parks and Recrea-
tion Departments in several cities and believe they will be an important part of any diver-
sionary scheme. We also intend to encourage communities to take a more active posture
towards the development of resources for their, homeless and runaway children.

We have also begun to examine services which might be provided to families before a
child has run away. We are looking at a model developed in Alameda County which
provides immediate intervention for families in which a runaway episode is imminent.

In addition, we have been working with the private sector in an effort to enlist their
ideas and support for the development of these services and resources. We expect that the
start up of the Santa Clara County Alliance for Youth will provide the vehicle for signifi-
cant private sector involvement in providing these services.

As you can see, we have both short and long term goals. We have sufficient organiza-
tion, talent and will to accomplish many, if not all of these goals. We look forward to
meeting and consulting with other teams around the United States to further our goals for
these children. 31




Judge William E. Gladstone
Dade County
Miami, Florida

Letter from Judge Gladstone to Dewey Knight, Deputy County Manager, Metro-Dade County and
Jokn Farie, District Administrator, Florida Dept. of Health and Rehabilitarive Services, Miami, dated Noverber 21, 1958.

Re: Homeless, Status Offender, and Dependent Children Project

Dear Dewey and John:

Thank you both so very much for approving the proposed Dade County/State of Florida conference
and ongoing project on homeless, status offender, and dependent children. Our group of public
and private professionals has met three times in Miami; and, as you know, we sent a team to a
national conference in Washington, D.C. under the auspices of the National Council of Juvenile
and Family Court Judges and OJJDP. The sharing of information and enthusiasm generated by
these meetings have encouraged us to “keep the ball rolling” with the planning conference you
have approved and with a county-state-private sector coordinated effort ongoing thereafter.

I'am particularly gratified that county and state government will take a joint lead in this project.

With the current national interest in homeless children, with the numerous projects in place
or now getting underway in Dade County on behalf of children who have no home or who are
missing, abused, exploited, runaway, neglected, or simply “stuck” in some unnurturing environ-
ment, and with your own help and encouragement, I know that we can provide homes and a more
nurturing home life for many of our kids in need.

May I ask that you name your “lieutenants” in the project and have them contact each cther
right away, so that the conference may be called in the early weeks of 1989?

I have enclosed a list of the professionals who have been attending our meetings in Miami and
have placed an asterisk in front of the names of those who made up the Miami team in Washington.

Thanks to county funding obtained by Judge Wetherington, we are inaugurating a new fast
tracking system in our court to deal at the “front end” more effectively with children who are removed
or at risk of being removed from their homes. We are also cooperating with a United Way project
to put together citizens’ panels to review the cases of childrenin foster care. These initiatives will,
I am confident, complement your project.

Again, thank you.

Sincerely,

‘Wm. E. Gladstone
Associate Administrative Judge
Family Juvenile Division

32




Letter from Judge Gladstone to Joey Andrews and Ame Schoeller, National Council at Juvenile and Family Court Judges staff members, dated February 28, 1989.

Re: America’s Missing, Runaway and Exploited Children--
Dade County Foliow-up to Fall 1988 Washington, D.C. Conference

Dear Joey and Arne:

You received a copy of my November 21, 1988, letter to our Deputy County Manager and our
District Administrator of the State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (attached).
Since that time our core group has met again, and a joint county-state project has begun to crystal-
ize. JimMooney, whoheads the County Department of Youth and Family Development, has named
Larry Mendoza as his lieutenant to carry the project forward; and the County Department of Hu-
man Resources and other county agencies will participate. John Farie, State HRS District Admin-
istrator, has appointed Frank Manning to head the state part of the partnership.

I'understand that representatives of the state and the county have been meeting to planboth a
conference and an ongoing state-county office (or at least an institutionalized and permanent project)
for the benefit of children who, by any standard, have no adequate home or home life.

Our Miami task force and the team that attended the Washington conference long ago decided
to expand the group of children about whom we were concerned to include not only homeless or
missing, runaway, and exploited children, but other children who are effectively homeless. These
would include, for example, runaway children who are now labeled “delinquent” because they stole
something or sold their bodies to survive, children stuckin the tragedy of foster care “drift” for years

- without being returned home or adopted, and children who may live under a roof, even with their
parents, but whose home life is so barren that they are not adequately nurtured.

I believe the Miami project is novel in that it will be the sole responsibility of the two principal
governmental agencies which deal with kids -- the county and the state executive branches. Frankly,
I have felt that this partnership is long overdue; and if I have done nothing more than set up closer
lines of communication between state and county, I shall feel as if I have brought about a merger
of Macy’s and Gimble’s! The county-state project can become as formal as an actual office manned
by persons from the two governmental agencies or as informal as an ongoing project leading to
better communications, planning and information-sharing for the benefit of our kids. Incidentally,
I have the notion that the project should reserve the telephone number “OUR KIDS”, thus further
personalizing and localizing the project. It is particularly important for the State Department of
HRS to demonstrate, through its district office here in Miami, that it is a part of a local community
and not merely a huge and impersonal state bureaucracy centered hundreds of miles north of here
in Tallahassee.

Ibelieve our project is further unique in the very fact that it will be operated only by the two gov-
ernmental agencies. It has been my experience that when the executive branch sponsors projects
along with other branches of government or private sector agencies, e.g. White House conferences,
much information is gathered, reported, and placed on dusty shelves. The plan here is that the two
executive branch agencies will activate the project, accept sole responsibility to carry it forward, and
lookto the rest of us inother branches of government and the private sector to advise them and assist
them but not to run the project for them.

Our plans are ambitious, and I am encouraged by the interest and spirit of cooperation shown
by all who are involved. If the state and county need help in carrying out this plan, it occurs to me
that there may be federal funding remaining available through the Missing, Runaway and Exploited
Children project or elsewhere within the federal government. I am suggesting to the state and county,
by copy of this letter to them, that they might want to contact Arne Schoeller [(702)784-6686] at the
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges’ offic= for his suggestions in this regard.

Sincerely,

Wm. E. Gladstone
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Judge Stephen B. Herrell
Muitnomah County

Portland, Cregon

On October 20, 1988, a meeting was held in Room 504, Multnomah County
Courthouse in preparation for the October 30 conference in Washington, D.C.

There was general agreement that the courts, the legal system and the social
welfare system have largely failed runaway, missing, and homeless youth. There was
not general agreement as to whether, and to what extent, the juveniie justice system
has an important role to play. Several issues were identified as problem areas. The
two greatest problems with the present system or network dealing with these youth
are (1) a serious lack of financial resources, and (2) no real decision maker when it
comes to state policy and allocation of resources in a “patchwork” system.

On the other hand, the Portland Metropolitan area appears to be well ahead
of most communities in its ability to coordinate among public and private agencies.
This is done largely through the Tri-County Youth Consortium, a voluntary associa-
tion of providers working in cooperation with the state Children’s Services Division
and the county juvenile division. Although the consortium has no “clout” with its
constituent members, it has proven to be quite effective in addressing functions and
priorities aswell as minimizing competition for funding amon< the various agencies.

In addition to the two issues discussed above, there were several areas of general
consensus among those present. They are:

1. Not all children can or should go home, and in fact great harm is often done
in returning certain runaway youth to an abusive or dysfunctional family.

2. Independent living and group home programs can be effective, but foster
care generally is not.

3. Runaway and street youth will usually stay in programs that offer them what
they want and need.

4. The three greatest program needs are alcohol and drug treatment, employ-
ment training, and more independent living programs.

S. Resources are far too limited and the dollars available are very “soft”.

6. There are significant differences in the problems and needs among commu-
nities in Oregon, especially as between rural and urban communities.

7. There is need for a state agency to act in a role of setting policy and service
stancards for state and local government.

8. Service delivery should be principally a local matter based upon individual
differences, needs and resources.

The suggestion was made that each youth should have “ombudsman” or advo-
cate in dealing with the system and in protecting the child’s basic rights.

There was extensive discussion concerning the role of the courts and the legal
systemn, including: (a) whether status offenses should continue to be a basis for juvenile
court jurisdiction, (b) whether the court should focus its energies toward directing
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the service delivery system rather than on the child’s behavior, and (c) the role of
secure custody. In these areas there was not a consensus among those present.

Some believed that the court’s jurisdiction over status offenders should con-
tinue even if the court seems relatively powerless much of the time. This is because
the ability of law enforcement and court personnel to briefly detain certain youth is
sometimes necessary for the child’s safety. Others believe that court jurisdiction
does more harm than good, and in fact invites abuse or misuse. A third view is that
the court can play an important role in assuring that needed services are provided.
All agreed that using a minor or contrived criminal charge in order to bootstrap
jurisdiction sends some bad messages to the public and to the child.

There also was not agreement as to the role, if any, of secure custody where a
runaway or missing youth has not committed a criminal offense. Some believe that
there should be no detention at all in these circumstances. Others believe there is
aplace forsecure custody in extreme cases where the objective is safety for the child.
In some cases “staff secure” group facilities should be available and utilized in
preference to training schools or detention centers.

It was agreed that the group wouid get together after the conference in Wash-
ington to share information and to discuss whether there are actions that could be
taken to improve the system in the Portland community.
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Judge Bruce W. Mencher
Washington, D.C.

D.C. Task Force on Runaway
And Homeless Youth

The D.C. group met following the conference and reports the following progress:
1. Closer working relationship with team members;

2. Letter of Request to executive branch of government to get involved and receipt of positive
respomnse;

3. Decision to enlist Bar groups and law firms to assist project on a pro bono basis.

... We believe there is a greater awareness of the problem as a result of the Conferznce and our
subsequent effort to enlist the executive branch of the government at the highest level, by our

circulation of the most recent studies of the problems in our community that we are aware of (see
attached: most recent report), and by our involvement of other community groups on the team.

In March 1985, the D.C. Alliance for Runaway and Homeless Youth convened a meeting of

more than 60 public and private agency representatives concerned with the special problems faced
by runaway and homeless youth and the gaps in services to them. After considering a background
report prepared for the meeting, this group formed the D.C. Task Force on Runaway and Home-
less Youth to research the issues and recommend appropriate action. Four Task Force commit-
tees, Policy, Services, Prevention and Community Education, and Data Collection, have met regularly
for the past seven months to develop this report.

In this report, the Task Force reviews and refines the issues raised in the Background Report,
and offers specific recommendations for a comprehensive and coordinated system of services for
these youth and their families.

1. Recommendation: For an expanded service system based on the following premise: Of the
total potential population, service providers agree that a minimum of 2,000 youths and their families
each year would use services if appropriate services were available.

2. Recommendation: That the service mandate in the neglect statute be broadened to include
runaway and homeless youth. However, services should be offered only on a voluntary basis, with-
out recourse to court processes.

3. Recommendation: That unemancipated minors found in the District, who cannot be re-
turned to their parent(s) or custodian, be entitled to services without regard to the residence of the
parent or custodian.

4. Recommendation: That the law be amended to clarify the authority of CFSD to make services
available to “at-risk” families.

5. Recommendation: That the agency mandate be amended to clarify the authority of CFSD
to offer preventive services on a voluntary basis to at-risk families, without necessarily creating an
entitlement to such services.

6. Recommendation: Adequate funding be appropriated to help populations now being served
by DHS as well as the runaway and homeless youth and their families.

7. Recommendation: That legislation be enacted to enable these youth to be legally emanci-
pated if they so wish.
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8. Recommendation: That a statute addressing confidentiality issues be enacted.

9. Recommendation: That MPD be authorized to refer these families in crisis to appropriate
services.

10. Recommendation: That services to runaway and homeless youth and their families be offered
on a voluntary basis.

11. Recommendation: The creation of an office for Runaway and Homeless Youth within the
Commission on Social Services to coordinate public and private sector efforts. The office should
have the following major functions:

e To develop and implement a comprehensive service delivery system;

e Create and maintain a data collection system, either directly or through an RFP;
e Conduct comprehensive program evaluation;

e Propose policy and develop budgets to improve service delivery; and

@ Create and staff an advisory committee on runaway and homeless youth.

12. Recommendation: That the office for Runaway and Homeless Youth be established within
the Commission on Social Services so that it will receive the support, resources and access neces-
sary to enable this new effort to proceed in a timely fashion.

13. Recommendation: That the services be contracted out through competitive Request for
Proposal Procedures (RFP) to ensure the efficient use of funds.

14. Recommendation: That DHS contract out to a consortium of agencies who would be
responsible for providing Screening, Assessment, and Core Counseling Services.

15. Recommendation: Proposal for a new system to coordinate existing services and develop
additional services to meet the needs of youth and their families.

16. Recommendation: That the Screening Unit be placed within an existing runaway shelter
facility.

17. Recommendation: That diagnostic Assessment Services be developed to alleviate the serious
shortcomings in existing services.

18. Recommendation: The creation of a Core Services Unit.

19. Recommendation: That the following services be expanded or created to meet the needs
of runaway and homeless youth and their families:

e Group, family, and individual counseling with a family focus;
Parent support groups;

Outreach;

Medical services (including birth control counseling);
Psychiatric services;

Drug and alcohol rehabilitation;

Tutoring;

Special education;

Vocational counseling/training;

Life skills training and transitional living;

Housing and financial assistance, either for the youth or the family;
Transportation; and

Recreation programs and peer group intervention.
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20. Recommendation: That this effort begin as a demonstration.

21. Recommendation: That the total budget for the demonstration effort be $550,000 with
$450,000 for contracting purposes.

22. Recommendation: That $300,000 be made available for one or two independent living .

demonstration projects, each serving 10 to 15 youth. This suggested figure is not included in the
proposed budget. :

23. Recommendation: That the awards be made through the RFP process.

24. Recommendation: That MPD refer the youth to the Screening Unit to determine if a placement,
other than the Receiving Home, such as host homes, runaway shelters, third party placements, or,
if necessary, emergency medical /psychiatric services, would be appropriate pending the court hearing,
The Receiving Home should be a placement option only for those runaways who exhibit delin-
quent or seriously self-destructive behavior.

25. Recommendation: That the youth be referred to the service system proposed for local runaway
and homeless youth.

26. Recommendation: That uniform definitions for each target population be promulgated
once the proposed Runaway and flomeless Youth Service System is operating.

27. Recommendation: The following goals for the proposed data collection system:
e Determine the number of District youth who run away or become homeless each year; and
e Develop a profile of these youth and their families to identify risk factors and facilitate
program planning.
28. Recommendation: A data collection system using identifying information, such as the client’s
name, date of birth, sex and race to avoid duplication of data.

29. Recommendation: That the data collection forms be forwarded to data collection unit on
a weekly basis.

30. Recommendation: That DHS conduct on-going program evaluation efforts either directly
or through a contract that will, at minimum, analyze:

e The numbers of youth...

® The needs identified...

e The services delivered...

e The effectiveness...

31. Recommendation: That reports be disseminated at least every six months.

32. Recommendation: A city-wide community education campaign to reach as many parents
and youth as possible through vehicles such as the schools, MPD, neighborhood newsletters,
community-based agencies, DHS, and, if possible, PEPCO or other public utilities.

33. Recommendation: That this Prevention effort begin in Wards 7 and 8, which have the
highest concentration of youth and families.

34.Recommendation: That the community education material be widely disseminated through
avariety of channels to reach both the general public and special populations of youth and families.

35. Recommendation: A professional education program for school personnel and youth workers.
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Judge David B. Mitchell
Baltimore, Maryiand

Dear Joey:

Universally the members of the Baltimore team are enthusiastic as a result of the just con-
cluded conference. The only comments I have heard were that it was the best they’d ever attended.
They also were impressed with the extreme organization and efficiency of the operation.

At the Metro meeting, Judge Herrell indicated that you would like to have materials from the
various teams that would give a background on how the teams were assembled and then made a
decision to participate in the program. In an effort to comply, I qmckly assembled some materials
and am enclosing them for your information.

The first item is a copy of the letter of July 11, 1988 that was used as a form to invite the
participation of a broad list of public and private individuals. Then we had an initial meeting which
I followed up by memorandum dated September 6, 1988, attaching a list of participants. The next
meeting of the team was on October 4 and I enclose both the agenda of that meeting and two
memoranda generated subsequent to the meeting highlighting the conference and reminding everyone
to register to participate. Finally, one of the attendees was Mrs. Peggy Jackson Jobe of the Maryland
State Department of Education. She provided us with two documents that her agency had just
created to assist the subdivisions of the state in planning for the education of homeless children.
She has given her permission for these materials to be provided to you and disseminated as you
see fit.

I want to personally thank you for all that was done to make this conference a success.

Very truly yours,

David B. Mitchell,
Judge
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Memorandum

TO: Participants, The Baltimore Team of the Conference of America’s Homeless, Missing:

and Exploited Children; A Juvenile Justice Dilemrma
FROM: Judge David B. Mitchell
DATE: Tuesday, September 6, 1988

The plans for the Conference on America’s Homeless, Missing and Exploited Children are
proceeding well and the advanced registration from individuals as well as teams is encouraging.
Cities across the country are actively engaged in building their teams to attend the Washington,
D.C. conference. Some efforts in some cities are also being made to obtain funding to permit their
attendance. This is particularly so for those communities from the west coast of the country such
as San Jose and Los Angeles, California.

Our team has been steadily expanding since our August 5 meeting. In addition to those who
attended that meeting, City Council President Mary Pat Clarke, Dr. Pamela Fisher of the Depart-
ment of Psychiatry of Johns Hopkins University, Diane Gordy, Deputy Director of the Mayor’s
Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, and Jonathan Klein, General Manager of WJZ-TV and
Pat Onley, Director of Community Affairs of WZJ-TV have expressed a desire to attend and
participate. As with you, we welcome their involvement and support. A complete list of all participants
from Baltimore is attached to this memorandum.

You are encouraged to make arrangements to register for the conference as quickly as pos-
sible. Many of you, like me, will not be staying overnight in Washington, but rather commuting on
a daily basis. In an effort to reduce some of our individual expenses, perhaps someone can arrange
for mass transportation for the group to the site of the conference. Something like a city bus would
be helpful. That may be something that can be discussed at our next meeting.

Our effort at the conference will be focused on determining the scope of the problem in: our
community. We will hope to learn from the experience of other metropolitan areas and then be
in a position to bring the serious nature of the problem to the attention of our leaders in Washing-
ton. Our eventual goal is not just to attend the conference but to bring the information back to
Baltimore and attempt to attack our problems with the help of the resources we have developed
at the conference. Staff of the National Council have worked with the Covenant House and the
National Center for Missing and Exploited Children to prepare the program of the national conference.
A faculty has been assembled. If there is a particular program that you want to present or if you
believe you have information that should be presented to all of the participants, let me know
immediately so that, if possible, I can arrange for you to join the program as a presenter.

I'suggest we meet again to finalize participation and plans as a group Tuesday, October 4, 1988
at 12:30 p.m. The meeting would be in Room 509 of the Clarence M. Mitchell, Jr. Courthouse, the
same room where we met before. If that date is inconvenient, please notify my secretary, Ms.
Green, as soon as possible.

If anyone has any suggestions regarding the matter or information that they would want circu-
lated to the others prior to the meeting of October 4, please get back to me so that we can take care
of that.
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Purpose

“Without an education, our homeless children are
virtually under a sentence of life despair”

Homelessness among families in our state has reached overwhelming propor-
tions. According to a recent survey conducted by the Department of Human Re-
sources, Homeless Services Program, homeless children andyouth between the ages
of 0-17 represent about 14% of the homeless population in Maryland. Approxi-
mately 5,500 of Maryland’s children are homeless. Although the survey has its
limitations, it provides a snapshot of the homeless problems and indicates that families
with children are a fast growing segment of the homeless population.

Realizing that without an education our homeless children are virtually under
a sentence of lifetime despair, the Maryland State Department of Education, local
Departments of Social Services, and Shelter Providers have collaboratively devel-
opedaTracking System for Homeless Children and Youth. The tracking system will
provide unduplicated counts on the number and location of homeless children and
the number of homeless children attending and not attending school. Information
gathered from the systemwill also provide opportunities foridentifying barriersthat
are denying homeless children access to a public education and support the need for
revisions of laws and policies and the implementation of special initiatives that will
help to assure that homeless children and youth have access to a free, appropriate
public education.

J
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Tracking System for Homeless Children in Maryland
Implementation Procedures

All participants in the tracking system will begin October 1, 1988 and maintain necessary data
for the duration of the project.

Criteria for Inclusion

|
E
g Implementation Date
g
E All homeless children and youth between the ages of 0-18 years who enter a shelter, register
in a school, or receive emergency motel/hotel placement will be included in the tracking system.
E A Homeless individual is one who: ‘
(1)  Lacks a fixed, regular and adequate residence or
(2)  Has a primary night time residence that is:

a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide
temporary living accommodations (including welfare hotels, congregate
shelters, and transitional housing for the mentally ill);

an institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals intended
to be institutionalized (prison inmates not included); or

apublic or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, aregular
sleeping accommodation for human beings (e.g., abandoned cars and build-
ings, parks, the streets).

INTERIM GUIDELINES FOR THE REGISTRATION, TRANSFER, AND
WITHDRAWAL OF HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH IN MARYLAND

Registration

Barrier: Residency Requirements

1. A parent or guardian and student with a questionable place of residence may present
themselves to register at a public school. School personnel should make a determination
of the student’s homelessness based upon the definition given. If the student is identified
as homeless, register the student and determine free lunch and transportation needs.

2. The homeless student has several options for registration:

maintain status of a registered student in the school/school district attended be-
i fore the homeless situation developed; or

registerin the school/school districtwhere he /she is presently living. Before making
adecision, administrative personnel should consult with the parent or guardianand/
or student and carefully consider what is in the best interest of the student (e.g.,
transportation, special programs, family’s plans).
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Barrier: Custody/Guardianship Requirements

1. Ahomelessstudent may arrive at the school without a parent or legal guardian and want
toregister. Ifso, register the student and make every effort to contact the parent or guard-
ian to complete the registration process. Maintain documentation of all written/verbal
communication and home visits to contact the parent or guardian.

2. Inexceptional situations where no parent or legal guardian can be located, contact the
local Social Service Agency toreport the homeless child as a childin need of assistance, and
in the interim, appoint an adult (relative, friend, or volunteer) who will act in the place of
the parent to make educational decisions, i.e. medical attentior, special program place- §
ment, or disciplinary action. Each local education agency should establish procedures to

carryout thisprocess. As part of the process, the local education agency may wish to develop E

a “Notarized Authorization Form” for this purpose.
Barrier: School and Health Record Requirements

1. A homeless student without a birth certificate and/or immunization records may want
toregister. Ifso, the schooladministrative personnel should register the student and contact
the former school by telephone to request the student’s records and discuss immunization
information and tentative placement. An instructional diagnostic test may also be admini-
stered to determine the student’s skill needs and appropriate placement. Ifitis determined
that no records are available or exist, the local school should create a cumulative record
folder in accordance with the Maryland Student Records System guidelines.

2. The school administrative personnel should contact the local health department to obtain
information about the immunization status of a homeless student. If there are no records
of the homeless student’s immunization status, an appointment for the student needs to be
made with the local health department and follow-up provided to ensure that the student
has been immunized or blood titers drawn.

Transfer
Barrier: Maintenance/Transference of Accurate Records

Homeless students very often leave school without officially trahsferring and obtaining an
SRS7 transfer form. If this happens, follow the policy established by your school system.

Receiving School: If a homeless student is transferring without the SRS7 transfer
form, register the student and call the former school for transfer information.

Sending School: Give requested information over the telephone and forward rec-
ords for the homeless student in a timely manner. -

Withdrawal

1. Homeless students may leave school prior to graduation and without officially transferring. If
this happens, school systems should follow established procedures for student withdrawal.

2. Ahomeless student may return to his/her former school or transfer to a new school within the
same academic year. If this happens, make every effort to remove the student from withdrawal
status and place on re-entry or transfer status. School administrative personnel should contact the
previous school by telephone to request the student’s records and discuss educational placement.
Student records should be forwarded in a timely manner.
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Recordkeeping

1. Atthe time of registration, school administrative personnel should obtain the following
information for every homeless student registered: age, sex, race, school level, and housing
arrangement (shelter, motel/hotel, relatives, etc.).

2. Specific information on homeless students will be requested three times a year by the
Maryland State Department of Education.

Maintaining tracking forms

A tracking form should be completed for all homeless children and youth (0-18 yrs.). Every
effort should be made to accurately complete all information requested.

Submitting completed tracking forms in a timely manner

Everymonth, information gathered from the tracking forms will be completed and entered
on a computer at the Maryland State Department of Education. It is imperative that forms
are submitted with a cover memo to identify your agency, organization and county/city.

Reporting Periods
Local Educational Agencies: Forms are due three times a year.

1/July-Nov 2/Dec-Mar 3/Apr-June
(due 11/30) (due 3/31) (due 6/30)

Shelter Providers:

Forms are due at the end of each month.

Local Departments of Social Services:

gl T

Forms are due at the end of each month.

Disseminating tracking system results to staff

Twice a year the Maryland State Department of Education will interpret data gathered
from the tracking forms and prepare an update on the effectiveness of the system for all

participating agencies and organizations. This information should be shared with local
staff.
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Judge Kathryn Doi Todd
Los Angeles County .
Los Angelss, California

Report and Recommendations of Los Angeles County
Task Force on Runaway And Homeless Youth

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In August 1988 the Presiding Judge of the Los Angeles County Superior Court Juvenile Divi-
sion convened a task force of public and private agencies with the specific purpose of examining
theissues surrounding homeless youth. The participants included the Directors of the Los Angeles
County Departments of Children Services, Probation, Mental Health, Health, Inter-agency Council
of Child Abuse and Neglect, as well as representatives from the Los Angeles Police Department
and the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. From the private sector the task force included
the Chair of the Los Angeles County Commission for Children’s Services, the Director of The High
Risk Youth program at Children’s Hospital and tke Director of the Children’s Rights Project at
Public Counsel. Members of this task force met a number of times to prepare for an extensive
national conference sponsored by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges dealing
with homeless and runaway youth which all members attended. The task force collected and carefully
examined materials on the problems faced by homeless youth. This report is the result of the work
undertaken by the task force over the past six months.

Each year, thousands of youth leave home, many running away from dysfunctional and abusive
families, others being thrown out of homes where they were unwanted. A 1983 U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services report conservatively estimates between 730,000 and 1.3 million
youth who run away each year in the United States. The DHSS report estimated that 73% of these
runaway homeless youths stay in the area, 11% come from other counties, and 16% from out of
state. A total of 36% run from physical or sexual abuse and 44% leave home because of other
severe crises. All of these youth, while away from home and without resources, are highly vulner-
able, easily victimized, and at risk of a myriad of problems. A coordinated policy including both
public and private sectors and access to an array of programs which will meet a variety of needs
is required to deal effectively with these youth.

) California has become a popular haven for homeless street youth. A 1985 study by UCLA

School of Social Welfare suggests that the annual number of homeless youths in California ranged
from 12,700 to 128,000. Moreover, the community experts surveyed agree that over recent years
the runaway population in Los Angeles County has become younger, more ethnically varied and
more emotionally disturbed.

The High Risk Youth Program of Children’s Hospital has been assessing the homeless youth
seen by their medical clinic. Their experience was that 85% were diagnosed as depressed, 9%
actively suicidal, and 20% had previously attempted suicide. A total of 18% were suffering from
other severe mental health problems. Additionally the homeless youth had a significantly higher
degree of serious medical problems as well as a higher rate of high risk behaviors.

The Children’s Hospital survey also revealed some surprising results about the service system
in Los Angeles:
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--Youths as young as nine required shelter.
--At least 47% of the young people sheltered had a history of abuse or neglect.

--Only 19% of the youth seen by shelter agencies were good candidates forimmediate family
reunification.

--35% of those sheltered were homeless with no home to which they might return.

--76% of the youth came from outside of Los Angeles County and had no living arrange-
ments other than the streets.

--The shelters convinced 70% of the youths they saw to get off the street and drop-in centers
succeeded with 40%. Even more encouraging, 94% of the youths who left a shelter to a
stable alternative remained off the streets six months later.

This study revealed that of 6,396 homeless youths who sought shelter between October 1, 1986
to September 30, 1987, only 2,902 were sheltered during this twelve month period, while 3,494 were
turned away because beds were not available. Data collected during the succeeding twelve months,
between October 1, 1987 and September 30, 1988, indicated a slight decrease in the numbers of
youths seen in shelters and drop-in centers.

Ina county as large as Los Angeles, an effective system of care for runaway and homeless youth
requires collaboration and coordination amongst the agencies serving this population. The High
Risk Youth Program of Children’s Hospital established a Coordinating Council for public and
private agencies servicing homeless youth.

The Council meets quarterly to share information, identify gaps and overlaps in services and
provide invaluable information for the development, design, function and direction of the pro-

grams throughout the County.

The system in Los Angeles has had a number of successes in the coordination between public
and private agencies servicing homeless youth. The Hollywood Division of the Los Angeles Police
Department transports youth picked up by the police to a local non-profit shelter saving hundreds
of police officer hours and keeping the vast majority of the referred youth away from trouble with
law enforcement.

Likewise the Runaway Adolescent Pilot Project established by the Los Angeles County
Department of Children’s Services opens services available through DCS to runaway youths with
a history of abuse and neglect. Finally the provision of free medical care through two weekly outpatient
youth clinics by the High Risk Youth Program at Children’s Hospital provided medical care to a
total of 1,059 youth during fiscal year 1987-1988.

The Task Force identified the following major problems with the system of care for homeless
youth in Los Angeles: 1) an extremely high rate of staff turnover among the non-profit agencies
duetoalowsalarybase; 2) anacute lack of drug detoxification and in-patient drug abuse treatment
facilities; 3) a serious lack of acute mental health beds and after care programs; 4) a lack of access
to appropriate education for runaway youths; 5) a lack of job development programs, independent
living programs and sufficient medical services for homeless youth; and 6) an extremely uneven
distribution of services available in Los Angeles County.

The Task Force makes the following recommendations for federal implementation:
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. No formal policy on youth currently exists at any level of government. The Task Force recom-
mends that the President convene a White House Conference on Youth in order to develop a
federal policy on youth, so that a coordinated programmatic and funding approach to youth issues
can be adopted.

. 2. Legislation to provide funding for services to homeless people is being enacted at federal, state
and local levels. The Task Force recommends that every spending plan for these funds and
programmatic efforts concerning homelessness specifically include services for homeless youth.
Suchlegislation should be coordinated to meet articulated goals to stabilize the lives of these youth
by:

a. providing them with options for safe living environment;
b. renewing family ties when possible; and,
C. .providing opportunities for youth to make the decision to avoid street life and criminal
activities.
To meet these goals, services should include:
a. outreach and on-site counseling,
a twenty-four hour hotline,
assessment and referral services,
shelter services,
individual, group and family reunification counseling,
independent living skills programs,
employment training and placement programs,
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educational testing and support programs,
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assistance with medical and legal problems,
j. drug detox and in-patient drug abuse programs, and
k. in-patient mental health beds for runaway and homeless youth.

3. The Task Force recommends that the current $26.9 million funding level of the National Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act (NRHYA) should be increased so that shelter grants in the states can

be sufficient to allow runaway center program directors to bring their staff salaries into line with
local market rates.

4, The Task Force recommends that a substantial portion of the 1989 $5 million allocation within
the federal Runaway and Homeless Youth Act, which authorizes grants to house homeless youth
up to age 21 as a transition into independent living, be targeted for Los Angeles County because
it serves large numbers of runaway youth from every state in the nation. While the 1983 DHHS
study estimated 73% of the youth originate in the areain which theyreceive services, in LLos Angeles
County, 76% are from outside Los Angeles. A local matchingrequirement should be included with
provision for program continuation with federal funding as long as goals are met and the need
persists.

5. The Task Force recommends that federal funds which currently provide emancipation/inde-
pendent living services to youth in the child welfare system (Moynihan Bill) should be expanded
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to include homeless youth, many of whom are “system failures” who have “aged
out” to the streets.

6. The Task Force recommends that the federal government fund a study to track
minors who come in contact with some part of the system for at least six months or
a year in order to assess the success or failure of services to this population.

7. The Task Force recommends that the federal government initiate a 5-year pilot
project in three large metropolitan centers which have large numbers of out of
jurisdiction chronic street youth. The project should promote public/private coop-
eration, with the public systems, such as the police, sheriff and/or departments of
child weifare and probation, providing intake assessments and evaluations and the
private agencies providing the case management and shelter services. Incentives
should be developed to encourage private sector participation such as low interest
loans to build shelters, funds for case management, counseling staff, etc.
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE
AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES

Presents

AMERICA’S MISSING, RUNAWAY &
EXPLOITED CHILDREN:
A JUVENILE JUSTICE DILEMMA

OCTOBER 30 - NOVEMBER 2, 1988
WASHINGTON, D.C.

BER
1:00 - 5:00 p.m. REGISTRATION Main Lobby
4:00 - 5:00 p.m. PRESIDING OFFICER & FACILITATORS MEETING Valley Forge
6:00 - 7:00 p.m. WELCOME RECEPTION Ticonderoga
TOB 1.1
9:00 - 10:15 a.m. GENERAL SESSION - Regency A

WELCOME AND CONFERENCE MISSION

Louis W. McHardy
Dean/Executive Director
National Council of Juvenile

and Family Court Judges
Reno, Nevada




10:15 - 10:30 p.m.

10:30 - 12:00 Noon

Judge Romae Turner Powell - Maonday a.m. (cont'd)

President, Nationai Councii of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges
Atlanta, Georgia

Verne L. Speirs

Administrator

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

Department of Justice

Washington, D.C.

CONFERENCE KEYNOTE:
iidren in Dir

Judge Stephen B. Herrell
Conference Chairman

Oregon Circuit Court

Multnomah County Juvenile Court
Portland, Oregon

CONFERENCE WHITE PAPER PRESENTATION

Judge Leonard Edwards
Superior Court of California
Santa Clara County

San Jose, California

BREAK Regency Foyer
THE ISSUES
A Profile of Missing & Runaway Youth Capitol

Presiding Officer:

Judge John E. Brown
District Court Judge
Albuquerque, New Mexico

Faculity:

Andrea Sedlak, Ph.D.

Senior Study Director, Westat
Rockville, Maryland

Gary Yates, MA, MFCC
Director of Adolescent Medicine
Children’'s Hospital

Los Angeles, California

Maonday a.m. (cont'd)

.




Monday a.m. (cont'd)

Parental/Non-Parenial A ion Conference Theatre

Presiding Officer:

Judge Roy Wonder

Superior Court of California

City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco, California

Faculty:

Judith Drazen Schretter

Deputy Counsel

National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children

Washington, D.C.

Kids on the Street: Ticonderoga
D 2 Exploitati

Presiding Officer:

Judge John McGroarty

8th Judicial District

Nevada District Court
Las Vegas, Nevada

Faculity:

Anne Donchue

Director, Outreach Program
Covenant House

New York, New York

Trudee Able Peterson
Project Director
Streetwork Project
New York, New York

12:00 - 1:30 p.m. LUNCHEON SPEECH Regency A

Presiding Officer:

Judge W. Donald Reader
President Elect, NCJFCJ
Ohio Court of Common Pleas
Canton, Ohio

Host Judge:

Judge Bruce Mencher
Superior Court of the District
of Columbia

Washington, D.C.

Speaker:

The Reverend Lewis Anthony

Pastor, Varick Memorial AME Zion Church
Washington, D.C.

B N O B B S




1:30 - 3:00 THE ISSUES
A Profile of Missing & Runaway Youth Capitol

Presiding Officer:

Judge Gordon Martin

District Court, Roxbury Division
Roxbury, Massachusetts

Facuity:

Andrea Sediak, Ph.D.

Senior Study Director, Wastat
Rockville, Maryiand

Gary Yates, MA, MFCC
Director of Adolescent Medicine
Children's Hospital

Los Angeles, California

Conference Theatre

Presiding Officer:

Judge Emestine S. Gray
Orlsans Parish Juvenile Court
New Orleans, Louisiana

Facuity:

Judith Drazen Schretter

Deputy Counsel

National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children

Washington, D.C.

.A .Al l .

1 (Cont'd) Ticonderoga

Presiding Officer:
Judge Tom Rickhoff
Texas District Court
San Antonio, Texas

Faculty:

Anne Donchue

Director, Outreach Program
Covenant House

New York, New York

. . - .

Trudee Abie Peterson
Project Director
Streetwork Project
New York, New York




E R

3:00 - 3:15 p.m.

3:15 - 4:45 p.m.

7:00 - 8:30 p.m.

Monday p.m. (cont’d)

BREAK Capitol/Conference
Theatre Foyer
Ticonderoga Foyer

SPECIAL PROBLEMS

Sexual Exploitation Ticonderoga

Presiding Officer:

Judge Catherine Stayman
Texas District Court
Dallas, Texas

Faculty:

Greg Loken

Executive Director

Institute for Youth Advocacy
Covenant House

New York, New York

Ann Rudneke
Director

Orion House
Seaitle, Washington

Capitol

Presiding Officer:

Judge Kathryn Doi Todd
Superior Court of California
Los Angeles, California

Facuity:

James Kennedy, M.D.
Medica! Director
Covenant House

New York, New York

Conference
Theatre

Presiding Officer:

Judge Leonard Edwards
Superior Court of California
Santa.Clara, California

Faculty:

Chris Hatcher, Ph.D.
Director, Family Therapy
University of California
San Francisco, California

FiLM FESTIVAL Concord




TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 1

9:00 - 10:30 a.m.

SYSTEM RESPONSE
institutionalization:

Deinstitutipnalization:
Role of the Juvenile Court Capitol

Presiding Officer:

Judge Sharon McCully

Utah Juvenile Court, 2nd District
Salt Lake City, Utah

Facuity:

Judge Terrence Carroll
Washington Superior Court
King County

Seattle, Washington

Harold Delia

Director, Department of Youth Services
King County

Seattle, Washington

Gaps in the System Conference
Theatre

Presiding Officer:

Judge Jeremiah Jeremiah, Jr.

Rhode Istand Family Court

Providence, Rhode Island

Faculty:

Bill Bentiey

Executive Director

Florida Network of Youth & Family Services
Tallahassee, Florida

Tony Fulton

Executive Direcior

Black Mental Health Alliance
Baitimore, Maryland

Ticenderoga

Presiding Officer:

Judge Tama Myers Clark
Pennsylvania Court of Common Pleas
First Judicial District

Philadelphia, Pennsyivania

Facuity:

David Lioyd

General Counsel

National Center for Missing &
Exploited Children

Washington, D.C.




Tuesday a.m. (cont'd)

Richard DeBenedetto

Deputy for intergovernmental Prosecutions
Office of the Philadelphia District Attorney
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

10:30 - 10:45 a.m. BREAK Capitol/Conference
Theatre Foyer
Ticonderoga Foyer

10:45 - 12:00 Noon PROGRAM SHOWCASE

Prevention & Intervention Programs Capitol

Presiding Officer:
Judge James Payne
Marion Superiov Court
Juveniie Division
Indianapolis, Indiana

Facuilty:
Arthur Gewirtz

: Executive Director ,
E Crime Prevention Association
Philadelphia, Pennsyivania

Sparky Harian

Jose Montez de Oca
SOS Network

Santa Clara County
Santa Clara, California

Tom Patania

Executive Director

Youth Crisis Center/Family Link Program
Jacksonville, Florida

Lamy Price

Chief Probation Officer
Tulare County

Visalia, California

Conference Theatre

Presiding Officer
Detective Gary O'Connor
Abington, Pennsylvania

Facuity:

Detective Sergeant Craig Hill
The Lost Child Metwork
Kansas City, Kansas




12:00 - 2:00 p.m.

Tuesday a.m. (cont'd)

Gary Yates, MA, MFCC

Director, High Risk Youth Program
Children's Hospital

Los Angeles, California

Carolyn Zogg
Executive Director
Child Find of America
New Paltz, New York

Sheiter Care & Treatment Programs Ticonderoga

Presiding Officer

June Bucy

Director

Naticnal Network of Runaway and
Youth Services

Washington, D.C.

Facuity:

John A. Cooper, MS, ABD
Prevention Specialist

Black Mental Health Alliance
Baltimore, Maryland

Jed Emerson, MSW

Executive Director

The Larkin Street Youth Center
San Francisco, California

Curtis Porter
Assistant Director

Voluntary Emergency Foster Care Program
Richmond, Virginia

Deborah Shore

Executive Director

Sasha Bruce Youthwork, Inc.
Washington, D.C.

LUNCHEON ' Regency A

Presiding Officer

Judge David Mitchell

Circuit Court for Baltimore City
Baltimore, Maryland

Introduction:

Robbie Callaway

Director, Government/United Way Relations
Boys Clubs of America

Washington, D.C.

— : : # 8




Tuesday p.m. (cont'd)

From the Ground Up:
Building Community Strategies

Speaker:

Liz Shear

San Diego Youth & Community Services
Sian Diego, California

2:00 - 3:30 p.m. ion - Community N

An Opportunity to consult and confer with
your colleagues from across the country on
conference issues and to identify common
needs.

CAUCUS I: Courts and Court Services Capitol

Facilitator:

Judge Terrance Caisroll
Superior Court of Washington
King County

Seattle, Washington

CAUCUS Ii: Eedera

Grand Canyon

Facilitator:

Gregory E. Mize

General Counsel to the City Council
of the District of Columbia

Washington, D.C.

CAUCUS Il: Law Enforcement and Prosecution Conference Theatre
Facilitator:
Detective Gary O'Connor

Abington, Pennsyivania

CAUCUS IV: Shelter Care & Runaway Services  Ticonderoga

Facilitator:

Jeft McFariand

Legislative Counsel

Subcommittee on Human Resources
Washington, D.C.

CAUCUS V: Sacial Services & Education Teton

Facilitator:

Donaid Dudley

Assistant Director

Department of Social Services
San Diego, California




3:30 - 3:45 p.m.

3:45 - 5:00 p.m.

CAUCUS VI: Heaith & Mental Heaith

Facilitator:

John B. Sikorski, M.D.

Associate Clinical Professor

Child and Adolescent Psychology
UC San Francisco Medical Center
San Francisco, California

CAUCUS VII: Missing Children Networks,
pcators, Hotlines, Resaurce

Facilitator:

Carolyn Zogg
Executive Director
Child Find of America
New Paltz, New York

BREAK

This caucus session will bring you together
with participants representing the wide
range of professions and knowledge present
at this conference.

CAUCUS i: Norheast Region, USA

Facilitator:

Judge David Grossmann
Court of Common Pleas
County of Hamilton
Cincinnati, Ohio

CAUCUS II: Southeast Region, USA

Facilitator:

Judge William Gladstone
11th Judicial Court of Florida
Miami, Florida

CAUCUS ilIl: Westem Region, USA

Facilitator:

Judge Sheridan Reed
Superior Court of Caiifornia
San Diego County

San Diego, California

Tuesday p.m. (contd’)
Sequoia

Olympic

Capitol/Conference
Theatre Foyer
Ticonderoga Foyer

Ticonderoga

Capitol

Conference Theatre

.




WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 1988

A Continental Breakfast (coffee, rolls

(Please note eariier starting time for this session).

8:30 - 9:15 a.m.

9:15 - 11:15 a.m.

11:15 - 11:45 am.

Presiding Officer:

Judge Stephen Hemell

Oregon Circuit Court

Muithomah County Juvenile Court
Portland, Oregon

Speaker:

Father Michael Duval
Director

Refugio Alianza

Guatemala City, Guatemala

GIRLTALK: ]

The disturbing reality of the childhoods of
three runaway girls from Boston.

Speakers:

Kate Davis

Producer and Director
Double Helix Films, Inc.
New York, New York

Martha Douglas
Boston, Massachusetts

Where Do We Go From Here?

Speaker:

Judge David Mitcheli

Circuit Court for Baltimore City
Baltimore, Maryland

and juice) will be available in Regency A from 8:00 a.m.

Regency A

Regency A




STRANGER ABDUCTION HOMICIDES
or CHILDREN




U.S. Depariment of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
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Office of Juvemie Jusiice and Delinouency Prevention
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Verna L. Speira, Administraioe

January 1989

Preliminary estimates developed on

Strang

er Abduction

Homicides of Children

Researcners conduciing a senes of
studlies to determine the numoer of
chtldren missing annuaily tn the United
states nave estimated that the aumoer of
<hildren xidnaopeg and murdered by
strangers 15 between 32 and {58 a year,
These first rindings frorm thz National
Studies of the {ncidence ot Missing
Children sre »ased on 1 derailed study of
¥ vears of daia rrom the FBI's Suppte-
mental Homicide tile.

These rigures reoresent. at most. a3 vearly
iverage of fewer than 2 sranger
ibduction nomicides per | muiion
.niidren under the age of |8. Teenagers

between ages {4 and {7 have the
highest rate of all age groups. These
new estimates contrast sharply with

dariier
The National Studies 1§ estimates that
of the Incidence of '] thousands of
Missing Children !{ children are
kidnapped

and murdered each vear by strangers.
Uatil now there have been no orficial es-
urnates of the numoer of children
abducted and murdered by strangers.

This new anaiysis. conducted for the
Office of juveniie Jusuce and Delin-
quency Prevenuon (QJJDP). represents

a major contnbution (0 enaing the
specutation and controversy over the
number of these cases—ine kind that
spark fear in parents wreneser tnair
children cannot be round. Parents.
educators. and others concemea Joour
the 1ssue of mussing children can nave
confidence that the nisk or a catid being
kidnapped and muraerea by 1 stranger s
much lower than aaruer claimed.

While these estumates orovide documen-
tatton apout the numeoeer of cnildren
murdered and abduciaa annually. tnev
represent oniy a .mail. albert tragic. pant
of the missing chitldren picture. For

From tne Admirustrator:

center of the public's azenton. {n our
conunung e(fores (o learm more aboyt tus
1ssue. the Office of Juveniie jusuce and
Deinquency Prevention tOJJDP) has just
compteted the first of six nanonai scope

missing annuaily 1n this country.

Researchars conducting OJJDP's Natonai
Studies of the {ncidence of Misswng
Children have deveioped estimates of Uie

by strangers annuaily. Thew imtial

The issue of mussing and expioued children
is 3 vompiex. tragic one st remains at the

studies to determune the number of chuldren

numboer of children abducted and murdered

estimates. descrbed in this OJJDP Bullenn,
are based on a detalied study of 9 vears of
FBI data and exisung State and national
studies. This is the first tiune these data have
been utilized for this purpose.

Because these findings focus solely on the
rarest and most serious of missing children
cases bewng studied. 11 1s still too earty to
reach a (inad conclusion abous tie total
number of missing chuidren.

While we awant resuits from the other
components of the incidence scudies. QIJDP
wii} continue 1ts efforts (0 help reduce the
incidence of cnimes aganst chiidren.
parucutarly abduction and sexual explois.

tion. and to improve the resoonses ol
agencies responsibie for deanng 'y 1tn these
cnmes.

These effons include providing \ntforma.
tion, raung. and technical assistance (o
Juvenule jusaice and other decisionmakers
about effective siraiegies (o address the
issue of missing and exploed children,
We are aiso focusing our etforts on
heiping the juventle justce system tetter
respond to missing chiidren and their
families who have been victims of
abduction and/or sexuai exptoitation.

Vemne L. Speirs,
Admustator




2xample. we do not vet know how
many children are abducted eachi vear
by strangers. parents. or other family
members. or the number of teenage
runaways who are at nsk of pnysical
Jbuse and sexual exptoutation.

These questions will be answered by
Jther components of the National
Incidence Studies. 2 31.6 muiliton
zroject funded by OJJDP's Missing
Chuldren s Program. Such a study was
mandated by Congress wnen 1t passed
:he Missing Childrens Assistance Act

| 984, The stuaies are peing con-

-ad by the University of New
psnire Family Research Lab under
.recuon of Drs. Geraid T Hotating

.d David Finkeshor. atong witn Dr,
Andrea Sedlak ang statf of Westat.
'ng.. Rockville. Marviand. The inual
rasults presented in this report are the
‘irst from a senes of s1x major parts ot
:he Nauonal [ncidence Studies.

* other five components, wnich will
. vide answers about the extent and
nature of tné phenomenon of mIssSINg
<fuldren, include:

< A Police Records Study s currently
Jnderway 1n nearty 100 police depart-

ments natonwide. [t is designed to
determine the total numoer and types of
kidnappings by strangers and other
nonfamiiy members. including those
incidents that do not result in homicide.

< A telephone survey of 30.000 ran-
domiy seiected housenolds wiil include
indepth interviews with parents to
deveiop esumates of the total numbers
ot ail types of mussing children. inciud-
ing those kidnappea by strangers.
Jcquaintances. parents, and other
tariiy members. and of runaways.
throwaways. and those children
MISSING [OF UNKNOWN reasons.

o Foilowup interviews with returned
rinaways wiil proviae 2 more aetailed
Sicture of their expernences.

< A followup survey of institutions for
vouth will provide an esumate of the
numper of. vouths who run away from
residential facihines,

< Analyses of data on throwaways
reponted (n the National Study of the
Incidence of Child Abuse and Negiect
wili provide esumates and proftiies of
vouth who dg not leave home voluntar-

~

Figure L. National Studies of the Incidence of Missing Children:
Study Populations and Related Study Components

Children Abmcted 500 Murasred

Childran ABBuCTe BY Paremme
or Samily Memere

Arsivesd ¢ PR Suon@ensue MomeR Sk,
Paitcy Rosares Sty

Poton Resoren RKudy, TeEensng Survey
Telprne Survey

Miesing Children Populenons é'

tly but are abandoned or forced from
thew homes by parents or guardians.

Together. the information gathered in
these six studies will fill in a oicture
made up of many hours spent by
parents waiing for a cnuld to retum
home: phone calls made 0 police 2na
neighbors: famuly stress. contlict. or
disinregration: teenagers assenng sner
independence or rinMINg trom situ-
anons of physical abuse ana sometimes
into sexual expiotation: and

parents rehief when their ‘missing
child” is just lost.

< Stranger abduction
homicide estimates
based on FB8I data

The Inciaence Studies estimates of ne
number of children kidnappea and
murdereg by strangers annuatly wers
deveioped using the Comparatve
Homicide File. which containy detaied
information from the Supplemental
Homucide Reports tSHR) suomittea o
the FBI by police departments across
the country. Based on this data.
researchers at UNH studied the vicums
and circumstances of more than |4.C00
child homicide cases that occurred
between 1976 and 1984.

Hotaling and Finkelhor found a totat of
260 child homicide cases between 1930
and 1984~—an average of 52 per vear—
that were commuitied by strangers and
invoived crirmes such as rape or cther
sexual or felony offenses. Since these
are the ctrcumstances that are behieved
to have the highest probability ot
involving abduction or kidnapping. the
estimate of 32 cases annually 1s
considered orne of the most conserva-
tive nauonal estimates of the numoer of
children abducted and murdered by
strangers. (See the later discussion of
limitauons of the data.)

Researchers also found. during the
same S-year penod. a total of 330—or
106 cases annually—of stranger
homicides of children in which the
surrounding circumstances were
unknown, or listed as undetermned.
The highes nanonai estmate ot |33
referved 1o 10 this report also inciudes
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thuse 106 undetermined cases. repre-
senung what researcners believe to be
the upper counas of 3 nafional estimate.

Dunng the 9 vears for which data are
currently avaitaple. the numpers of
<hild homiciges by strangers that may
have invoived kidnapping or abduction
ranged from a low of {10 in 1980 t0 a
highot 212 in [982. (See Figure 2.)
However. there 1s nc evidence from
these data. or other sources reviewed 1
*h1s reoort. that tne numoers of these
ies are increasing, UNH researcners
lanning to update this recort with
current data 2s par of the
:nal [ncigence Studies.

- Five cthaer studies
examincd

[n addition to anaivzing the Supple-
menual Homicige Raports. ne research-
275 Sompared (hetr astmates with
~Um:.ar data rrom five other State and
nar - nal sources:

- Case summary data on all child
-bduction cases reterred to OJJDP's
National Center for Missing and
Explotted Children t NCMEQ).

< An analvsis of the Supplemental
Homicide Regorts frrom the State of
Zaliformia.

4 An analysis of homicide trends in
Dade County 1 Miamu), Florida.

4 The Hlinots Crinunal Justice infor-
-aucn Authony stuay of Uniform
Crime Repors tor the Nation,

<} A study of abductions in Houston.
Texas. and Jacksonviile, Flonda.
<onducted by the National Center for
Missing and Exploited Children

t NCMEQ).

Table | on the next page summanzes
the six different studies. Because of
varying data sources. each study
reviewed vielded different natonal

est  tes of the number and rate of
chi...<n abducted and killed by
sirangers (n a given vear, Estimates
ranged from a low of 46 per vearto a
nigh of 318, with rates ranging between

Figure 2. Nationai [ncidence Studies' Estimates of the Number of Children
Abducted and Murdered by Strangers: 19761984

212

'377 1978 1979

“tes0 981 1982

Note: Data are from the Comparatuve Homicide File (CHF) and incluge ali siranger nomicices
of vicums unaer 1§ vears old in which the case also invoived rape. sexual assault. other retony.
or suspected felony: or in which curcumstances of the case were undetermninea.

1.1 and 4.2 per muilion children. The
[ncidence Studies esumates. based cn
the CHF data. feil at the low end of the
range with between 52 and 158 cases
per year for an average rate of 1.7
victums per muilion children.

The results of these secondary analyses
tended to confirm the soundness of the
[ncidence Studies’ esumates. Therefore,
despite the fact that the CHF is an
indirect measure of the incidence of
stranger abducuon homicides of
children. researchers are confident that
therr findings represent the most
reliable national estimates available.

2 Adolescents at
highest risk

Researchers found that 14- to | 7-year-
old adolescents account for nearly two
out of three v:cums of suspected
stranger abduction hormicides, repre-
senting the highest rate of all the age
groups studied (see Table 2 and Figure
3. Approximately 7 per t million

3

vouth aged [4—17 vears. compared with
fewer than | per | mutiion children
aged 0 to 9. were abducted and
murdered by strangers.

This finding conflicts wim a commonly
held belief that younger children are at
greater nisk of stranger abducnon
homicides than older cruldren. [t is not
possible to determne from the informa-
ton available whether the murdered
adolescents had run away or had besn
thrown out of their homes. But it does
suggest the néed to assess the potental
danger to teens, parucularly those made
more vuinerable to cnme vicumizauon
because they have run away or teen
forced from their househoids. This
topic-wiil be explored further in the
Police Records Study.

1 Glrls at greater
risk than boys
For swranger abduction homicides that

also involve known or suspecteg telony
crimes (e.g.. rape. sexuai assauit.




Table 1. National Estimates of the Number of Children Abducted and Murdered by Strangers:
A Comnparizon of the [ncidence Studies’ Estimates with Five other Sources of Information

Study

Narional [ncidence Studies:
1980-1984 1 Hotaling ana
Finkeihor 1988)

Varional Center ror Missing
and Expioiteg Children gata:
[984= {988

Caiifornta Suppiementat
Homicide Reports: 1984
1Best 1987

Homtcides 1n Miamu. Flonda:

1980 ( Wilbanxs 1984}

[Hlino1s Cniminal Justice
[nformation Authorny:
11980=-1982) 1 [CJIA 1987

Jacksonville and Houston
Police Records Study: 1984
tNCMEC 19861

Annual Estimates
{Rate per Million)

52158
e

16-88
1.

M
3.3

123
(.9

3

(3.9)

aee
(2.2)

Description of Data Base

Comparative Homicide File (1980-1984). Esumates developeq by “ecearchers it
the University of New Hampsture ( UNH) basea on nationwige gata trom Sucote:
mental Homicide Reports sent to the FBL. Inctudes those homiciges of persons
J=17 vears old that were committed by sirangess in which the SIrTumsiances «of ine
case were highly likely to have invoived an abquction 1 52): ptus thase i wnicn
circumstances were undetermined ¢ | 58).

Case Records of the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children
INCMECQ) June 1983—january 1988. This range ot estimatas inciuces il anown
slranger abquetion homicides of children reoorted (0 the natonat &ieanngnouse < =n
oer vear). plus those chiidren kidnapped by strangers who were stul missng ana
cresumea murdersd by thewr apductors 138 per year),

Suppiemental Homicide Reports for the State of California (1984}, [sciudeu i
stranger-perpetrated homicides of children tunger 1 3) which aiso invoivea rape.
other sexual offenses. other felonies. or suspected feionies. Best develooea ihis
national estirnate adjusung for Califorma s slightly higher rate of chuld homiciges
comparea to the rest of the country. His 1984 estnate ts higher than the incigence
Studies upper estirnate ot 156 for that year.*

Published case summaries of all 1980 homicides in Miami t Dade County). FL.
L' NH researchers projected national estimates oased on child homiciae cases tnat
were commutted by strangess and met Model Penal Code detinitions of kidnaoorr 2.
After adjusting for Miam s high child homicide rate. the estimate of |23 a3 tairis
zlo-2 to the Nationai Incidence Studies esumate ot | [0 tor {980 using the CHF *

Uniform Crime Report 1980-1982, Ongnally based on nauonal totais of ail
homicide vicums under age 20 who were murdered under any circumstances. UNH
researchers revised those esumates by exciuding 18- and 19-vear-oids rom the
count. and applyung more conservative esumates of the invoivement of strangers.
This revised esumate ts stll inflated since it assumes adbductions were invotvea il
all sranger homicides. Compared to the National {ncidence Studies figures tor
those years. it 1s 50% higher.*

Police records in Jacksonville, FL. and Houston. TX: 1984, NCMEC starf
reviewed ail 1984 offense reports invoiving ali crimes agasnst chtidren 10=1 " vears
old) commied by nonfamily memoers. UNH researchers revised the NCMEC
estimates adjusting for the high child homicide rates in these ciues. Sull, these
estirnates are considered high since these numbers include all perpetrators. wio
though they were nonfamily members. may have been acquaintances and not
strangers. The incidence Studies esumate for 1984 was 156 cases.*

*See Figure 2. [ncidence Studies estimates, (9761984,
®Indicates onginai published estimate was revised.
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robbery. etc.), there are neariy two
femate victims for every male vicum.
This finding contrasts with generai
homicide ratas tn wiich bov= are twice
as likely as girls to be murder vicums.
Whale this contrast can be explaineq
parually by the sexual nature ot the
circumstances surrounding these
murders. the Jacksonviile-Houston
study founa that females are four umes
more likely than mates to be vicums of
Jbductions tn general.

< Racial minorities
show higher rates g

Althougn a greater number of white
<hildren were aoducted and muraered
Sy strangers. 'x nites nave the lowest
rate comoarea to ail other racial groups.
The touat rate tor biacks 6.46 per
mutiion otack cniidren) was found to be
more than three umes nigher than the
rate for whites ( {.79 per mullion wnite
children). Asian cnuidren (4.4 per
mutlion Asian children) were vicums of
such crimes at twice the rate as were
white chiidren. The rate of child
abduction homicide 1s higher rfor blacks
than whites in all abduction categones..
Ind especiaily high wnen circum-
stancss cannot be determined.

d Regional ditferences

In contrast to established geographic
patterns of youth homicides. a different
pattern emerged tn the case of stranger
abduction homicides of youths 14 to

t 7. General homicide rates for this age-
group typicaily have been highest in the
South and lowest in the Northeast. The
Incidence Studies dara for 1980-84
show the mighest rate of stranger
abduction homicides of children to
have occurred in the Northeast (4.71
per | muilion ctuldren). followed by the
West (2.94 per | mullion children), with
the Midwestern and Southem States
reporting sigmficantly lower rates(1.67
and 1.64 per | miilion children.
respecutvely . Given the large number
of adolescent vicums, the possibility
exists that this may reflect teenage
runaways to the big cities. However,
other data sources such as the Police
Records Study wiil explore this theory.

Figure 3. Selected Characteristics of Children Murdered by Strangers. by

Circumstances of Cases and Age, Rz<e and Sex of Victim:

Rates per Million. 1980-1984
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Table 2. Seiected Characteristics of Children Murdered by Strangers. by
Circumstances of Cases and Age, Race and Sex of Victims: 1980-1984

Circumstances of Cases

High Probabulity Circumstances

of Abduction* Undetarmined © Touai
Average Yearly Total 52 106 158
Age Group
of Victims
Domd 6 I 17
3-9 10 18
10-13 38 9 {17
{47 28 78 106
Race of Victim
White i 57 92
3lack 4 7 61
Aslan J 2 4
Natuve > >| >i
Sex of Victim
Male 18 71 89
nale 34 35 69

- Includes child homiciaes commutteg by strangers invoiving one or more of the following otfenses in
sudition t0 the murder: "ice, otner sexual orfenses, other rejony. or suspected telony —he cwrcumstances

nost tikely (o involve an aoduction.

° Inctudes chiid homiciges commined by scrangers but for which more information on the cucumstances
~ 2§ not KNown or not indicated on the Supplemental Horueige Repor.

Note: Raw numbers were rounded off for convensernice.

3 Summary
and conclusions

While more definiuve results will soon
be available from the Police Records
Study, the resuits of this first part of the
National Incidence Studies represent
the first attempt to esumate the number
of stranger abduction homicides of
children using nanonal data. These
estimates, which range from 52 to {58,
and those from other studies reviewed
1 this reporr. differ sigmficantly from

'ier beliefs that thousands of

.dren are kidnapped and murdered
by strangers each year. The available

data also suggest that there has been no
recent upsurge 10 the number of
stranger abduction murders, and that
the prime targets of such murders are
teenagers. not smail children.

The implications of these findings are
both numerous and challesging. While
they differ from the public’'s percep-
tions about the size of the problem, it
does not mean that the public’s concemn
about stranger abduction and/or murder
of children 1s unwarranted. Even
though there is now evidence these
crimes don't occur as often as earlier
believed. when they do occur. they are

horrendous, leaving temble scars on
famuiies ana commumnes.

The findings refated to the geographic
locartions of these murders and the ages
of the victims suggest that the nsk for
teeriagers 1s much higher than previ-
ousty thought. [n the course of the
Police Recoras Study we nope to rind
out maore inroration .4 ot the
CIFCUMSIANCES Of these 1 1ses to detter
understand the nsk factors assoc:ateq
with these cimes against childrea.

Such informauon. combined with sotid
data such as that from QJJDP's Na-
tional Incidence Studies. can neip us
understand and better deal with
Amertica s missing anc exproied
chiidren.

~I.lt..,lmitatlm'ls of the data

Five of the six esumates presented 1n
Table | come from police records or

potice staustics. Three pomts need :0
be made about these data.

First, aithough abduction is defined
differently in differsnt Stares. (n
general the legal definiton represented
in the stanstics is somewhat hroader
than people's common sense defimton
of the cnme. For example. a vicum tin
this case. a chiid) does not necessaniv
have to be mussing for an extended
period of time to have been abducted.
A child who was taken forcibly into a
velticle. driven somewhere. raped. and
murdered, would usually be counted as
an abducrion murder even if that chuld’s
absence was never noted.

Secondly, the researchers were working
with data which were not speciticaily
collected for the purpose at hand. And
third. there may be some instances of
uridercounting in which a chuld
abduction homicide wouid not be found
in the police records. Conversely. there
may be instances of overcounnng in
which a case was classified as an
abduction becuase of the cireumstances
surrounding the murder. such as rape,
but which did not actuajly involve
ahducnon.
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