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Institutional Capacity Study
Executive Summary

o

The present institutional expansion sLudy was conducted by ‘the Office of
Criminal Justice (0OC3) in response to a request from the Executive Office

received in November, 1979.

o

Concern regarding the institutional capacity issue has come from various
areas of the state and from a number of grfoups in recent years; however, the
primary impetus for the present study came from the Public Sector Coalition

through its transmittal regarding this matter to the Governor.

The, Public

Sector Coalition requested a 160 bed expansion of the current 648 secure bed
institutional capacity.

Tn 1977, based on a study conducted by the Department of Social Services,
Tnstitutional Services Division, Dr. John Dempsey proposed a 231 secure bed

4expansion of the then 578 bed institutional capacity.

This proposal re-

sulted in appropriations for the reopening of 70 previously closed beds,
but not the construction of 161 new secure beds.

‘In 1978, a subsequent DSS study (Michigan Residential Facilities Study)

examining the adequacy of the DSS secure capacity determined that with pro-

jected declines in the juvenile population, the 648 bed ‘s
for the immediate future.
population trends.

ize was sufficient
- This study -based its findings primarily on mational
It noted that the needed secure capacity was, however,

more a [unction of justice system/DSS policy dec131ons than any other single

factor.

The following summary presents major sections of the present study:

Y]

A) analysis

of the institutional problem capacity question; B) factors which contribute to
the current situation; C) factors which may impact on the problem in the future;
D) optional metheds of addressing the issue; and E) recommendations.

o
A. . Problem Analysis

1.

3.

The present ﬁSS secure institutional capacity has remained unchanged
since 1977-78, attaining 648 beds (568 male/80 female) in that year.

The number of delinquent wards admitted to department institutional
beds, including 123 non-secure beds, increased by over 8 percent

from 1977 to 1979. - Lo

A major comtributing factor to imstitutional capacity problems is

_the substantial reduction in truancy or unauthorized leaves from the

training schools. The number of youth on truancy status declined
from 19 percent on January 1, 1976 to 10.3 percent (January 1, 1978)
and 9.1 percent (April 1, 1979) The number of youth actually in .
training school beds rose from-°545 to 583 and 720 respectively on
these dates.
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4. The,number of delinquent wards awaiting placement in training: A
- schools has increased from less: than 100 to in excess of 160 . : Ny e - .
N : 7 ’ . O ; C. Tactors Which May Impact th¢ Institutional Capacity in the Future
& over the 1976-80 period.. The placement delay is presently between : = E — Y AE {f - pacity
§¥§;zzi52ree mépths as opposed to the department'g 15 day placement \i . Juvenile Population Decline - The Department .of Management and
’ ' , o = §;  . Budget projects a noteworthy reduction in the population with the
AR TR . ; o o reatest probability of training school referral--males in the
Ithshiuli be .noted this study‘dié not ‘examine whether referrals for training ,%, iZ—lG agepgroup Tiis group isgprOjected to decline from 1980 to
s . s . K S 8& P - g . v R
chool p acem?nts were De}?g made for apprqprlate youth. %‘ 1990 by 18.1 percent and not re-attain the present level until after
; ‘ . . S : . o i ‘the vear 2000. The number of minority males in this age group
B. TFactors Contributing to Pres wstituti = i the y , - ;
e essure on the Ipstitutions : »‘ﬁ however, may increase slightly (4 percent) from 1980 ‘to 2000.
1. Felony I/Status Offender Poli o ; & i ke - ; = - /
) olicy which prohibited th liy In 1976 the dep%rtment 1§sued a 2. Revised Juvenile Code - Provisions of the proposed new juvenile g /
P yw -prohibited the placement of status offenders in secure code (HB4774-H~4) were analyzed to determine the possible impact /
beds and reqp&red the placement of selected seriously delinqueiit on secure treatment needs ' Ve
\\ ) wards in raining schools. This policy has apparently significantly ; ‘ ) 7
! increased Igstitutional refer o . . ) /
2 for non—WayﬁE County males(anza%im§§2§wéyn§ ;9““tY maleS. .Referrals a. Waiver of Juveniles. to Adult Courts — No impact is anticipated y
< alsokiﬁcreaséEX\but only mar gy and Wayne: County fgmales have resulting from this section, as HB4774 incorporates language /
o N Argina’ly. ) .already contained in the present Supreme Court Rules, 4
2 zzuancy Rgduzﬁ%on MEAS noted above;.imProvgd training SChOOI‘per— b. Direct Sentencing to Training Schools - No impact related to ﬁ
H rmagce‘z? is arta has resulted in increased pressure on the o this section is foreseen as youth who would most. likely be
epartment's institutio 5 ity., E ' iR ) N : g p
- P 2 instit nal.capacity gsentenced to institutions are currently covered by the Felony I,
3. Other factors: - N foender Policy. Hf/
‘ : J
Y . 7 :
, . o : i ifi ion"® i i 1 Release -~ The -°
°a. Length of § - T s ' . c. Mandatory Judicial Notifiecation'of Institutiona T
hasgincreaszzyin 32?e§23122§§ 2520018 léverage.length‘of stay ©  rvevised code provides for fixed sentences for certain~offe§ders
1974-75. the average 1 yth £ m ear 1e; periods. P?lor“to' unless the Youth Parole and Review Board (PRB) agrees to early
the average is nowgoveinil Q;tﬁtay ¥i? less than 10 Tonths;’ 4 release of a youth covered by this section. If the sentgncing
represéntg‘a reducti f 730? S- i ;S 9.1 percent increase, . judge objects to the release, the PRB must unanimously Agree
with a 648 bed tréingﬁ osch6-1 yout ‘§:at can be held per year . to the release decision.. The impact of this provision/ is ex-
‘ ‘ g school capacity. pected to have a slight adverse effect on training sghool
b. Greater Reliance on state Juvenile Justice Services - There is ‘population. - : // k
p somebezldence Fhat a larger proportion of a%l delinquent youth d. Mandatory Training School Release at 19.5 years ﬁ/fhe present.
are: being Commltted to the department than in earlier years. ' age of mandatory release (19) would be increased/under HB4774
Und e . ‘ oL . ” to 19.5 in certain cases. Virtually noiyghth g&e currently
c. nderutilization of Department/Private Alternatives to Insti- held until the present mandatory release age ghd.so,minimal
tution?lizati?n - ?here ie considerable evidence that department impact is anticipated resulting from this sggfion. Some increase
community re31degt1a; care placements are being underutilized in the average length of stay, however, may/eccur. _—
at the present time. Private agency placements may also be used / // ’ ‘
less often than would be appropriate. - e. Other - Several other provisions of HB&7?%/could have modest
d el k . A i X . ‘ effects on the secure capacity.  These %nclude the statewide
- Creater Reliance on Secure Placement for Delinquents - The pre- availability of 24-hour crisis interve Yion services, the
s Vloule noted increase in reliance on secure placements has not , " construction of regional detention centers and the virtual pro-
occurred as a result of increased juvenile crime. hibition against juvenile jailirgs. ['hese code changes are
Juvenil i 0 pot expected to have any,appreciabl//effect on the long-term
“ ?Venl e crime, as measured by arrest, has declined dramatically secure beds needed in the future. /- ‘ _ P -
4 sl§ce 1974 through 1978.‘ Total juvenile apprehensions for all o , // )
P ‘nmofi-status offend?rs have decreased from over 70,000 in 1974 to Michigan Economy —»The'possibleceffegflof the state's recession
‘%ess thgn ?O,QOO in 1978. Juv$n11e apprehensions for offenses economy on the future need for secure beds was briefly assessed.
1?cluqed w1th%§ the depart?ent s Felony 1 Offender Policy have The impact anticipated is believed «to be minimal. Since the juvenile
. llkew?se declined substantially over the periods unemployment rate has been armdcontinues to be at such high levels,
I ’ ’ further increases should have a modest effect. Furthermore, juveniles
N ’ generally have the option of remaining in school'rather°thdn entering
- ; . o » N
; ) { -
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the job market, (i.e., in future adverse economic times the
dropout vate will probably go down and high school Gompletion
and entrance tc higher education may increase). °Some short-term
impact here however, is possible. '

Other Possible‘FuEure Developnients -

0

- role ggfinition of department CSW's which will be undertake {in

the near future may result in lower training school reliancey) A
- federally funded study will examine the role of the CSW in the
‘state delinquency service networkin 1980-81. - g

@

b. Detroit/Wayne County Case Assessment Committee (CAGC) ~ The CAC
g is an effort to facilitate the placement of youth held in the’
Wayne County Youth Home with private agencies. Although this
~ effort has not achieved noteworthy success over its brief tenure, .
" it holds some promise of increasing the use of private placements
as opposed to state training school referrals in the future. The
CAC may also serve as a first step in the development of a central
scriéening and referral program for the Detroit/Wayne County area.
A“Central screening and referral project is currently being pro-
posed by Detroit Metropolitan Area United Community Services
agency. : : : N
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SN ’ - D. ‘Optional Methods of Addressing the Issue

'COnstructionwof 160uNEW Secure Beds - This option is estimated to
require $5.8 - 8.2 million in state funding and approximately 30

“months of plamning and construction before the beds could be available.

The estimated amnual operating costs for these beds at the current per

diem rate ($66.40) would be $3.9 million (one~half of this amount would

be from state general fund appropriations).

‘This option requires either the assumption that a reduction in,the
state's total juvenile population will not result in-a significant
reduction in the need for secure beds or there will be no reduction
in the state's juvenile population. This alternative also requires

substantial state capital outlay during the present economic recession.

No Action ~ This response;wguld be appropriate only if the projected
'12-16 age group population decline is expected to result in a rapid
reduction in the need for secure beds. This option would ignore the
current oVercrowding,'inappropriate programming and high expense
associated with maintaining state delinquent wards in local detention
centers pending placement in training schools. :

No action on this issue may also invite civil legal action.
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3. Initiate a Concertéd Effort to Make Optimal Use of Existing Resources -

 This alternative has'seve;al components:

a.

» [

Ipcrease phe Use of Department Community Residential Care (CRC)
Alternatives to Institutionalization. !

Currently these placement (DSS group homes and half-way houses) o
are not being used to capacity. In part, the reason for the present

‘underutilization relates to the department's method of administering

these placements through local county offices. More centralized
coordination of CRC placements may result in a more acceptable
utilization rate, = ' |

It is noted that the department's Depentralized Delinquency Services
in Michigan study found community placements (including the return
of a youth to his/her home) were the most cost-effective of alls
placements. ‘

5

Expanded Use of Private Agency Resources - The current use of
private agencies by the department is believed to be significantly
below the potential level. Unfortunately, information concerning

the availability of private placements is even less adequate than thaf

{ .
for tie public sector. There are indications, however, that the
department could increase its use of private placements beyond the
existing level. ‘

The department's Office of Children and Youth Services (0CYS) is
presently negotiating the block purchase of 60 private beds to be
used for wards that would otherwise go to a department training
school. This purchase, which is expected to be finalized in

June, 1980, should positively impact the need for long term place-
ments, provide relief to the local detention center overcrowdihg
problem and may be less expensive than holding wards in detention
centers. :

Other Department Options -

1) Ig—Home Detention Programs - Development of these programs
~1n areas containing detention centers with the highest
concentration of delinquent wards could signficantly reduce

detention facility overcrowding.

In-home’ detention returns youth who would otherwise be de-
tained in a local facility, but do not pose a substantial
risg to public safety, to their own homes under close super-
vision. These programs have been pioneered in this state in
Berrien County. They have demonstrated considerable success
and substantial cost saving, with minimal risk. ‘
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The largé number of
in the Wayne County

$92.00 per youth represents a major expense for the state.
There is evidence that many of these youths{could be placed
on au in-house detention program at’ considerable savings. B
The averdge length of time in detention for state wards
in the Wayne County Youth Home is 37.6, days, for an-average cost

of §3,462 per youth

Mo:é Expeditious Placement of Wards - Cons;;é§able%time in
certain local detention centers is being recg.ded for state

wards that are’even
County wards averag
tributes to local a

local expenses. Department attention to this problem may

state wards currently being detained
Youth Home with a per diem cost of

tually‘returned‘to fheir own homes (Wayne
e 46 days)s. This unnecessary delay con-—
etention center overcrowding and state/
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Ié is b ( :
elieved that major improvements in CSW performaﬁcg

could b .

that CS; iz;izsiizgii gif? Einimal department attention, and
a {4 ’
institutional capacity qUestizs a significant impaqt on ‘the

REIOMMENDED COURSES OF ACTiON

The following.recomm ~
analysisowigiﬁﬁzch?indeg cgurscs of action are suggested by the 0CJ

518, b eved that the Lo € T
oAy It diy recommendations are workable. and' realistic

1. - An _expansion of the pres
at this time,

en,’. ) 5 . . i
» t ingtitutional capacity is not recommended

3
5
& 8

have positive results. o

ENIEEN
S

)

Reduce the A%érag& Length of Institutigpal gstay - As noted
earlier, the average length of stay (1.63) is an important
variable in determining the.institutional capacity. Efforts
to reduce the LOS would increase the annual training school
capacity. o S B
S

S v
A number of approaches to;address,theQLOS isgue have been
proposed. : =

g RN

/y
4

First, the annualiParole and Review Board (PRB) hearing could
be held after-a youth has been in the training schoolsplace-
ment for 10 months versus the present 12 months. This
method will be initiated on an experimentinl basis for youth
held at the Adrian Training School.

a tem
b poigzsrzhzgezgmeﬁgn, that can be modified in the short term
Long torm, by gxﬂéwd gh need not reduce public safety and in té k
afdecline’in thep.z e ialternat;ives to dnstitutionalization ande
R vtielr bosin oi Zﬁn le population. This recommendétion is onl
il S g zxtremely high cost of secure instituiigga{
mstructic Aslhag . u»get:cons?raint§ currently experiencéd b
ipaniedpienl egpensiv eez n?ted, institutional capacity expansioi
cies. A decision toeguiig;zdgi:g 2 Sty foe Consuming pro=.

. alleviate institutional pressuresogii\zzggr;oziﬁz‘Will nqt |

v) ¥ y g

sufficient secure and non-s
population.

ecure -
ecure beds to accpmmodate the state delinquent

£
%

2 .

h\

&

Second, institutional center

diréctors may’ be given new

authority to release certain low risk classes-of youth sub-
ject to PRB review. 1

0A third approach would be to heighten attention and dccount-
ability to the LOS issue within the imstitutional services
division. This method proved to be effective in reducing
previously high rates of institutional truancy.

A fourth method would bé to initiate training school “intake
screening procedures. Currently, department institutions do
notLsystematicallYVreview‘placement requests to determine the
appropriateness of those requests. It is beliéved that some
screening at the point of referral may insure that alternatives

It°is r i e :
reduce :ﬁzmzjggzd‘tEaF the Hegartment make a concentrated effort to
especially for fge length of institutional stay from present level ;
A S iga e wards. Present efforts under consideration =
T you%h'setgiigiejandhreziew board hearing at the 10 month
' - L ning school sta ' i
dir ” : 528 ay and instituti
wéctor release foa certain offender groups are%su;pggiidcﬁnter

A

3. Depart of £ A :
partment efforts to purchase blocks of private agency placements

4.

3

are supporteéd. The department is '
= - RES = ,S encouraged to e e
/:thiS“PraCtlce if initial efforts prove to be sucéﬁz:?ilits>use o

It is re d * ] ’
commended that the department develop a more centralized

and uniform communi i ! |
anag ; ty residential care 3 i
referral clearinghouse capacity. Progfem with s state-level.

<

-t training school placem

ent are

thoroughly considered prior

td institutionmalization.

Recommendat: i , . ‘
ations for New Programming and Administrative Procedural or Po

it ————————————— T T g i
. i

‘A final approaCh is improved,community service worker (C8W)
training and monitoring. ‘As has been noted previously, the
CSW holds a key role in the placement of youth in the t¥aining

school setting. and in returning the youth to the community.

¥

5.

nadae e t ’

process to insure that alternati
2r - ‘ ve placements for outh i
exempted from Type I Felony ORfender policy aﬁdyothareiziiﬁ}e =

recommended for institutional . P
mlﬁﬁ) sidered. = nal placements have béén thoroughly con-
s . R

ped

e T T

i R
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6. It is recommended that available public and private community
placements be used to the fullest extent possible consistent with
legitimate concerns for public safety and the:appropriate treatnent
needs of youth. The principle of least restrictive most cost-
beneficial treatment option should be a primary determinant of

placement choice. @

7. It is recommended that the department develop delinquency commitment
guidelines for local juvenile courts. It is also recommended that the
department review its internal policies (MDSS Service Manual #B-330)
concerning out—of~home placements for delinquent state wards.

8. It is recommended that’ community service worker (CSW) performance be
more closely monitored, especially those CSW services that are directed
at youth who have been discharged from institutions and those CSWi_i
activities related ‘to processing of youth into and out of department
institutions. C ‘ >

9. It is recommended that measures to increase post institutional youth
productivity (i.e., school enrollment, job training and employment)

~ be expanded.

10. it is recommended that the state move affirmately to develop a

E comprehensive justice services information:system. It .is believed
that such an information system is nécessary for significant improve-
ments In justice system efficiency; effectiveness and accountability
to occur.

[=3

=

11. It is recommended that new community-based alternatives to institutional

programming for chronic delinquents, 'such as the Chicago Unified Inter-
vention Services (UDIS) Program, be explored and.implemented.

Recommendations to reduce local detention center overcrowding caused by
state wards.

12. It is recommended that efforts of the Wayne County area Case Assess—
ment Committee (CAC) be continued and strengthened. The CAC and other
central screening and referral mechardisms should be examined and
impleémented or expanded where appropriate. ’

13. It is recommended that the department develop an in-home detention
program in Wayne.County and elsewhere for state wards that do not
pose a serious risk to public safety, but are being detained in local
detention centers awaiting training school or other placements. ~

- ’

14. It is recommended that accused and adiuJ{;ated status offenders
(other than those youth involved in subsequent status offense while
on local probation for non-status offenses or state P. A. 150 wards)
not be detained in secure-local detention centers.

[

P S et . i e e e

o

P

¥

2

A

,.

wmen o + <
£ 291 g g

BACKGROUND

The current Public Sector Coalition request for 160 additional institutional
beds is the latest in a series of such requests. Studles on the question of
institutional. expansion were conducted by the Departmerit of Social Services

in 1977 and again in 1978. The 1977 analysis called for the expansion of

the maximum institutional capacity of the Department from 578 to 809 through
the funding of 70 existing beds (these beds had previously been closed be-
cause of low institutional intake rates) and the construction of an additiomnal
161 beds. The requested 231 bed expansion resulted in authorization for the
funding of 70 existing beds, but not the construction of 161 new beds.

The 1978 study, entitled "The Michigan Residential Facilities Project" con-
cluded that institutional expansion was not justified.” This study based its
findings primarily on projected declines in the national juvenile population
through the year 2000. The population analyses and generf; conclusions of
this study are examined later in this report (pages 32-36ﬁ§4 Y

~

The present DSS institutional capacity of 771 beds (see Table 1), was attained
in FY78 and includes 95 non secure beds in camps located in northern Michigan
and 28 beds in Arbor Heights Center. The total number of DSS secure beds
currently equals 648, {

It should be noted that in 1969 there were 1,130 secure beds. The closing of
the Lansing Boys Training School (330 bheds) and reduction by 140 beds of>the
Adrian Training School capacity (previous capacity 280 beds) brought the total
secure institutional capacity to the current number of secure beds.

Table 2 presents the number of juveniles admitted to department institutions
by sex, referring jurisdiction (Wayne County and non-Wayne County), and by
quarter since 1976. The table suggests the pressure on DSS institutions has
grown over the period at a rate whilch exceeds the increase in institutional
capacity of 70 beds in 1977 described above.

The number of Wayne County males coming into the system can be seen to have
increased substantially with the establishment of the DSS Felony I/Status
Offegder policy in July, 1976. This higher level of Wayne County referrals
has varied somewhat since 1977, but has remained consistentiy higher than
pre-July, 1976 levels with the exception of the fourth .quarter, 1978. In
this quarter, the department experienced reporting problems which distorted
and drastically underestimated Wayne County reported intakes.

Non-Wayne County institutional male referrals have also increased somewhat
since the Felony I Offender policy was initiated, but to a much lesser extent.
Female referrals appear to have been less affected by the felony policy than
for males, except for Wayne County female referrals in 1977. In general,
female referrals have remained very low during the period, esgfsially in com-
parison with male referrals. . P

In summary, the -volume of referrals to State dnstitutions has increased in
recent years, while the institutional capacity hag remained essentially static.
This imbalance in requests for public secure placements and the inability of
DSS to accommodate this volume of requests with the existing resources has .
resulted in a perceived need to expand the existing resources.
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TABLE 1
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS
Security Level
Maximum Secure Non-Secure Total h
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Femgl? . Total

Institutional Center

"'W. J. Maxey Training School

GreenFOak Center
Olympic Center
Sequoyah Center
Summit Center
ﬁ}Reception Center

Adrien Training School

-Arbor Heiéhts Center

Camps
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100

52
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60 80

21 7
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416 80

116 7
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1st Quarter
2nd Quarter
3rd Quarter
4th Quarter
TOTAL

1977
lst Quarter
2nd Quarter
3rd Quarter
4th Quarter
TOTAL

1978
l1st Quarter
2nd Quarter
3rd Quarter
4th Quarter
TOTAL

1979
¢ lst Quarter
2nd Quarter
$ 3rd Quarter
4th Quarter
TOTAL

1980

1st Quarter

-3~

TABLE 2

INSTITUTIONAL INTAKE BY QUARTERS, 1976 - 1980

Wayne County

Male Female
24 N.A.
36 N.A.

44 N.A:

7 N.A

178 13
77 6
63 5
59 7
66 14

266 32
52 7
67 4
60 9
28 1

207 21
62
60
76
N.A.  N.A.
N.A.  N.A.

" N.A.  N.A.

N.A. = Not Available

Non Wayne County

Male Female
68 N.A,
70 N.A.
77 N.A.
53 N.A.

268 36
59 13
58 10
75 16
71 8

263 47
74 11
86 7
59 11

83 12
302 41
73 11
95
87 4

N.A N.A .

N.A N.A.
N.A.  N.A.

Source: DSS Institutional Ceriter Reports

g A e 1S

Michigan Totél

Male Female
92 N.A.
106 N.A,
121 N.A,
127 N.A,
446 49
136 19
121 15
134 23
138 22
529 79
126 18
153 11
119 20
111 13
509 62
135 13
155 11
163 11
N.A. N.A.
N.A. N.A,
207 12 .

Total

N.A.
N.A,
N.A.
N.A.
495

155
136
157
160
608

144
164
139
124
571

148
166
164
181
659

219
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OVERVIEW OF ANALYSTS

The following analysis exaﬁines the issue of the Department of Social Services
institutional capacity. This issue is viewed from a variety of perspectives.

The initial section of the report attempts to determine the extent to which
certain factors contribute to the perceived need for an expanded training

school capacity.
Factors included in this section are:

A, Institutional truancy
B.  Average length of institutional stay i
C. Institutional intake/discharge processing

D. Type I felony offender policy

E, Private agency placements

F. Community service workers and training school placements
G. Training school waiting list

H. Increased reliance on state delinquency sexrvices

I. Alternatives to institutionalization

' Each of these factors are believed to directly or indirectly influence the

present need for secure beds. The majority of these elements are also subject
to policy or administrative intervention. In general, the factors covered in
this section currently effect the institutional capacity, i.e., they appear

to contribute to the perceived need for more secure beds. It is believed that
these factors, however, could be neutralized with policy changes or administra-
tive action. '

The second major section examines factors which may impact‘on the institutional
capacity question in the future. These factors include:

A. The projected decline in the juvenile population
B. . Trends in juvenile apprehensions

C. GEconomic trends

D. Revised juvenile code (HB4774 H-4)

These factors are clearly much less amenable to the department or juvenile
court influence, but can be expected to impact on the juvenile justice system
and need for secure out-of-home placement to some extent.

The third major report section reviews the results of tfaining school placements
in terms of:

. Educational achievement

Post dinstitutional release recidivism

Post institutional release and the adult corrections system

Post institutional productivity (i.e., youth involvement in post release
employment, vocaticnal training and/or education)

oo

This section briefly presents various aspects of institutional programming and
their impact on training school youth.

~5-

?he four§h section describes the rates of institutionalization and deinstitutional-
%zaFion in Michigan in comparison with the rates of other states. This review

is 1nt¢nded toé provide.a point of reference to guide consideration of Michigan's
present rate of use of secure placements. Information in this section provides

Fhe range of reliance on secure and community based placements prevalent in 1974

in states across the country. '

The final section summarizes the information and findings contained in this

report and makes recommendations concerning the institutional capacity question.
Each of the sections briefly examines saliéht information pertaining to the above
factors and their relationship to the adequacy of the present secure institutional
size. The study is not exhaustive of all the factors which contribute to preSsure
on the training schools, nor are the contributing factors that are included in
this report covered in great depth., However, it is believed the issue ‘is

analyzed in sufficilent detail to firmly support the acti i
final section of the report, °P o recomménded i the

The primary we;*ness of the present study is i i i (
= y is in the inadequacy of the information

and ?ata that were available on the key variables of the system noted above.

Despite this problem, it was possible in most instances to indirectly if not

directly assess the quantitative and qualitative aspects of most aspects of each
of the variables under study. 4 it

I
il

The present study did not attempt to detersiine which youth should be placed in

secure set?ings and for how long. These major questions were not directly examined
d?e to their complexity and the inadequacy of current data as noted above. Explora-
tion of these questions in the future is strongly recommended. S
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III. FACTORS RELATED TO PRESSURE ON THE INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY

INSTITUTIONAL TRUANCY DECLINE

Secure juvenile institutions have historically been justified as places to
securely confine young persons apart from society either to protect the
community from dangerous youth; or to hold youth who have repeatedly broken
the law and for whom all other less restrictive alternatives have been tried
without success.

. The éapacity to effectively hold youth within the secure setting must be

considered a prime purpose of institutions.

In the early 1970's,DSS institutions experienced a significant truancy prob-
lem. This problem resulted in a loss of confidence in these institutions
by courts and the public. The 1980 Michigan Office of Criminal Justice
Crime in Michigan opinion survey found, for example, public confidence in
"Youth Detention Homes" to be the lowest of any criminal justice agency/
organization.

The public's confidence in juvenile detention is believed to be similar to

its confidence in juvenile institutions. (It is noted that the public confi-
dence in jails and prisons is also very low).

To address the truancy problem, DSS increasingly held iﬁstitutional staftf
accountable for truancy incidents involving youth under their supervision.
They also held youth in training school positive peer cultural (PPC) groups

responsible for truanting incidents amongz their group members. These efforts

plus-concentrated efforts to return truanting youth to institutions as rapidly
as possible, have made a noteworthy impact on truancy in recent years.

Table 3 presents the numbers of youth in DSS institutions on truant status
on January lst over the 1972-78 period and on April lst for 1979. From this
presentation it can be seen that the number and percentage of institutional
truants on this series of one day surveys have declined substantially since
1972. The reduction in youth on truant status from 396 in 1972 to 72 in

1979 is a decrease of 81.8 percent. The number of youth actually in dnstitu-
tions on the days sampléd on the other hand has increased only 13.0 percent
from the 1972 level.

It should be noted that the previous high rates of truancy did have one
positive aspect, it enabled the department to exercise much greater flexi-
bility with respect to its capacity. Obviously, if a youth was on truant
status, his/her bed in the institutional center was available for a new
admission if the need arose.

The argument has been advanced that if institutional truancy today approxi-

-mated the rates of 1972-74, there would be no requests for an expansion of

institutional capacity. The data provided in Table 3 appears to support that
position. o
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YEARL
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

19792

1

2

ACTIVE
637
463
558
562
545
583
669

720

April 1, 1979

(61.7%)
(55.6%)
(68.6%)
(77.7%)
(81.0%)
(87.0%)
(89.7%0

(90- 9%)

January lst of each year

-_-«7 -

Table 3

DSS INSTITUTIONAL TRUANCY |

BT

TRUANT

396
270
256
l6l
128

87

77

4 (38.372)

(44.4%)

(31.42)

TOTAL

1,033

(22.3%)

(19.0%)
(13.0%)

(10.3%)

(9.1%}

Soutrce -~ DSS Institutional Centers Report, December,

BN

1979.

833
814
723

673

670

746

792

(100.0%)
(1.00.0%)
(100.0%)

(100.0%)

(100.0%)

(100.0%)
(100.0%)

(100.0%)
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female youth in the 648 secure beds (Table 6 1974~79 change) translates to

o -8

3 o

[

AVERAGE LENGTH OF INSTITUTIONAL STAY

An important variable in determining the capacity of an institutional system
is the average length of time a person is held in that system. The rate of
inmate turnover greatly influences the number of persons that can be held
within a fixed capacity system over a given period of time. Table 4 presents
the numbers of youth that can be served with various average lengths of stay

.(L0S) given the present capacity of DSS institutions (771) and the capacity *

with 160 addltlonal beds (931).

It should be noted that youth in DSS institutions are placed for an indeter-— s

minant length of @ime. Release may occur at any point up to the age of 19
when release is mandatory. DSS institutional release procedures and proces-
sing are described in a later section of this report.

From Table 4 it can be seen that the average LOS has a direct impact on the
numbers of youth the DSS institutional facilities can accommodate. For °
example, the present DSS system could serve an additional 257 youth per year

if af}Z month average LOS could be reduced to a nine month LOS.

The 1nst1tutional services division has recently attempted to address the

L0S issue by reducing the proportion of youth held over 11 months.

Table 5 from the December, 1979 Institutional Centers Report presents training
school releases over the 1974-79 period by length of stay. This table sug-
gests that the® percentage of males released after 11 months has increased
substantially since 1974. This trend was not found among training school
feitales. The female percentage held over 11 months declined somewhat in the
7/7&—12/78 period before returning to the previous high levels. Thaxpercen—
tage of females held longer than 11 months has been consistently and signifi—
cantly higher than males over the time period included in the table. “

The average length of institutional stay in DSS facilities is presented in
Table 6. During the 1978~79 period, the LOS of males released from secure
placements approximated 11 months, while the female ward LOS fluctuated
between 12 and 14 months. The average LOS for the total secure population
(including males and females) was 11.7 months during the January 1979-June,
1979 period. This is in contrast to the average 11.1 months during the
July 1979-December 1979 period and average LOS of the 10.6 months recorded
during the 1974-75 period. The additional .8 month served by male and R
52 fewer youth served in institutions annually with the 1979 LOS of 11.4
months in comparison with the 1974-75 10S of 10.6. Fifty-two placements
would accommodate approximately \50 percent of the youth on the 1nst1tut10nal v
Waltlng list. ~ )

L\ = -
Conversely, 160 additional beds would\serve only ‘173 'youth per year with a *

maintenance of the 7/79-12/79 11.1 month average LOS.

It should be noted that in the years prior to 1924—75, the DSS LOS was
around nine to ten months.

o
Y

Q

(N

TABLE 4

ANNUAL - INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY BY AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (LOS)

Length of Stay

(Months)

L~V W

Institutional Capacity
771 Beds (No. of Youth)

Iﬂstitutional
931 Beds (No.

g

9,252
4,626
3,084
2,313

1,850

1,542
1,322
1,157
1,028
925
841
771
514 -
385.5

Capacity
of- Youth)

11,172

5,586
3,724
2,793
2,234
1,862
1,582
1,396.5
1,238
1,117
1,016
931
623

465.5
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TABLE 3 :
N
TRENDS IN INSTITUTIONAL LENGTH OF STAY*
N ) _iMale‘
| Baseline  7/76 - 1/77 -  1/77 - 1/718 -  7/78 = 179 -  7/19 &
Percentage  7/74 - 6/76  12/76 6/77 12/77 6/78 . 12/78 6/79 12/79
released N =727 N = 191 N = 162 N = 223 N = 231 NF\: 218 N = 262 N = 23'3
in: , L s
0 - 3 mos. A% 1% 07 0% 0% 1% 2% 0%
4 -~ 7 mos. 28% 18% 19% 14% 14% 17% 167 21%
8 - 11 mos. 41% 47% 427, 42% 427 45% 367 39%
Over 11 mos. 30% 34% 39% 447 447 37% 467, 40%
Female
Baseline 7/76 - 1/77 - 7/77 - 1/78 - 7/78 - 1/79 - 7/79 -
Percentage 7/74 - 6/76 12/76 6/77 12/77 6/78 12/78 6/79 12/79
released N = 211 N =29 N =27 N = 36 N = 31 N = 32 N = 41 N =18
in: .
0 - 3 mos. 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6%
4 - 7 mos. 7% 0% 15% - 36% 19% 127% 5% 11%
8 - 11 mos. 28% 38% 197 T 147 32% 38% 29% 22%
Over 11 mos. 627% 62% 66% *50% 497 50% 66% 61%
#Excluding Camps and Arbor Heights o
Source: DSS Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979
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1; TABLE 6 | | / I,_/i‘j}
| AVERAGE LENGTH OF INSTITUTIONAL STAY 1974-1979 ? ! el
@ : (in months) | .
| |/ -
| |
«g Secure { g
é — i
i i
i
32 Baseline “ , . Change {f
% ' 7/74 - 12/75 1/78 - 6/78 7/78 - 12/78 1/79 - 6/79  7/79 - 12/79 74-79 . .
fi ‘ & '
, | Male 9.9 11.0 1.0 11.3 11.0 +1.1 |
Il Female 13.0 12.3 13.2 13.9 12,2 - .8
[ TOTAL 10.6 11.2 11.3 11,7 L 11.1 + .5 J
f
) }
; R § Non~Secure g
. i —_—
» Jz
'i ) Male 5.2 5.4 5.8 6.0 5.7 + .5 ‘
* I Female N.A. N.A, N.A, N.A, N.A. N.A
A TOTAL 5.2 5.4 5.8 6.0 5.7 + .5 L :
il n
1‘ Total Institutional Average (including camps) ) )
. ‘ / Male 8.5 10.1 9.9 10.5 9.5 + 1.0
o : T Female 13.0 12.3 13.2 13.9 12.2 - .8 ‘
AT ; TOTAL 9.3 10.4 10.3 11.0 9.8 + .5 r
- _ |
| ’
Source: DSS Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979
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.- of mental health problems and previous mental health placements.

The LOS information discussed to this point does not:include youth held in
DSS camps or in Arbor Heights. The LOS for youth in these placements is
considerably shorter than for youth held in a more secure center. The LOS
for youth released from camps was 5.7 months for the July 1979 - December
1979 period. The LOS for camps increased every recent reporting period
gsince the July 1974 - December 1975 baseline was established, with the
exception of the most recent six month period (5.2 months in July 1974 -
December 1975, 5.4 months for January 1978 - June 1978, 5.8 months for

July 1978 - December 1978). The camp increase, however, was much less than
for those youth held in secure beds.

Youth released from the Arbor Heights Center had LOS of 21.0 months for

July 1974 - December 1975, but this LOS declined to 15.4 months for January
1978 - June 1978, 8.0 months for July 1978 - December 1978 and 7.7 months

for January 1979 - June 1979. Arbor Heights is the only institutional center
with a decreasing LU5. As noted in another section of this report (page 2),
Arbor Heights has a capacity of 28, the camps can hold 95 youth.

The LOS reported by the department reflects only time served at the institu-
tional center from which the youth was released. It does mot include time
served in previous institutional centers, such as the Reception Center which
usually subsequently transfers youth to another secure placement. The reported
10S alsc does not include time served in a local secure detention home. This
DSS reporting method, therefore, underestimates the actual time a youth spends
in a secure setting under the nominal supervision of the department. A
This problem is greatest for youth held in Green Oaks Center. Many of these
youth are transferred into Green Oaks after an unsuccessful stay in their
initial institutional placement.

Considerations germane to this aspect of the institutional capacity question
relate to theé relationship of LOS to a successful dinstitutional experience.
Research, however, has not been able to consistently demonstrate a relation- -
ship between post release recidivism and the length ¢f institutional stay.
Some studies have found a relationship between longer length of institutional
stay and lower recidivism; others have found no relationship. Research has,

hqwever,‘found longer lengths of stay make managing institutions more difficult.
(Sarris, 1976, p. 89%.

It is noteworthy that females are detained substantially longer than male
institutional wards, despite the fact that females aré sef’t to institutions
for generally less severe offenses, and after fewer previous adjudicated
offenses and fewer court appearances. ' Females, as a group, are also

younger at institutional admission than males.

The Institutional Servieces Division has indicated that the females held in
department facilities have a greater likelihood than males to have histories
The females
alsg are believed by Institutional Services to have serious personal problems
‘that are more difficult to program for and which require a more lengthy
treatment approach. ‘ 8

A
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It is noted, howéverf’ghﬁ% even if the female institution wards are more
difficult to work with than their male counterparts; in general, the female
population has had a longer average length of stay than the most problemmatic
group of male-wards (Green Oak Center youth) for every six month reporting
period since 1974 except July 1979 - December 1979. :

: . : oY . : =
It is not known why females receive harsher treatment, at least in terms of

length of Stay, than males; however, this male~feniale 10S disparity should
be addressed by .the department. o o

\\v ,/
\y

DSS INSTITUTIONAL INTAKE/DISCHARGE PROCESSING
1. DSS Institutional Diséharge Processing

The LOS issue is directly related to institutional intake and discharge'
processing. Appendix B provides a schematic presentation of this
processing as described by DSS in the July 1979 Final Report of the Task
Force on Management and Administration of the W. J. Maxey Training School.,
’ages Bl-6 in the Appendix includes processing procedures into ang out of
the .open program at the Maxey Training School (Summit, Sequoya, and Olympic
Centers); pages B-~7 and B-8 the Reception Center and pages B~9-11 describe
Green Oak Center (maximum security) processing. ’ :

From these charts it can be seen that out

the youth group (positive peer group), the staff team (includes youth

group leader, one teacher, and several youth specialists), the county

cqmmunity service worker supervisor, the youth's community service

worker, 'and ultimately, the Youth Parole and Review Board (PRB).

?he release'decision may also be influenced by the sentencing juvenile

judge. Release may occur as a result of Parole and Review Board action

at the youth's annual review hearing or at a release hearing. v
R . '

At either of these hearings the PRB may choose to continue a youth's

placément, grant a leave of absence (LOA) and/or release the,youth to

a cOmmun?ty placement. Exit processing for Green Oak Ceﬂter$ycuth ‘
usually includes a 90 day LOA .stay in a DSS half-way house. Release for

youth in the Individual Treatment Program (ITP) located in the Reception

Center is similar to the “general process described for youth in the open

programs except there is no youth group involvement.

Processing is influenced by

Significant factors in the .PRB release decision include the youth's
progress in:placemgn;g(determined by monthly evaluation reports and
kunugyal incident réports), the circumstances of the:immediate and previous
offenses which resulted in state wardship, -and the release plan (to be

submitted by the youth's community service worker). This material is
contained in the release summary report. o
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‘ area.

2. Intake Processing

The institutional intake process begins with the commitment of a youth to

the state by ‘a juvenile court .judge.

S

. Following this commitment, the youth is assigned to a community .service .
worker or CSW who dévelops an individual treatment plan. As indicated @

earlier, youth commitfted to the state because of conviction for a Type ¥ The department currently has not developed i

. Juvenile eloped advisor |

3 delingue iudges to assist them to determine when tg guldelines to &

quent youth to the state would be appropriate € commitment of g ¥
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I Felony, unless exempted, will be assigned to the institutional waiting
list. Youth committed to the state for offenses other than Type I
Felonies may or may not be considered for training schoel placement.
- This decision is made by the CSW and his supervisor, not by the institu-
tional staff. Appendix B, page 1 impliies. that the training school
accepts or rejects youth; this screening process is not actually per-

formed at institutional intake. '
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It is generally believed that youth who are committed to the department
guidelines for th
e adult corrections system in th

for Type I felonies are placed in training schools, while youth committed
to the department for other offenses are not placed in secure settings
initially. The latter type of youth is believed to be placed in an

institation only after at least one subsequent offense while under state 7

At least three fa
ctors should be copsi
Sropent nsidered at thig i i
expgndedognziiZoEFh placed in secure beds may increazzlzzéh pininalhes
restrictive>but30§f;al ctapacity. Here the question of the U:Z.Of 1
ome placement options and the legitimate provis:?gst
‘ n

wardship. The training school population is primarily comprised of non-
Tvpe I Felony youth. Therefore, the failure rate of non-Type I Felony
wards in non-training school settings is high and/or these youth are
placed in the training schools immediately at the initial DSS commitment.
Perhaps the overriding reason for the greater proportion of non-Type 1
Felony offenders in the institutions is ‘the greater number of non-Type T

Felony offenders committed.

.

Youths who for whatever reason(s) are inappropriately referred to an
institutional center are of comsiderable concern and relevance to this
study. These youth would probably not be out-processed until his/her
file material is received by the institution and until the convening of
30 day conference and subsequent Parole and Review Board action.

While it is not believed that substantial numbers of youth are placed in
“institutions when non-institutional placements would be more appropriate,
it may well be that youth who are in the greatest need of long term insti-
 tutional care are not placed as soon as they might be with a different,

. more priOrity—orieqted, process. Coa
The presént prdcessrpas its emphé§i§‘on a chronological waiting list
placement, not on need. Furthermore, with the current placement process,
the need of a given youth is not fully known except in rare cases until
he/she and the file reaches the institution. It should be noted that the
youth's case file can arrive from the CSW at any point in the intake
process, including after a youth has arrived at the Center.
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"Cobo Hall incident". Tt required that any youth committed to the state for a
serious felony (Homicide, Assault, Criminal Sexual Conduct, Robbery, Kidnapping
or Arson) be placed in a secure department institution. Although procedures

to gain exceptions to this policy are provided, available evidence suggests
that exceptions are relatively rarely approved by the county DSS offices.
Department reports do not currently include the total number of exceptions

that were requested but were not approved by the local county DSS Director

or by the PRB.  (The Felony Offender Policy is contained in Appendix D.)

It is hoped that the department will initiate a review to determine if excep-
tions to the Felony I Offender Policy are granted as frequently as they
should be given the present exception criteria, and whether the present
criteria are too restrictive, i.e., result in the institutionalization of
youth that do not represent a substantial risk. to public safety.

It is interesting to note that the "success'" (defined as recidivism within
three months) experienced by youth exempted via the exception process from
the felony offender policy, has been very good in comparison with other
delinquent youth under DSS supervision. During the 1976-77 period, 33 or
15.1 percent of all youth committed to DSS for Type I Felonies were excepted
from state institutionalization. Eighty percent of these youth made a satis-
factory adjustment, i.e., no recidivism in their alternative placement. For
1977-78, 48 or 19.5 percent of all Type I felony youth received exceptions
and were not placed in state secure institutions. Seventy-five percent of
these youth were successful in avoiding subsequent arrests.

Although the number and percentage of youthplaced under the Type I Felony
Offender policy increased during 1977-78, it is not known at this time from
the available data whether exceptions are requested and granted as frequently
as they should be.

The second major change included in the 1976 Felony I/Status Offender policy
involved the elimination of status offenders (i.e., youth convicted of crimes
from which adults are exempted, such as runaway, truancy, etc.) from secure
institutional bedspace. This policy was implemented in part as a response

to the previously referenced federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act whith prohibited status offender imstitutionalization. Although a
few status offenders may remain in DSS camp programs, the secure beds formerly
filled by status offenders became available to more serlously delinquent youth
following the implementation of this pollcy

PRIVATE AGENCY PLACEMENTS

There exists in Michigan a large number of private placements for delinquent
juveniles. The Michigan Federation of Private Child and Family Services in
its May 1979 report entitled In Partmership with the Public -~ the story of
non-profit, non-government child care and placemernt agencies of Michigan,

estimated that there are 125 non-government agencies providing residential
care and foster care placement in Michigan. Approximately 80 of these agencies
offer residential care and provide an estimated 2,000 beds (from 1979 Michigan 0CJ.

Comprehensive Plan). An unknown number of these beds are available for

’h
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adolescent delinquent youth. The present absence of a juvenile service
information system limits our knowledge of the number and type of these
placements that are available at any given time.

Since 1979 a coalition of 27 private agencies in the southeast-Michigan area
have met with DSS staff and the Wayne County Juvenile Court as a case assess-
ment committee to maximize public agency use of private delinquency placements.

These agenciles have attempted to respond to the relatively high population of
Wayne County youth home detainees who are state wards awaiting placements.
This coalition of agencies has a licensed capacity of 700-800 beds and
reportedly have from 50-60 beds available for placements at any given time.
The vacancy level among these programs has not been appreciably reduced

since the Case Assessment Committee was established and these beds remain
available for placements.

This situation is believed to reflect an ongoing tension between public and
private service providers. Public agencies seem to feel private agencies are
less accountable than public institutions, too treatment oriented (i.e., they
minimize security/public safety concerns), are too selective (i.e., they want
the easy cases), and do not have qualified personnel. The private agencies
describe themselves as equally accountable as public agencies, more flexible

than public institutions, less expensive, more innovative and ready and able
to take on virtually any case.

It seems clear that private agency placements are currently a major resource
for courts and the Department of Social Services in delinquency cases. It
would also appear that this resource is presently been under-utilized. I£f

~this is . true and the department and juvenile courts make more extensive use

of private placements in the future, the apparent need for additional public
secure beds may be reduced. In any event, it is believed that out-of-home
services to youth in Michigan would be.xzibstantially improved if public and
private agencies developed a closer anu-vetter working relationship.

A recent development concerning future department use of private placements
is the present OCYS proposal to purchase a block of 60 private agency beds
for youth:who would otherwise go to the training schools. This effort, which
may make the additional beds available in June 1980, is viewed as a promising
methed to cope with the present out-of-home placement needs of the state and
more fully use ex1st1ng placement resources,

COMMUNITY SERVICE WORKER AND TRAINING SCHOOL PLACEMENTS

As was suggested earlier, except for youth covered under the Type I Felony
Ofiender policy, CSW's largely determine the type of treatment and placement
of “youth on their caseloads. These workers are under the direct supervision

of the county DSS directors, and the MDSS Field Services Administration (FSA), -

although they are budgeted and nominally work within the DSS Office of Children
and Youth Serv1ces

There is evidence that some, perhaps many CSW's, are hired without adequate
behavioral science qualifications or appropriate prior experience and do not

.receive sufficient job orientation or in-serve training to satisfactorily
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perform their duties. Furthermore, there is currently no adequate informa-
tion system to monitor the job performance of these workers.

The role of the CSW in developing treatment plan for delinquent wards,
including making recommendations concerning out—of-home placements for these
youth, working with institutionalized youth to facilitate their re-entry to
the community and their work with post-imstitutionalized youth, suggest the
key role of the CSW in the institutional capacity question. If these workers
perform their duties in an efficient and effective fashion, the necessary

institutional capacity will be substantially less than if CSW's perform
othervwise.

The questionable adequacy of current CSW screening, training and monitoring
and resulting job performance represents a major unknown factor in the deter-
mination of the appropriate institutional capacity.

The absence of an information system to monitor youth in the state service
delivery system is another problem as this hinders effective management of
CSW's and precludes the optimum use of other state, public and private
resources for the benefit of these youth.and the public.

The CSW question will be explored in a FY 81 federally supported study. This
study will examine the role of the CSW in state service delivery to. delinquent
youth. It may also address CSW caseload size; consider the benefits of an
offender-service classification system; attempt to determine the adequacy

of CSW selection, training,and administration procedures; and recommend
changes where appropriate. The study may also examine the relationship of

the CSW to local juvenile courts and public and private out-of-home placements,
including institutioms.

G. TRAINING SCHOOL WAITING LIST

The total number of wards on the institutional waiting list since January
1978 to the present has ranged from 70 to 145. This list includes youth
on "active'" and on "hold" status.

Youth on active status are those juveniles who are waiting placement in state
operated-institutional settings. These youth have been recommended by their
community service workers (CSW) for state institutional programming. Table 7
presents the number of these youth on the waiting list for wvarious weeks
sampled from the January 1978 to April 1980 period. '

" The "hold" listing represents those youth for whom state institutional
placement may be appropriate pending ''administrative action." This adminis-
trative action may be a PRB hearing or staff effort to place the youth in an
alternative to a state institution (such as a private school, group home,
foster home, half-way house, in a relative's home, or return to the youth's
home). OCYS Institutional Services Division records indicate that approxi-
mately 25 percent of the "hold" youth are eventually placed in state insti-
tutional beds. The number of youth on hold status included in the institu-
tional waiting list results in a substantial overestimate of the actual need
for state institutional beds. When the waiting list is adjusted for that
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TABLE 7

INSTTTUTIONAL CARE WAITING LIST

12/30/77 - 2/18/80
Estimated Youth
eventually placed
'IWeek Ending (date): ACTIVE WAITING LIST Holds* Total in State Imstitution

12/30/77 NA NA 92 NA
2/10/78 NA NA 89 NA
3/17/78 71 25 96 77
4/14/78 58 32 90 66
5/5/78 34 35 69 43
6/2/78 _ 24 51 75 37
6/30/78 36 44 80 47
8/4/78 51 48 99 63
9/29/78 64 41 105 74 -
10/27/78 67 42 109 78
11/24/78 69 39 108 79
12/29/78 ;! : 79 37 114 88
2/2/79 70 47 117 82
420179 72 ‘ 46 118 84
6/29/79 79 45 124 90
8/27/79 84 36 120 93
9/5/79 85 39 124 95
11/7/79 76 40 116 86
11/31/79 97 48 145 109
4/18/80 127 51 178

'

Al

&

152

* Youth rveferred, but unavailable to active waiting list for a variety of reasons
including truancy, pending court hearing, pending Youth Parole and Review Board

hearing; illness, etc.

Source: DSS Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979 ; Institutional Services Division
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portion of the "hold" group ‘that were not placed in state institutions, the
number of youth in local detention awaiting a state secure bed is still very
high, but not as high as is generally reported. It should also be noted
that the use of local detention facilities to hold state wards temporarily
is extremely expensive. TFor example, per diem costs for wards in the Wayne
County Youth House is $92 in contrast to the $69 per diem the facility
reports as its cost for non-state wards and substantially higher than the
$66.40 state institutional per diem. Currently youth in local detention
facilities may wait two to three months before they are placed in an
institutional center, The DSS objective is to complete blaqement within

15 working days. The discrepancy between this objective and the actual
placement time is most acute in Wayne County. The Wayne County Youth Home
overcrowding problem is presented iné%he following section.

WAYNE COUNTY YOUTH HOME OVERCROWDING

Since 1977, the Wayne County Youth Home has held a substantial and increasing
number of state wards, as well as a large number of status offenders (youth
accused or convicted of crimes applicable only to juvemiles, such as runaway,
schocl truancy, etc.).

This mixing of offender types and youth in wvarious stages of the adjudication/
disposition process greatly complicates the provision of adequate sex and’
offender type segregation, security and programming. Local detention centers
are not intended to provide programming for a diverse offender population or
for the length of time DSS wards are currently in detention awaiting placement
or administrative action. '

During the November 1977 - March 1980 period, the Wayne County Youth Home
operated at or beyond its designed capaciiy on 45.1 percent of all days
sampled. This probably represents an underestimate of the actual portion of
days the facility is at or exceeding its capacity. The daily roster during
the study period ranged from 170 to 268 during the last two months of 1977
(averaging 234.6 youth); from 168 to 237 in 1978 (averaging 203.9 youth); from
73 to 261 in 1979 (averaging 213.7 youth) and 209 to 252 in the first three
months in 1980 (averaging 220.3 youth).

During the January 1979 - March 1980 period, the proportion of the Wayne County
Youth Home population who were new or aftercare state wards, ranged from 22.3
percent to 54.7 percent and averaged approximately 42.0 percent (92.8 youth)
of the total population. The Wayne County DSS office (Al Katzman, September
5, 1979 memo to Public Sector Coalition) estimates that approximately 25
percent of the state wards in the Wayne County Youth Home have been accused
“or convicted of Type I Felony offenses, 25 percent status offenses and 50
percent lesser felonies or misdemeanors. The placement outcomes of a sample
of Wayne County state wards released from the Youth Home in June and July
1979 are presented in Table 8 together with the average waiting time from
commitment to placement for these youth. .

It should be noted iilat the time spent in the Youth Home prior to DSS commit~
ment is not included in the table.

£
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.WAYNE COUNTY STATE WARD PLACEMENTS

Table 8

5 . Average
o Percentage Time before
Place Placed Placement
Home 7
Private Agencies ’ ig; ‘ 3 4
DSS Training' Schools 35; gg gays
DSS Community Residential Care (Shelters) 12% 46 days
DSS Community Residential Care ‘ e

(halfway and group homes) ! 57 27 days

Total o 1007 36.7 days

Source: Wayne County DSS Office (Al Katzman Memo inted SeptemberVS, 1979)
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The large number of wards that are returned home may be a response to the “23—
present limited number of secure beds available for placement. The success

of these youth in home placements is not known.
<

In-home detention programs return high risk youth to their own homes or

The Wayne County Youth Home clearly has several major problems and problems E

which are exacerbated by the large number of state wards held in that facility. 7 the homes of the youth's relatives under close supervision

Although the Youth Home isnot the focus of this report, problems with this s ’

facility have been instrumental in the call for an expanded institutional * These programs provide low caseworker-caseload ratios of 5-10 h

capacity. For this reason, the overcrowding problem in the Wayne County & worker for maximum surveillance and support. These programs izOUt = ore

facility was reviewed for possible solutions. ' ‘ R with careful screening can provide a cost-effective method of ma;g:ggzgzlon
. ‘ L ‘ o selected youth in the community. A program of this sort has been o eratgd

One obvious means of reducing the population is.the removal of status offenders >J * by “the Berrien County Juvenile Court with considerable success sincg 137§‘

from the facility, In response to the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency These programscare also included in the DSS regional detention plan (1979)

Prevention Act. (JJIDPA) mandate to remove status offenders and non-offenders
from secure confinement, detention facilities in Michigan have dramaticélly
reduced the numbers of these youth in their populations. The Wayne County
Youth Home reduction in these '"offender" groups was also significant, 70.3 ‘ o
percent from 1975 to 19793 however, 57 status offenders were detained in the -
Wayne County Youth Home in June 1979. The federal standard for compliance
with the JIDPA for 1980 is the complete elimination of status/non-offenders
from detention. The state will not be im compliance with the federal act )
without Wayne County's cooperation andiﬂmaCOunty's'cooperation in this area
would reduce the present pressure on the Youth Home capacity: _ o

It is n?ted that the significant number of state wards that are eventually
placed in a community setting (47 percent of the sample in Table 8 ) would
be potential candidates for future DSS in-home detention programs. The

" possihle savings of such a program with the present per diem cost (50 per-
cent s?gte/SO percent local cost) charged by the Youth Home for state wards
are obvious. For example, the total cost of maintaining 100 state wards
in the qut? Hpme for the average 36.7 days between commitment and placement
(Table 8)\ is ($337,640. If those youth eventually placed in a community
setting w?fe iistead released to the community on an in-home detention
program with a5 youth to one worker ratio, the pre-placement cost of care
could be reducéd substantially. The estimated savings are presented in
Table 9 . It should be noted that the large number of DSS wards that are
;izzzzzgt:orth;irb?omesTgrobably reflects the limited number of institutional

.available. e success of i

Known by the. demavtoent. : these youth in their own homes is not

In another area, Erom Table 8) it can be seen that wards that are returned
home spend an average of 16 days awaiting release. It would seem that these i
youth could be returned home in a shorter time period than is presently the ’
case, especially when these youth are being detained at $92 per day.

}t is believed that wards that are eventually placedgin DSS Community Resi-
,ﬁéntial Care (CRC) faciliities likewise could be removed from the Youth Home
more rapidly than the average 40.4 days delay characteristic for these place~
ments. Wayne County CRU facilities are under the supervision of the Wayne
County DSS Office, so administrative delays¢with the exception of PRB B
involvement should be minimal. Statewide surveys of CRC sites have found :

they consistently operate under capacity.

The implementation of an in~home detention i |
) : program in Wayne County for DSS
“ ;ards who ?re presently returned home could free up 12-25 percentyof the
outh Home's total capacity-and virtually eliminate overcrowding at the facility.

The implementation of an in-home detention program has the additional sdvan-
tage 9f being capable of implementation by the Wayne Couﬁty DSS Office
welatively rapidly for state wards. A similaf'program operated by the

Wayne County Juvenile Court for court wards could further reduce thé facility's

gf/éﬁ%}
o i
! ‘populatign and would be(equally feasible.

It is hoped that the Wayne County Case Assessment Committee (CAC) with its
Wayne County DSS, Wayne County Juvenile Court and privatedagency participa-
tion will eventually reduce the present length of time for DSS private
agency piacements. The CAC is discussed further in a later section of this

report.

k“I? §h9u1d be noted Fhat,the elimination of status offender” detention coypled
wit 1n-§ome detentlon programming would dramatically reduce the facilify's
overcrowding problem and perhaps aven enable the closing of part of the Youth

¢ Other measures that may reduce the proportion of Wayne County state wards Home or the establishment of a longer term treatment program at the facility.

which remain in the Youth Home and are eventually institutionalized, include

the development of intensive community based alternatives such as in-home
.detention and programs such as the Chicago United Diversion Intervention ¢
Services (UDIS). The UDIS program is described in a later section of this

report (page 28). \ ) i

= u

The proposed alternatives suggested in this section are clearly workable.
; ?hey have been operatio?alized in other areaﬁyand have demonstrated efficacy.
: rhey Would reduce or eliminate currernt overcrowding in the Wayne County
fac111Fy and significantly decrease a salient ratiohale for institutional
expansion. They have the additional benefits- of reducing costs and are

capable of rapid implementation. =
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Table 9

WAYNE COUNTY IN-HOME DETENTION PROGRAM |

Home Detention Worker Cog@~salary and fringe $30,000.00

. Cost per day (with 230 working days/year) 130.43
Cost per day per ward (Youth Home) $92.00
Cost per day per ward (5 youth per workers) 30.50

Tn-Home detention per day per youth savings $61.50

Comments on the table:

~-If all youth eventually placed in the community from Table 8 are released
on in-home detention immediately following commitment, the savings would
be $71,770.50 of the $107,364 currently spent to hold these youth.

Computation:

$61.50 per diem per youth saving X 30 youth eventually returned
home (16 days) X 12 youth eventually placed in CRC Shelters (46
days) X 5 youth evéntually placed in CRC facilities (27 days) =
$71,770.50.

-If all youth eventually placed in the community are released on in-home
detention supervision after serving 50 percent of current time between
commitment and placement, the savings would be: 50 percent X $71,770.50=
$35,885,25.

It should Be noted that a 50 percent reduction in the length of time in the
Wayne County Youth Home between commitment to the state and placement among
47 percent of the wards presently in the facility would reduce the average

time between commitment and placement or release to 30.84 days per youth

(a reduction of 16 percent).
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TNCREASED RELIANCE ON STATE INSTITUTIONAL SERVICEé FOR DELINQUENT YOUTH

» S

“There 1s some evidence that the projected declimein>the Michigan youth
popuiation and reduction in youth crime, discussed later in this report, will
pot result in a direct, proportional decrease in state services including
institutional out-of~home placements for delinquent youth,

The 1978 DSS study referenced earlier examined January 1976 to July 1977 caseload
changes by ward legal status and agency. Table 10 presents the results of this
study. The DSS delinquent ward caseload declined slightly (1.0%) during

this period, while the local courts caseload were reduced by over four times

that amount (4.1%). Although the study period was rather brief and the

changes in caseload relatively minor, the data suggests that changes in the

risk population may be disproportiondlly carried by the state.

1f the state proportionally receives more cases when the risgk population
increases, .or if the state/local mix is shifting toward state service
delivery with a static risk population, the state delinquent service delivery
system could be quickly overburdened.

Table 11 provides a view of the DSS and local court caseload for 1977. I
can be seen from this table that only 23.7 percent of all delinquency cases
are being handled by the state. It is interesting to note that the local
courts make substantially greater use of private than institutional place-
ments than does the state. Local courts had 346 youth in private place-
meﬁ}s and only 157 in institutions (31.2 percent of these placements).

The state, on the other. hand, had 218 youth in private placements and 631
(74.3 percent of these placements) in institutional placements.  Although
DSS by definition works with more difficult youth, the contrasting use of
institutions and private placements by DSS and the courts .is striking.

Unfortunately, the elimination of the Child Placement Information System in
1978 and the failure to develop a replacement information system limits our
knowledge of the current DSS and cpurt placement practices. Table 12 is
provided to compare the DSS use of placement options for three years (1972,
1975 and 1977). Data on other years were not avallable, It can be seen
that ‘the use of institutions increased from 1975 to 1977, while the number
of youth under DSS supervision declined. The percentage of DSS wards placed
in their“own homes (including relative and guardian placements) and foster
homes declined. The DSS use of community placements (i.e., Parents/
“Relative/Guardian; Foster Homes, Group Homes, Halfway Houses and Shelter
Homes) declined from over 60 percent (1972) to 59 percent (1975) and 53
percent in 1977. ' .

In summary the data suggests that; the mix of state/local delinqyency
services isshifting somewhat toward the state and that the state is making
" dncreasing use of non-community placements. -

s

3
i

*
2]
E
3
\\6
\
- \

A R R i s

A

55



P

e S S e T e b

~25-

TABLE 10

ETGHTEEN MONTH! CASELOAD PERCENTAGE DECLINE BY WARD

LEGAL STATUS AND BY AGENCY

Neglect Delinquent ggg:ﬁ
DSs - 5.1 -1.0 § INF
Court -15.5 -4.1 ~-6.7

Total -'7.8 ~3.1 -5.3

Source:
Michigan Residential Facilities Project, 1978.

1. January 1976 to July 1977. CCPIS CCP-R41 Reports.
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TABLE 11

(8TATE PLACEMENTTOTALS,
BASELINE (1977)

' PSS Caseload! Ay Court Caseload?
?}acement3 Neglect Delinquent Other Néglect Delinquent Other TOTAL
Family 148 1,348 4,390 1,676 9,185 184 16,931
,FOSter 959 151 3,556 1,527 469 90 6,752
Private 110 218 548 211 346 110 1,543
=:Group 42 189 51 ’ 80 131 20 513
Shelter 14 43 98 24 57 0 236
Halfway 3 92 0 0o 0 0 95
Detention 0 231 9 46 426 0 712
Institutions 0 631 0 25 157 0 813
Other 249 526 - 804 215 274 610 2,678
TOTAL 1,525 3,429 9,456 3,804 11,045 1,014 30,273

Tncludes court wards under Department of Social Services' supervision and secondary
caseload. h

Does not include those under Department of Social Services' supervision.

Family: Parents, relatives, guardian (CCPIS codes 01, 02, 03)

Private: Includes boarding school (codes 12, 32)

Group: (codes 13, 14, 20)

Shelter: {codes 15, 16)

Detention: TIncludes jail (codes 25-29)

Institutions: Includes camps and court treatment facilities (codes 24, 40-45, 50—53)

Other : Medical, mental, others, etc. (codes 11, 18, 19, 30, 31, 33-35, 45—49)

Source: Michigan .. sidential Facilities Project, 1978.
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| TABLE 12

i FOR DELINQUENCY WARDS

bt S et

1872
Ny _ —_— .
% PLACEMENT #‘ -
L Parents/Relative/Guardian 1,514 49
N . 5 ,
: Foster Homes 149
| A
% Group Homes 110
% | )
! Halfway Houses N 72
. , /} 9 *
! Shelter Homes' ﬁy
Jé Detention Facility 102 3
; (Includes Jails)
| Youth Rehabilitation Camps,.
Training Schools, Arbour Heights 515 17
Center
Other Treatment Facilit%e§
(Includes private facilities, L5
! independent living, menta% 589
© health, medical and boarding
§ schools)
= | TOTAL 3,060 100

*Less than 1%

STATE OF MICHIGAN - 1972, 1975 and 1977

CLIENT POPULATION\iNJDSS PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES

1975
it %
i
1,518 42
| 300 9
1154 4
1106 3
36 1
173 5
513 14
778 20
3,585 100

1972 Source: Office of Youth Services Annual Report for 1972

e et R 0

1975 Source:
1977 Source:

Michigan Residential Facilities Prgject, 1978

a

Child Care Placement Information System Report CCPR4L

.
1977 "
# %
1,348 39 ° |
151 4 o i
; 1
189 6
92 3 :
43 1 .
231 7
- ¢
613 18
744 22
3,429 100 L ﬂ
‘ . < . by
" &
i
f ;
] . v
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ALTERNATIVES TO INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Even without policy requirements for the institutionalization of certain
classes of offenders, public safety requires the isolation of some youth.
For example, the Massachusetts deinstitutionalization program which closed
all that state's reform schools between 1969 and 1973, provided for the
purchase of treatment within a secure setting from private service providers.
It is believed that the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services (DYS)
serves a similar, although smaller, population than does MDSS. The Massa~
chusetts DYS estimated in 1973 that fewer than 5 percent of its population
required a secure treatment (il.e., institutional) setting. Morerecently in
1980, the DYS raised this estimate to 11 percent of its client population.
While this percentage is considerably lower than the 15.8 percent of all

Michigan DSS youth in public institutional settings in 1977, it does support
the position that security is required in some cases.

To provide alternatives to institutiomal care in Michigan, half-way house
and group home capacities have been increased in recent years.

For example, DSS half-way house beds have expanded from 125 in January 1978
to the present 145 beds and DSS group homes have grown from 125 beds in
January 1978 to over 160 in June of 1979.

Over the January 1978 - December 1979 period, the occupancy rate for DSS
half-way houses has ranged from a high of 85 percent of all beds in June 1979
tc a low of 68 percent in March 1979. For DSS group homes, the utilization

rate reached a high of 70 percent during the October-December 1978 period
and in December 1979 and a low of 55 percent in June 1979. :

It is noted that the number of available community out-of-home placements

has ranged from a low of 76 beds in January 1979 to a high of 109 in June
1979. The 76 beds in January would have accommodated nearly one-half of the
requested institutional expapsion of 160 beds and two-thirds of the 114 vouth
awaiting DSS placement in detention facilities. The 109 community placements
available in June 1979 could have accommodated 88 percent of the 124 youth
on DSS waiting list in that month. Table 13 presents DSS Community Residen-
tial Care information for the Januvary - March 1980 period. :

While it is understood that many youth awaiting DSS placements may not be
appropriate candidates for non-secure community placements, this analysis
suggests that nearly sufficient out~of-home resources are presently available
within the state service delivery system for delinquent youth. Perhaps DSS
out-of-home care resources are not available in the appropriate mix of secure

and non-secure placements, or perhaps they are currently being inappropriately .

used, but there are substantial resources presently being underutilized.

Other problems related to the full utilization of DSS community residential
care (CRC) placements relate to the administration of these beds. This

problem was highlighted in an earlier section Qf this report.

Each county office develops its own intake release criteria and programming
model. Due to’ this variability, there is very little consistency across
given CRC project types operating in various counties and less integration
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TABLE 13
STATEWIDE COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL CARE (CRC)
1/80 - 3/80
Utiliza— Release
CRC Placement (capacity) tion rate Satisfactory Truancy Unsatisfactory Total
Half Way Houses (133 beds)  79% 49 (49%) 31 (311 20 (20%) 100
Shelter Center ( 32 beds) 85% 26 (84%) 2 (6% 3 (10%) 31
Group Homes (162 beds) 747 35 (59%) 13 (22%) 11 (19%) 59
Shelter iiomes (_88 beds) 73% 240 (84%) 33 @2z 12 (4% 286
Totals 415 beds 72.27% 350 73.5% 79 16.6% 46 (9.7%) 476
0
\O
i
® Efficiency equals utilization rate (beds used of those beds available during the period)
X the satisfactory release rate.
Source: Larry Miesner,'DSS Office of Children and Youth Services
L b ¥ »
T N ; T
7 * =

Efficiency*

38.7%
71.4%
43.7%
56.0%

56.0%
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of CRC placements into the state delinquent service delivery system than
would otherwise be the case. TFor example, most CRC halfway houses serve as
"half way out' placements for youth leaving an institutional placement.

Some serve as a placement alternative to the institutional centers (or "half
way in" houses). Others serve both populations. This mixing of populations
and purposes and the decentralized administration of these programs are
believed to have contributed to the existing underutilization of these
placements and present unsatisfactory results.

Evidence of CRC problems can be found in the low satisfactory release rate of
CRC youth (73.5%) and the related high trumancy rate (16.6%) from CRC sites.®
It is noteworthy that CRC placements have a substantial potential of pro-
viding cost effect treatment alternatives to institutionalization. The low
per diem costs of CRC has been presented in earlier sections of this report.
The DSS Decentralized Delinquency Services in Michigan Report, published in
March 1975, (page 71) indicates that CRC placements are 1.5 times as cost
effective as public/private institutional placements. Table 14 from the
Decentralization report suggests that ward placements in the youth's own
home, a relative's home, independent living or foster homes are nine times as
cost effective as Institutions and 6.25 times as cost effective as is CRC.
The ‘decline in the DSS use of the return home option, noted in Table 12 ,

is not consistent with this 1975 DSS finding. Tables 15 and 16 (from
Decentralization Report, page 73) present the relative cost effectiveness

of male/female, aggressive/mon-aggressive, and community/institutional
placements three and six months following release.

From these tables, it can be seen that cost effectiveness is highest among
community placed youth, and agressive youth of both sexes (except for the
negligible difference between institutionalized aggressive and non-~aggressive
females). Differences in effectiveness between placements for both sexes were
not statistically significant, however, differences between aggressive and
non-aggressive youth were significant.

Other alternatives to public institutiomalization such as intensive in-home
care programs, such as the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
New Pride Program, intensive foster care, or more extensive use of private

institutions have not been fully explored and systematically and vigorously
pursued.

Project New Pride, a Denver based LEAA exemplary project, has achieved some
success in working with chronic delinquents in their home communities. Fewer
New Pride participants recorded arrests during the twelve month period follow-
ing their program involvement than a comparable control group and the cost of
the program per participant was substantially less than it would have been if
they had been institutionalized.

Another alternative program, the Chicago Unified Delinquency Intervention
Services Program (UDIS) provides a wide range of services to chronic delin-
quents within their own community setting. Evaluations of this program found
essentially equal success among UDIS participants and youth released from
institutions and approximately equal costs per youth. o

*From Table 13 it can be seen that these problems are greatest for CRC place-
ments most relevant to the institutional capacity question: Halfway houses

and Group homes. The average satisfactory release rate for these sites is only

52.8% and the truancy rate is 27.5%. The "efficiency" rate is only 40.2%.
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Table 14 ER N
RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITIAL

5
PLACEMENTS BASED ON THREE-MONTH OUTCOMES ' ¢

Relative Relative Cost
Initial Placement Effectiveness Average Cost Effectiveness .
Community Placement
Group Homes, Halfway
Housest .88 $1,984 .16
Own home, relative's ’
home, independent
living, foster home 1.00 354 1.00
Institutional Placement
State and privgte ‘ 1
institutions .97 3,344 ; .

1. Halfway house youth represent approximately 66 percent of this category,
group homes, 34 percent.

2. Own home placements represent approximately 75 percent of this category

3. State institutions represent approximately 61 percent of this inst%tu— L
tional category, private institutions 36 percent, and camps approximately

three percent. ) B

Source: DSS Decentralized Delinquency Services in Michigan Report, 1975

g
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TABLE 15

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITIAL
PLACEMENT BY OFFENSE CLASS BASED ON THREE~MONTH OUTCOMES

- Relative Average Cost Relative Cost
- Type of Placement Effectiveness erag s Effectiveness
and Offense Class = o
Male | Female | Male Female {Male 1 Female -
Community | | ’
Nonaggressive .81 .74 $1,166 §1,280 .99 .80
Aggressive 1.00 - 1,375 - 1.00 -
Institution |
Nonaggressive .86 71 2,648 3,288 .45 .30
Aggressive 1.00 .81 3,680 3,777 .37 .29
TABLE 16

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITIAL
PLACEMENT BY OFFENSE CLASS BASED ON SIX-MONTH OUTCOMES

“Relative Average Cost | Relative Cost
Type of Placcment Effectiveness 2nd 3 Months Effectiveness
and Offense Class
Male Female] Male Female |- Male | Female
‘Community
Nonaggressive 1.04 .93 $1,034 $1,442 .45 .29
Aggressive 1.14 1.00 1,361 449 .38 1.00
Institution
Nonaggressive 1.08 1.02 © 2,906. 2,880 .17 .16
Aggressive 1.32 1.44 3,523 3,398 .17 .19

Source: DSS-Decentralized Delinquency Services in Michigan Report, 1975
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The UDIS evaluation found, however, that arrests among UDIS youth while they

IV. FACTORS WHICH MAY REDUCE~PRESSURE ON INSTITUTIONS IN THE FUTURE
were involved in the program were higher than among youth in institutions. '

A. - JUVENILE POPULATION DECLINE

o

The UDIS evaluators found no evidence that the length of time in either
UDIS (averaging eight months) ®r institutions (averaging nine months) con-
tributed to post release success. They encouraged shorter average lengths
of institutional stay and UDIS involvement.

The 1978 DSS study finding that additional institutional beds were un-
necessary, was based largely on a projected reduction in the Michlgan

juvenile populatlon through the year 2000. This assumption is auélyzed
below.

Other non~institutional approaches such as intensive foster care programs .
designed for chronic status offenders have been implemented in Alpena and

Grang T Cotmtd d both programs T . 1Tent resulto ‘ [ It is believed that forecasts of the magnitude of a given potential ser-
rand Traverse Counties and both programs report excellent results.

vice population provides important information to consider when planning !
future need for the delivery of those services. Population projections i
are used by schopl district®, revenue planners, business and government

for these and otﬂer purposes. With increasing technical sophistication

o ) ’ A and smaller prOJectlon error margins, population forecasting is becoming
; PR (. - a more useful to/l in planning.

The success of these programs suggests that modifying this treatment approach .
may ‘have some merit for the seriously delinquent youth who 1s presently
institutionalized.

a)
Population projectlons developed by both the federal and state governments

were examined in this analysis of the need for an expanded institutional
capacity.

a

Table 17 adapted from information provided by the Michigan Department of
Management and Budget projects an overall decline of 8.2 percent froin 1980
to 2000 in the age group with the highest risk of institutionalization
(youth in the 12-16 year age group). This age group is projected to de~
crease by 18.0 percent from 1980 to 1990 and then increase 12.1 percent
from 1990 to 2000.

The 12-16 year old Michigan male subpopulation is prézz;:;é to decline in :
comparison with 1980 by 5. l percent (1985), 18.1 percent (1990), and 8.2 i 5
percent for the year 2000. =

U

# Table 18 provides a graphic presentation of the 12-16 year age group through
. the year 2000, This table also includes Wayne County projections for this “
5B age group. Wayne County data are provided because nearly half of all
‘ institutionalized youth presently come from this area of the state (see
Table 2.)

. Wayne County males in the 12-16 age group are projected by DMB to increase
4 ‘ ﬂ slightly from 1980 to 1985 before declining substantially through the
. year 2000.

i | Previous population projection-data used to estimate institutional capacity
’ ’ el Y . (1978 DSS study) needs have been criticized for failing to isolate those

’ subpopulation groups with the greatest risk of institutionalization. The

. ) S 4 L : previous tables represent an effort to accommodate that criticism.

Projection information on the Michigan minority population included in
Table 19 is a further attempt to refine the estimate among high risk groups.
Table 19 information is from the Illustrative Projections of State Popu-
lations by Age, Race, and Sex 1975 to 2000 report of the U. S. Department

of Commerce (March 1979). :
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Table 17
MICHIGAN POPULATION PROJECTIONS

(12-16 years)
NON WAYNE COUNTY

(1975-1979 - Male)

STATE TOTAL

1975 109,857 368,842 478,699
1976 104,344 377,401 481,745
1977 102,611 378,370 - 480,981
1978 102,636 377,588 .. 480,225
1979 103,107 374,983 TN 478,090

(1980~2000 - Male) '
1980 103,641 370,528 474,169
1981 103,997 364,847 468,844
1982 105,420 360,388 465,808
1983 108,804 357,022 465,826
1984 110,684 - 349,169 459,853
1985 111,099 338,891 449,990
1990 90,839 297,380 388,219
1995 83,226 324,582 407,808
2000 79,740 355,673 435,413
‘Change 1980-2000 -23.17% -4.0% -8.2%

(1975-1979 TFemale)

1975 112,488 356,366 468,854
1976 108,522 364,664 473,186
1977 105,660 362,423 468,083
1978 104,319 360,569 464,888
1979 104,298 359,376 463,674

\\ i
o (1980-2000 Female)

1980 103,833 355,459 459,292
1981 103,677 350,981 454,658
1982 . 104,876 346,919 451,795
1983 108,098 343,337 451,435
1984 109,644 335,450 445,094
1985 110,210 325,519 435,729
1990 91,407 285,763 377,170
1995 84,249 311,697 -395,946
2000 80,916 . 341,442 442,358

-3.9% - -8.0%

Change 1980-2000 ~22.1%

Source:

Larry Rosen,

Michigan Department of Mapagempnt and Budget
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| TABLE 18
*,, N
§ MICHIGAR POPULATION PROJECTIONS: MALES 12-15 YEARS OF AGE
; 1975 - 2000
i
{

J1
)
&)
©
o
®

N
Ul
©
V)
V)
©

waawe o

1230 Baseline

T

OO O . 1980 Baseline

P
- 0 i
| o 352,000 L
|y . |
. L 388,800 — : |
LT
; I 259,890 —
G
i FJ
! 200,000 —
152,800 — ﬁ
: O~ R e e 1980 Baseline B
188,000 —° @ o oo —m
50, 000 e
. /6_78 80 82 84 85 88 98 92 94 95 98 2000
. /5 77 79 81 83 85 87. 83 9f 93 o5 g7 99
fz’ b STATE TOTAL ‘ : YEAR Source: Michigan Départmentv of ﬁanagement ‘and !
3 ’ o STt NON"WAYNE COUNTY ‘ Budget, Population Projection Information: .
fi T T WAYNE COUMTY Center, 1980 i %
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E ‘ Table 19 ’

: MieHIGAN JUVENILE BLACK MALE POPULATION PROJECTIONS (IN THOUSANDS) 1980-2000

| Age group 1980 1988 1990 1995 2000

, 5-14 ) © 117.37 116.5 (=7%) 120 (+2.3%) 126.2 (+7.6%) 125.0 (+6.6%)
15-24 ' 108.0 106.1 (~1.8%) 106.3 (~1.6%) 104.7 (~3.1%) 107.9 (-.1%)
12-16 (estimate) 56.8 56.2 (-1.1%) 57.3 (+.9%) 58.8 (+3.5%) 59.1 (+4.0%)

Source: TIllustrative Projections of State Populations by Age, Race, and Sex: 1975 to 2000

Percentages indicate projected population change in comparison with 1980. 12~-16 age group was estimated

by a proportional interpolation method.
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The data available in this publication does not break out age groupings
that are compatible with the previous DMB tables or with the Michigan
Juvenile population. A 12-16 age group projection was estimated, however,
through a proportional interpolation method. From this estimate, it can be
seen that this population will decline slightly from 1980 to 1985 (-1.1%)
and then increase very slowly through 2000. It would not appear from this
table that the highest risk age group among the Black population will con~
tribute to a major need for an increased dinstitutional capacity.

In summary, projected statewide population trends dincluding analysis of
the prime age groups, males, Wayne County and Black subpopulations, would
suggest caution in considering a major juvenile institutional expansion
based on present and perhaps temporary pressures.

It is not believed to be unreasonable to assume that the need for future
institutionalization will reflect to6 some extent the number of persons who
may require secure settings in the coming years.

From the best available demographic projections, the numbers of youth who
may require secure out—of-home placement, apart from future policy changes,
economic factors and other unforeseen influences, is likely to decline
until 1990 and remain below present levels through the year 2000.

TRENDS IN MICHIGAN JUVENILE APPREHENSION RATE

Although arrest data are far from perfect indicators of justice system
activity, they are relevant to the institutional capacity question. Tables
20 and 21 present juvenile apprehensions in Michigan and Wayne (:unty over
the 1973-78 period. (Appendix C includes additional analysis on 1978

Michigan arrests for juvenile and adults.) Michigan juvenile arrests peaked

in 1974 (Table 20) and have declined every year since that time, with the
exception of 1977 apprehensions for Type I Felony offenses. Since 1974,
juvenile apprehensions for serious crimes have declined by 17.1 percent and
32.8 percent for all adult crimes (i.e., crimes other than status offenses).
Total Wayne County juvenile apprehensions (Table 21) have also decreased
since 1974 by 35.1 percent:. Wayne County serious offenses, however, have
remained essentially unchanged since 1974.

The arrest pattern in Wayne County for serious crimes is less clear than
for the state as a whole. The proportion of all juvenile apprehensions
represented by serious offenses has increased over the 1973-78 period in
both Wayne County and the state. The proportion of all appre-

hensions for serious offenses is nearly twice as high in Wayne County as

it is for the state. For example,
that were for the serious offenses
5.4 percent in 1973 to 6.7 percent
centage increased from 9.6 percent

the percentage of all State apprehensions
included in the tables increased from

in 1978. For Wayne County, this per-
in 1973 to 13.2 percent in 1978. This

apparent increase in the precportion of serious offenses appreheunsions is

probably a function of the decline
in Wayne County and the State.

in the total:inon-status offense arrests

It is more noteworthy that the downward trend in juvenile apprehensions
occurred during a time when the population of the male 12-16 year old age
group remainéd essentially level (see Table 18. It is not known whether
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TABLE 20
MICHIGAN JUVENILE APP Stons o
1973 1974 1975
Murder 50 47 41
‘ Rape° 139 130 109
Robbery 1,115 1,230 1,339
Assault (Aggr.) 1,271 1,606 1,459
Sex Offenses 407 513 431
(Other than Rape)
Arson o402 365 422
TYPE I FELONY 3,384 3,891 3,801
TOTAL
JUVENTLE APPREHENSIONS
ggﬁﬁgga ADTEE 62,664 71,690 65,960
TABLE 21
WAYNE COUNTY JUVENILE ENSTONS
Murder 34 28 31
Rape 68 38 33
. Robbery o 679 748 790
Assault (Aggr.) ‘ 5184 751 723
| Sex offenseé : 126, 134 137
Arson ) 108 122 170
TiggAitFEFONY 1,53 - 1,821 1,884
Fox APPREHENSIQN%&éOog 20,509 19,716

Mlchlgan‘Unifgrm Crimé RePOItSr(1973"78)

REMENSIONS FOR SELECTED SERIOUS

1976
82
155
1,219

1,309
408

382

3,555

61,779

1976
%8
90

810

645 -

B

102

27

1,822

17,335

the Type I Felony Offender Policy

ses

CRIMES1

1971
68

217
1,123
1,422
408

401

3,639

55,076

APPREHENSIONS FOR SELECTED SERIOUS CRIMES

1977

41

150
» 761

688

e ——

e bl i 5 R

1978
58
234
1,028

1,281
326

297

3,224

48,140

166

686

688 .

s
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or not future arrest data will continue its descending slope as the number
of youth declines in the coming years. From this data included in these
tables, however, the present pressure on DSS institutions cannot be
attributed to an increase in youth crime as measured by arrest.

ECONOMIC TRENDS

There is some concern that Michigan's current economic recession, which .
is projected to continue into the immediate future, may foster increased
juvenile crime and increased need for secure placements.

Analyses such as that of Dr. Harvey Brenmner's presented to the House

Subcommittee on Crime in 1977, suggest there is a positive significant
relationship between the unemployment rate and crime.

This relationship was found consistently across states in this country
and in various European countries. Significant relationships between the
unemployment rate and every measure of criminal activity were found by a
number of other resedrchers

Fleisher was cited by Brenner to have found a significant relationship
between the unemployment rate and delinquency. Fleisher's 1968 study
examined. the relationship over the 1936-56 time period in three large urban

areas. He defined "delinquency' as property offense arrests and "delin-
quents' as persons 24 years of age or younger. He was able to analyze the

relationship for persomns who under 17 years of age in only one area (Boston).

The study found a .2 percent increase in delinquent property crime for each

1.0 percent increase in the unemployment rate for ‘Boston youth 17 years
or younger.

When the relationship between unemployment rates and property arrest rates
were analyzed by individual ages, however, it was found to be negative
(i.e., as unemployment goes up, delinquency goes down) for youth 15 and
under and only slightly positive for 16 year olds: = Other evidence cited
by Fleisher suggests that youth arrests for certain crimes against persons

(homicide, assault and forcible rape) may actually be negatively correlated
with unemployment.

Table 22 is provided to explore the relationship between state-wide
delinquency, the school dropout rate, and unemployment rate (among 16-19
year olds) in Michigan for the 1973~-1978 period. The.brief four year time

period and lack of direct age group comparisons suggest caution in drawing
inferences from this table.

The table demonstrates that these variables do not have a clear and consis-
tent relationship with each other. Moderate positive relationships appear
between serious crime and all adult crime arrests and unemployment rates
and arrests for serious crime (r=.60). A negative relationship (x=-.78)

exists between the state-wide dropout rate and unemployment rates. No

relationship was found between the dropout rate and serious crime.
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Table 22

COMPARISON -OF JUVENILE ARRESTS, SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE AND UNEMPLOYMENT RATES (16-19 years) for 1973-1978

1973 1974 1975 1976 11977 1978 1979 1980
N.A. 6.85% 5.85% 6.017% 6.30% 6.527% N.A, N.A,

Dropout Rate1

Unemployment Rate2 16.5% 19.1% 24.5% 19.7% 20.9% 17.0% 15.8% 21.3%(projected)

62,664 71,690

Arrests (All adult crime)3 65,960 61,779 55,076 48,140 44,736 N.A.

v.

Arrests (for selected serious crimes4) 3,384 3,891 3,801 3,555 3,639 3,224 3,173 N.A.

]
£~
et

1

1. Source: Department of Education, The rates are for school years (i.e. 1973-74 is 6.85%)
2. Source: Michigan Employment Security Commission.
3. Source: Uniform Crime Reports
&, Murder,  Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Sex Offenses and Arson
4 - 3 E3
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None of the above relationships were determined to be statistically signifi-
cant; however, this was as likely the result of an insufficient number of
data points than any other reason. ‘

Based on the weak relationships noted above and Fleisher's research it would
appear that judgments coneerning training school capacity should not be
influenced significantly by the present hopefully short-term state recession.

iven if the relationship between youth -unemployment and serious crime c¢otild
be demonstrated to be strongly positive, it should not be used as a rationale
for expanding secure placements. ’ :

This argument would require spending significant amounts of money over the

two to three year period that would be necessary to find a site, design,

and construct a facility (during the depths of the state's current economic
downturn), in order to open the facility when population and economic fore-
casts project a reduced need for these placements. It seems more appropriate,
timely and efficient to use the state's limited resources to provide jobs

and training directly when youth unemployment rates reach unacceptable and/or
dangerous levels.

The significant increase in unemployment rates projected by the Michigan
Employment Security Commission for 1980 (Table22), however, is of some

concern.

REVISED JUVENILE CODE

The impact of a new juvenile code such as that proposed in HB4774 H-4
on the need for additional department institutional beds is examined below.

1. Waiver of Juveniles to Adult Courts - The waiver provisions contained
within HB4774 H-4 would legislatively mandate the waiver procedures
currently required within the Supreme Court rules and so no effect is
foreseen in this area.

2. Direct Sentencing to Training Schools - The direct sentencing section
ot the bill would enable juvenile court judges to sentence youth to
department institutions concurrent with state wardship commitment. The
effect of this procedure was examined by the department in its 1978 study
and subsequently by the DSS Institutional Services Division. These
assessments concluded that direct sentencing would have little or no
effect on the institutional referral rate. This is because it is be-
lieved that the youth fo¥ whom direct sentencing would most likely be
used are currently being placed in department institutions via the
Felony I Offender Policy. '

3. Mandatory Judicial Notification of Institutional Release - The revised
code provides for mandatory nmotification to the local judge of possible
youth Parole and Review Board (PRB) action to release certain youth &y
from an. institutional center prior to established time periods. If the
judge objects to the early release, a unanimous PRB finding for release
would be necessary. This section may have the effect of increasing the
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In summary,
HB4774 can be expected

4,3~

3 . '3 j e

verage length of stay somewhat. A significantly 1engt§en§q azzzigon
2tay howéver, will not necessarily occur as afreiult ?f tt‘lshowcvcr y

he - is repor Wwever, an

i d on pages 8-13 of this rej ,

of the revised code. As note ; £, bot o
incraase in the average length of stay would have a direct dn;d;izegszr
effect on the numbers of youth the existing system can accomm

a given period of time.

' e of
Mandatory Training School Release at 19.5 Xgars - igiapzisigtsa?n
ndatory release (19) would be increased under HBA4/ . ’.1 cesent
ma;tain cases. Virtually no youth are currently hglq until t1e]2. E
;zidatory reléase age and so minimal impact is anticipated resulting

from this sectiomn.

Other - Several other provisions of HB4774 may,@ave mo@esi.ifiecz2 on

the secure capadity. These include the state-wide gvallz ie;iznql o
isis 1 i the constructlion O g

-hour crisis intervention services, LS : : . onal de-

iznzgon centers and the virtual prohibition against JuYenlle %2llin§i
These code changes are not expected to have any appreciable eftec

the long—term secure beds needed in the future.

it is believed that the proposed juvenile che’¥evi§ionlp§rd
to have little or mno impact on institutiona e

space needs.
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DSS INSTITUTIONAL RESULTS

As indicated in earlier sections of this report, a primary purpose of secure
Institutions is to segregate confined individuals apart from the general

public. Juvenile institutions, however,, probably more so than adult facilities,
are also concerned with providing services that may habilitate or rehabilitate
confined youth.

The results of services to institutionalized youth usually(ﬂend to be assessed
on the basis of recidivism following release. Academic and vocational skill
improvement and attitudinal change are also very important indicators of
institutional programming success and perhaps more appropriate than recidivism
data. Recidivism probably as much reflects the settings into which a youth is
released as it does the setting from which the release occurs.

Indications of DS8S institutional programming success including youth improve-
ment in educational achievement while confined, the proportion of youth arrested
following their release and those youth that eventually end up in adult correc~
tional facilities will be examined in the following sections.

A. EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT

Youth entering MDSS institutions generally record eeucational achievement
scores far below those of the general youth population on standardized
achievement tests. Considerable attention in DSS institutignal centers

is devoted to increasing youth academic functioning levels and considerable
improvements in pre~post Stanford Achievement Test scores have been achieved.

Table 23 presents the average academic gain equated for each year a youth
spends in a DSS institution. These gains are noteworthy because the
average educational achievement rate per year for these youth prior to
entering the institution is only .5 grade level. Therefore, secure
institutional gains are nearly three times the pre-institutional rate

and camp gains are over six times greater than those that precede institu-
tional entry. The importance of this major improvemenﬁ may be considerable
as the Institutional Services Division reports a statistically significant
relationship between educational achievement at release and the likelihood
of post institutional arrest. . Arrest probability decreases as academic
functioning level increases.

B. POST INSTITUTIONAL RECIDIVISM

The extent to which youth discharged from institutions remain free of sub-
sequent arrests and juvenile court or parole and review board involve-
ment has an indirect bearing on the need for institutional beds. This
is true because the likelihood of future institutionalization for these
youth when they are re-arrested is %éﬁy high. It should be noted that the.
mean age of youth released from state institutions was 16 years, 330 days
in 1978 and probably has increased since that time. Most DSS wards who
are older than 17 and record an arrest are prosecuted as adults. There-

© fore, the significance of post release recidivism does not have as
significant an impact on institutional capacity as might be supposed.
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\ TABLE 23 - . ¢ The importance of the post-institutional gyouth behavior, of course, goes
A : - e a . _ 1 : far beyond the qliestion of institutionallexpansioﬁ. It directly relates
Sl u "R YEAR TN INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS ) ‘ o to public safety concerns. As noted earlier it also serves as a primary
- AVERAGE EDUCATIONAL GAIN ?ER ; ') - : ; - operational definition of instltutlonel SULCESS.
z ! (Standford Achievement Tests ‘ : ( ‘ , : . B
‘ : o  J I hvidence collected by the DSS Institutional Services Division presented in
1 Table 24 indicates that fewer discharged youth have been arrested ‘after their
, . 7478- 1/79_\ ’ release 1nkrecentreportingper1ods than had been the case previously. This
! 7/75- = 1/76- 7/76—- = 1/77- - 7/77-7 - 1/78- 2}7 6179 4 : s is true for males in particular, where'the percentage of arrest within three
i 12/75 6/76 12/76 6/77 12/77 6/78 - 12/78  6/79 o - months of release decreased 53 percent from the 1974-75 base period to 1979.
*éJ" Institutions 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.4 : - Table 25 presents the percentage of youth w1th arrests after 12 months. -
: r ¢ [

. - 3.3 o i This table also indicates that youth released from institutions in recent
P , 2.1 2.2 3.0 7 2.4 3.1 3.2 M e : periods are less likely to be arrested than previously.
ieramps Coe 3.0 SR . ‘ ,

&

o ; . , S : . ‘It is llkely that the DSS Felony I/Status Offendar pollcy has somewhat im=
L b § ‘ : o ‘ proved the institutional reécidivism rate. Thi§ is believed to be true
: ) o e : ‘ - o . because status offenders typlcally have a-high llkellhood of re*arrest-

v o S ’ ’ . : . . 4 (albeit for less serious crimes) and violent )outthend to have a lower

- o - - ' ‘ S ; : : probability of subsequent police contact. than non-violent offenders. The/ \
e, ¢ g S © _ ' violent youth, however, tend to be’ involved in serlous trime when they a

, - B P . - re-arrested. The policy probably has had the impact of reducipg those

¢ B ‘ - v ,

& ) populations with hlgher recidivism rates while increasing those with lower
NOTE: This index was computed using the follQWing formula: ‘ °,bv - 7 rates. ’

v

ﬂL w/

>
o .

-7 o Average grade level gained . s - B g L : C. POST INSTITUTTONAL RELEASES AND ADULT CORRECTIONS
. (R . t ’ W WOe? i

- ‘ : . R S
LN } : Length of stay in ddys ) . . : C :

A longitudinal follow-up ofdyouth released from institutional centers from
: July, 1974 to June, 1975 conducted by Institutional Services, provides an
‘ ‘ o » o, L ’ . . o : : , . indication of the success of MDSS institutional®youth have had in avoiding

V o adult correctional system 1nvolvement. The results of th;s_study are in-
: cluded in Table 26 “ . S

8
P
n

o

o

It should be noted that this study dld not adJust for persons who may havé =
left the stateé or died in the intervening years. The study also did not report
on those persons serving time in jallS or who were on probation. Eor these '
reasons, it. is believed the. results in the table may 51gn1f1cantlyi “der

‘represent the proportion of former institutional yeuth that have\subsequently
had adult justice system involvement.

K . SOURCE: DSS Inmstitutional Center Report, December, 1979 SRS s
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D. POST INSTlTUTIONAL/PRODUCTIVITY

OLher factors which have been linked to-post 1nst1tut10na1 av01dance of
~arrest are youth employment, enrollment in school and participation in

¥ vocatloydl training programs after release. Tnese factors .are collectlvely
qgii/9/§outh "producthlty" by the d8partment

L

Data collected by the DSS Instltutlonal Division on youth product1v1ty is
plesented in Table 27 7

Instltutlonal Services data 1ﬁd1cate the rec1d1v1sm rate is thres to five

A
times as great- for nonproductlve youfh as it 1s for productlve vouth re-
leased into the community.
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{ o TABLE 24
é INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES DIVISTON: |
~§ TRENDS IN THREE MONTH ARREST QUTCOMES SINCE 1974 ” ‘
' /
| | 4
; ) / .
: ’ : | it Total .
| Release Group - ESZE Girls | i
| 7/74 = 6/75 32% (N = 608) 195 ©15% (N =123) 18 S 20%0 (N = 731) 213
f 7/75.-'6/76 oo 29% (N = 554) 161 ', 5% (N =98) 5 25%° (N = 652) 166
i o : ¢ ’ ’ ® ) ‘ : ol —
9 7176 — 12/76 307 (¥ = 289) 87- 6% (N =31) 2 28% (N = 320) 89
" 1/77 - 6/77 - 307 (N =239) 72 o  15%Z (N=27) 4 20% (N = 266) 76
§ 7177 - 12/77 23% (N = 290) 67 ‘ﬁk03% (N =36) 1 217 (o= 326) 68
% g e apan L 11% (¥ = 28) 3 26% (N = 328) 84
. 1/78 - 6/78 27%, (8 = 300) 8L. . 11% ( ) 0% (N
¢ 7/78 - 12/78 . 23% (N = 295) 68 9% (N = 34) 3 22% (N = 329) - 71
8 : . g (N = 16% (W= 379) 62 -
o 1/79 - 6/79 17% (N = 335) 57 1% (N = 44) ;¢;¢ 6% ( ”
3 . ' . : “. s |
- = | |
¢ Q
“: . w A R ‘ ) D
; Source. Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979 o
S { a ' : ’ § o Q
:\_\v‘ ~ . KQ
2 | }é of
. A
T Q : v " '
’ E pooe " ' ke p
LY 2 o B
& . ;
(3
c, : ) i o 5
oo ¢ o .
J
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ARREST OUTCOMES AT TWELVE MONTHS FOLLOWING RELEASE

BASELINE

»  RELEASE
PERIODS:  7/73-6/74 -
Sequoyah 46% (N=352)*
0lympic 46% (N=352)*
summit 46% (N=352)*
. Adrian (M) 54% (N=26)
Adrian (F) . 18% (N=141)
6.0.C. 68% (N=53)
Nokomis 47% (N=154)**
Shawono 47% (N=154 )%=
1.T.P. 56% (N=9)
A.H.C. (M) 40% (N=10)
AH.C. (F) 14% (N=7)
TOTAL 45% (N=752)
Males 52% (N=604)
Females 19% (N=148)

&Q

48~

| TABLE 25

" 65y

12 Month Arrest Rates by Center

7/76-12/76

1/77-6/77

1/77-12/77

~ 1/78-6/78

43% (N=28)
47% (N=36)
56% (N=48)
(N=17)
31% (N=29)
60% (N=43)
64% (N=36)
45% (N=51)
44% (N=9)
0% (N=2)
0% (N=1)

517%

53%
30% (N=30)

*  Computéd as one Maxey figure

*%

Soutco: Wayne County DSS Office

Computed as one Camps figure

(N=300) 46%
(N=270)

al
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: D <
e
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Fat
o
7
A T .
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53% (N=32)
647 (N=28)
33% (N=30)

29% (N=51)
40% (N=42)
38% (N=48)

41% (N=58)
56% (N=39)

"31% (N=49),

467 (N=22)  .33% (N=18)  37% (N=30)
- 27% (N=27) 18% (N=33)  27% (N=30)
56% (N=39)  44% (N=39)  32% (N=38)
39% (N=46)  44% (N=27)  46% (N=39)
39% (N=31)  38% (N=33)  51% (N=41)
86% (N=7) 33% (N=6) 50% (N=8)
33% (N=6) 50% (N=4) 33% (N=3) o
100% (N=1) 0% (N=3) 25% (N=4)
(N=270) 367 (N=317) 46% (N=339)
A8% (N=243)  38% (N=281) 424 §N=305)
26%  (N=27) 17% (N=36) 26% (N=34)
(AL Katzman Memo dated September 5, 1979)
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Greén Oak.

_ Adrian )

N Sequoyah

Olymplc
Summit
Camps |
Reception

O

TOTAL;(male):

Aﬁrdan (female):

~49-

_ TABLE 26

LONGITUDINAL TRACKING OF YOUTH ENTERING
ADULT DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS

and 4 =~

“No . - No. and %
Having Entered Having Entered
No. of Adult Adult
Youth Corrections Corrections
Released as of 6/30/77 as of 6/30/78
h : :
/ ,
91 %4 (37%) 42 (46%)
9% 4 (han)* 4 (4bzy*
89 , 24 (27%). 32 (36%)
85 20 (26%) 29, (34%)
64 P9 (14%) 17 (27%) ¢
115 ° 16 (147) 26 (23%)
23+ i3 3+ 5 (22%)+
; L4 ‘
476 | 110 (23%) 155 (330)
119 5 (4% 6  (5%)

o

No. and %
Having Entered
Adult
Corrections:
as of 6/30/79

49 (54%)

G4 (44%)*

41 (46%)

33 (39%)

20 (31%)
30 (26%)

17 E0R)+

184 (39%) -
“7 0 (6%)

b

* Adrian figures are small (and percentages consequently erx=4ic) because programmlng
programmlng for males was 1n early stages in 1974-75. -

4*Inc1udes youth released from Intake and the Intenslve Treatment Program.

Subject4Groups:

. Procedures:

Source

Three hundred slxty—one male youth released from Instltutions
between 7/1/74 and 6/30/75 115 male youth ‘releasedfrom Youth
Rehabilitation Camps between 12/1/74 and 6/3/75; 119 females
released at Adrian, 7/1/74 - 6/30/75. v

Youth in the subject groups were checked annually against
Department of Correctlons population rosters, to determine if they

had entered the adult correctional system

(Note: Names only

appeared on the Corrections roster if a young person has drawn a

sentence greater than one year.

were served in the county jail system.) s

Figures below include youth who have entered Department of
Corrections, served ‘sentences and been released.

Y
.th

ferasst)

)

e g

0

Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979 ’

vol

S

2N

Sentences of less than a year

: )
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TABLE 27
o - | | ’
' TRENDS IN PRODUCTIVITY RATES AT THREE MONTHS
- A1l Centers - | |
v .'“§7§E"E7}6‘ 7?}6 12/76 | 1/71-6/77 | 7/77-12/77 | 1/78-6/78 :
ot /77-12/7 - 7/78-12/78 | 1/79-7/79
(N = 303) | (N =320) | (N=260)](N= 321? (N = 296) | (N = 312); (ﬁ = 3é2)
N U ARV 45% 64% 52% 60% 569
£
PRODUCTIVITY RATES BY CENTER
Release Groups
/77 - 6/77 1 7777 - 12777 1778 - 6/78 |7/78 - 12778 |1/79 - 6/79
(N = 260) |- (N = 327) (N = 296) (N = 312) (N = 362)
~ Sequoyah 43% 728 ~52% (N = 50) [60% (N = 48) |56% (N = 57)
. Olympic 37%; - 64% 46% (N = 37) |58% (N = 37) |{70% (N = 57)
Summit 59% 59% 76% (N = 42) [56% (N = 45) |52% (N = 58)
A.T.S. (M) 52% 63% 50% (N = 24) |73% (N = 30) |48% (N = 29)
* A.T.S. (F) 48% 64% - 36% (N = 28) |54% (N = 26) |35% (N = 37)
6.0.C.. 34% 50% 51% (N = 35) |43% (N = 30) |52% (N = 33)
Nokomis 36% 70% 58% (N = 36) |67% (N = 36) |68% (N = 41)
Shawono 57% 73% 44% (N = 36) |{73% (N = 37) |57% (N = 28)
- 1.T.P. 44% - 44 25% (N =4) {50% (N=12) |73% (N=11)]"
T ALH.C. (M) 50% 100 0% (N=3) [67% (N=6) |12% (N = 8)
. Anec (F) 100% 100% 0% (N=1) | 0% (N=2) |67% (N=3)
. TOTAL - 45% - 64% 52% (N = 296)|60% (N = 312) | 56% (N = 362)
|"® |
“Sourges: 1SS lastitution Centers Report, 1979. @
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It is believed that the

i i d md youth employment service

a5 of community service workers and : : nt s ‘

Of e thom 1 ° outczme of a successful 1nst1tutlona} experience. If

of released youth can be improved further, it may reduce

local detention centers

.. i . . L " o . t parole ‘

re housed while they awal ; tmate
izguiﬁions in the revocation rate may also somewhat decrease pressu

workers than it is an
the productivity
fhe pressure on

institutional capacity.
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productivity of released youth is more a function

for DSS youth who commit new crimes
revocation proceedings. Ultimately,
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VI. INSTITUTTONALIZATION OF DELINQUENTS IN MICHIGAN IN COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATES

1t has been demonstrated in previous sections, that the tendency to institution-—
alize delinquents in Michigan has increased over recent years not in response
to increased juvenile 4pprehensions for serious crime, but due to other factors.

Tojexamine how the Michigan institutionalization rate compares with other states,
various national survey data were reviewed.

In 1976, the National AsSessmént of Juvenile Corrections Program published a
report on juvenile residential programs and deinstitutionalization.

The study determined that for 1974, the rate of institutionalization varied
widely acrosszﬁhe states. For example, Wyoming institutionalized 41.8 juveniles
out .of every 100,000 persons in that state, while New York institutionalized
only 2.1 youth per 100,000. The average-rate of institutionalization across

the country was 17.8 per 100,000 youth., Michigan's 1974 rate (6.9) was the
third lowest of any state. The Michigan rate, however; was more than three
times higher than that of New York or Massachusetts (2.2 per 100,000), but

only one-half the national average. Michigan's rate was only approximately
one-sixth that of the highest states — Wyoming and Nevada (41.0 per 100,000).

There is evidence that Michigan's rate has increased somewhat since 1974 while
the national rate has declined.

The Néw York and Massachusetts institutionalization rates reflect major_differences
between those states and Michigan. (see Table 28).

New York's juvenile jurisdiction terminates at 16 years of age in contrast to
"17 for Michigan. Table 29 on the ages of juveniles entering institutions in
Michigan suggests that 60 percent of the 1978 Michigan male jinstitutional
population and 34 percent of the female population would not have been in
secure juvenile beds under New York law (they may well have instead been
incarcerated in an adult facility).

“ : ‘
Massachusetts presents a very different situation. In 1973, Massachusetts
closed all of its secure institutions and attempted to place virtually all
youth formerly housed in these placements in community based treatment. One

result of these efforts was the dramatic reduction of Massachusetts' institu-
tionalization rate:

Other information included in the dational study indicates Michigan's 1974f

per capita expenditures for "institutions, camps and ranches" was—the eighth
lowest in the nation. Michigan spent $1.20 per capita for juvenile institutions
in that year, while Alaska spent $7.40 (the highest) and Massachusetts spent
$.16 (the lowest) per person. The 1974 national average per person was $1.97.
It is not known how these national per capita costs have increased since that
time, but Michigan's costs have increased substantially to $2.06 for 1980.

The study also examined the per capita rates of state related community based
residential placement. The Michigan rate of 2.7 per 100,000 (of the total State
population) was well below the 4.3 national average and less than one-seventh
Oregon's rate. (Oregon was the leading state in community based programming.)
The 1979 Michigan deinstitutionalization rate (through June, 1979) decreased

slightly to 2,6 per 100,000 while it is believed the national rate has_increased
since 1974, \
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TABLE 28 ' mo4-
RANKED DISTRIBUTION OF 1974 PER CAPITA RATES
OF AVERAGE DAILY INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS o ¢
(Per 100,000 total state population)
| : B ‘ TABLE 29
: Wyoming 41.3 _ Utah _ O15.6 '
; Nevada 410 j Wisconsin 15.6 AGE DISTRIBUTIONS
% : S . ,‘ 1978 INTAKE
Delaware 34.7 Oklahoma 152 4 - : FOR INSTITUTIONAL MALES
§ Tennessee 31.0 Colorado : 14.8 . N - N = 546
New Mexico 29.0 . California » 14.3 ‘
| | ; 13 or under = 3%
‘Montana 27.2 South Dakota ' 13.5 =
' ' 14 = 137
West Virginia 26.7 Indiana 13.2
| | | 15 = 247
Louisiana 25.7 ' Maryland 13.2 T ‘
. Y 16 = 452
! " Mississippi 25.0 Nebraska 13.0 ~ o
| u:T PP | v : , 17 = 15%
: Maine 24,5 ~ Kansas 12.9 a
‘ / 18 = 0%
Virginia : 23.7  New Jersey 12.9 // (( 0
; . ‘ )
' Arkansas ‘ - 23.4 Hawaii 12.4 ( | .
Idaho . 23.2 £} Minnesota ' 11.9 s o
. i ; <4
Georgia . 22.4 North Dakota - 11.8
Oregon 21.7 , Rhode Island k11.8 ‘ AGE DISTRTBUTTONS:
| . | PN ; ; 1978 INTAKE
South Carolina , ‘2152 4 I1Tinois | 11.5 | FOR INSTITUTIONAL FEMALES
- Ohio * w21.1 ‘ ~ Pennsylvania , §§]n4 .i i N = 69
New Hampshire | 21.0 ~Alabama v 11.2 '
Alaska . 18.7 Missouri 9.7 : . 13 or under = 4% 5
North Carolina 18.7 | Kentucky 9.3 } | 14 = 13%
i _ i ; ' : . ] B € s B - - o
! ‘ - Arizona : 18.5 - Connectjcut ; 8.1 ; . ‘ 15 48%
;g ) Washiggton ‘ 17.6 » Texas ' 1.7 ‘ e f* " 16 - ‘29%
S ‘ - ) y o : : . 3 - ‘ ‘, N 17 = 6% : 5y
e ~ Vermont 17.3 A Michigan v 6.9 : u6/ )
R S e : . R 18 - oz D
Iowa S -16.9 c - Massachusetts e 2.2 & © ’ !
Florida o162 © New York 2.1 3 o D
. : T B ‘ SRR — ’ Source: DSS Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979
NOTE: Includes camps and ranches; mean = 17.8. o ;¢ |
RERT i Source: Juvenile Corrections in the States: " ‘Residertial Programs. & Deingtitutionaliza- § K
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Michigan's per capita expenditures for alternatives to institutionalization
programming in 1974 was seventh highest in the county at $3.00 per person.
This expenditure rate, however, was far above the $1.00 per person of South
Dakota and $.88 per person of Maryland (the two lowest states) for that year.

The study examined the use of community based out-of-home care as a proportion
of all other types of residential care (predominately institutions, camps, and
ranches). In this comparison, Michigan had the tenth highest use of communily
or deinstitutionalization programming with 28.5 percent of all youth in this
type of out-of-home care.

Table 30 provides the complete 1974 deinstitutionalization results. Tt should
be noted that Tables 28 and 30 presents a view of 'what was" not "what is" or
more importantly "what should be'" the mix of institutional-community bascd.
residential care for all delinquent youth removed from their natural homes. The
study noted.that many states which made relatively greater use of community
based residential programming did not reduce their use of institutions-=thoy
51mply expanded their use of out—of home options, hoth community based and
nstitutional placements.

The study estimated that if 50 percent of the total out-of-home placements were
placed in community settings (this rate was exceeded by four states in 1974) a
national saving of over $50 million would have been possible. If Michigan put
50 percent of all delinquent wards who require out-of-home care in community
placements instead of institutions, it may be possible to close existing
facilities rather than expand the present number of beds. The question of
which types of youth should be institutionalized is primarily a policy decision.
Congiderable evidence suggests that policy is the most. important variable in
determining what size a state's institutional capacity nceds to be.
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TABLE 3¢

0]

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION:

PERCENTAGES IN COMMUNITY PROGRAMS OF THE TOTAL 1974 DAILY
AVERAGE IN ALL STATE-RELATED RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS,

BY RANK ORDER OF STATE

Massachusetts
South Dakota
Mjnnesota
Utah -
Oregon:

North Dakota
Maryland
Kansas .
Idaho
Michig;%

Florida

Montana

Wyoming
Vermont
Arizona
Connecticut
New dersey
Ajagama
Missoufi
Hawaii
Nevada

Towa

Wisconsin

@JVirginia'

. 86.6

- 59.1

50.9

50.3
48.6
43.4
42.0
41.5

304

28.5
25.2

25.0

24.7
23.8
20.8
20.6

17.7

17.0

14.8

13.6
13.0
12.9
12.4
12.0

‘v

Juvenile Corrections in the States:

[

11.7

‘Pennsylvania

Colorado ' 11.4

Kentucky 10.8

Mississippi 9.0

West Virginia 8.8

Tennessee 8.6 )
~ Oklahoma “ 8.3

I1lipois h 8.2

Rhode Island 7.4 .

Ohio ¢ 6.3

Georgia s 3.7

Delaware 3.6

South Carolina 3.5

Arkansas 3;2 (

Ca]ifdrnia 2.9 J

Texas 2.8

Maine 2.0

Nebraska . 1.5

Alaska | 0 o

Indiana 0

Loujsiana 0 a

New Hampshfre ‘ 0 .

Newaexico 0 -

North Carolina 0

Residential Programs & Deinstitutionalization
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VIII. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The institutional expansion study was conducted by the Office of Criminal Jug—
tice (0CJ) in response to a request from the Executive Office received in

November 1979. 43

g 9 N »
Concern regarding the institutional capacity issue has come from various areas 2

" impetus for the present study came from the Public Sector Coagﬁtion through its

transmittal regarding this matter to the Governor.
requested a 160 bed expansion of the current 648 secure bed institutional

capacity.

{yof the state and from a number of groups in recent years; howgyer, the primary

In 1977, based on a study developed by the Department of Social Services, Insli-
tional Services Division, Dr. John Dempsey proposed a’23l secure bed expansion

of the then 578 bed institutional capacity, This proposal resulted in appro-—
priations for the reopening of 70 previously closed beds, but not the construction
of 161 new secure beds.

In 1978, a subsequent DSS study (Michigan Residential Facilities Study) examining
the adequacy of the DSS secure capacity determined that with projected declines
in the juvenile population, the 648 bed size was sufficient for the immediate
future. This study based its findings primarily on national ,population trends.
It noted that the needed secure capacity was, however, more a’function of

justice system/DSS policy decisions than any other single factor. Thesc studics
and their conclusions were examined as a part of the presént review.

The OCJ analysis of the institutional expansion issue initially focuged on the

single question of whether or not 160 additional secure beds are currently re-

quired and factors related more or less directly to that question. It soon

became apparent that given the existing operation of the local/state juvenikegb
justice services system the present institutional capacity is inadequate. The

proposed expansion of that capacity, however, is only one of several responses

to the system inefficiencies and inadequacies which have produced the perceived
need for more secure beds. The following summary prese%fs major study findings
concerning: (A) the problem analysis; (B) factors which \contribute to the cur-

rent situation; (C) factors which may impact on the problem in the future;

(D) optional methods of addressing the issue; and (E) recommendations.

A. PROBLEM ANALYSIS "

The present DSS secure institutional capacity has remained u&%hénged since

. 1977-78, attaining 648 beds (568 male/SQ\femile) in that year °(see Table 1, »
page 2 ). : : ’ - .
n‘Delinqﬁent wards admitted to DSS institutional beds (including placements . ®

in the 123 non-secure institutional beds) increased from 495 in 1976, to 608
in 1977, and 659 in 1979% (see Table 2 , page 3 ). During this period
truancy from department institutions declined substantially from 19.0 per-
. cent on the truancy roster on January 1,°1976 to 13.0 percent (January 1,
° 1977), 10.3 percent (January 1, 1978) and 9.1 percent (April 1, 1979).
The number of youth in the institutions on these days increased from 545
in 1976, to 583 in 1977,to 669 in 1978 and 720 in 1979 (see Table 3,

page 7 ). :

N
i

" *There Wgrefrepofting probléms in 1978

The Publié Sector Coalition x

[

‘,, .
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The number of delinquent youth awaiting placement in department institutional”
beds has likewise increased from less than 100 prior to August 1978 to nearly
180 at present time (see Table 7, page 19). The time between the commitment
of a youth*to the department and his/her placement in an institutional bed is
;how two to three months as opposed to the department's 15-day commitment-place~
ment objective. . ‘ i/ '

LS

From the above it can be seen that the present institutional capéci;y con-
tributes to tye.seridus backlog of youth awaiting placement. By and large
the youth awaiting long term secure placements ar¢7being housed in local
detention facilities which are designed for short’ term stays.

In summary, there appears to be a significant institutional capacity problem °
given the way the state's juvenile justice-service system currently opeiates.
The analysis did not examine if the present DSS institutional population is
comprised of youth with appropriate characteristics for secure confinement
or whether that population is being held for an appropriate/optimal~iength
of time. * These questions are beyond the scope of the present study,

(i R

B. 'TFACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO PRESSURE ON THE INSTITUTIONS

As was noted above, institutional referrals have increased over the past .
three years and the drgtitutional truancy rate has declined substantially.
There is evidence that the increased rate of referral resulted in 1afge part
from the implementation of the department's Felony I Status Offender Policy
in July 1976. These factors and the contributions they made in the present
pressure were analyzed in the study. :

.

1. Telony I/Status Offender Policy - This §olicy restricted the placement
options available to the state delinquency services system for certain
types of offenders. It required institutionalization for those state
wards who committed serious offenses (unless exempted via an established
exception process) and prohibited the ingtitutionalization of status
VWifenders (i.e., youth involved in rungwéy, truancy, incorrigibility,
etc.). The impact of this policy was to dramatically<raise the volume -
of Wayne County males to department institutions. There has been a
negligible increase in non-Wayne County males and Wayne County/non-

Wayne County female referrals (see Table 2, page 3 ). The elimination

of status offenders in the training schools has been more than compenSé—
ted for the increased number of Felony I referrais.

2. Institutional Truancy - The improved institutional truancy performance
noted earlier had the effect of tightening the capacity of department
facilities. The lower truancy levels, although contributing to the
institutional capacity problem is viewed as a positive and worthwhile
development.

o B
@

3.. Other Contributing Factors ~ Other factors which are believed to have
contributed to the problem are the increased average length of insti-
tutional stay perx youth from less than 10 months per youth in 1974-75
and earlier years to over 11 months per youth in 1979 (see Table 6,
page 11), a possible increase in reliance on state service delivery/

3y
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placement in recent years as opposed to local juvenile court adminis- ce 7 | ' i Scli : h ‘
| “ : consistent décline for these and other .adult offenses from pre 1975

J tered service delivery (see Table 10, Page 253); and lack of full
. - utilization of availabde private agency and department alternatives
X to institutional plagement. . \

%;vels to t@e present,. The.majop}projected population declines for ~
L ~ efedg?pupb gexcept for'the~mode$t Black increase) over this future®
v perio 1§‘be11eved to be a significant factor in‘plahning for future

institutional capacity needs. = ‘ '

RN S

It should be noted that the proposal to expand the institutional
capacity has occurred at the same time that juvenile crime as measured

by apprehensions has declined.

(.

.9 c %. gizgsedePyenilz7iz§g — The impact of a new juvenile code suéh as that
sed iIn  HB4774 on the need for additional i i
. Paapoge emamine iAo d nal department institutional

- : C / L
Michigan juvenile apprehensions for all adult crime have decreased from iy

over 70,000 in 1974 to less than 50,000 in 1978. Apprehensions for

JSerious crimes (Type I Feldnies) have likewise declined from 1974 to the ? - 8. Waiver of Juveniles to Adult Courts — The waiver provisions . contained

within,HB47Z§ would legislatively mandate the waiver procedures

< ' latest reporting period (1978). This reduction also oeccufréd in Wayne
‘County (see Tables 20, page 39, and 21, page 39); although, the decline
in afrests for sericus crimes there was less than for the state as a

whole. . ‘

A . o

. In summary, despite reduced apprehensions for serious crimes, the

b.

a

currently required within the Su
C 1 preme Court Rules g :
1s foreseen in this area. . id 80 no effect

'Dirigp gezienciné to Institutions - The direct sentencing sectién:‘
of the bill w j i i senter )
, ould enable Jjuvenile court Judges to sentence youth to

tin it et

- "apparent need for additional “institutional capacity has not abated.t

The major ﬁactdrs related to thié/expanded need hasg been the Telony I 1 ‘ ,
1978 study and subsequently by tha DSS Institutional Services Division.
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e ” { Offender Pblicyfxdecreased/tgyancg‘rates from institutional centers, and - : v
. . \Vv an increased reliance on sécure placements and state services. ? 5 « These assessments conclude that direct sentenéing would have little
1 \ . R o . ‘ ; i g or no effect on the institutions. This is because it is believed
_ ¢, FACTORS WHICH MAY IMPACT ON THE INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY IN THE FUTURE that the youth for whom direct sentencing would be most 1ikelv are
| R = v - ] = — : ) currently bging placed in department institutions vias the FelZn I
SRR Appart from future improvements in previously identified contributing i ° ~V“Pffender Policy. , "Qy
: factors,: there are several additional devélopments which may influence the - S ' ’ ‘
! - ' need for more seéure institutional beds. _Among these variables are: (1) s e . ©- Mandatory Judicial Notification of Institutional Release — The
3 X . the projected juvenile population decliqe{ijzj the passage of a revised ' ' ’ revised code provides for manda?ory notification to the local judge
) . juvenile code (HB4774)y and, (3) projecﬁgd‘@ownturn-in the Michigan cconomy . g -of possible youth Parole and Riview Board action to release a Jough
v ﬁ ] for the pext few years. ”«? 1 0 - §QK'§$ o p from‘an institutional center and felated procedures. This secZion
| o s 1 ; : i . I may have the effect of increasing the average length of stay some~
3 ‘I, Juvenile Population Decline — The Michigan juvenile population is pro- . . . . . what. A lengthened average stay will not necgssarily occur as a
e . Jected by the Department of Maqagément and Budget to decrcase from..— , o A bl A result qf.tgis section of the revised codéf héwever,‘asﬂnofgﬁ on’
i - present levels beyond the:year 2000°(see Tables 17, psdge 35and 18, - BN T @ . Pages 8 - 73 of the report, any increase in the average length
B o ~page 30). This is true f.r all groups with. the highest historical : ) - g & § of stay weald have a direct and adverse effect on the numbers of
‘ ., * likelihood ‘to have justice system involvement, except minority groups. Y . youth the existing system can accommodate over a given period of =
R © " The'Michigan population of"black malessy in the 12 and 16 age group is ' A . N . time. L : R o
S projected by the feleral Department of Commerce to increase 4 percent’ } ~ . ' s o R
. _ betweeri 1980 and 2000 (see Table 19, page 37). The total Michigan ¥ B " 7 On balance it is not believed that this section of HB4774 will haves
o % . male 12-16 age group, however, is projé&cted to decline by 18,1 percent ° ' H R any significant impact on institutional capacity, however, any effecl
S from 1980 to 1990 (see Table 17, page 35). All.Wayne County males in ) i ol e _— ‘that does octur as a result of this will be negative. i :
T & " the 12-16 age group are dlso projected to decrease after 1985 by 23.1 \ g . - © Y N . . . o
i7 . percent through the year 2000. The DMB projections iqdicate the state's' o oo d. Raised.Age for Mandatory Release from Institutions ~ Provisions of
%92 male 12-16° age group peaked in 1977 and that there will be a gradual N 3347?4 would raise the age at which youth must be released from
i 6 , " decline in ;h;s population through 1985 followed by a more Trapid de- . }2St1tUt?Pnslfr°m 19 to 19.5 years in“certgin“cgses. This section
49 §‘ o ) crease in the~%%§§»l%90 period. “a“ R | g 'f :Eai?e blll may §}so,somewhat’1engthen the ﬁyerage'ihstitutio?al‘«
:é;‘ S TItEs no;gQ;tH§t~%t%té’w§de juvenile apprehensi&néLﬁgg sérious crime 4 ‘?ﬂoé ‘ . ; . , . = o
R o F i also roge slightly for 1977 (the year the "12-16 group teached its high T ,)ferg agaln the rESU1t_}S aHFidiPatEdvto be mipimal, as virtually
o e : .point) in both Wayne County and Michigan contrary to the otherwise . o youth are held untii their 19th birthday under current institu—
foje 5 &S ) - . () , % . I ® B tidén/Parole gnd Review Board practices. » o '
o s N . @ ﬁ ; o - o ; . : a8 )
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4. Other Possible Future Developments - There is concern that the departments’

' ‘economic problems may foster increased rates of delinquency and result

“costly endeavor.

DL e S R 1

.y

The proposed code mandates state wide 24~hod¥ crisis ser—
vices, regional detention implementation and the virtual prohibition
_against the jailing of juveniles .S All may have some impact, poaitivol§
or negatively, on the need for additional, institutional capacity.

The impact of these and other proposed provisions is not clears

however,it is mot believed that they will direetly or adversely
effect institutional capacity.

e. DOtherr—

In sumﬁar&, it is believed that j%ygnile code revisioﬁ.pef HB4774. (i-4) can
be expected to have little or mo effect on institutional bed space neceds. o

Michigan Economy — There is some concein that Michigan's short-term

in high rates of referral to department institutions. Some research
suggests this concern is well founded, as inéreased unemployment among
youth has been demcnstrated to increase juvenile ¢rime. - It is not be-
liéved that the grate economic problems would necessitate a significant
increase in the need for additional imstitutional bede however, for the
following reasons: ‘ '

@ i
First, the present youth unemployment rate, estimated to be in the range
of 20-25 percent, is already so high that significant increases are not
vieyed as likely. Furthermore, the high unemployment rates over the
past few years have not resulted in increased juvenile arrests as noted
earlier. ) ‘

Second, juveniles more so than most adults have the option of remaining
in or returning to the fbrmal education process if jobs are scarce.

Finally, the construction of institutional beds is a protracted and
Spending signifiéant amounts of money over the two to
three years that would:-be necessary to find a site, design, comstruct

and -open a facility as‘a response to an economic -downturn appears to be

a specious alternative. A more appropriate, timely and efficient to use of
the state's limited resources would be to provide jobs and training to youth

diregtly when the youth unemployment rate reached unacceptable and/ox L

dangerous levels. P

delinquency case wdrkers”(Ccmmgnity’Service Workers) are presently
recommending institutionalization for youth under their supervision more
readily than was characteristic of past years. The absence of a depart-
ment: information-staff monitoring system makes it difficult to assess
£He validity of this concern. The importance of these workers in the
placement of youth into and out of long-term treatment programs, however,
‘should ‘not .be underestimated. Upcoming department studies of Community
Service Worker jobr-performance dnd expanded training for these workers

may lessen the need/demand for»institutionalleacgments.
' % : <

-

o

. Another notable developmeént is the current operation of the Wayne'Coﬁhty
area Case AssessmentvCogmittée;(CAC). The CAC involves private agency
_providers, Wayné County Department of Social Services, the Wayne County

\

Juvenile Court and MDSS in a joint &ffort to facilitate the placement of

‘i

) . . »

&

D.

aQ

or
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Zguigpig q?zigprlatedtreatment settings. The C@C.and future plans

Ve expand cooperative placement activities hold considerable
promise to make more rational, out of home service service delivery.

5. Summary - In summary, short-term economit trends maybincrease the need “
for p?bl;c se9ure beds somewhat. Substantial reductions brojected for

ths highest risk juvenile population groups,rhowever, may well begin to

re-uce.the_need for state delinquency services including institutions

beginning in the near future and over the next 10-20 years. The pro-

?osequnew juvenile code (HB4774) is not expected to impact.on thep '

1nst%tutiona1 capacity appreciably. ImproVements in community

service worker job performance and its direct relationship to the number

of youth placgd in institutions may reduce the need for secure beds

The CAC effort may improve the out of home placement process in the‘

Wayne County area especially for state delinquent wards.

N

‘ M At A
OPTIONAL METHODS OF ADDRESSING THE ISQ%E

There are several possible courses of action available to address the insti-

“tutional capacity issue, ranging from no action to the construction of 160

new secure institution beds. The major alternatives are discussed below.

1. Construction of 160 new beds - This option is estimated to require
between $5.8 and $8.2 million in state funding (see Appendix A) and

approximately 30 months of planning and construction befo; iliti
p / , o
could be available to house youth (January 1983). re the facilities

<

The estimated annual on-going costs to o
S _ perate these beds at the pr t
per diem rate ($66.40) would be $3.9 million. e

ThlS'OPtion requires the assumption that there will be‘virtually no
reductl?n.in the need for secure beds with the projected reduced risk
populatioh; it further would require a substantial state capital

out%ay during the present significant economic recession and perhaps o
»dprlnghayperiod in which major capital outlay may be reqﬁired to imple-~
megt the state wide regional detention network mandated under HB4774
Th1§ option would spend money when it is most sc¢arce to make service;
available when they may be needed less than currently;
No action - A no action response may‘bevappropriate/if the projected
12-16 age group population decline results in a rapid reduction in the
?eed for‘§¢cure beds¢ This option, however, ignores current 6vercrowding
inappropriate programming and the high expense’ of maintéining state ’
wards bound for institutiohal placements in: local detention faciiities.

o

Initiate a concerted effort to make optimal use of existing resources -
This alternative has several components which are discussed below:

a. ?ncrgaseq use of currently underutilized department alternatives to.
institutionalization (DSS group homes, half-way houses and Shelter

'Cgré Fétil%ties)rf Thevdepartment's Decentralized Delinquency Ser— .
vices ln‘Mlchlganﬂstudy of differential results °placement (page 30f

° il
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fourid that the most cost effective treatment for state wardéfto be
community placements.  The study suggested institutionaliz& ion was
most appropriate and successful for young (under 15.5 years of age)
aggressive youth and 1ess so for older agressive and ﬂon~agg¥ess1ve
youth. " Community placement resources are currently substantially :
under-utilized (page 28). At the present time department community -
residential care (CRC) facilities are administered by the county
DSS‘offidé in the areas in which they are dlocated.

It is believed that this method of administration has resulted in
difficulties making full use of these resources. A more centrally
accountable method of administrating CRC resources may improve the
utilization rate and improve the present poor performance (high ]
truancy rate) of these placements. While continued DSS county office
operation of:CRC facilities may be appropriate and. expedient in mqst
instances, as predominately state supported resourcesythey should
be generally consistent with the larger state cqmmunity services

system needs. .

£l

5

b. Expanded Use of privaﬁe'agency resources — The current utilization

of private agencies by the department is believed to be below the
level possible. TInformation on the number of private placements

presently available for delinquent youth in south eastern Michigan .

<

suggests that there may be as many as  sixty vacaneies.  Reports A
concerning the availability of private beds that could appropfiately
be used in lieu of department institutions at least raise the”possi-
bility that some relief could be achieved through expanded use of .
private sector facilities. 4. e - 0

In another area, the department's Office of Children and Youth Ser-—
vices (OCYS) is presently negotiating the block purchase of 60 private
beds tgube used for wards that would ‘otherwise go to a department
traininy school. This recent effort, which is expected to be final-
ized in June 1980, should significantly impact on the immediate need
for long-term placements and provide some relief to the local detention
center overcrowding problem. ' The, cost of this block purchase contract
will likely be less than the high per diems paid to maintain state
‘wards in 1ocal detention centers (e.g., the Wayne County Youth Home
state ward per diem is $52.00). '

¢. Other Department options - Other means of addressing the local

o

» = 4 Juvenile Court for court wards.

D

deténtion center overcrowding issue-is the development of department
in-home detention programs. These programs” could serve youth that
would otherwise be detained im local detention faecilities, but do not
pose a substantdial risk to public safety. Youth could be returned

to their homes under the close supervision that “an in-home detention
program provides and at a considerable savings to the state (page 23).
: £ . . S

'Such programs were pioneered in this state by the Berrien County
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Other efforts that could reduce local overcrowding include the more
expeditious placement of department wards under” regular community

. ¢ service worker supervision, especially those youth that are returned

.. October-December 1979 pexiod 65 percent of the time,

to their own homes. For example, in a°recent survey, state wards de~
tained in the Wayne County Youth Home that were eventually returned
to their own homes, spent an average of 16 days in detention before
their geleése (page 21). : :
As highlighted earlier, the present average length of stay has the
effect of constmicting the institutional capacity. Department efforts
to shorten the length of stay while maintaining the integrity of the
institutional treatment program (page8 ~13) could be increased.
N W
Several possible efforts have been proposed in this area. The first
approach would move the annual Youth Parole and Review Board (PRB)
hearing presently held at the 12 month point in a youth's institutional
stay to the 10th month.  This experiment will begin in the mear future
for youth held at the Adrian Training School. It is hoped that this
procegural change will shorten the average length of stay and eventually
result in a departmental policy change for the entire system.

A second related effort would give institutional center directors new
authority concerning the release of certain types or classes of youth,
subject to PRB review. o

Another area would be heightened attention, accountability and pub-
licity to the length of stay issue within the institutional services
division among center directors. This approach was effective in re~

; &uégng the high levels of institutional truancy previously experienced
by the department (page 6 ). .

. Currently, the training schools do not screen youth at intake to
determine the appropriaténess of the placement (page 14). Placements

“care accepted based on community service worker recommendation and’
county DSS review. If the institutions reviewed placement requests
it is possible some placements could be avoided. '

P
t:

~Tmprvoved community service worker training and monitoring pro-
posed by the department, may also have an impact on reducing the <
average length of stay. ;ihe key role of the CSW in intake processing
was noted earlier, however,. these workers are also very important in
out processing their clients.

For example, the CSW re~entry treatment plan is a necessary requisZte
for a youth to be considered for PRB release and contains important
information relevant to that release decision. - Unfortunately, CSW
release plﬁns are frequently not submitted ‘to the PRB on a timely
‘basis and CSWs are often,not in attendahce at the PRB release hearings.

A February 2Q¢;4§80 InstitqtibnalfSarvices méﬁaindic%pedrthat CSWs
.were in attendance st the training school intake conferences during the
This suggests
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that there is’ considerable room for improvement in CSW-institutional
collaboration. - - , , ' g ‘ S
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Tt is believed that major improvements in CSW pérférmance directly
and indirectly related to the institutional capacity issue could be
accomplished with minimum department attention and with significant

impact. . . o | | .
In'suhmary,“there‘are many apparent means of reducing the current f
institutionil capacity problem using existing resources more effec—

tivelﬁ and/or developing new methods within present resource levels. ¥
The approaches presented in this section appear workable within - ,
current resource limits ‘and time constraints. They may not eliminate :

the capacity problem, but they should “within a reasonable period of

time lessen the current magnitude of the problem.

Strategies for the Future - There are a number’of reforms or major
‘changes that may be appropriate to, address in-connection with the
institutional capacity question. These proposals go beyond endeavors
which could reasonably be expected to lessen the short-term need for
training school beds or be implemented within current federal state/
However, they are believed to contain
‘considerable merit for improving the quality aﬁ%}equity of the state
justice-service system for the future. .

The ptroposals below contain concepts which abpéar to logically follow
the report's analysis and may provide substantial improvements in ,
tHe current state delinquency service system, :

(1) Development of a single unified juvenile justice service delivery
system - P.A. 87 of 1978 creating the Office of Children and
Youth Services within DSS, presented this concept ds a desirable
goal for the state. This Act also mandated the development of
a plan to accomplish this end. The 0OCYS published the Voluntary N
Transfer of Juvenile Court Probation staff to:MDSS in November 1979.

The implementation of this plan could make more equitable distribu-
tion of services available to delinquents across the state,'Which
would include the decision to-place _a youth in a training school bad.
Although, there would clearly be problems in transferring court
services to the state, it is believed the potential benefits out-
weigh the possible probleﬁs. This unified system could build in
greater rationality and sequentially more restrictive sanctions into

the process. The Chicago UDIS program (pages 31 — 33 ) presents )
a model that has demonstrated some success in this area using the %
“sequential gpproach. ' ' o X
“(2) Passate of . HB4774 - As has.been presented-éarliér, it is mot ¥

‘belifved HBA4774 would substantially add to the present training/
schiool capacity problem. The revised bill (H-4) would make many
noteworthy improvements in the current juvenile justice system
including: procedural and due process improvements; appellate
reviewy juvenile jailing prohibition; availability of mandated
24-hour crisis intervention services; the establishment of a
regional detention network, more restrictive guidelines for

//f-gggtus offender detentions and many other features.
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The bill should result in a reduced reliance on secure detention
and may reduce the numbers of youth placed in long term insti-
tutions due to its increased procedural guarantees;

(3) Development of a statewide juvenile justice service information
referral system - The present-analysis was significantly
hampered by the lack of even basic information. The state and
local justice sSystems are similarly handicapped in their pian—

~ ning and administration activities.

Placement decisions and referrals are most frequently not based
ontzhat gould be the most cost-beneficial treatment bption, but
rather what options are known to be available at

rather ‘ at a given point

gepqrts of youth lost in the system in local detention centers
i in foster care and on local/state caseloads are not surprising,
to anyone acquainted with juvenile justice in Michigan. It is
believed that the present ineffieciency of the state's justice
system.inﬂlarge measure can be attributed to the absence of
timely and appropriate information. ‘

i

It is hoped that a workable statewide information system for
vadjudicated youth with a central referral/placement clearing—
house capability is developed in the near future. :

It is'believed that such a Syspem could substantially reduce the
pg;cglved and actual need for secure institutional beds.

RECOMMENDEﬁ’COURSES OF ACTION

The following recommended courses of action are suggested by the 0CJ

‘analysis. It is believed that the recommendations are workable, realistic

Q@

and cost-effective.

The current pressure on institutional bed space is viewed
as %‘temporary phenomenon, that can be modified in the
shart term, by policy changes which need not reduce public
§afe?y and in the long term, by expanded alternatives to ,
1?st1tutionalization and a declife in the juvenile popula-
tion. This recommendation is only partially based®on the
extremely high cost of secure institutional constructisn and
the budget constraints currently experienced by this state.
HQAsuhas been notmd, institutional capacity expansion is not
only ex?ensive, it is also a lengthy, time consuming process.
A decision to build additional secure beds will not alleviate
institutional pressures for many months.

The remaining recommendations are organized into three categories.

2 . : :
The first suggests ineans of directly coping with the 160 bed issue using
existing resources and minimal additional resources,

o™,
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(1
The recommendations in the above section could provide up :to 228
secure and non-secure beds for the state delinquent population. i

The second includes administrative procedural or policy changes which
ghould result'in local/state juvenile 7justice system improvements that
‘relate to secure treatment needs. )

' RECOMMENDATiONS FOR_NEW PROGRAMMING AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURAL OR P
’ , ] OLICY ‘ i
CHANGES RELATED TO THE STATE SECURE TREATMENT NEEDS : ﬁ

o

r ‘ 5. It is recommended that DSS initiate an institutional intake review
. brocess to insure that alternative placements for youth eligible to

. . , be exempted from the Type T Felony Offender policy and other youth i
‘ rggommgnded for institutional placements have been thoroughly con- |
sidered.

lThe‘finalﬁcategbry presents means of impacting local detention center
“~gVercrowding caused by state wards. Recommendations contained in this
category are more directly focused on the Wayne County Youth Home than 4
any other detention center, but are believed to be relevant for all de- 4 ?

tention‘centers in the state.

As noted in the report, the department currently does not
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"' RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO LESSEN CURRENT PRESSURE ON THE TRAINING SCHOOLS

2. It is recommended that the department make a concentrated effort - T '% Zgzﬁzi ngEanomln%finto the trainlqg schoo%. An institu- E
to reduce the average length of institutional stay from present 1evels,f/\ L trainin §choo§g ; ort maybr?sult 13 some inappropriate s !
especially for female wards. Present efforts under consideration such | > e 3 g e placements being avoided. i
as _holding the parole and review board hearing at the 10 month point ( ' [RESRE i - S E L T e e o . . . . o i
in a youth's tralning school stay and institutional cenmter director RN . N 6.~ 2t 35 recommended that available public and private community place- !

; i ment§_9e,used to the fullest extent possible consistent with legitimate 5
' : concerns for public safety and the appropriate treatment needs of i
4

release for certain offender groups are supported.

youth. The principle of least restrictive most cost-beneficial treat~
ment opgion should be a primsry determinant of placement choice.

It is noted that the increase in the averaéeilength of ' : g

= ; ‘ stay in department secure placements over the 1975-79 y :
period has resulted in a reduc¢tion in the annual service . % : The ?indings of the DSS Decentralized Delinguency Serviées
. / in Michigan report suggest that in terms of ‘cost effective-

wieY

capacity of the institutions. With a return to the 10~
month average length of stay characteristic of the training ¢ - ness, community placements are more appropriate than secure
B SRR : placements for most youth. The placement of choice trend

[y S S ST e

schools prior to 1975, at least 70 additional youth could N
be served. ‘ ' ‘ R : !
. " / g seems to be moving away from community placements and toward 3
. ) S : R . . SN TR S more . L §
- 3. . Department effortslto purchase blocks of private agency placements ~ / a ezfori:cggerzzzigzegﬁigpzizzz‘ Tge department should.make |
are supported. The" department is encouraged to expand its use of this NS have changed since the 1976 D or tem:?str?tevhow conditions \
practice if initial efforts prove to be successful. issued b ecentralization report was - :
The department's current negotiations directed at purchasing . 7. Tt is , i
. ’ ‘ i ' . recommended tl : { : : ;
additional long term placements from private agencies is y ‘suidelines for locaia?uEZE‘izpartm:nt d;velop delinquency commitment “ |
expected to be completed in June 1980 and wilY add 60 beds b J ile courts. It is also recommended that ,
t Pt‘ t-of-h P directly available to the state B the department review its internal policies (MDSS Service Manual #B8-330) Pl
o _rhe oubroi—home resources direct.y available to the state. concerning out of home placements for delinquent state wards Ty
Although these placements may not be secure, they should allevi- i = =t ; . ) \5%
2 L . i
It is believed that the development and;publication of [

ate some of the current pressure on the training schools and

- local detention centers. N . .
| » , commitment guidelines for judges could make the state

delinquency wardship determination more uniform and equit~
able across the state. . '

¥

4, - 1t is recommended that the department develop‘a mote centralized and -
cuniform community residentialncare program with a state-level referral
“clearinghouse capacity. ‘ -

e _ Such guidelines may also arrest the tendency noted in the
DSS Resident;al Facilities Report toward greater reliance
on state delinquency services. .

’

s

The present decentralized CRC administrative structure is

believed to contribute to problems in making full use of

, T ‘ these placement resources. The average number of CRC grdup .-

3 ‘ “home and halfway house beds not in use during the fourth

quarter, 1979 equaled 78 placements. The department camp pro- . . . _
‘gram also oberated below its funded capacity during the B
October-Decenber 1979 period. Twenty or more camp placements

wére available throughout the fourth quarter 1979. Here again,

' : the beds available for placement are not secure, but are

‘ available as alternatives: to institutionalization. A

)

N
The recommendation concerning the review of internal de- s
partment policy on out of home placement should be under-
taken. to make the placement of state delinguency wards more
uniform and more consistent with research such as that con— . ~
tained in the Decentralization report. ' /
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The development of risk and recidivism predictidn methodo~
logy should also be undertaken by the department and
incorporated inte the revised placement guidelines.

©

It is recommended tﬁat community service worker (CSW)‘berformance be

more closely monitored, especially those CSW services that are directed

at youth who have been discharged from institutions and those CSW-

" activities related to processing of youth 1nto and out of department

institutions.

As noted in the report,othese'workers play a key role in

the operation of the state's delinquency service system.
There is evidence that the CSW is currently not fully ex-~
ploring alternative placements to the trai; %ng schools,
attending necessary meetings, filingfie evsery reports on B
a timely basis and making necessary contacts related to
expediting releases from the institutions. 'State wide these
staff have caseloads of 25-30 to one. This reasonable case-
load size, coupled with improved worker training and super-
vision would provide an opportunity for higher quality
service to youth in the future and perhaps a reduced tendency
to use training school placements. .

It is recommended that measures to increase post institutional youth
productivity (i.e., school enrollment, job Lrainlng, and employment)

be expanded.

The Institutional Services Divisign has found that youth
released from the training school who are "productive"
have a far lower recidivism rate than do non-prodictive
youth. This evidence suggests that services directed at
the productivity of released youth may pav dividends in
‘avoidance of subsequent training schools or adult correc-
tional system involvement.

The department's Manpower Information Services for Troubled
Youth (MISTY) and School Youth Advocacy (SYA) Programs
focus on youth productivity. These programs currently are -
not funded sufficiently to offer services in all areas of

. the state. 9

It is reéommendedvthatVthe'state,move affimatively to develop a compre-

hensive justice services information system. It is believed that such
an information system is necessary for significaht'improvements in
justice system efficiency, effectiveness and accountability to occur.

Inadequate information on the local sStafe justice service
system and the youth in it, posed problems in developing
this report and, more-importantly, hamper the current 8ys~
tem s efflciency and effectiveness.

In many ways the development and deployment of useful
information system is a necessax prerequlsite for a
better justice system in this/state.
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It is recommended that new community-based alternatives to institutional
programming for chronic delinquents such as the Chicago Unified Inter—
vention Services (UDIS) Program be explored and implemented.

¢ The UDIS program is one of several new programs which sug-
gest ways in which the state's justice~service system could
be improved. The UDIS model combines a rationale approach
to employ progressively more restrictive sanctions for serious
juvenile offenders primarily within the community setting.
The notable success of thils program in Chicago may make it
appropriate for urban center implementation in Michigan. <

RECOMMENDATIONS TO REDUCE LOCAL DETENTION CENTER OVERCROWDING CAUSED BY

12.

13,

14.

STATE WARDS

It is recommended that the efforts ©f the Wayne County Area Case

Assessment Committee (CAC) be continued and strengthened. The CAC

and other central screening and referral mechanisms should be ex-

amined and implemented or expanded where appropriate.

The CAC and the proposed United Community Services'
Central Intake and Referral model are means of improving
the placement process for delinquent youth in the Detroit/
Wayne County area. Both approaches should also eventually
increase the utilization of private agencies by the state
for hard, to place youth and improve the working relation-
ship and understanding between public and private agencies
in the Detroit area.

It is recommended that the department develop an in-home detention

program: in Wayne County and elsewhere, for state wards that do not

pose a serious risk to public safety but are being detained in local

~detention centers awaiting trainlng school or other placements.

)

This recommendation is based on a survey of state wards
held in the Wayne County Youth Home conducted by the Wayne
County DSS office. The survey suggests that many wards
who are eventually returned to community settings spend
prolonged periods of time in the Youth Home. The -develop-
ment of an in-~home detention program would greatly reduce
the time in detention for these youth and save consider—
able resources in the process.

It is believed that in-home detention programs hold con-
siderable promise for reducing the use of secure detention
in many areas of the state. The development of these pro-
grams, modelled on the Berrien County Juvenile Court effort
is strongly recommended.

. ) ¢
It is recommended that actused and adjudicated status offende}s (other

than those youth on local probation for non-status offenses or state

P A. 150 wards) not be detalned in secure local detention centers.
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This recommendation would easé
tion centers and assist the state c¢

(JJIDP).

. gtatus offender securejdetention.
into the state each year.

%

Sovertrowding in'local deten-
ome “into compliance with
the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
The JJIDP Act tequires the complete elimination of
This Act hrings $2.7 million

It should be rnioted several 1ocaI’detent10n centers have already

[
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,successxully eliminated status oftender detention.,

s

g

a7

{

a .

[

9

A S

8

0

« Appendix A -

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST OF 160 ADDYTIONAL INSTITUTIONAL BEDS

o

The following estimates were developed to indicate the range of capital costs
that would be necessary to construct 160 additional secure correctional beds.
The source of the space and cost sgpecifications was Mike McMillan, an architect

with Community Research Forum, Illdinois.

Community Research Forum is a national

juvenile corrections consulting firm under contract With the federal Office bf
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Several factors should be considered whén estimating the potential cost of new

facility construction.

These factors include -the treatment needs of the

youth, +the security requirements of the population, and the logation and size

of the institutional center.

Space

The specifications included in the cost table
should be consideredurecommended standards or normdal average costs.

per

resident can-'vary from 500-70C square feet and the cost ‘per square foot will/
vary even within a given security level.

//M

In general, the larger the facility the less expensive the cost per bed. /The
costs indicated in the followisz cost estimate assume thé population per’/ ‘center

will not exceed 40 beds.

Forum to'be the optional maximum size.

the cost per bed will increase rapidly.

This standard is considered by Community Research

If smaller centers are co strunted

For larger than 40 bed faciljties,

space requirements per resident Would be reduceﬂ somewhat with costS/reflecting

that reduction.

I
7
4

Regarding‘%he time necessary to open an institutional center,:Commdnity'Research
Forum indicates” the average planning and constructing of juvenile,correction

centers 4s 30 months.

igtic of construction of this type.

<

[

s

Consideration of remcdeling or. adapting an existing structure. such as the

Plymouth State Home was not explored within this.analysis.

It may be that.

A more rapid time period is possible but not character-

this approach would be less expensive and time consuming to implement than new

facility construction.
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i Appendix A (continued)
! y
% N @ " .
i Estimated Cost of Expanded Institutional Capacity
% Space requirements per resident .
o A ,
t ’ -
g 200 sq. ft. -~ sleeping area
§ v ° i 4
2 i 200 sq. ft. - recreation area . .
100 sq. ft. - service area (classroom; food prepafation, dining space) - s
160 sq. ft. =~ administrative and counseling area s
600 sq. ft/resident =
o ’ G,
‘ Maximum Security Cost Minimum Security Cost
§ . ‘ . (fence perlmeter, concrete
(high security perimeter,.fence
. ‘ : ‘ o block construction,survelllence
’ windows, physical security) )
¥ y msegurity,"campus" COnfiguration)
Ny“\\v i ' ) @
$85 per sq. ft. cost . $60 per sq. ft. cost
; ’ ‘ (22N N
. Total Cost:Maximum security 160 additional residents x 600 sq. ft/ resident x
§ 'v . o~ ’
$85 per sq. ft. = $8,160,000 ‘
Ai Minimum security 160 additional residents X 600 sq. ft/residentx$60 per sq.
t. =°$5,760,000 =
: f < M i ) 8L
N Source:' Mike McMillan, Community Research Forum,
ER ' Champaign-Urban, I1l. "'
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APPENDIX C
PERCENTAGE OF 1978 ARRESTS BY RACE, SEX & AGE
INDEX ARRESTS MALE ‘ — FEMALE
Juvenile*  Adult Total Juvenile*  Adult Total
v . . v
White . . . . . 27.0 24.0 51.0 575 6.9  12.4
" Black . . . . . 10.1 17.1 - 27.2 2.4 6.1 8.5
Other & Unknown 0.3 0.4 0.7 ° 0.1 0.1 0.2
A1l Races 37.4 1.5  78.9 S0 13.1 70
NON- THDEX MALE FEMALE
ARRESTS Juvenile* Adult Total Juvenile* Adult= Total
White . . . . . 13.0 44.0 57.0 3.9 5.7 9.6
Black . . . . . 2.8 20.8 23.6 0.7 4.4 5.1
Other & Unknown 0.1 4.2 - 4.3 o;o 0.4 0.4
A1} Races 15.9 69.0 84.9, 4.6 10.5 * 15.]
BOTH INDEX ARRESTS NON- INDEX ARRESTS
SEXES Juvenile* 'Adult  Total, | Juvenile* Adult  Total
White . . . . . 32.5 30.9 63.4 16.9 49.7 66.6
; Black ... . . 12.5 23.2 35.7 3.5 25.2 28.7
| Other & Unknown | ~ 0.4 0.5 0.9 0.1 3,46 4.7
i > )
A1l Races 45.4 54.6  100.0 " 20.5 79.5  100.0
c-1 ¢
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v g T TTURIAL ANKEGTA by AGE T T ’
: B 2 N ~x ' ) X Total Lrend (£%)
w 5 106, : . . S i - 3% % Persons = L Yr, 5 Y5,
; : : Y . = . Under J1o12 . 13-34  15-06 17-18 1920 21-22 2324 . 25-29 30-34  35-A4 _ 45-56 Over Unknown Acreeted 7877 . 18/23
S . " i tarder 306 o a0 0 45 89 58 e1c 72 184 74 81 530y : 5 - 8.5 - 201
o ! ' : 1978 . . Kape ° T 6 . 140 134 99 N3 17723 wo 123 - 45 25 1840 = 7.9 + 28.8
] PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT ARRESTS o , B B : ‘ o | ; ‘
i 5 ” @ ) ) tubbery« . 20 58. 2% 680 654 511 385 126 - 546 211, 128 3L 7. . J8A8 - U7 =18.3
* . g = - k : ) . v e N - o ‘ : . . .
‘ : = sugrav. Asdaule 49 . 17 363 752 724 720 591 527. 1060 670 732 376 188 6935 = b+ 6.6
o ' ) o ) R - ~ ) o o . . «
Robbery - 1.2% - . L o e : fwrglary 32 752> FEESST 4871 2990 1500 922 670 1285 456 302 103 44 : 15,849 "= 5.1 = 8.6
5 i "\ Agyravated Assault -2.4% [ : 4 ’ e ’ ‘ , 7
i [EERY ) p ‘ : . . B ; . -, f ) v .
¥ = /. AlOiher - 28,8% ,/ “\| Burglary ~ 3,5% a - Larcvny 705 1512 4335 6707 . 6278 3530 - 2634 1972 3711 .. Q844 1703 1659. - 915 37,224 . ~10,6. ~ 6.4
i ) ) '/ glary = N N - : . :
N ,‘ . o’ /,_/ \ . ¥ @ , R : e o . o ‘ S o ‘
i ¥ L o ) . . : : : !
! ///’ o ° y ‘x}mtor Veh. Theft 16 60 559 1092 681 k)b 201 156 227 101 68 20 10 3773539 - i4 -~ 32,9
¥ : P - ) . . X . . . . )
| 4l L D VT £ g | 3 |
and Disordorly // 7 Iidex TOTAL o 2026 2518 . 8066 13.287 AL,510. 6729 . 6937 0830 7228 4496 N3 M68S 1213 . 632 09386 = 2,9 - 8,1
N ; 79% - Larceny ~10.1% » - - i
! ‘ : . . fleg, Mansloughter 1 0 2 s 12 27 13 7 20 13 9 n 6 0 126 w148 - 45,2
! Uqgug: Laws Mtr. Veh, Theft ~ 1.0% , ‘ ‘ :
! o 9.2% L ) . : ‘ :
, ‘Non-Aggraviated Assault - 3.6% . lion=Agvav, Asdaulc 146 264 538 948 918 966 962 818 1715 . 1118 1136 519 218 82 10,368 4+ .6 - 11,2
: o ; S “ . [d . *
8"“1""91_" Fraud - 1.5% ' " , ' : 3 ‘ ’ : N
f n nder The . 563 7 ; ’ . . = -
L . sl Stolon Property - 1.7% E ; . | Atson 43 70 /\67 117 - 101 R 40 n 38 43 0. 10 8 758 16,6+ .5
2 { 16:6% Vandalism - 1,7% T ‘ sy : : _ ‘
; Weapons - 2.2% Forgery 8 6 " fh 124 . 165 231 256 177 484" 274 210 83 26 91 2195 -~ +3.9 - 10.8
‘\ : 2 Prostitution - 1.9% - . - , t ; 1\ ) .
Narcotic Laws ~ 6.7% Fraud. 8 15 26 113 263 295 i85 “Gso 858 538 490 221 79 15 3671 ~19.3 . +. 5.3
! o imbezzleent 9° 12 33 49 116 77 - n % 88”7 86 40 8 22 725 +17.8  + 40,5
¢ _ ; ' o ‘ P : stolon:Froperty % 71 389 925 987 708 483 348 636 - 316 271 100 49 39 $351 11,4 - 10.3
RO - | 3 T B LN N B ;
- i : : ‘ : ) : ) ' ‘ '
. N 5 g i Yandalise 522 707 13% 1653 1291 715 . 482 355 562 281 235 93, . 67 126 - 8495 - 5.3 + 5.7
T . . . . B
. H L = .
: . . e
i . : . ° i seapons 13 37 161 434 805 - 674 621 451 932 607 591 326 203 43 5698 <.~ 8,7 - 23,6
1 : 2 = ENS B P !
: . o 1978 - _ : v L o . .
S ) 3 | i ] : S ivmmercdal Vice .0 2 6 - 35 26 4 4 : 4698 2.2+ 9,
oy , . PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF JUVENILE ARREST o : A 3 62 647 202 u9s %7 405 164 83 s Gew 9.2
: " : ears and Usds ’ o ‘ . ‘ 9, : 8 ‘ '
B {16 Yours and Usdar) e ok sex Offenses 13 0 - 98 175 - 164 140 151 .138 249 174 233 s 90 20 1799 ~1L.5 - 7.1
[ .. B - L . » b3 ;
(. Aggravated Assault~2.2% - . : ‘ : wrug Lawa 37 63 684 2304 3NS 3090 2255 1733 - 2652 . 1201 692 183 78 219 18,885 -18.6 3.2
. Rebbery - 1.8% % . : . e : . :
fn g o E . N -
- B:’gﬂgf’jy arbling 7 6 21 19 50 56 51 53 130 135 175 U192 141 1 1037 -27.8 '+ 13.8
H 13.07 ‘ . . .
' . N . . . v .
o ~ _ ; Famtly 1 13 9 3 386 234 150 139 287 184 200 . 54 24 . 45 1768 -28,1 - 52.7
. & . ; ) ) o ;
. Curfew/Loitering 57 1 18 183 1931 3471 3345 . 3032 6087 4770 7416 5642 3266 . 389 39,628 +6.0° + 3.4
o & Runaways ¥ - : ' SR » N
; ¢ 2 z e i , . [ = . v :
! 16.1% : ] i cquor 72 42 336 . 2557 6568 4533 2877 1777 248t 1201 . 152 . 604 © 333 . 439 25,082 4+ 6.2 + 85.7
=y ' S B o s runkenness R i 22 90 <250 286 218 170 125 200 282 183 124 26 2185 -93,2 . - 94.1
e 5 , / : : Yivorderly ‘ ‘ ' ‘
& : o ok ihisorderly 156 294 752 1215 2877 2530 7 2033 ' 1527 2769 1652 1689 . '957 . 500 226 19,173 + 9.2 -+ 13.4
PR : » Mtr. Veh, Theft - 3.0% ' B f . . g . , )
o S : : 7 _‘mzmncy 57 13 21 a6 216 324 274 307 sip 212 160 79 34 12 2305 <29,1 . +180.4
' ) ‘ L : o Non-Aggravated Assault-3.3% . | : . . R L]
. i & - Drunkenness Zolon P 5% 4 L1 Other 197 352 1288 2748 7630 7927 7253 $135 11,606 - 6251 5639 . 2573  130h 687 61,552 +14.2 ~ 9.3
= . & Risorderly ~ 4.4% Stalen 'OD‘GHY -2.5 o ) .. .
g - N N = = 4 . 5 : . .
: 3 . S Liquor Laws - 5.2% ~ Vandalism ~7.4% soheIndex TOTAL 1406 2019 5923 13,805 24,208 22,007 22,526 (8,282 33,655 19, B06 21,223 12 194 66LS__ 2081 215 760 =106 o 1.1
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1978 Index Arrests by Appe

N
R

&

> "
Qz;;lng Juvenile ’ Adult
Number % _Number
Murder 58 7.8 687
. Rape 234 18.9 i,ooe
Robbery 1,028 26,7 2,820
Aggr. Assault 1,281 18.5 5,658
‘lBurglaryv ‘ 7,400 46,7 8,449
« Larceny ‘ 1,325 35.6 23,965
‘M.V. Theft 1,727 48.8 1,812
"A;rson 297 39.2 461
Violent Index 2,601 20.4 10,171
Prop“eﬁrty, Index* 22,683 39 7 34;507
s Tétai Index 25,284 - 36.0 44,858
1978 Population 2,626,400

81.5
53.7

04 .4

7
’

51.2 {f

60.8

79.6

60.3

64 .0

128.6 6,554,500 N, 71.4

Total
qubqﬁ

745

Ty 240

3,848
6,919
19,849
Y ,224
3,539

758

12,772

57,170

70,142

9,180,900
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'MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES.

APPENDIX D

* {;‘tiZJ {TEM 3_326 PAGE »
) SUBJECT ) Se\\;f_SISSUEDI
L AN DELINQUENCY SERVICES 5-15-78 |
(o SERVICES MANUAL STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS Eff. 6-1-78
®  GENERAL INFORMATION: The rights of status offenders, and the right of society to be protected from the\k"‘ag /

WA ' | s

Ve
N
,v‘ (”
1
DEFINITIONS:
3,
s

violence of serious felony offenders, require that placement decisions for Depart-
ment committed status offenders and serious felony offenders must occur within
the following constraints: :

. PA. 150 youth committed to.the Department for status offenses will not be

admitted to Department institutions (excluding Youth Rehabilitation Camps

.and Arbor Heights Center);

* P.A. 150 youth committed to the Department for serious felonies will be

placed in Department institutions (W. J. Maxey Training School or Adrian
Training School); and ; '

*  P.A. 150 youth-committed to the Department for any felonies or misdemea-
nors may be placed in Department institutions, any community placements
or independent living arrangements.

Postcommitment adjudications by a court or the Youth Parole and Review Board
(YPRB) will follow the above placement constraints with one exception. Youth
adjudicated for status offenses subsequent to commitment.may be placed in
Department institutions if committed on non-status offenses. (Michigan Juvenile
Court Rules 9.1). : : ' .

Other than for this exception, postcommitment placements in Deparntment insti-
tutions must be preceded by court or YPRB adjudication of a new serious felony,

felony, or misdemeanor offenses. Postcommitment adjudications pertain to yo-

uth who are in: ’

*  Department institutions

+ any community placements

* truancy status from any placements

Status offense — an offense which would not be ¢riminal {felony or misdemea-
nor) if committed by an adult.

Status offender — a youth committed to the Department for a status offense

" regardless of earlier court adjudication.

Serious feloﬁy offense — see Handbook of Michigan Criminal Law and Proce-
dures, 1976, and pages 6-7 of this item for specific definitions and citations of
statutes for: :

* Homicide

< Assault
»  Criminal Sexual Conduct
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v suBJECT ‘ - ] gg;lﬁsihé"”“ n - U sSutte T : »
| DELINQUENCY SERVICES o, 1\ " | “NCY SERVICES . s 4
i SERVICES ANUAL , : 5-15-7 R ‘ N ; DELINQUENC : . ‘
| A M 1 STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS Eff, 6-. \,. LR (‘u/ SERVICES MANUAL STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS BFf. 6o1-78
DEFINITIONS: o | ' : % ’ , | SR
! R ¥ . oo - s . 5
(Cont'’d) - ; e DEFINITIONS: - ' - - ' BRI
. RObbery : N : R i . ¢ . o ! o
oy ; (Cont'd) CEL
»  Kidnapping , \ i o .
* Arson - & | B T ® Initial Commitment *  Community services workers and supervisors retain the responsibility for
W e : . b Procedures -placement decisions for all but the serious felony offenders at initial commit- -
fe!or)y offense — an offense which, if comniitted by an adult, could result in i LiE ment. Department institution or a community placement may be appropriate
: imprisonment as defined under the cr/i’r’nin.ﬂ,co(lu, (See Handbook of Michigan : g ‘ for the felo”$ and misdemearior offender; only a community placement
Criminal Law and Procedures, 1976), ‘(\ (including Afbor Heights and Youth Rehabilitation Camps) may be used for -
: . LN 5 the status offender. R o
i - Misdemeanor — an offen§e which is not a felony as defined in the criminal : o w
. . : , - code, (see Handbook of Michigan Criminal Law and Procedures, 1976.) ® Exception Requests * It is recognized that individual cases may necessitate exceptions to tHa
i Serious fel ffender. § ) mandatory Department institutional placement policy. Diagnostic assess-
w erious telony offender, felony offender, misdemeanant: > ments, predispositional information, and. initial social study development -
. A h itted . . may reveal mitigating circumstances which the community services worker -
A youth committed to the Department for a serious felony, felony, or mis- and supervisor detarmiine as sufficient cause to request deviation from the oo
emeanor regardless.of past couft adyu(llcatlon.s‘: policytof Department institutional placement. The protection of sociéty and.
: . ’ . ' the provision of treatment appropriate to the needs of the outh are basic
4 o A youth comfmtted to the Department by a rehearing of an earlier disposi- guidglinéé for exception. - pprop: f Y
X | . _ tion of a serious felony, felony, misdemeanor adjudication regardless of ; , 3 , o
. i subsequent offenses.. (See Michigan:juvenile Court Rules 9.1); and ’ . Exg/féptiOn requests rnust'be documented and forwarded to the local office . C
' o . ~ _ director or designee}/within 10 working days following acceptance on - all f
* A Department Yvard adjudicated by a court or the Youth Parole and Review new commitments. ' : ct .
Bo.ard_ 'for_a serious felony, felony, or misdemeanor regardless of any earlier : T S '
. ; adjudications and committing offense. ‘ *  The local office director or designee will approve or disapprove the request
@ Initial C . . ’ , ) within three working days. In cases of exception approval, one copy of the
N Pnr‘ ta p -ommitment * Courts may commit a youth to the Departmgnt based upon: documentatiori, with the decision noted, is to be forwarded to Central Of- -
¥ . ocedures ! . L . ‘ fice, Delinquency Services Division. ' !
‘ v A (e-f!earlng of an earlier disposition of court wardship and probation; - , . ' AR : Do
' (Michigan Juvenile Court Rules, 9.1). Court probation resulting from +  Courts may wish to be involved in an exception request. Court recommen-
; - ‘ adjudication of a status, felony or misdemeanor offense and subsequent dations on ‘commitment orders may serve as a court exception request, or
o , , offenses (e\{en a status offense) which are in violation of that probation the court may wish to provide dacumentation in addition to the recomnien-
a can result in commitment to the Department based upon the earlier dations on the order. These will be identified by attachment or verbatim
offense which had been adjudicated. quote in the documentation forwarded to the focal office director or desig- »

. ) nee,
*» Court adjudication of a new offensa.

w

; B
| . . L . ¥
! » -_ , * A suggested outline for exception requests is given on pages 7 and 8 of this -
i Courts are requested to note the, committing offense on the commitment Hem. ) ' - - L
ST order. . : , \ S y
e ! ‘ e . . . @ Postcommitment Procedures *  Following initial placement, any P.A. 150 ward wha*is alleged to have i »
i . Reg:o_mmepdatlons_by thg,gguﬂ, ';lf any, must receive a response by the local committed any felony must have a hearing before the YPRB if not petitioned
| office during pregj:spo_sngon. »Recommendalrpns may appear on the court to a court. This applies to youth who are in a Department institution, in a
, X or der and these will r ecetve response according to policy guidelines regard- community placement, or on truancy status from any placement. o
s ing Department communication with the courls. . . ' i
B ' » The community services worker, or by agreement the Department place-
e o , : N ment personnel having primary responsibility for the youth, is to file the o
T ‘ hearing request with the YPRB if the matter is not adjudicated by a court, .
: %
h3 3
.»;@71;‘ i
K i D-2 o . D_3 e : i
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3 TaRieer ; T DATE I55ULO, § - t4 - MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES. - : L _— !
; o . N : REVISE R . S ‘ : o ITEM , - B-326 [PAGE . g
] s . : ' E e~ % N ' ’ : '5 s
| : E ' A S DELINQUENCY SERVICES ) 5=15-78 ™. : - ' - - f
! L 7 . _ Yo, ¥ , SURIFCT ~ , DATE ISSURD. !
| SERVICES , MANU . ‘ STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS Eff. 6-1-., &1 ° gt , : ' . ‘ ... |RreviseD |
| : ~ , : | * bea gl ( , ‘ : DELINQUENCY SERVICES - : \ |
e : : B ' S MANUAL - QU E 5-15
| ‘ e ; - §i -  SERVICE L STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS -15~78
? | | | | 1 : Ly | | o e SR Effe 6~1-78
i DEFINITIONS: . . - o o Y . ot : p : ‘
'Z (Cont'd) < S = : : & TR L ", g1+ ®Summary of Policy The following exhibit summarizes the malor components of the preceding policy.
' . : ) 0 . : P DR g and Required Actions »and actions required underit. - . L N
! ® Postcommitment Procedures - Subsequent to adjudication of a serfous felony by a court or concurrent with & ‘ . 1 i e ' ' e
f s the ac!)ud}cggson phase of the hearing by the YPRB, if exception to Depart- R 3 S ' o ' o ’ : W
F I ST 'mgn‘ti mstl}:uuonal placement is desired, this must be documented and pro-- 4 - - . -
SRR L , vided to the YPRB which will approve or disapprove the request. In cases of ' ! ' ‘ : . x
! . o . YO Satalith + - INIT!AL COMMITMENT POST COMMITMENT - . - -
o S v . exception approval, one copy of the documentation;, with the decision . ’ : : :
pqtgc{, is to be forwarded by YPRB to Central Office, Delinquency Services : MISDEMEANOR/’ : ~ MISDEMEANOR/ :
Division. - L \ STATUS SERIOUS NON-SERIOUS STATUS SERIOUS, - - NON-SERIOUS
g g : ' Cr OFFENSE . FELONY - FELONY ' OFFENSE FELONY , FELONY
*  Subsequent to an adjudication by the court or the YPRB of a felony which is : : - : : :
) : non-serious: o Adjudication Court ‘ Court Court Excluded unless YPRB unless heard YPRB unless heard |
% - - Ca P - hearing , ; o Department institu- | Bycourt by court {misde- i
Lo * The YPRB is to determine whether or not the youth shall be place(?: or : = tion is the plan and .. ] meanorexcluded }j
- remain-in, a Department institution. If the YPRB determines that the prior nonstatus | - .unless Department \
- youth shall not be so placed or remain in a Department institution, the " offenses have been institution is plan).
3 . ‘ . community services worker is to make an appropriate alternative place- adjudicated '
if e ¢ ment plan and/or follow release procedures. (MICR9.1).
: ++ For youth on release from a Department institution, the existing rules . Dispositional |- Court Court - Court Excluded unless | YPRB | YPRB (misde-
; ; o : . and procedures of the YPRB relating to revocation are to be followed. - hearing  ~ - - - Departmentinstitu- | l ~mieanor excluded.
) : - . : ‘ : o o° s : ‘- I -tionisthe.plan and o unless Department
Eob ' R +  Adjudication and disposition of misdemeanors need not be a"YPRB matter . pcr;.z:’ :::o:-.;tatus + | institution s plan).
§ - . unless placement in a Department institution is the placement plan or the MICR 0.1] ST S
* <. youth is on a release status. o : s . ;. S ‘ .
% . L v , » ; PR =T , —
o i S ‘ . s P . 0 O , R T e Placement Community/ Department Department " Departrent 4 Epartment Department
‘ ° : ’ . In th‘te fc ase ‘O;fafc?mmumty p SCEd -YOUt_hbWz\ 0 \gas (omg] itted t(: ’the D?p.‘?" . Private institution institution institution ““institution - : instution
o men .0‘[ any ,e’ony or misdemeanor. but whose .su S_equen .cumu, ative . institution - Community/ Community/ R o b Community/ ,
behavior_constitutes a status offense only, the community services worker et al Private Private - ; 1 “Private .
. o may request-the YPRB to hear the case and to concur with Department institution institution o TR institution A
T2 institutional placement based upon the committing offense. The basis for this etal etal . oo etal
action is the same as that of the court procedure for rehearing earljer dispos- , , : _ ~
; PR , tion. ) B - Placement o] - Community Policy Community YPRB if Depart- YP‘RB' B ‘I YPRBif Depart-
' P ‘ ‘ dutision ’ " services | services ment institution = ment institution
worker/ B worker/ is placement plan. o . 2V s placement plan.
e - Supervisor Supervisor Communitv services i Co _Comomumty services
. . worker/Supervisor worker/Supervisor
¢ N » o , ) ‘it other placement o it other placement
5 . : . plan is made. o - plan’is made, ‘ 1.
o : = Exception i} - Néne needed County Director_ Noneé needed YPRS if Depart- YPRB ‘ ¥PRB if on release g
° @ “designated | - 7.l within 10 days . ment institution . from Department
& ' following accept- isplan, s -institution; follow
ance. If excep- . ) ravocation procedure.
. o | tion foltows i - ‘ v i
@ ! . Department 5 : =
. institutional - : 5 :
: . s ;0 - 4 placement by ' ¢
: ' 30 days, YPRB , , .
° is designate via , K : , s
release request, | ‘ : : 8 )
0 ’ )
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e Ak CITATIONS OF STATUT
CITATIONS OF STATUTES AND ﬂ DEFINITIONS: ES AND
DEFINITIONS: The following ltstlngs identify specific offenses defined as serious felony offenses ot : : , L RN
o named on pages 1 and 2 of this Item, and provide applicable citations from the i} nt'd] A )
1976. 4
Handbook of Michigan Criminal Law and Procedures, 19 g Kidnapping (Page 68)
* Homicide (Pages 33-36) - ;
' MCLA 750.316 Kidnapping MCLA 750.349 i
- Murder - . f
© Manslaughter : MCLA 750.321 Arson (Pages 81-83)
Negligent Homicide MCLA 750.324 . ‘ |
' Death Due to Explosives MCLA 750.327 Burning Dwelling House MCLA 750.72 b
Neghgent Homicide with Watercraft MCLA 281.677; Burning Qther Real Property MCLA 750.73 [
: Burning of Personal Property MCLA 750.74 :
Assault (Pages 31 -33) Burning of Insured Property MCLA 750.75 L
B Willfully and Maliciously Setting Fire MCLA 750.77
Fe!onious Assault mgt’; ;ggg§ Explosives or Incendiary Devices, Possession MCLA 750.211a
Assault with Intent o Commit Murder . ;‘
Assault with Intent to do great bodily harm less S MCLA 750.84 |
than murder ' ;
Assault with Interit to Maim MCLA 750.86 SUGGESTED EXCEPTION ‘ j
Assault with Intent to Commit Feiony not otherWISE MCLA 750.87 — REQUEST FORMAT: The following outline provides a guide in completing a case synopsis to request ;
punlshed - ~, an.exception to Department institutional placement policy (see page 3 of this g
my;uu witli fitent to rob and steal being unarmed MCLA 750.88 - tem). 3y
Assault\mth Intent to Rob and steal being armed MCLA,750.89 ~
‘Placing Harmful Objects in Food MCLA 750.397a . : . {
© Mayhem MCLA 750.397 4 A.  Offense History (if postcommitment, provide offense history subsequent to commitment and all placements).
é;irhinal Sexual Conduct (Pages 36-41) B..  Committing Offense. ;
. 1!
Cnmmal Sexual Conduct : mgtﬁ ;ggg;gg C. Mltrgdslng lc;'rrcumstancev. which provide basis for an exception request: (as suggested by Mrchrgan State Bar 5
: D Criminal Sexual Conduct . journal, February, 1977) 1
" g:arézmde %Zre:rgnmmal Sexual Conduct - MCLA 750.520c *
“Third Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct MCLA 750.520d 1. The defendant played a minor role ini the crime, “
Fourth Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct MCLA 750.520e
. Second or subsequent offense MCLA 750.520f 2. The defendant committed the crime under some degree of duress, coercion, threat, or compulsron
~ Assault with intent to commit criminal sexual conduct MCLA 750.520g - insufficient 6 constitute a complete defense but which signficantly affected hisher conduct.
Rohbery (Pages 63-65) | . ; _ ’ 3. "lghe dafendant exercised extreme care for the health, personal safety or property of others in carrying out ;
. : e crime.
_ ; }
. RobberyArmed; Aggravated Assault MCLA 750,529 . -« & |
bb 4 Unarmedg - MCLA 750.530 o 4. The victim or victims provoked the crime to a significant degree by their conduct.
R e b - MCLA 750.531 < |
- Bank, Safe Vault Robbery ' N A bl ‘ . . : ,
r o \ ; 4 B 5. The defendant believed he/she had a claim or a right to the property. f
{7: i 6. The defendant was motivated by an immediate need to pro\tide necess;fties for family or self. 3 ;
: ‘ ® g 7. The defendant was suffering from a mental or pHysrcal condluon that significantly reduced culpability for
LA the offenise. ,
o m’\ i
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SUGGESTED EXCEPTION
REQUEST FORMAT: = -

8. The defendant, because of age, lacked sufficient judgment in committing the crime. .

9. The amounts of money or property taken were deliberately very small and no harm was done or

gratuitously threatened against the victim or victims.

10. The defendant, though technically guilty of the crime, committed the offense under such unusual circum-
stances that it is unlikely that a sustained intent to violate the law motivated his/her conduct.

11. The defendant has led a respectable, law-abiding life for a substantial period prior to the commission of

the crime.
) &
D. Substantiation for exceptiori request.
1: Why not Department institution? -
a. Treatment needs
b.  Treatment modality
c. Other.
2. Supportive diagnostic data.
.E.  Specific alternatives to Department institution.
1. . List in priority,
Z. - Mote rupareu daie of placement for each.
F. Long range tréatment goals.
G. Attach (if appropriate) supportive data.
. 1.  Initial 5dcial study

2.  Diagnostic data,

~

5

NOTE Aggravatmg circumstances which would negate excepnon consideration, as suggested by Michigan State Bar o

Journal, February, 1977, are:

&

R Y

2, The crrme mvolved qeveml perpezrators

W

The crime mvolved c.feveml victims.

The victim or victims were particularly vulnerable,

P

. The defendant was the leader of the criminal enterprise.
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COMPONENTS OF INITIAL
4 ¥ PLACEMENT: The treatment needs of the youth and their families must be met through the use .
v ‘ of the Department resources which are available. The specificity of short or
long-range goals also must be based upon available resources. Initial placement'
success demands expert fusing of treatment needs, specific goals and resources.
The following are avenues established to accomplish this fusion:

«  Knowledge of resources available.

+  Knowledge of lack of resources and communication of this, through the
supervisor, to community organizations and leaders, and to the Central Of-
- fice through the placement specialists.

+  Community services worker's use of supervision in preparation of predispo-
sition DSS-3216 and subsequent intake DSS-3216 to specify treatment needs
and goals and resource needs; =

«  Community services worker’s search for best initial placement by:

« Utilizing supervisor who explores local community for resources; and

+

Uer ++  Utilizing placement specialists in this search.

No initial placement may be made until the signatures of the community ser-

vices worker and the worker's supervisor on the DSs- 3216 assures that all of the

above avenues for making a choice have resulted in the ptacement decision
which is best for that youth and which reasonably negates the p055|bl|1ty of

placement disruption. e

CASE EVENT PLACEMENT ‘

PROCEDURE: To build a basic framework which will insure sound initial placements and thus
prevent disrupted placements, the following case event placement procedure is
mandatory to the case management process:

+  Predisposition phase and accompanying completion of a DSS-3216 for pre-~.
dicted placement will insure close community services worker supervisory
intervention at that point and thereby insure that further diagnostic. and

8 planning needs will be pursued expediently.
+ Intake phase will complete and refine the above predisposition phase, again
v through supervisory intervention and support, utilizing the DSS-3216.

+ initial placement implementation depends upon satisfactory completnon of
predisposition and intake phase with accountability resting squarely upon
the commumty services worker's being directly accountable and the super-
visor's concurring with the placement as attested to by histher signature on
the DSS-3216,
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CASE EVENT PLACEMENT
PROCEDURE:
(Cont'd)

PROCEDURE FOR QUARTERLY
REVIEWS OF CASE SERVICES
PLANS:

" NEGOTIATION AND MEDIATION

PROCESS: -

3

e

&)

» The placement agency is involved at the time of the 30-day placement !é'i

»  Placement changes, if any, must be accompanied by a CCPIS input and by a

R
T e

Bl

conference only for the interim goal setting portion. This establishes ac--
countability by means of the signatures of the placement agency representa-
tive, case manager and supervisor on the DS5-3216.

new DSS-3216. The DSS-3216 must provide the rationale for change, based
upon revised interim goals. Accountability of the case manager and case
management supervisor is to be evidenced by their signatures on the [SS-
3216 and by CCPIS input.

Rt

A quarterly supervisory case conference will accomplish a rgview 9( all cases

on the community sérvices worker’s caseload by the community services worker

and the supervisor. This is to include all secondary c.l;ekm‘(.i Jistings as rvpprlv}l

by CCPIS which community services workers and stpervisors receive. These N
quarterly reviews must include: : : | —

«  An update by the community services worker on CCPIS reporting, \

o

*  A.review of all DSS-3216's prepared subsequent to the last supervisory case

conference and supervisor's approval signature,
* A réview of all DSS-3216' in caseload to examine!

> review date aleort; ¢

v i,nterim’ goal completion;

= interim goal‘desc'ription;

s possible goal change r;evisi“on;

.+ possible need for new‘ D55:3216 (to be written during the conference);

= possible pending disruption and néed‘ for beginning replanning. |
’ Signing an‘vdldativ;g of the DSS-3216’s by both the community services

- worker and the supervisor, 1o document that the quarterly case conference s
review has been completed and to recordits date, : :

»

if problems arise during pl:;Ce,me,m procedures, negotiation ‘and mediation must

occur, The process for negotiation and mediation’ of ¢are planning explained in . 7™ ((\w P

SM tem B-339 provides o method for obtaining the ARENCY'S, community ser- (
vices worker's and supervisor's agreement 1o the case services plin. This progess

abvo provides . way 16 resolve disagreements about -the s STV planamnd
establishies accomtabalty for the decisions whic b are piatle, '

N D-10 ' ] : Y
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS:

$

@ Own Home Placement As
the Initial Placement

s
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OWN HOME PLACEMENT . Eff. 6-1-78
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The decision to place the committed youth in hi;/her own home may be made

during the predispositional phase or after the youth has received treatment in an

initial placement which will enable him/her to function in the community and in
the parental home. 2 0.

When considering the newly committed youth’s own home as an initial piace-
ment, there are several factors which must be given carefu! consideration:

Primary to the worker's evaluation is a consideration of the youth’s need for
protection from hurting self or others and the need for close supervision\.
The ward's delinquent history must be taken into consideration to determine if
the delinquency is situational or if the delinquency ‘history represents a long-
standing problem which can be resolved only by removal from the family situa-
tion or removal from the community.

Also of vital importance is the family unit functioning and the family dynamics
which may have contributed to the delinquency pattern of the committed youth,
It must be determined that the adults in the home are able to offer the youth
appropriate supervision and control.

The availability of community resources for the treatment of the youth and the
family’s acceptance of referral to those resources are to be rioted on the DSS-
3216. Such resources include: community services worker counseling, family
counseling centers, youth counselifig centers, mental ‘health clinics or other
agencies which could provide treatment. ‘ '

The worker must make a determination of the youth’s commitment to maintain-
ing appropriate behavior in the community. In making this determination the

+ worker must ascertain whether the youth is attempting to manipulate a place-

ment in a less structured program in order to continue a former pattern of
delinquency or if the youth has made a sincere investment in the treatment
program which is being developed in the youth’s own home. It is recommended
that, in addition to the DSS-3216, an Own Home Placement Agreement be
forniulated between the worker, the youth and the family. This agreement may
be utitzed as a technique to motivate the youth to conform to community
standards and agency expectations. Parental‘responsibilities can also be defined
by means of this agreement. (See SM"B-333.)

Consideration must be given to the impact upon the local juvenile court and the
local community of the decision 2o place the youth in histher own home When
the commjtment order fre;s1 the court indicates a youth must be removed from
the community, liaison activities between the two agencies must continue after
the worker has thoroughly explored the above factors and reached a decision
with supervisory concurrence that placem%gt in the youth’s own home is a
viable treatment program. (See SM"B-312, Communication Between juvenile
Court and the Department.) Department policy for status and felony offenders
(SM B-326) must also be followed, ) " s

. N
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@ Return of the Youth to
Home After Treatment

N
‘ -
(& ;
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J
® Services Provided to
. Youth Placed in Their
Own Homes
!
i
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS:

The following factors must be taken into consideration when a decision is being
made to return a youth to histher own home after treatment:

Youth-fainily assessment — In reaching the decision to return the youth to -
histher own home after initial placement(s), it is important to consider the, yo-
uth’s needs ta zeturn to the family. The community services worker can ass\-‘st in
assessing whether or'not the family unit can meet those needs.

Payment System — The committed youth’s family will meet the financial needs
of the youth placed in theif home through the use of their own resources or
those of the public welfare system under General Assistance or ADC programs.
Under no circumstances are the parents of a youth to receive payment from the
State Ward Board and Care Fund, including independent living allowances from
the Board-and Care Account or the ADC-F account, -

Services Offered — When the youth is placed in histher own home, the Depart-
ment has the continuing responsibility to supervise . this placement until the
youth is discharged from care. The transition from the initial placement to the
youth's own home is of critical importance, and the worker must make intensive
efforts to insure that such a transition occurs with a minimurm of difficulty for the
youth and the family. Support by the community services worker is needed for
the youth to succeed in the community and 1o prevent future delinquent acts,
The youth must be involved in a specific school, work, or skills training program.

Services provided by the'community services worker to youth placed in their
own homes include:

+  Education and trzining ser vices through lho use of mmmumty resOUICEs.
(See Support Servxces, SM B-349.)"

. 0 Emptoyment serv:ces {See Manpower lnformatxon and Services for Troubled
Youth, SM B-343.) . L

. Famlly Planning Services. (See SM A-111.) Family planning referral, discus-

sion, or counseling may be granted upg request of a ward, without parental

permission. While such parental invoivement and concurrence is ideally
desirable, and should occur where feasible, it is recognized that such joint
planning is not always possible. © ; o :

« . Health related services avadable (see SM A- !’0) if the family is fuund
eligible. . a 2

» Individual ‘and family counseling services to maintain appropriate adjust-

ment in the famx!y Lnit and in the commumty

. Supervnrory services to continually mom!c.; the ward's adjustment in. the
commumty and compliance with 2 contract or with the YPRB conditions.

» Mont.ﬂ he\ahh services (hruugh the use of .u)pmpn,uv ¢ ummunily TOSOUPC (s,

. lr,ms;x)rt.ﬂmn services 1o facilitate referrals to commumily resourees for vdu
cation, unptoymt nt, lnwlu al, mental health andd related serviges,
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