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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to present on behalf of the 

Department of Justice information regarding the activities of the 

Offi~e of Juvenil~ Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) and 

to present the Department's views concerning proposals to 

reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(JJDP) Acto 

As you know, OJJDP provides assistance to states and 

localities for juvenile justice activities in three ways: 

formula Grants to the states~ special Emphasis funds to public 

and private agencies~ and the dissemination of information and 

training resources of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency prevention. 

Formula Grants 

During Fiscal Year (FY) 1983, 46 states and five territories 

(Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Trust Territories, the Virgin 

Islands, and Northern Marianas) received Formula Grant awards 

totalling $42,095,000. State and territorial allocations were 

based on the population of juveniles (under 18 years of age). 

The minimum allocation to each state was $225,000~ Puerto Rico 

received $921,000 and the other. territories each received 

$56:0 250 • 

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the 

separation of juveniles from adult offenders in jails and 

correctional facilities has been a major emphasis of the state 

programs with a goal of the complete removal of juveniles from 

adult jails and lock-ups by December, 1985. participating states 

and territories also were encouraged to invest up to 30% of the 
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Formula Grant funds in special efforts to deal with serious, 

violent juvenile offenders. Fifty-one states and territories 

have met spp.cial requirements of the enabling Act by 

demonstrating substantial or full compliance with the 

deinstitutionalization of status offenders; 34 states have 

complied with the requirements for the separation of adults and 

juveniles in adult jails and lock-ups. Most of the remainder are 

making progress. The appendix hereto describes that progress in 

detail. 

Technical Assistance 

More than 250 instances of technical assistance and more 

than 1,200 workhours were provided to state and local agencies 

during FY 1983 by the office. Assistance was in a number of 

areas, but emphasis was upon alternatives to the juvenile justice 

sY'stem, removing juveniles from adult jails, ser ious and violent 

juvenile crime, the Foster Grandparent program, restitution and 

delinquency prevention. 

The Office continued a previous agreement with the Federal 

Law Enforcement Training Center located in Georgia for seminars 

addressed to law enforcement administrators on current issues in 

juvenile justice and on the presentation of modern police 

management strategies to improve police juvenile services. This 

fiscal year, 15 seminars were held with approximately 375 law 

enforcement administrators in attendance. 
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Special Emphasis 

A number of new programs were initiated by the Special 

Emphasis Division in FY 1983. These included: 

Serial Child Murders Information System. This is the 

initial phase of a program designed to establish a 

national missing or abducted persons and serial murder 

tracking and prevention program. It will develop a 

comprehensive criminal justice tracking, pattern 

recognition and investigative assistance mechanism to 

trace and locate missing and/or abducted juveniles. Funds 

for this program are being provided by the National 

Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Suppression of Drug Distribution to Juveniles. Under this 

r·-gram, five law enforcement agencies will establish a 

;·ructured law enforcement effort focused on serious crime 

perpetrated by juvenile drug users, to reduce crime 

frequency and drug procurement by juveniles and to 

increase identification, arrest, conviction and 

incarceration of drug pushers whose clients are primarily 

juveniles. 

Habitual Serious Juvenile Offenders. This is an 

experimental program to control and provide treatment to 

that small percentage of offenders who commit a 

disp~oportionately large share of juvenile crimes. Grants 

will be made directly to prosecutors in 13 major cities 

across the country. 
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New projects funded in FY 1983 include: 

Delinguency Prevention and Runaway Childreq: Covenant 

House of New York will provide crisis care services to 

runaway and homeless youth through two new emergency 

crisis intervention cente~s. 

Project Helping Hand: This will continue the development 

of the successful "Wing Spread n diversion program 

" C l"f " m .• he purpose of this proJ"ect is operating ln a_l ornla. h 

to p~ovide jabs, in business and industry, to delinquent 

youth. 

Private Sector Corrections: We are presently in the midst 

of a competitive process which will culminate in the 

funding of several new, privately-run, alternative 

correctional facilities for serious juvenile offenders. 

The projects will be intensively'evaluated to determine 

their success with such offenders, and to determine their 

cost effectiveness. 

A number of programs also have been continued in 1983. 

Project New Pride provides comprehensive community-based 

treatment for serious offenders. It reduces recidivism, 

increases school and social achievement, and provides employment 

opportunities. Four projects have received a final year of 

funding, to allow refinement of program models prior to 

development of a marketing plan. New Pride included 996 

participants as of February, 1983, who averaged 7.8 prior 

offenses, 4.6 of them sustained by the time of their admission to 
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the program. Nearly half were school dropouts. 

The Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation, the 

program evaluators, found that New Pride participants were 

responsible for 25% less crime than a si~nilar group. Over 70% 

now attend school, and unexcused absences were reduced by half. 

The Violent Juvenile Offender Program is a major research 

and development effort with two parts: Part I tests a specific 

intervention approach for the treatment and reintegration of 

adjudicated violent juvenile offenders. Phase II tests the 

capability of neighborhood organizations to reduce violent and 

serious juvenile crime. While it is too early to have definitive 

program results, Part I juveniles have begun to show significant 

educational achievement and social adjustment compared to their 

counterparts in the control group. Part II projects are now 

under way and are gathering data for establishing program 

priorities and developing crime prevention action plans. 

Restitution by Juvenile Offenders also will be continued, 

with training and technical assistance provided to practitioners 

wishing to establish or improve a restitution program. 

One Alternative Education project received funding this 

year, and in 1983, Special Emphasis Division funds were used to 

continue the Close-Up project. 

National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinguency 

Prevention 

During FY 1983, the Institute supported 23 training projects 

carried out by specialized public and private organizations and 

institutions concerned with improving juvenile justice. 
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~ " "I court J"udges and other court-related Approximately 2,500 Juven~ e 

per'sonne1 as well as juvenile service professionals, management 

educators, administrators of juvenile correctional institutions 

and community-based alternative programs, law enforcement 

" t d with employment and family personnel, and people assoc~a e 

counseling programs participated in the training. 

More than $2,000,000 was awarded to eight information 

't The National Criminal Justice collection/dissemination proJec s. 

Reference Service responded to approximately 3,500 written and 

t f researchers, J'udges, legislators, oral information reques s rom 

and others involved in the criminal justice field. While the 

focus is on improving the operations of the juvenile justice 

h h the provision of training and information system t roug 

dissemination, emphasis also was placed on training and informing 

juvenile justice professionals in the habitual serious and 

b1 The wide range of training violent juvenile offender pro em. 

t d by the Office has and information dissemination efforts suppor e 

become nationally recognized and has had great influ~.t}ce upon the 

juvenile justice community. 

Ten regional seminars held across the country provided 

training to approximately 300 correctional administrators, 

judges, and court personnel in the judicial, legislative, and 

administrative application of standards. In addition, support 

was given to develop model policies and procedures for the 

operation of juvenile detention facilities. 

Analysis of the national Uniform Crime Reports and National 

h th t J'uven~le involvement in serious crime Cr ime Survey data s ow a. . ... 
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has stabilized and slightly declined since the mid-1970's. There 

is some evidence, however, that it has increased in frequency and 

seriousness in some urban areas. 

Recent research sponsored by the Institute indicates that 

relatively few juvenile offenders continue criminal behavior as 

adults, although the more serious their crimes, the more likely 

they are to continue their criminal careers as adults. However, 

research also has confirmed that a small number of these youths 

do become habitual offenders--career criminals--who are 

responsible for the majority of serious and violent crimes 

through late teenage years and early adulthood. This knowledge 

dictated a policy of focusing a large share of office and 

Institute resources on finding effective ways of dealing with 

this population. A variety of progr~ms for these youths are 

being developed and tested. These include more intensive 

prosecution, better crime analysis on this part of law 

enforcement, comprehensive diagnostic assessment, continuous case 

management, a system of graduated sanctions, from secure custody 

to intensive supervision in the community, and intensively 

sup~rvised reintegration. Restitution, one type of sanction, 

continues to have as much support from professionals, the 

research community, and the public, as any other type of 

sanction. 

Reauthorization 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Administration does not 

support reauthorization of Title II of the JJDP Act. Those 

functions of the office which have proven to be worthwhile and 
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successful would be carried forth instead by the proposed Office 

of Justice Assistance. Other functions of the JJDF Act have been 

adequately tested, we believe, to indicate whether they either 

work or do not; those activities that have demonstrated their 

effectiveness can be continued and funded by state and local 

qovernments, if they so desire. Other functions of the office 

which have proven to b~'" counterpLGductive should no longer be 

funded by the federal government. In all cases, we believe that 

the programs of the sort required by the JJDP Act should not be 

mandated to the states. 

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 

One of the primary purposes of the Act was to 

deinstitutionalize status offenders (those juveniles whose 

offenses would not be offenses were they adults), diverting them 

from the judicial system and out of secure detention facilities 

and into community-based, non-judicial settings. 

Deinstitutionalization of status offenders has largely been 

accomplished as a result of the JJDP Act, at least to the extent 

that juvenile status offenders are now only rarely held in secure 

detention facilities. The effects of deinstitutionalization, as 

I will indicate later in my testimony, are not as positive. 

Forty-six states and the District of Columbia now 

participate in the JJDP Act by, among other things, 

deinstitutionalizing their status offena~rs in order to get JJDP 

Act money, in accordance with Section 223 (a) (12) (A) and (B) of 

the Act. Each of these states has submitted a plan and submits 

annual reports to my office containing a review of its progress 
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made to achieve deinstitutionalization. The other four states, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming, and Nevada, indicate at the 

present time no desire to participate in the Act. 

We believe that the states which now participate in th~ 

program will continue to deinstitutionalize without the federal 

government's money, and will be able to do so more successf~lly 

without the unyielding and strict requirements of federal law. 

Each state has a different set of circumstances and, without the 

need to comply with federal mandates, will be able to adjust its 

programs to meet its own local problems and conditions. Since 

the funds OJJDP provides to states are insufficient to cover the 

full cost of deinstitutionalization, the individual states must 

have shown a commitment to deinstitutionalize status offenders in 

order to participate in the program. More than federal money, in 

other words, was required for the states to join the program; 

with the relatively small amount of OJJDP money going to each 

state, there is no reason to believe that the states will now 

retreat from their commitment, with the exception of pe~haps 

amending the statutes to more nearly conform to local conditions. 

The JJDP Act also provides that in ord~r to participate in 

the program, delinquent juveniles shall not be held in 

institutions in which they have regular contact with adults. 

Section 223,(a) (13). Those states participating in the program 

have made st,l,.ificient progress under this section to deem tt..ese' 

separation requiremente an almost total success. 

In 1980,' the JJDP Act: was amended to mandate thatF b~ginriing 

in 1985, no st" te participating in the program may <letain;\ 
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juveniles in jails or lock-ups for adults. Section 223 (a) 

(14). Because this mandate is not fully in place, it is not 

possible to report precisely what each state has done. However, 

OJJDP, through its state representatives, does monitor the 

states' progress and is generally aware of whether each state 

would be able to be in compliance by 1985 in the event the Act 

were reauthorized. See Appendices A and B for a summary of 

states' compliance with Section 223 (a) (12), (13) and (14). 

Again, because of the relatively small amount of federal 

money involved, the states are not undertaking the jail removal 

requirements becausp. of federal money: but because they believe 

it is the right thing to do. Those that have adopted the 

philosophy of the Act will continue this mandate without the 

federal government telling them to do so; those which cannot, or 

do not wish to, carry out this mandate may cease participation in 

the program. We believe that the sta~es will be able to perform 

these functions better, in fact~ without the federal mandates, 

because the state legislatures will be able to respond more 

creatively to their own individual problems. 

Impact of Deinstitutionalization 

Because the Act places such emphasis on 

deinstitutionalization, and because one of the purposes of the 

mandate, when the statute was p~ssed, was to reduce criminality 

among juveniles, it is worthwhile to examine the impact 

deinstitutionalization has had on recidivism. 

10 

We have done so by commissioning a study, done by the 

American Justice Institute, which reviews virtually all existing 

empirical studies on deinstitutionalization. These independent 

findings are startling. They show that comparisons of 

deinstitutionalized status offenders and non-deinstitutionalized 

status offenders generally show no differences in recidivism. Of 

the fourteen programs in which recidivism rates could be 

compated, no differences were found in eight, in three, the 

deinstitutionalized status offenders did better, and in three, 

they did worse. 

Further, although commitment of status offenders to public 

correctional institutions has declined since the beginning of the 

federal effort in 1974, it has not been ended, and there has been 

a substanfial increase in commitments to private correctional 

institutions. 

We have found that both ·:)f the major strategies for reducing 

or eliminating the secure confinement of status offend~rs 

(developing alternative programs or issuing absolute prohibitions 

against confinement) produced unintended side effects. Many 

jurisdictions tnat developed alternatives without prohibiting 

confinement experienced "net widening" effects in which the 

alternative programs were used mainly for juveniles who 

previously had been handled on an informal basis and the status 

offenders who previously had been detained continued to be held 

in secure facilities. Additionally, the absolute prohibitions 

against confinement produced changes in the use of discretion 

(popularly termed "relabeling") which resulted in many of the 
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cases that previously might ha~e been treated as status offenses 

being handled as minor hffenses. Worse, in some of the 

jurisdictions which prohibited confinement, we have found that 

law enforcement officers and the agencies responsible for 

delivery of services on a voluntary basis simply were not dealing 

with these youths at all and that those most in need of services 

were not receiving them. 

What has been the impact of the removal of services, and the 

removal of the ability of local jurisdictions to hold certain 

status offenders in secure facilities? Although hard data is 

scanty and difficult to find, in at least one area it appears the 

Act may have done more harm than good. That area involves 

runaways -- one of the most frequently committed of the status 

offenses. 

The effect of the JJDP Act on runaway youth has been to 

effectively emancipate them, or to allow those who would leave 

home a free hand. It has inhibited, for all intents and 

purposes, the law enforcement system from dealing with and 

attempting to control runaway youth -- a law enforcement system 

which may have had some faults, but also provided troubled youth 

with services and assistance. 

In many jurisdictions, deinstitutionali;i!:ation has encouraged 

and even forced authorities to neglect runaway and homeless 

children. In this country's toug~~st urban centers, 

deinstitutionalization has meant, not transferring youths from 

reform schools to caring environments, but releasing them to the 

exploitation of the street. 
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Tte 1974 Act and its amendments make it virtually impossible 

for state and local authorities to detain status offenders in 

secure facilities for more than a few days, or in some instances, 

hours. In the case of runaways, that prohibition is too 

extreme. In some situations, secure settings - not jails - are 

necessary to protect these children from an environment they 

cannot control and often are unable to resist. The costs of such 

a policy to those ch~ldren 

great to continue. 

and to society generally - are too 

A study recently conducted in Florida on runaways concluded 

that of those children who stay away from home for more than two 

weeks, 75% will be supporting themselves within that two week 

period, by theft, drugs, prostitution, and pornography -- in 

other words, by crime. Many are arrested and enter the judicial 

system no longer as status offenders, but as criminal offenders 

-- often for crimes that they were virtually forced to commit in 

order to survive. In many cases by providing services to them at 

an early stage, the law enforcement system could help these 

children return home, thereby preventing subsequent criminality. 

By no means do all runaway or homeless children need closed 

prog~ams. We fully endorse the views of such experts as Father 

Bruce Ritter who runs the Covenant House in New York City, who 

believe that those children living on the street most likely to 

be helped are those who recognize they need help and who turn to 

and remain at voluntary facilities. 

But what do we do for the thirteen year old runaway girl, 

living on the street, selling her body, who is repeatedly 

13 

R' 



I 
! 
~ .. ~ 

• 

returned to her parents or a voluntary foste~ setting, and who 

repeatedly runs back to the street? In some cases, according to 

many experts who have dealt with the problem at first hand, the 

only answer is being able to use secure confinement, again not 

for punishment, but for treatment. As Father Ritter who has 

probably had more experience with runaway children than virtually 

anyone else in the country, says: 

nA thirteen year old girl is pimp bait. She'll be 
lucky if she survives to her fifteenth year. If she does 
surviva to her fifteenth year, she'll be no g000 to anyone, 
including herself. I don't think you can let a fifteen year 
old girl wander loose and I don't think the state has the right 
to say 'we're going to wash our hands' •••• 

"Sometimes kids are so out of control and incapable of 
making an informed, mature decision in their best interest that 
adults have to make that decision fQr them. It is criminal not 
to. But once you make that decision to place a child in a 
closed program, you have got to make the equally difficult 
decision to make sure it is a good one." 

The 1974 Act and its amendments erred by specifying too 

strictly the ways in which state and local authorities could 

handle the status offender problem. By imposing the same 

standard in every state, we may have helped the states begin the 

process of deinstitutionalizing, but in a manner sufficiently 

unyielding as to make matters worse. By now lifting federal 

restrictions, we believe that state law will be adjusted to meet 

the specific problems of each state, but without returning to the 

old system of jailing status offenders. 

Delinguency Prevention 

OJJDP has, in the past years, directed a considerable amount 

of its resources to delinquency prevention. Delinquency 
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prevention is a process that involves schools, families, 

communities, neighborhoods, churches, and community-based 

organizations -- areas where it is difficult for the Department 

of Justice in particular, and the federal government generally, 

to make a difference. Delinquency prevention is made up of rnose 

things which are good for youth in general -- things which the 

federal government will do in any case, under names other than 

delinquency prevention. Accordingly, we find more than thirty 

different bureaus and offices in the federal government which 

engage in, as they are broadly defined, delinquency prevention 

activities with expenditures of billions of dollars. 

The delinquency prevention programs OJJDP has supported in 

the past have done little to prevent delinquency. In a major 

evaluation of the Office's delinquency prevention activity, the 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency, in The National 

Evaluation of Delinguency Prevention: Final Report (19SI), came 

to this discouraging conclusion after looking at over sixty 

different programs that the Office had funded: 

nData from this national study together with past research 
sugges~ that th: ~dea of preventing delinquency remains 
ex~esslvelY,ambltlouS if not pretentious. There is alar e a 
between,pollcy makers' hopes and what can be accomplishedgb 9 p 
pre?,entlo~ prc;grams funded under this broad notion. As yetY 
soc:al SClentlsts have not isolated the causes of juvenile ' 
del~~9UencY'lbut even if they were known it is not obvious that 
any lng,coU d be,done about them. Many writers would a ree 
~h~t delln9uency lS g~nerally associated with the growthgof 
ln ustriallsm and soclal trends (e.g., poverty and racism) of 
sugh scor~ and complexity tha~ they cannot easily be sorted out 
an remea e~ • e - - Given thlS perspective on delin uenc it 
becomes,frultless or even naive to believe that high~y y 
general~zed and often unclear directives to introduce 
Pdrle?,ent1on programs into heterogeneous target areas can curtail e lnquency_n 
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We believe that federal delinquency prevention programs 

based on social service activities should be housed in 

departments other than the Department of Justice, such as the 

Department of Health and Human Services, the Department of 

Education, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and 

the ACTION agency. Those aspects of juvenile delinquency 

appropriately addressed by the criminal justice system, and 

therefore suited to the Department of Justice, should be funded 

through the Office of Justice Assistance. 

Serious Juvenile Crime 

Juveniles commit some 35% of all serious crime in the United 

States, and some 20% of all violent crime. Although the 

percentage is slightly lower than it was ten years ago, arrest 

rates for juveniles, as a percentage of the juvenile population, 

remains about the same. 

Juvenile crime is, and is increasingly treated by the states 

as, a criminal justice issue. Accordingly, programs to assist 

juvenile courts, as well as criminal courts, in dealing with the 

issue of juvenile crime could be more efficiently sponsored 

through the Office of Justice Assistance, as part of its 

consolidated criminal justice assistance responsibilities, than 

through a separate office which deals only with juveniles. 

Most serious and chronic juvenile offenders go on to become 

adult criminals, and most adult chronic offenders were offenders 

when they were juveniles. The states now treat chronic 

offenders, whether they be juveniles or adults, in a similar 

manner much more than heretofore. The result is that such 
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offend~rs are increasingly in the same law enforcement system, 

the same court system, and even the same correctional system. 

Having a separate juvenile justice office within the Department 

of Justice to address only those parts of the system which deal 

with juveniles is an artificial distinction which often 

duplicates services that are provided by other offices within the 

Department and forces the Department to act in a less efficient 

manner than it otherwise might. 

Some may argue that it is wrong for the states to treat 

juvenile offfenders as adults. We believe that is an 3rgument 

which should be made and resolved in the state legislatures. 

Each state is different~ each state has a different set of 

problems, different statutes, and different legislatures and 

constituencies which see things in different ways. We believe 

that the genius of the federal system is reflected by the states' 

ability to be able to handle their problems in their own way. 

The development and implementations of criminal justice policy, 

outside of the federal justice system, is one of those state 

prerogatives which may be assisted by the federal government but 

without federal interference. Assistance which is rendered by 

the federal government, such as by the Office of Justice 

Assistance, can be beneficial, but should be done without 

specific mandates and without the imposition of requirements that 

state laws be changed. 

In conclusion, we do not dispute that OJJDP has done many 

good things during existence, and recognize that it continues to 

fund many excellent programss Nevertheless, we do not believe 
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its programs warrant continuation of a separate office and the 

expenditure of $70 million, particularly in times of restricted 

federal budgets. OJJDP, for all of its good programs, has had 

little impact on crime. OJJDP has brought a new awareness to the 

world of juvenile justice, but that new awareness should now be 

carried forth in state and local governments, in the communities, 

volunteer groups, and neighborhoods throughout the country. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to respond to any 

questions you or members of the Subcommittee may have. 
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Appendix A 

Summary of Compliance with 
Section 223 (a) (12), (13), and (14) 

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

There are 57 states andterrit(lril~s eligible to participate in the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Formula Grant Program. 
Currently 53 are participating; the four not participating are Nevada, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming, According to the most 
recently submitted and reviewed State Monitoring Report, the following is 
a summary of compliance with Section 223 (a) (12), (13), and (14). 

SECTION 223 (a) (12) (A) 

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders 

A. Of the 53 participating states, 47 have participate.a for five or 
more years and are thus required to achieve full compliance with 
Section 223 (a) (12) (A) of the Act to maintain eligibility for FY 84 
Formula Grant funds. Of these 47 states, a determination has been 
made that the following 44 states and territories are in full compliance 
pursuant to the policy and criteria for full compliance with ,ge minimis 
exceptions. 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Amer ican Samoa 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 
~~:tnhesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Trust Territories 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Three of these 47 states have not to date been found to be in f'Jll 
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirement. Those states 
are Hawaii, Idaho, and Ohio. 
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B. Of the 53 participating states, four must achieve substantial or 
better compliance to be eligible for FY 84 Formula Grant funds. 
Those states are North Carolina, Northern Marianas, Utah, and West 
Virginia. All four have been found in full compliance. 

C. Two of the 53 participating states, Nebraska and Oklahoma, must 
demonstrate progress to maintain eligibility for FY 84 funds and each 
have done so. 

SECTION 223 (a) (13) 

Separation of Juveniles and Adult Offenders 

There are 39 states which have demonstrated compliance with 
Section 223 (a) (13) of the Act. Fourteen other states have reported 
progress. Those 39 states which have been found in compliance with the 
separation requirements are: 

Alabama 
American Samoa 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

The 14 states reporting progress are: 

Alaska 
California 
Colorado 
Kentucky 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Mississippi 

Nebraska 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Northern Marianas 
Ohio 
Pennsy Ivania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Missouri 
Montana 
Oldahoma 
Oregon 
Tennessee 
Trust Territories 
West Virginia 

SECTION 223 (a) (14) 

Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups 

All participating states and territories must demonstrate full 
compliance or substantial compliance (i.e., 7596 reduction) with the jail 
removal requirement by December 1985. Eligibility for FY 1984 Formula 
Grant funds is not dependent upon the states' level of cl,\mpliance with the 
jail removal requirement of Section 223(a)(l4). Refer to "Appendix B" 
(attached) for information on the number of juveniles held in adult jailS and 
lockups. 
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APPENDIX ~ 

The summary of state participation in the Juvenile Justice and' 
Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act and compliance with the 
de institutionalization and separation requirements of Sections 223 (a) (12) 
and (13) of the Act is based upon the 1982 monitoring reports which 
determined states' eligibility for FY ! 984 formula. funds (10/1/83 -
9/30/84). 

Attached are two fact :sheets showing the number of status 
offenders and non-offenders held in secure detentidn and correctional 
facilities and the number of juveniles held in regular contact with 
incarcerated adult persons. The data presented represents a twelve-month 
period and was actual data for some states and projected to cover a 
twelve-month period for other states. All current data is that provided as 
"current data" in the 1982 monitoring reports. The baseline data for the 
number of status offenders and non-offenders held in secure detention and 
correctional facilities is that provided as "baseline data" in the 1979 
reports. The baseline data for the number of juveniles held in regular 
contact with adult offenders is that provided as ''baseline dataU in the 1981 
reports. Only participating states are included in the figures. A fact sheet 
showing the number of juveniles held in jails and lock-ups is attached. 
However, this data is not projected to cover a twelve-month period. 

The nationwide baseline data for the number of status offenders and 
non-offenders held in secure detention and correctional facilities was 
determined to be 199,341. The nationwide current data showed 22,833 
status offenders and non-offenders held in secure de~Jmtion and 
correctional facilities. Thus, by comparing baseline and current data, the 
number of status offenders and non-offenders held in secure facilities has 
been reduced by 88.5% over the past 5 to 7 years. According to the 1980 
census, approximately 62,132,000 juveniles under the age of eighteen reside 
in the participating states. Thus, the number of status offenders and non­
offenders currently held computes to a national ratio of 36.7 status 
offenders and non-offenders securely held per 100,000 juvenile popUlation 
under age 18. This national ratio is in excess of the maximum rate which 
an individual state must achieve to be eligible for a finding of full 
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirements of Section 223 (a) 
(12) (A) of the JJDP Act, pursuant to OJJDP's policy and criteria for de 
minimis exceptions to full compliance. It shOUld also be noted that these 
figures do not include those status offenders and non-offeJ1ders held less 
than 24 hours during weekdays and those held up to an additional 48 hours 
(i.e., a maximum of 72 total hours) over the we~kend. 

The number of juveniles held in regular contact with incarcerated 
adults has reduced from 97,847 to 27,552. This computes to a 71.8% 
reduction over approximately a five-year period • 

Based upon the number of status offenders and non-offenders 
curreniJy held in secure facilities, which is a 88.5% reduction in the number 
held five or more years ago, and based upon the fact that 48 states and 
territories have been found in full compliance with de minimis exceptions, 
it is evident that substantial progress has been made in attaining the i 

I 
... _______________________________ ~ ______________________________________________________________ ~ ________________________________ ml~ ____ ~ ____________ , ____ .... ____ .... __ .. __ .... __ ......................... 1~ .. ~ 



de institutionalization objective of the Act. However, considering, as 
stated above, that status offenders held less than 2t,. hours are not included 
and considering that states can securely hold status offenders at a level 
acceptable for a finding of full compliance pursuant to the de minimis 
policy, it is also evident that the de institutionalization objectives have not 
been fully met. It is also noted that OJJDP determines compliance a 
statewide aggregate data, thus cities, counties, regions or districts may not 
have achieved local COmpliCi{\Ce in their efforts to deinstitutionalize. 

JJDP Act legislation does not require states to be in either 
substantial or full compliance to be eligible for FY '84 dolla.rs. The 
attached fact sheet on Section 223 (a) (It,.) shows progress being made at 
the national level but not necessarily at the state level. Based upon 
individual state reporting periods varying from one month to twelve 
months, there appears to be an overall 18.9% reduction in the number of 
juveniles held in adult jails and lock-ups. This data does not include those 
juveniles who are waive red or those for which criminal charges have been 
filed in a court having criminal jurisdiction. This data, aiso does not 
include those juveniles held in aduli jails or lock-ups for less than six hours. 

Attachments: I, II, III 

II 

While portions of this document 
are illegible, it was micro­
filmed from the best copy 
available. It is being 
distributed because of the 
valuable information it 
contains. 

National Institute of Justice 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

• -~--- --~-~~~.--~-' 



I 
: . 

/ 
.. 

,.~,-A8"WA 

I ~ I."S IC A 

""IZO"'" 
• k" .... SAS 

: .... ,'-0""". 
'O ... OqAOO -• ';."''''£CTICW( 

.·!:LAwAAt!: -
: IS T. OF' COl.u .. e .... 

'.0<1100\ 

· - 0-1; IA ......... 
0 .... 0 

\"'HOI!> • -
-.01" ... A 

• ,filA 

'" ..... SAS 

-:"HTUC.I(V 

_ -U,S'."''' -
.. \I>.E 

......... 1.. .... 0 --
• "'$S"'C"'U~ETTS 

..- ': ... ·C .. H -

...... ESOTA 

-,~S'S"'''~ 

... · .. !tCU·, 

.. ::> .. : ..... " 

• -:9."'5KA 

.~. VAOA 

"L" ...... ~ ... "E 

... aw J~ASI!'Y 

·,_w MC)I"CO 

•• '" vo ... oc 

· .~ .. c ..... OI. ... A 
-
'. )ATo( :;,AO<OT,t. 

,"10 -
lr '-"' ... ow" 
, ;, I!GO" 

~!;"HSYL"A"'''' 

n"OOIt 151. ..... 0 

(i..,TH CAIIIOL, .. " 

",uT ... DAteOTA 

.: ,., .. ESS£1r 

• :::lI.A5 -
; A ... 

~ ,:" .. OHT 

• ·"CO.N,Jl .. .. • ·SH'HCTOH 

'l:ST V.fltGI .. '. 

"SCOMan. 

,"OIll'"G -
'uEIltTO fIt.co 

.. £"IC"N SAUO", 

",,, .. 
.. uST ,Tf:""',TOf"ES 

·.COI .. 1\1. .... 01 

'J • .. AJflA .. AS 

-

.. )t.\' 1 1 un (.(..,) \ a J ~ .1.(, J 
I 

Number of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders Held in Secure Facilities~ 

8aseline*B Current*C 
4.836 41~ 

485 14 TOTALS 
4.410 ' 632 , 

3.702 0 Basel1ne Turrent 
34 216 238 
6.123 370 199.341 22.833 

699 0 . 
3T4 2 
li8 4 

9188 22 
4.047 432 *A - An Data 1S 12 month 

681 622 actual or proJectecl to -
4 188 1.272 cover a 12 month pen 00 
5·,391 136 
7 .494 438 *8 - Basellne data 1 s that 
'1 204 . 8 orovided as baseline data 
3.826 " ';)76 in 1979 reoort. 
4.849 1.104 
3.179 111 *C - Current data is that 

41 0 crQ~igeg as ~Yrr~nt d~tr;! 
851 4 in 1982 report_ 

37 0 
14.344 35 *0 - Np-hrrtc;ka hac;pl ine data is 
6.309 i that QroV1GeCl as baseline 
1.170 244- data in 1981 report. 
4.7~g 366 
-1.i?4 85 

546*D - 624 . 
Nl,t P"rtir-ioa1':ina 

200 0 . 
:"i 29 

2 376 48 
-7Q11 '} 

267R 580 
Not Particioatina 
1" ~C;? '3.099 -No data req~ed 
4 110 71 
3 .. 634 -4S-
1.572 17 
1.568 . ' 184 . 

Not ParticiDatin-q 
4 078 2.940 -

722 976 -4 -2 448 689 -21B 36 -6.558 328 
9.600 0 

, 

627 7 
2.847 136 

Not Participating 
961 0 

-4 0 
-ZZS" 3~ , 

n 0 
17R 0 

0 U . .... ,.., 
""" 15 OBSO .. ETE. 

!I 
Ij 

ii 
II 
d 
II 

II 
11 
I 

II 
;1 
II 

!I 
I' 

" II 

II 
II 
i 
~ 

fl 

!\ 
!:I i 
'j 

.. 

t 



I .. "'..,....,. 

/-

" _~~~~ __ ~~~~~_S_EC_T_IO_N_2_2_3_(a_)~(1~3-)--------------------_II ____ _ _ Number of Juveniles Held in Regular Contact With Adults*A 

Current*B 
1.104 

349 TOTALS 
o 

'O~OAAOO 1 537 97 847 27.552 
:::CNHEC.TIClIT 2 

o 
:'5T'~'~~~C~O~~~UW~.~I~A~ ____ ~~~ ______________ ~~ __________________________________________ __ 

-----:-

l' 

!' 
_~c __ ~, ______ +-~~~------------------~¥---------------------~~rirr~~1rl~~ 

- Pennsylvania data is that 
rovided in 1980 re ort. 

... ,. .. C!;50TA 

.;: .. "."~"I"'fl :: 
'::,:,:, t7~Je::.::":.:~!:..y:......_--+_--,.--"~ __ _ .. 
• e;o ~Z)tICO 

-.r!$ '1'0,.1< 

j 

~.~ ===:::=r:-1~~ __ ~~~~------~JUilL--~------------~~--------------------------~~ 

vf' $''''';YI.VA .. t~~. _..L~W~~ _________ .....:1~4~*:1C:.-_-----------------------------
o 
o 

449 
~!E~~~M=O~H~T ______ ~ __ ~~g~ _________________ 1~2: ____________________________________ ~--------
~~IR~G~I .. ~I!A ______ _L--~5~62~4~-----------------~0----------------------------~----__________ __ 
; ... SHIHGTON 2 088 0 
wUT v"u:;uW\ 940 12 

1 857 0 
Not Partiei 

"'uEJilTO JIIICO 3 
'''EJIIICA!NlsA~''~O~A~~ ____ ~O ______________ ----__ ~ ______ ----------__ ------__ ----____________ ~_ 

o 

"""_,_14_"_"_1 A._H_A_S ___ '--__ , . .2.a... _______ 0... 

,fL.E: 

• STATUS OF STATES RE: 223(a)( 14) Carl W. Hamm, Chief, FG's 2/22/84 III 

Baseline Current YR. Period Period 
..." 

lL8J ,. JL83 'L.AB.MA 0;;: 1/82 - 3/82 
".ASKA 83 11'r6 - 12/76 I 1 81 - 12781 
"lIZ0NA 82 17ff2 - 8/82 'I '82 - 8/82 
'~KANS"'S 83 8/82 8, '83 

.: ALIF"(\RN'A 82 7/81 - 6/82 1/82 - 12 82 
:OL.ORAOO 83 1/80 - l2/tlO .1782 - 12 /82 
;OHHI!CTICUT tl3 7/tll - 6/82 7/82 - -6lff3 

• jE ... A .... RE tl3 12/81 - 9/82 l2/82 - 12/83 
)IST, OF" COL.UI<ISI" 1115 - l2/75 1/83 - 12/83 
',-01'110. b3 1/82 - 12/b2 7/82 - OT8'3 
":Ol'lGIA tl2 9/81 - 0/t!2 9/tll - 8/81 
<JAW"" b3 lO/02 - lO/83 10/82 - 107ff3 -OA ... O b2 110 Date NoW' 
L.L.IHOIS tl2 4/eo - 0/80 4/82 - 6/82 
"'OIAN. 82 - 7 / 82 - -97ff2 
';)WA 82 7 '81 - 0/82 7/81 -0/82 
'''''5:'5 ff3 2'83 2/8} 
<EHrUCKY 82 1 02 - 0/82 1/82 - b7tr2 
_'::U,$'''HA ;33 9/60 - 8/81 9/82 - 8/8~ 
... , .. E -83 198-3 198~ 
.. ,,'"vL. ..... ;) 82 1/75 - 12175 1/82 - 12782 
"A~SAC HI.tSE':'TS 83 
U,':H.c;A .. 02 1/82 - 12/82 1/82 - 12792 
...... ESO'!" A 82 -fl/81 ... 12/31 1/82 - 12782 
"'5SISS' .. ral 8) riB3 - 12/83 7/83 - 12/83 
""S!OUR' tl~~ 1/82 - 12/82 1/82 - 12782 
"'ONTAN ... 82 l{ffO - 12/80 1/81 - 1278'1 
.. £8"'''51(''' 83 l{aO - 12/80 1/82 - 1.2782 
.. €IIAO .... NE... . 
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-WVOMING -M"o 
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