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I. What Is The Purpose Of This Report? 

This report is concerned with certain aspects of Oregon's compliance with 

the 9uide1ines of current federal legislation in the juvenile area which 

call for a sharp reduction in the number of "noncriminal" offenders 

detained in jails and other detention facilities and also call for 

reducing holding time to a recommended 24'ljudicial" hours.1 

More speCifically, the report focuses on the analysis of a sample of "out 

of compliance" cases2' (i.e., those cases listed on detention logs in 

the previous research as noncriminal offenders held for more than 24 

judicial hours in Fiscal Year 1979). This report examines these sampled 

cases using additio~al data sources (case file records) in an effort to 

verify that they were accurately and validly classified under the "out of 

compl i ance ll category.3 

The research questions posed and the analysis made here Genter around the 

issue of whether or not the incidence of misclassified cases is of such a 

magnitude and type as to sufficiently distort the compliance picture in 
\ 

Oregon. Additional questions posed for a future report are concerned 

with an analysis of reasons for failure to comply with the guidelines in 

the instance of correctly classified cases. 

1Judicial hours refer to hours held during days that the juvenile court is 
in session. Time held is not counted for weekends .and legal holidays--i.e., 
days the juvenile courts' are not in session. 

2When we refer to IIcases ll here as the unit of analysis, we mean each case or 
lIinstanceof confinement ll of a child and not unique, individual children 
per see 

3That is, noncriminal offenders held for more than 24 IIjudicial ll hours. 
\ 
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II. How Does This Report Relate To Our Past Research? 

As part of Oregon's part'jcipation in the federal Juvenile Justice and 

De11h~uertcy Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974 (P.l. 93-415), the State 

Planning Agency (SPA) of the Oregon law Enforcement Council (OlEC) is 
required to periodically report certain data to the federal Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. In an earlier report under 
Phase I of OlEC's Juvenile Jail and Detention Monitoring Study, we 

reported these data for the FY 1979 period (July 1, 1978 to June 30, 
1979). Included in this earlier report was a discussion of Oregon's 
compliance with the JJDPA requirements for a significant reduction in the 
number~ of status and other noncriminal offenders detained for over 24 

judicial hours in state jails and juvenile detention facilities. 
Oregon's established baseline period for comparison was FY 1975 (July 1, 
1974 to June 30, 1975). 

All of our research centering around the issue of monitoring Oregon's 

rate of compliance with the above requirements rests on the results of 

three (3) separate statewide censuses of juveniles detained in county and 
city jails and in juvenile detention facilities in three (3) separate 

fiscal years: FY 1975, FY 1978, and FY 1979. The most pertinent data 
from these censuses is summarized in Tab'le 1. 

Most of our attention in the past has been focused on the data in 

Column 5 and 6 of this table in that noncriminal offenders held for more 

than 24 judi~ial hours have been the key element in the compliance issue. 

In terms 'of comp 1 i ance, the OJJDP has mandated that each state 

participating in the JJDPA demonstrate within three years of initial 
participation that there has been a 75 percent reduction in the number of 

noncriminal offenders held for over 24 judicial hours. Using the 
official baseline of FY 1975, Oregon was to have demonstrated a reduction 

of 75 percent in the number held in FY 1978. The FY 1978 data, however, 
revealed a reduction of only 30.7 percent. 
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(1) 

Total No. of 
cases of 

Year Detention 

FY 1975 13,774 

FY 1978 13,491 

FY 1979 12,107 

Table 1: Summary of Statistics for Statewide Censuses of Cases 
of Juveniles Detained in Jails and Detention Facilities 

in Fiscal Years 1975, 1978, and 1979* 

(2) (3) (4) (5) 
Total No. of Total No. of Total No.· of Total No~ of 
DELINQUENTS DELINQUENTS NONdelinquents NONdelinquents 
Detai ned for Detai ned for Detai ned for Detained for 
24 Hrs. or less More than 24 Hrs. 24 Hrs. or Less More than 24 Hrs. 

4,292 2,.603 3,789 3,090 

4,687 3,461 3,201 2,142 

4,384 3,534 2,690 1,499 

(6) 

Percentage Change 
from FY 1975 Base 
for Column No. 5 

-30.7 % 

-51. 5 % 

*"Delinquents" refer to instances where children were detained for delinquent (or criminal type) offenses. 
"Nondelinquents" refer to instances where children Were detained for "status" or other noncriminal type offenses. 



Because of various ambiguities and problems in measuring compliance, 
Oregon and other states benefited from an add it i ana 1 year of 
participation to reach the 75 percent reduction level. Data gathered for 
FY 1979, however, failed to document a 75 percent reduction; rather, it 
appears that Oregon had only reached a reduction of 51.5 percent in the 
number of noncriminal offenders held for over 24 judicial hours. 

Our recent Jail Monitoring Survey report for FY 1979 showed 1,499 cases 

or instances where juvenile noncriminal offenders were held in jails and 
detention facilities for more than 24 "judicial" hours. in FY 1979. 
Compar~ to the 3,090 from the same category in FY 1975, our new total of 
1,499 represented a reduction of 51.5 percent--far short of lEAA's 
requirement for a decrease of 75 percent. 

III. Study Method010gy 

In an effort to determine some of the factors involved in Oregon's 

failure to meet the compliance standards established by OJJDP, the OlEC 
initiated a second phase of research~ This Phase II effort was based on 
an analysis of a sample of cases drawn from the above population of 
1,499. Specifically, the sample was drawn from four (4) facilities: 
Multnomah County JDH, lane County JDH, Clackamas County Jail, and 
Columbia County Jail. Together these four facilities represented the two 
largest JDH's and the two largest jails in terms of the subpopulation of 
noncriminal offenders held for over 24 judicial hours. The total held in 
these facilities (which are generally in the more heavily populated areas 
of Oregon) is 983 cases (or instances of confinement), or about 
two-thirds (65.6%) of the total population. 

Simple random samples of approximately 25 percent each were taken fr.om 

three of the four populations with a 100 percent sample drawn from the 
subpopulation of cases from Columbia County. The four subsamples totaled 
271 cases (or 18.1% of the total statewide population of noncriminal 
offenders held over 24 hours). This sample r.an be expected to be 
representative of a majority of cases, but cannot be considered 
representative of all such cases in Oregon. In this sense we have here 
only a pilot study oriented toward suggesting important factors for 
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fur~her study, rather than a definitive, refined research effort which 

claims representative findings across a whole population. 

While two reports eventually will be generated from our research efforts. 

here, this first report is concerned with the role of misclassification 

of cases as a factor in the compliance rate issue posed by Oregon's 
participation in the Juvenile Justice Act. 

IV. Analysis of Findings 

Perhaps the easiest way to begin our discussion is to examine Figure 1 on 
the next page. This flowchart begins by having us look at our sample of 
271 cases (instances of confinement of noncriminal offenders held for 
over 24 judicial hours).4 One case is eliminated immediately due to 

missing case file information on reasons for confinement, leaving 270 
cases for analysis. Beginning with these 270 cases we have attempted 

here to verify that we really have out-of-compliance cases (instances of 
noncriminal offenders held for over 24 judicial hours) and not 

incorrectly classified cases; i.e., those who were really criminal or 
delinquent cases and/or who were not really held for over 24 judicial 

hours. Where log book data were used to assign these cases to our 
sample, the more complete case file data from juvenile department records 

were used to determine if they could be validated as out of compliance 
cases. 

A check of actual "time inl' and IItime outll and a recomputation of hours 

held during judicial days yields 17 cases indicating less than 24 
judicial hours actually held. These 17 cases then can be omitted from 
our sample as they cannot be verified as out of compliance. The reasons 
why they got into our sample are not completely obvious, except that they 

are the product of errors made. Two types of errors are possible: (1) 
those involving miscalculations in time held and (2) those involving 
simple transfer of information. While there should have been a perfect 
one-to-one correspondence between each case logged as a noncriminal 

offender detained for over 24 hours in our earlier census of 

4See Appendix A for separate flowcharts for each of the four (4) sampled 
counties in this study. 
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PERCENT OF 

SAl1'LE RFMAINING 

SoflT 1 : 100 % 

(N=253) 

SoRT 2 

SORT 3 

SORT I 

SORT 2 

SORT 3 

END 

Oregon Law Enforcement Counci I 
December' 1979 

FIG~E 1 FLOWCHART FOR VERIFICATIOO 

OF 

"QlIT OF UM>LIANCE" CAsES 

Ca-a I NED: CLACiWVIS, lANE, 

r1lLTNQ'Wl, CoUl'IBlA CoIJfTIES 

---------~-----------. 

Sort I: Verify against case 

file data that this case 

was actually detained fot 

more than 24 judicial 

hours. If detained for 24 

or less, eliminate from 

sample. 

El iminate 

---------------------~ 

Sort 2: Examine case file 

data to determine if the 

charges at arrest or intake 

resul ted in a peti ti on or 

an adjudication for delin-

El iminate 

quent offenses. 

cases with 

Eliminate 

deUnq~..,ncy 

petitions or adjudications. 

Sort 3: Inspect case file 

da ta to establish If the 

case was AWOL. from 

MacLaren or Hillcrest at 

time of referral or if 

~--------~-----------. referral con,t!tu ted a 

Eliminate 

violation of probation for 

past delinquent of-

fense(S). Eliminate above 

AWOL cases and probiltion 

violators.--

" One (l) case was el iminated from the original sample 
of 271 due to mis~ing data on reason(s) for referral. 

** Three (3) of these 30 cases had run from the MacLaren 
and Hillcrest state training schools, 

*** Four (4) of the remaining 153 cases had indications of 
criminal offense involvement at intake or in arrest 
reports; but no furt.her action in terms of petitions 
or hearings. Two (2) additional cases (both runaways) 
had court ordered warrants listed whi ch mi ght have 
been for arrest on criminal charges. 
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facilities and each case identified for possible inclusion in our sample, 
this correspondence may not be perfect due to the occurrence of both of 
the above types of errors. 

Continuing our verification of out-of-compliance.cases by the process of 
elimination, we are left with 253 cases which were documented as having 

been held for over 24 judicial hours. At this point we have 100 percent 
of the cases we need to establish the extent to which misclassification 
of cases by type of offense is occurring. 

The first instance of misclassification occurs when we have multiple 
offenses at intake (or arrest) resulting in detention and find that some 
of them were criminal type offenses which resulted in petitions on 
delinquent acts or adjudication for delinquent acts. Unlike the log data 
used for our earlier census of facilities, the case file data reveals all 
of the offenses recorded at intake and the outcomes of referral beyond 
the detention stage. 

Of the 253 cases remaining after the first sort, the second sort revealed 

that 70 cases had more than noncriminal offenses listed at intake which 
resulted in the filing of delinquency petitions or actual adjudication 
for delinquent (i.e., criminal) offenses. 5 Obviously, the case file 
data reveal what the detention/jail log book data did not--the 
substantiation of delinquent offenses which resulted in petitions and/or 
adjudications. The reader should be warned here that in a few cases 
among these 70 the court may have had a child whose instant offenses were 
all noncriminal, but who had prior criminal offenses which were acted 
upon as a result o~ the current offenses for which detained. That is, 
the new offense behavior, even if noncriminal, caused the court to 
finally file petitions on or adjudicate for past criminal offenses 
brought before it. 

5See Appendix B for a discussion of twenty (20) Lane County cases (among 
these 70) which were detained for delinquent acts without the filing of a new 
petition but were handled by the court 'as if a new petition were filed due to 
prior petitions for past delinquent acts. 
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The fact that these past or current offenses caused the court to act and 
file petitions on delinquent' acts or adjudicate for delinquent acts which 

mayor may not have been included in the referral under investigation 
which lead to detention means that we cannot claim these cases to have 

been pure noncriminal offenders. The fact of alleged or sUbstantiated 
criminal involvement eliminates them from the out-of-compliance category 

and our sample here. 

After this second sort, we are left with 183 cases to examine for a third 
sort. This third sort involves a check to determine if the case involved 
a runaway from one of the state training schools or the violation of 
probation for past criminal offenses. That is, we are interested in 
knowing if the instant offense(s) we are examining caused a probation 
violation where the child was already on probation for a past criminal 
offense or where run behavior involved AWOL status from the MacLaren or 
Hillcrest training schools. As a result of this third sort through our 
sample, 30 Inore cases were eliminated leaving 153 of the 253 cases we 
started with, or 60.5 percent. 

The implication of these sorts through our sample is that 

misclassification of cases is a viable issue in our analysis of 
compliance with the federal guidelines. 

v. Implications of These Findings 

The question which remains, then, is whether or not the elimination of 
misclassified cases improves our compliance rate picture. There is no 
definite answer. On the one hand, if we assume that 100 percent 
compliance implies zero (0) noncriminal offenders held for over 24 hours; 
then, we are actually closer to this goal in terms of absolute numbers of 
offenders held for over 24 hours. On the other hand, the. percentage 
reduction figures may not be affected since we have not approached the 
misclassification issue in our analysis of the FY 197~ baseline data and 
because we do not have a representative sample of all noncriminal 
offenders detained for over 24 hours across the entire state. 
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We have merely documented here the presence of a substantial number of 
misclassif'ied cases in a four (4) county sample of cases in Oregon. We 
need to analyze these cases further to provide some understanding of our 
progress in the area of compliance with the JJDPA detention guidelines 
for noncrimi na 1 offenders. 

Our second report will outline the importance of the misclassification 
issue, regardless of how we view the strict interpretation of a 
75 percent reduction; and it will discuss the results of further analysis 
of case file data on out of compliance cases. 
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PERCENT OF 

SA,"'PLE REMAINING 

SoRT 1: 100 % 
(N=4Q) 

SoRT 2 77,5 %. 

SoRT 3 

SORT .1 

SORT 2 

SORT 3 

t 

( ~ ) 

Orcuun Law [nfurcvlllent COUl1ct 1 
December 1979 

FIGlJlE 1 . A FlOoICHART FOR VERIFICATION 

OF 

"QlIT OF UM>LIANC£" CAsES 
"'--ClA-CKAMfI--S -Cot.tl-TY-.... I 

--~~------------------. 

Eliminate 

------~---------------~ 

Eliminate 

Sort I: Verify against case 

file da;a that this case 

was actually detained for 

more than 24 judicial 

hours. If detai~ fo.: 24 

or less, eliminate from 

,sample. 

Sort 2: Examine case file 

data to determine U the 

charges at arrest or intake 

resulted in a petition or 

an adjudication fill' delin­

quent offenses. Eliminate 

Cil5es with . delinquency 

petitions 01' adjudication!, 

Sort 3: Inspect case file 

data to establish U the 

case was AWOL from 

MacLaren 01' Hillcrest at 

time of referral or if --.,------------------+ referral constituted a 

E1'iminate 

violation of probatioo for 

past delinquent of-

fense(s). Eliminate above 

AWOL cases and probation 

violators. 



PERCENT OF 

SMLE REMAINING 

SORT 1 : 100 % 

UJ = 52 ) 

SoRT 2 42.3% 

SORT I 

SORT 2 

SORT 3 

END 

FIGlJlE 1 . B 

Oregon law Enforcement Council 
December 1979 • 

FUJ .. IC~RT FOR VERFICATION 

OF 

"0Jr OF UwLlANCE" CAsES 

---------~-----~------. 

S<-rt 1: Verify against case 

file data that this case 

was actually detained for 

more than 24 judicial 

hours. If detained for 24 

or less, eliminate from 
sample. 

----------------------. 

Eliminate 

----------------------~ 

Eliminate 

Sort 2: Examine case file 

data to determine if the 

charges at arrest or intake 

resul ted in " peti ti on or 

an adjudication for delin­

quent offenses. Eliminate 

cases with delinquency 

petitions or adjudications. 

Sort 3: Jnspect case file 

data to establish if the 

case was AWOl.. from 

Macl..aren or Hillcrest at 

time of referral or if 

referral 

violation 

past 

fense(s). 

constituted a 

of probation for 

delinquent 01-

Eliminate above 

AWOl.. cases and probation 

violators.* 

• One of these two cases was a runaway from 
the Maclaren state training school. 



PERCENT OF 

SN1PLE !?BVlINING 

SoRT 1 : 100 % 
(N=125) 

SoRT 2 SO.8.i. 

SoRT 3.: 68.8 % 

SORT 2 

SORT 3 

END 

Oregon law Enforcement Council 
December 1979 

FIGl.IlE 1 . C FL.O«:HART FOR VERIFlCATlOO 

OF 

"Our OF U:M>LIANCE" CAsES 

.----------------------~ 

Sort I: Verify against c.,se 

file data that this case 

was actually detained for 

more than 211 judicial 

hours. It detained for 2~ 

or less, eliminate from 

.sample. 

El iminate 

-----------------------. 

Sort 2: Examine case file 

data to determine if the 

charges at arrest or intake 

resul ted In a peti lion or 

an adjudication for deJi~ 

quent offenses. Eliminate 

cases with delinquenCY 

petitions or adjudications. 

Sort 3: Inspect case /ile 

data to establish if the 

case was AWOL from 

MacLaren or Hillcrest at 

time of referral or if 

---~------------------~ referral constituted a 

niminate 

violation of probatioo for 

past delinquent of-

fense(s). Eliminate above 

AWOL cases and probation 

violators .... 

*One case was eliminated from the original subsample of 
137 due to missing data on reason(s) for referral. 

"Two (2) of these 15 cases were runaways from the Maclaren 
and Hll1crest state training schools. 

***Four (4) of the remaining 86 cases had Ind'ications of 
criminal offense involvement at intake or In arrest reports; 
but no further action in terms of petitions or hearings. 
Two (2) additional cases (both runaways) had court ordered 

• warrants 1 isted which might have been on criminal charges. 



PERCENT OF 

SPW'LE IlEwI IN I NG 

SoRT 1 :loo % 

(N=36) 

SoRT 2 

SoRT 3 

SORT I 

SORT 2 

SORT 3 

Oregon Law Enforcemen~ Council 
December 1979 

FIGl.IlE 1 . D 

[ CoLlH3IA ColMY 

Fl~T FOR VERIFICATlOO 

OF 

"GIJT OF U:K>LIANCE" CAses 

---------------------~ 

Elfminate 

-----------------------~ 

Eliminate 

----------------------~ 

Eliminate 

Sort I: Verily against case 

file data that this case 

was actually detained for 

more than 24 judicial 

hours. If detained for 24 

or less, eliminate from 

sample. 

Sort 2: Examine case file 

data to determine if the 

charges at arrest or intake 

rcsul ted in a petition or 

an adjudication for delir>-

quent offenses. Eliminate 

cases with delinquency 

petitions or adjudications. 

Sort 3: Inspect case file 

data to establish if the 

case was AWOL from 

MacLaren or Hillcrest at 

time of referral or if 

referral constituted a 

violation of probation for 

past delinquent of-

fense(s). Eliminate above 

AWOL cases and probation 

violators. 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
2001 FRONT STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-4347 . QOVERNOR 

May 20, 1980 

dUN 12 i980 . 
TO: Member of the Juvenile Justice Community 

FROM: 
"'/' ... .. . tS~-not .. ;S 

Keith A. Stubblefield, Administrator )\//-,~ AeQU.! ' .. 

SUBJECT: 

, ( , 
I . • . 

Phase II of OlEC's Juvenile Jail and Detention Monitoring 
Study for FY 1979 

C,-.G'v'_ J ... , .. /'\ ..... C'(~c.(.f'.'9 ~C-\.l-·.", t':·"~"\ 
°'lY\I~ \-

We are pleased to send you the enclosed report in which we examin~' the issue 
of misclassification of juvenile offenders detained in adult jails and 
juvenile detention facilities. 

0/ C c 
As you may recall, we recently reported to the federal Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) that in FY 1979 there were 1,49~ 
cases or instances where juvenile noncriminal offenders were held or detained 
in Oregon facilities for more than 24 judicial hours. 

This study is based on a sample of 271 cases drawn from these 1,499 cases. 
Using in-depth case file data in addition to the jail/del~ntiQI! .. J£g book data 
gathered in the earlier census of detention facilities, we attempted to verify 
that these cases were indeed "out-of-compliance (i.e., noncriminal offenders 
held for more than 24 judicial hours). 

The most significant report finding is that a large proportion of these cases 
(118 of 271, or 43.5%) cannot be verified as out-of-compliance. 
Misclassifying criminal or delinquent offenders as noncriminal (or status 
offenders) was the most common source of error~ although miscalculation of 
time actually held occurred too. . 

c.:') L r (.. s 4-.. ~.A ' <-

D,u~"to the fact that we have not rechecked our baseline year (FY 1975) data, 
we are not sure yet that the elimination of misclassified cases will improve 
our compliance rate picture (i.e., show that we are closer to the 75 percent 
reduction level than our 51.5 percent figure for FY 1979). While the 
percentage reduction figures mayor may not change, (we do know that\ this study 
makes two very strong statemt~nts about the holding of noncriminal offenders 
past the 24-hour guidelines established by OJJDP. 

First, in terms of the absolute number of correctly classified nonc~iminal 
(status offender type) juveniles held for over 24 hours, we actually held 
fewer than the 1,499 reported for FY 1979. ",<.., c..t:'·. ,;;.;9,~ \'.tlol 

Second, given the large number of criminal type offenders misclassified 
noncriminal offenders and based on other data gathered for this report, 
seriously have to ask about the degree to which time held in detention 

q I..' { :.\..., e,· '> 
1 

as 
we +L ... ~ r "1i" ,10'1 

\ 
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May 20, 1980 
Page Two 

(whether or not within the 24-hour JJJDP guidelines) .is a function of both the 
past, and current situations and characteristics of these juveniles. Until we~Y'" 
k~ow~rnare about why youn~ost~r~R are bei,~~,~~t,,'lined and under what .e~plicit 
Cl rcumst ances, we cannot !,e~.! ly, c~sess tlie reasonab 1 eness .. Wd ut lIJty of the 
current OJJDP gu ide 1 i nes .CNO Thi s report demonstrates tpat we need more than a 
casual survey of superficial (log book or entry level) information to support 
realistic monitoring using these guidelines. 

For questions regarding this report, please contact Dr. James P. Heuser at 
this office or phone him at 378-4346. 

KAS:JPH:jb 
Enc 1 os ure 
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January 18, 1980 

TO: Mr. Paul Lenarduzzi and Mr. Charles Ryer 
Lane County Juvenile Department 

FROM: Keith A. Stubblefield, Administrator 

SUBJECT: Interpretation of the Lane County Flowchart from our Phase II 
Juvenile Jail Monitoring Study 

We recently sent you a letter highlighting some major findings from the above 
referenced report. Several of these findings were based on an analysis of 
data presented in a flowchart which summarized a decision tree process for 
correctly classifying cases 'in our four county sample. 

We have enclosed here a copy of this same flowchart using data only from the 
Lane County subsample of 54 cases. We are interested in knowing if our 
interpretation of each decision point and sort correctly corresponds with the 
operational policies and procedures of your department. For example, we have 
noted some exceptions to the general flowchart interpretations and results 
whi ch ar ise because of some procedural differences between the Lane County 
Juvenile Department and other departments. Mainly, it appears that there is a 
difference with regard to the filing of new petitions for cases with prior 
delinquency adjudication or pending petitions. We would appreciate it if you 
could review the discussion below and indicate to us in writing if it 
accurately reflects your departments procedures. We would like any additional 
comments you feel are relevant here. 

We can begin our examination of the attached flowchart by noting that the 54 
sampled cases represent about 25 percent (54 of 212 or 25.5%) of all those 
cases or instances involving non-criminal offenders who were detained in FY 
1979 for more than twenty-four (24) judicial hours--at least according to our 
earlier examination of detention log data in Lane County. 

Sort #1 eliminates two cases where inspection of the case file data VG~1fy 
that detention was actually for less than 24 judiciai hours. These two cases 
were both runaways. They were held 19.13 and 14.58 judicial hours, 
respectively. They may have been included in the sample by virtue of an error 
in transferring information and/or due to an error in calculating time held. 
At this point, the type or source of error cannpt be determined conclusively. 

Taking the remaining 52 cases and moving on to the second sort, we find that 
30 cases had charges at arrest or intake, resulting in a petitio;l or 
adjudication for delinquent offenses. However, we want to inform our readers 
that cases with different circumstances are included in this group of thirty 
for Lane County, and if considered together they make interpretation a bit 
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problematic. First, twenty (20) of these cases were included even though the 
filing of a petition for the current referral offense(s) leading to detention 
had not occurred. However, custody or detention hearings were held, although 
the case file records showed no adjudication hearing on these particular 
offenses. 

Closer examination of these twenty (20) cases indicates that all of them had 
at 1 east one runaway charge 1 i sted at intake and all of them were either on 
probation for a past delinquent offense or had past or pending petitions for 
prior delinquent offenses. Court procedure dictated that where the child had 
a prior delinquent petition or where jurisdiction over the child had not been 
terminated, any new referral involving a runaway offense or other offense 
meriting or requiring detention could be dealt with in a custody or detention 
hearing without'the filing of a new petition. 

These twenty cases without new petitions and the ten (10) with new petitions 
were regarded here as "equi va 1 ent" for our purposes because all of them had 
prior petitions for delinquent offenses, all were still active with the 
juvenile court (i.e., none had court jurisdiction terminated), and all had at 
least one delinquent offense listed as reason for the current detention at the 
custody/detention hearing. 

In addition to the above information on court procedure in Lane County, we 
also want to inform readers of the repurt that our own data coding procedures 
present some problems for interpretation for all four counties in our study. 

In general, our coders keyed on and tracked the offenses which resulted in 
detention (for over 24 Judicial hours). Beginning with arrest or referral to 
juvenile court intake, the offenses listed as reasons for l"eferral and 
detent i on were followed through subsequent court process i ng to determi ne if 
petitions were filed on them and if an adjudication hearing was held which 
pertained to them. Often, hm'lever, the offenders examined in our study had 
previous court referrals and one or more pending petitions. It is quite 
possible that the outcomes of these earlier referrals are intertwined with or 
confused with the outcome of the offenses under examination in our study. 
This is especially possible in that an adjudication hearing might deal with 
several referrals and not just the ones the researchers have an interest in 
here. Because of this overlap, it is possible that in a few cases the 
petitions filed or the adjudications made may have not dealt directly with the 
offenses under examination, but indirectly resulted from them. The coding 
operations and results do not distinguish between these two cases. 

The reader should be informed, then, that it is possible that in a few cases 
in our study, the court may have had a child whose current offenses were all 
non-criminal, but who had prior criminal offenses which were acted upon as a 
result of the current (or instant) offenses for which he or she was detained 
for over 24 judicial hours. That is, the new offense behavior--even if 
non-criminal--caused the court to finallr file or renew petitions or 
adjudicate for past criminal (delinquent) offenses brought before it. 
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The fact that the current offenses may have caused the court to act and fi le 
or renew petitions or adjudicate on prior delinquent acts, means that we 
cannot claim such cases to have been pure non-criminal offenders. The fact of 
alleged or substantiated criminal involvement would be a strong enough basis 
for eliminating them from the "out of compliance" category and our sample here. 

After the second sort, we are 1 eft with 22 cases to exami ne for a thi rd sort. 
This third sort involves a check to determine if the case involved a "run" 
from one of the state training schools or the violation of probation for past 
criminal offenses. That is, we are interested in knowing if the instant 
offense(s) we are examining caused a probation violation by a child who was 
already on probation for a past criminal offense or if run behavior, did it 
involve AWOL status from the Maclaren or Hillcrest Schools. As a result of 
this third sort through our data for lane County, two additional cases were 
eliminated leaving twenty (20) of the 54 cases we started with, or 37 percent. 

The major implication of this flowchart and these sorts is that as many as 34 
of the original 54 sampled cases could be shown to be misclassified cases 
because the inspection of case file data reveals criminal violations in 
addition to non-criminal offenses. Training school AWOL status, probation 
violation (where probation was for criminal offenses), and alleged or 
substantiated involvement in criminal offenses would serve to negate the 
argument that these are "out of compliance" cases as far as the Juvenile 
Justice Act guidelines are concerned. 

We anticipate additional analysis of these data in the full report and any 
subsequent reports. At the moment, we merely wish to confirm that our 
analyses of these data are consistent with juvenile court and department 
procedures in lane County. 

Would it be too much to ask that you provide us your comments in writing in 
the next week or so? Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in our 
research. 

KAS:JPH:jb 
Enclosure 
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