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Institutional Capacity Study 

Executive Summary 

The present institutional expansion study was conducted by the Office of 
Criminal Justice (OCJ) in respons~ to a request from the Executive Office 
teceived 'lin November, 1979. 0 

Concern regarding the institutional capacity issue has come from various 
areas of thesta:te and from a number of groups 'in recent years; however, the 
primary impetus for the pr,E}sent 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. 

In 1977, based on a study conducted by the Department of Social Services, 
Tnstitutional Services Divisio~, Dr. John Dempsey proposed a 231 secure bed 
expansion of the then 578 bed institutional capacity. This proposal re­
sulted in appropriations for the reopening of 70 previously closed beds, 
bt;'t 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 '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 [unction of justice system/DSS policy decisions than any other 'sin.gle 
factor. 

The following summary presents major sections of the present study: 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 methods of addressing the issue; and E) recommendations. 

() 

A. Prohlem AnalYSis 

1. The present DSS secure :i"nstitutional capacity has remained unchanged 
since 1977-78, attaining 648 beds (~68 male/80 female) in that year. 

3. The number of delinquent wards admitted to department institutional 
beds, including 123 non-secure beds, increased by over ,8 percent 
from 1977 to 1979. 0 

3. A major contributing factor to institutional capacity problems is 
the substantial reduction in truancy or unauthorized leaves from the 
training schools. The number ~f 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. 

-a-,,· 
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4. Th~~,n1.fmber of lJelinquent w,ards awaiting placement in training 
sdiools has increased from less than 100 to in exCess of 160 

,~ over the 19}6-S0 peBlod. The placement delay' is presently between 
two-to tl),ree months as opposed to the department's 15 day placement 
objective. 

It should be rioted this study did not Bxamine whether referrals for training 
school placements were being l.nade for appropriate youth. 

B. Factors Contributing to :Pressure on the In;:>titutions 

,'" I 

i. 

2. 

Felony I/Status Offender Policy - In 1976 the depr:J.rtment issued a 
polity which prohibited the placement of status offenders in'sec.ure 
beds an'd reql~ired the placement of selected seri6usly delinqueflt 
wards in ~ainin.g schooJ,s., This policy has apparently significantly 
increased ±~~stitutional referrals for, Wayne Co.unty males. Referrals '.' 

• ~ . "_' r-

for non-Wayne~County males and females, and Wayne;.\ County females have 
also increased~~but only marginally. . 

T R d t · '" A t db' d' .. " b 1 ruancy e uc 10n ~ s no e a ove, 1mprove tra1n1ng sc 00 per-
formance in this area has resulted in increased pressure on the 
departmept' s ;institutional"capa~ity. 

. 3. Other factors: 
\'1 

o a. Length of Stay - T,he training schools' average length '"of stay 
has increased in recent years from earlier periodp • 'Prior ,to 
1974-75, the average length of stay was less than 10 months; 
the average 'is now over 11 months. This 9.1 percent increase, 
represents a reduction of 70.7 youth that can behe~d per year, 
with a 648 bed training school capacity. 

b. Greater Reliance on state Juvenile Justice Services - There is 
some evidence that a larger propm::tion of all de"linquent youth 
are being committed to the department than in earlier years. 

c. Underutilization of Department/Private Alternati~es to Insti­
tutionalization '- There is') considerable evidence tl1at department 
community residentia~ care placements are being underutilized 
at the present time.' Private agency p1acements:may also be used 
less often than would be appropriate. J' 

d. Greater Reliance on Secure Placement for Delinquents - The pre­
viously noted increase in reliance on secure p1ucements has not 
occurred as a result of, increased juvenile crime. 

o 0 
Juvenile crime, as measured by arrest, has declined dramatically 
since 1974 througb 1975 •. Total juvenile apprebensions for a]l 
noh-status offenders have decreased from over 70,000 in 1974 to 
less ·thfln 50,000 in 1978. Juvenile apprehensions for offenses 
incl1,lded within tbe department's Fe'lony t Offender Policy have 
likewise d.eclined substantially over the period'.: 
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Factors Which May Impact th((Institutional Capacity in the Future 

I . 

2. 

Juvenile Population Decline - The Department.of Manegement and 
" Budget projects a noteworthy reduction in the population with the 

greatest probability of training schoolr;,eferral--males in the 
1'2-16 age group. This group is projected to., de<:!-1.1,ne from 1980 to 
1990 'by"18.1 percent and not re-attain the pres~t level until after 
the year 2000. The number of minority males in this age group 
however, may incre~se slightly (4 percen·t) from 1980 'to. 2000. 

'.~, 

Revised Juvenile Code - Provisions of the proposed new juv:~nile 
code (HB477 4 .,H-4) were analyzed to determine the possible impact 
on secure treatment needs. 

a . 

b. 

Waiver of Juveniles to Adult Courts - No impact is anticipated 
resulting from this section, as HB4774 incorporates lang~age 
,already contained in the present Supreme Cotirt Rules. 

Direct Sentencing to Training Schools - No impact related to 
th1_s section is foreseen as youth who would most .. likelyb~ 
sentenced to institutions are currently covered by the Felony I 
'Offender Policy. 

/'/ 

c. Mandatory Judicial Notification' of Institutional Release - 'I,'11e 
revised code provides for fixed sentences for certain offe7,?;ders 
unless the Youth Parole and Review Board (PRE) agrees toparly 
release of a youth covered by this section. If the sen-sencing 

1 
j 

judge objects to the release, the PRE lnust unanimous y;agree 
to the release decision. The impact of this provisio~/ is ex-

o pected to have a slight adverse effect on training s96001 

popula tion. / c' 

/ 

d. Mandatory Training School Release at 19.5 years i;lThe present 
age of mandatory release (19) would bE;! in~reasefunder HB4774 
to 19 • .5 in certain cases. Virtually no youth ~;re currently 
held until the present mandatory release age ahd so minimal , 
impact is anticipated resulting from ,this se/~A:ion. Some increase 
in the average length of stay, however, may/occur. 

!/ 
i 

e. Other ..... Several otber provisions of HB477// could have modest 
effects on the secure capacity.. These il.lclude t~e statewide 
availability of 24-hour crisis ~nterve~r~on serv1ces: the 

, const1:~l.1ction of regional detention ce-q!.:ers and the v1rtual pro­
hibitionagainst juvenile jailirigs. Ihese code c. hanges are 
:g,,9t expected to have anyappreciablj/e£fect on the long-term 
secure beds needed in the future. I" . 

l f h ',' . Michigan Economy - The possibleoeffesc:: 0 testate s receSS10n 
economy on the future need for securJ beds was briefly assess:d. 

3. 

The impact anticipated is believed uto be minimal. ~ince the Juvenile 
unemployment rate has beenandcol1!:inues to be at such high l~,,:els, . 
furtber increases should have a modest effect. Furthermore, ,Juven.::les 
generally have the option of r,emaining in scbool rather "than enter1ng 

o 
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the job market, (i. e., in future adve,rse economic times the 
dropout 'tafe wi;I;i:;:, probably go down and high sehoolcompl et i on 
and entrance to "higher edu~ation may increase). 0 Some short-term 
impact here however, is possible. 

Other PO.ssible Future Developments -

., a. 

b. 

Community Service Workers (CSW) - Improved training and cla~\ified 
role definition of department CSW's which will be undertake~ in 
the n~ar future may result in lower training schpol reliancE1:~ A 
federally funded study will examine the role of the CSW in.the 
state delinquency Service network in 1980-81. . 

<r;;:' 

Detroit/Wayne County Case Assessment Committee (CAe) ,- The ''cAC 
is an effort eb facilitate the placement of .. youth held in the' 
Wayne County Youth Home with private agencies. Although this 
effort chas not achieved noteworthYo success over its brief tenure, .' 
it holds ~ome 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 
se,d~ening and referral program for the Detroit/Wayne County area. 
A'~2entra1 screening and referral project is currently being pro­
.posed by Detroit,rMetropolitan Area United Community Services 
agency. 

I 

,~, > 
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Optional Methods of Addressing the Issue 

1. 

2. 

,') 

Construction of 160 New Secure Beds - This option is estimated to 
require $5.8 - 8.2 million in state funding and approximately 30 
months of p1anIling and construction before the beds could be available. 

The estimated annual 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 op.tion requires either ~~e assUmption that a reduction in Qthe 
state's .total juvenile population will not result in "a significant 
reduction in the need fo~ secure beds or there will be no reduction 
in the statEi;'s juvenile populat;j..on. This alternative also requires 
substantial state capital outlay dur~ng the present economi~ recession. 

No Action.- This response ~buld be appropriate only if the pr0jected 
, 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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Initiate a Concerte~ Effort :to Make Optimal Use of Existing Resources _ 
This alternative has several components: 

a. 

b. 

Increase the Use of Department Community Residential Care (CRC) 
Alternatives to Institutionalization. 

Currently these placement (DSS group homes and half-way houses) 0 

.are not being used to capacity. In part, the reason for the present 
underutilization r,f~lates to the department's method of administering 
these placements through local county offices. More centralized 
coor~ination of CRC placements may result in a more acceptable 
utilJ.zation rate" 0 

It is noted that the department's Deoentra1ized Delinquency Services 
in Michigan study found community placements (including the return 
of a youth to his/her home) were the most cost-effective of all,:' 
placements. 

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 
tqe ~yailabi:ity of private placements is even less adequate than that 
for D~ publ~c 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 (OCYS) 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- ' 
m~nts, provide relief to the local detention center overcrowding 
problem and,may be less expensive than holding wards in detention 
centers. 

c. Other Department Options -

1) I~-Home Detention Programs - Development of the$e programs 
iii areas containing detention centers with the highest 
concentration of delinquent wards could signficantly reduce 
detention facility overcrowding. 

Irt-home'detention returns youth who would otherwise be de­
tUined in a local facility, but do not pose a substantial' 
r~s~ to public safety, to their own homes under close super­
v~s~on. These programs have been pioneered in this state in 
Berrien County. They have demonstrated considerable success 
and subst;,antial cost saving, with minimal risk. 
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. wards currentiy being detained 
The large number of st/i!.te ... th. a per diem cost of 
in the 'Hayne County Youth Ro,1lle w7 F::. pense.for the state. 
$92.00 per youth represents a fm~~~~e e~ouths~'cou1d be p1~ced Ii 
There is evidence tha~ many 0 ram "at" considerable savings •• 

,~) 

on at1 in-house detentl.o~u!.r~~ detention for state wardS 
The average length of tl. i 37 6 days for an ,'average cost 
in the Wayne County Yo\\!h .Rom~ s '" , 
of $3,462 per youth. ~. . 

" f Wards - Consid~fab1e. ",time l.n 
More Expeditious Pla:ement 0 rs is being recofded for state 
qertain 10c~ detent10n cente d to their Jwn homes (Wayne 
wards that are' eve9:tu~11~a r:t:~n;hiS unnecessary delay con-
Coun'\:y ,wards average I.i; y) ,~, ercrowding and state/ 

\,' 1 1 detention center ov. ' 
tributes to pca .' ttention to this problem may 
local expenses. Department a I' 

have positive results. "" .. ,1 

, As noted ;;, th of InstitutiQfa1 Stay -
Red\lce the AveragG ]fen

1
g
en 

th of' stay (L0S) ,is an important 
th average g Efforts earlier, e . i the .. institutional capacit~. 

variable in determl.n ~~ inc~ease th~ annual train1ng school 
to reduce the LOS wou '" 
capacity. 0 '~~ , 

the LOS :ts~e have been 
f approaches to address A number 0 ':;' ~ 

"~~~ 
'proposed. 

d Review 'Board (PRB) hea:r~ng could 
First, the annualDParo1e a~ .n the training schoo~pp1ace-
be held after" a youth has een 1 esent 12 monthS. This 
ment for 10 months versus the pr imentfn 1 basis for youth 

h d ·11 be initiated on an exper . ~ .. }I 
met 0 Wl. .. S hool 
held at the Adrian Tral.n1ng c • . \ 

directors mayO be given new 
l~w risk classes ,of youth sub-Second, institutional cent:r 

authority to release certal.n 
ject to ~RB review. 

" d be to heighten attention and Ilcc6unt-
A third approacn wo~l . thin the institutional services 

ilabi1ity to the LOS 1
h
ss

d
ue ... wo~ed to be :iffectiv.e in reducing 

d · . . n This met 0 p~ 
1V1S10.. f institutional truancy. 

previously h1gh r;tes 0 

. ' . itiate training school "intake 
A fourth method would be to 1n

l
- department institutions do 

. dure.a Current y, . .' i the screenl.ng proce p'. t requests to determ ne 

"\ 

:;;;," 

not ,.systematical1y'revl.ew place~en It is belie.ved that some 
appropriaten.ess of those req~es sl' may insure that alternatives 

the noint of reJierra . . d ,f'or 
screening at l:' thoroughly cons1dere pr..L, 
tf~ training school placement are 
\~ institutionalization. .~ 

ved community service worker (CSW) 
A final approach is impro h' been noted previously, the 
training and monitoring. As las t of youth in the t~aining 

l ithe p acemen . 
CSW holds a key ro en. the youth to the communl.ty. 
schopl setting, and in returnl.ng 
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It is beli.e.ved that major impro:V'ements in CSW performance 
could be accomplished with minimal department attention, and 
that CSW improvements will have a Significant impa<iJt on ;t'he 
institutional capacity question. 

E. RECOMMENDBD COURSBS Oli' AC'T'lON -_ .. _.-.. ~ ..,."'-

The fo1lowing,,,recommended courses of action are suggested by the OC.T 
analysis. It',~:,;l.s beli~ved that the recommendations are workable, and! realistic 
and would be cost-effective. 

1 .. An expansion of the present~stitutional capacity is not recommended 
at tb:tl.s time. 

The current pressure on institutional bed space is yiewed as 
a temporary phenomenons that can be modified in the short term, 
by policy changes which need not reduce public safety and in the 
long term, by expanded alternatives to institutionalization and 
a declin~ in the juvenile population. This recommendation is only 
partiall'y based on the extremely high cost of secure institutional 
construction and the budget. constrainte.; currently experienced by 
this state. As has been noted, institutional .capacity expansion 
is not only expensive, itGis also a lengthy, time consuming pro­
eies. A decision to build additional (secure beds. will not " 
alleviate institutional pressures for many months. 

RecommendeJ Action to Immediately Lessen Currfi:nt Pressure on the Training , 
Schools - It is believed that the recommendations in this section could provide 
Ruff'ieient secure and non""'secure beds to acc@pn1lodate the state delinquent 
popUlation. v 

l. 

3. 

4 . 

'~ ~'-) c Ie is recommended that the department make a concentrated effort to. 
reduce the average lengt~ Of;C~stitutiorta1 stay from present levels, 
especially for female wards. Present efforts under consideration 
such as holding the parole"and review board hearing at the 10 month 
point in a youth's training school stay and institutional center 
director release for certa.~n ,o.;ffender groups are'~supported. 

V ,j' 0 

Depa)rtment efforts to purchase blocks of pr.!.vate agency placements 
are supported:. The. department .is encouraged to expand its use of. 
this practice' if initial efforts prove to be succlessful. 

It is recommendel1 that the department develop, a more centralized 
and uniform communitx residential care program with a state-level 
r.eferral c1earinghollse capacity. . . 

a 

Recommendations for New Programming 
ChangesO Relate~ to the Sta~ Secure 
~ . 0 

and Administrative Procedural or Policy 
Treatment Needs 

5. It is recommended that DSS initiate an institutional intake review 
process to insure that ~lternat~~e placemen:s for youth eligible to 
be exempted from Type I Felon},: OBfender poll.cy and oth2r youth 
rE!commended for institutional placements have been thoroughly con-

~ sidered. 
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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 E.ublic safety and the 'appropriate treatnlent 
needs of youth. The principle of least restrictive !!lost cost­
beneficial treatment oE:tion should be a Erimary determinant of 
El,ace~~nt choice. 

7. It is recommended that the department develoE_delinguency commitment 
guidelines for local juvenile courts. It is als~ recommended that the 
department review its intern~l Eolicies (MOSS Service Manual UB 330) 
concerning out-of-home placem~nts for delinquent state wards. 

8 •. 

9. 

11. 

It is recommended that'community service worker (CSW) performance be 
more closely monitored, e§j>ecially thos~ CSW services that are di~'Tcted 
at youth who have been discharged from institutions and those CS~'.j 
activities related' to processing of youth into and out of departme.nt 
institutions. 

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

It is reeo.nnnended that the state move affirmately to deve]~ 
comprehensive justice serY.,ices. i~formation system. It "is believed 
that such an information system is necessary for significant improve­
ments in justice system efficiency; .,. effectiveness and accountability 
to or-cur. 

It is recommended that new community-based alternatives to institutional 
programming for chronic delfnql1;ents, 'such as the Chicago UnifH~d Inter­
vention Services (UDIS) Pro~ram, 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 ~echardsms should be examined and 
implemented or expanded where appropriate • 

" 
13. It is rocommended that th~ ~epartment 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 trainin~ school or other placements. 

14. 
~Y 

It is recommended that accused and adjudicated status offenders 
(other than those youth =l:,nvpived in subsequent status offense t-lhile 
on local probation for non-status offenses or state P. A. 150 wurds) 
not be detained in secure"local detention centers. 
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BACKGROUND 

TIlC current Public Scctor Coalition request for 160 additional institutional 
bedfl Is the latest in a seri(~s of such requests. Studie,s on the question of 
institutional expansion were conducted by the Department 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 additional 
161 beds. The requested 231 bed expansion resulted in authprization for the 
f.unding 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 stuay based its 
findings primarily on projected declines in the national juvenile population 
through the year 2000. The population analyses and generfi''"'~ conclusions of 
this study are examined later in this report (pages 32-36~~~ 

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

It should he noted that in 1969 there were 1,130 secure beds. The closing of 
the Lansing Boys Training School (330 beds) and reduction by 140 beds, of:::;,the 
Adrian Training Schooi capacity (previous capacity 280 beds) brought the total 
s(!cure institutional capac;Lty to the Cll-rrent number of secure beds. 

Table 2 presents the number of juveniles admitted to department institutions 
by sex, referring jurisdiction ({vayne 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 which exceeds the increase in institutional 
capacity of 70 beds in 1977 described above. 

The number of Wayn~ County males ~oming into the system can be seen to have 
increased substantially with the establishment of the DSS Felony I/Status 
Offender policy in July, 1976. This higher level of Wayne County referrals 
has varied some1v1tat since 1977, but has remained consistently higher th~n 
pre-July, 1976 10vels with the exception of thefou:\:th.,quarter, 1978. In 
this quarter, the department experienced reporting problems which distorted 
Ulld drastically underestimated Wayne County reporteq intakes. 
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TABLE 1 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS 

Maximum 

Institutional Center lViale Female 

W. J. Maxey Training School 

Green Oak Center 100 

Olympic Center 

Sequoyah Center 

Summit Center 

t) Reception Center 52 

Adrie.n Training School 

Arbor Heights Center 

Camps 

TOTALS 152 

.; 

Security Level 

Secure 

Male Female 

120 

116 

120 

60 80 

416 80 

Non-Secure 

Hal.e 

21 

95 

116 

I . 0 

I 

Female 

7 

!(---'I 
7 

Hale 

100 

120 

116 

120 

52 
z-~; 

60 

21 

95 

\\' 684 

" 

o 

, 

Total \\ 

FemqJ;~' Total ~ 
" 

---+-r--
" 

C 
100 

120 

116 

120 

52 d 

I 
80 140 N 

I 

7 28 
i.\ . 

95 

87 771 
o " 

'\-

\ 

~ 
c-

" Q 
(9 'c 

.' 
-+~, -, ,- .,,--....,<-----~~~ ~, 

f,ri 0 , 
~ 

G 

= 

0 ", 0 

0 
0 r5J 



., , 

. .',c~ • 
Q 0 - (') 

.;. c 

,0 

,. , 

1, "- " 
J 

o 

, " 

" 

o 
'",;'" 

o 

,', 

(I I •. 

~--~-------.."..-_.- ----

D , 

( 
,I 

.'# 

/ 

,.,t .. 

" .-
.' 0 

":'. 
() 

,0 

. . , 
.-

--~--~ -'--, .~-----------------

-3-

TABLE 2 

INSTITUTIONAL INTAKE BY qUARTERS, 1976 - 1980 

1 

j 

> . 

• 1976 

1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

TOTAL 

1977 

1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

TOTAL 

1978 

1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

TOTAL 

1979 

, 1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4 th Quarter 

TOTAL 

1980 

Jst Quarter 

Wayne County 

Male Female' 

24 

36 

44 

74 

178 

77 

63 

59 

64 

266 

52 

67 

60 

28 

207 

62 

60 

76 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A, 

N.A ,; 

13 

6 

5 

7 

14 

32 

7 

4 

9 

1 

21 

2 

4 

7 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. = Nqit Available 

Non Wayne County 

Male Female 

68 

70 

77 

53 

268 

59 

58 

75 

71 

263 

74 

86 

59 

83 

302 

73 

95 

87 

N.A 

N.A 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

36 

13 

10 

16 

8 

47 

11 

7 

11 

12 

41 

11 

7 

4 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

Source: DSS Institutional Center Reports 

_"...,......_.- ... w~_'''.'-.''- '"' ~­

, .-

Michigan Total 

Male Female 

92 

106 

121 

127 

446 

136 

121 

134 

138 

529 

126 

153 

119 

111 

509 

135 

155 

163 

N.A. 

N.A. 

2Q7 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

49 

19 

15 

23 

22 

79 

18 

11 

20 

13 

62 

13 

11 

11 

N.A. 

N.A, 

12 . 

Total 

N.A. 

N .Ao 

N.A. 

N.A. 

495 

155 

136 

157 

160 

608 

144 

164 

139 

124 

571 

148 

166 

164 

181 

659 

219 
t 



" " 

----------------.~--~------ ~~-----------------------------(; 

-:4-

II. OVERVIEW OF ANALYSIS 

The following analysis exa~~nes 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 
C. Institutional intake/discharge processing 
D. Type I felony offender policy 
E. Private agency placements 
F. Couununi.ty service workers and training school placements 
G. Training school waiting list. 
H. Increased reliance on state delinquency services 
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 subje:t 
to policy or administrative intervention. In genera1~ the.factors covered 1n 
tilis section currently effect the institutional capac1ty, 1.e.~ they.appear 
to contribute to the perceived need for more secure beds. It 1S be11ev:d.that 
these factors, however, could be neutralized with policy changes or adm1n1stra­
tive action. 

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

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

The projected decline in the juvenile population 
Trends in juvenile apprehensions 
Economic trends 
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 training school place~ents 
it), terms of: 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Educational achievement 
Post institutional release recidivism 
Post institutional release and the adult corrections system 
Post institutional productivity (1. e., youth involvement in post release 
employment, vocational training and/or education) 

This section briefly presents various aspects of institutional programming and 
their impact on training school youth. 
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The fourth section describes the rates of institutionalization and deinstitutional­
ization in Michigan in comparison with the rates of other states. This review 
is intended to provide,. a point of reference to guide consideration of Michigan's 
present rate of 'Use of secure placements. Information in this section provides 
the 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 salient 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 sufficient detail to firmly SUPPOLt the actions recommended in the 
final section of the report. 

The primary we~.'>.ness of the present study is in the inadequacy of the information 
and data 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 an?: qualitative aspects of most aspects of each 
of the variables under study. ii 

1/ 

The present study did not attempt to detertliine which youth should be placed in 
secure settings and for how long. These major questions were not directly examined 
due to their complexity and the inadequacy of current data as noted above. Explora­
tion of these questions in the future is strongly recon1IDended. 

, 
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III. FACTORS RELATED TO PRESSURE ON .THE IN~!1'lTUTIONAL CAPACITY 

;r 

" 

A. INSTITUTIONAL TRUANCY DECLINE 

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

The capacity 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 institutional staff 
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 among their group me.mbers. 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 1st over the 1972-78 period and on April 1st 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 institu­
tions on the days sampled 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. 
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Table 3 

nss INSTITUTIONAL TRUANCY '. 
,.'r 

YEARI ACTIVE TRUANT TOTAL 
" .' 

1972 637 (61. 7%) 396 \\ (38.3%) 1,033 (100.0%) 

1973 463 (55.6%) 270 (44.4%) 833 (100.0%) 

1974 558 (68.6%) 256 (31. 4%) 814 (100.0%,) 

1975 562 (77 .7%) 161 (22.3%) 723 (100.0%) 

1976 545 (81.0%) 128 (19.0%) 673 (100.0%) 
0 

1977 583 (87.0%) 87 (13.0%) 670 (100.0%) 

1978 669 (89.7%0 77 (10.3%) 746 (100.0%) 

19792 720 (90.9%) 72 (9.1%) 792 (100.0%) 

lJanuary 1st of each year 

2April 1, 1979 

Source - DSS Institutional Centers Report. December~ 1979. 
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B, 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 ~verage lengths of st~y 

,(LOS) given the present capacity of DSS institutions (771) and the capacity • 
with 160 additional beds (931). 

It should be noted that youth in DSS institutions are plac~d for an indeter~ 
minant length of ({lime. 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 yea'C, 
if a 12 month average LOS could be reduced to a nine month LOS. 

).) 
\/ 

The institutional services division has recently attempted to address the 
LOS issue, by reducing the proportion of youth held over 11 months. 

Table 5 from the December, 1979 Institutiona» Centers Report presents training 
sc4.ool 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 
f,eti~~les. The female percentage held over 11 months declined somewhat in the 
7/nl-12/78 period before returning to the previous high levels. Th~\!?,ercen­
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. II 

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 
f~maleyouth in the 648 secure beds (Table 6 1974-79 change) translates') to 
52 fewer youth served in institutions annually with the 1979 LOS of 11.4 
mont~~ in comparison with the 1~74-75 LOS of 10.6. Fifty-two placements 
would accommodate approximate1Y",0 percent of the youth on the institutional 

\~ ,::l 1\ , 

waiting list. ' ~ 

Conversely, 160 additional beds wou1d'l(serve only 173 youth per year with a 
maintonance of the 7/79-12/79 11.1 month average LOS. 

Q (I 

It should be noted that in the years prior to 1974-75, the DSS LOS was 
around nine to ten months. 
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TABLE 4 

ANNUAL INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY BY AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (LOS) 

Length of Stay 
(Months) 

1 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
18 
24 

o 

() 

Institutional Capacity 
771 Beds (No. of Youth) 

9,252 
4,626 
3,084 
2,313 
'1,850 
1,542 
1,322 
1,157 
1,028 

925 
841 
771 
514 
385.5 

,') 

Institutional Capacity 
931 Beds (No. 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'S 

TRENDS IN INSTITUTIONAL LENGTH OF STAY* 

" Baseline 
Percentage 7/74 - 6/76 
released N = 727 

iIi: 

o - 3 mos. 1% 
4 - 7 mos. 28% 
8 - 11 mos. 41% 
Over 11 mos. 30% 

~1 

Baseline 
Percentage 7/74 - 6/76 
released N = 211 

in: 

0 3 mos. 3% 
4 - 7 mos. 7% 
8 - 11 mos. 28% 
Over 11 mos. 62% 

7/76 -
12/76 
N = 191 

1% 
18% 
47% 
34% 

7/76 -
12/76 
N = 29 

0% 
0% 

38% 
62% 

*Exc1uding Camps and Arbor He:L:ghts 

Source: DSS Institutional Centers 

Male 

1/77 -
6/77 
N = 162 

0% 
19% 
42% 
39% 

7/77 
12/77 
N ::: 223 

0% 
14% 
42% 
44% 

Female 
v 

1/77 - 7/77 
6/77 12/77 
N = 27 N = 36 

0% 0% 
15% 36% 
19% " 14% 
66% 50% 

ReEort, December, 

,,1/78 -
6/78 
N = 231 

0% 
14% 
42% 
44% 

1/78 -
6/78 
N = 31 

0% 
19% 
32% 
49% 

<? 

1979 

7/78 -
12/78 
N = 218 

(', 
i,:.'J 

1% 
17% 
45% 
37% 

7/78 -
12/78 
N = 32 

0% 
12% 
38% 
50% 

~ 

1/79 -
6/79 
N = 262 

2% 
16% 
36% 
46% 

1/79 -
6/79 
N = 41 

0% 
5% 

29% 
66% 

"-"-"~-~'-----~ ,,~.~ , , 

. ~ " 

7/79 4; 

12/79 
N = 23.3 

0% 
21% 
39% 
40% 

7/79 -
12/79 
N = 18 

6% 
11% 
22% 
61% 
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The LOS information discuss~d 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 
since the July 1974 - December 1975 basellne 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). ,*he 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 LQS declined to 15.4 months for January 
1978 - June 1978, 8.0 months for July '1978 - December 197,~ and 7.7 months 
for January 1979 -",Jnne 1979. Arbor Heights is the only institutional center 
with a decreasing ldS,. 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. r,t does not include time 
served in previous institutional centers, such as the Reception Center which 
usually subsequently transfers youth to another secure placement. The reported 
LOS also does not include time s~rved 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. 

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 the"relationship of LOS to a successful institutional 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, 
however, found longar lengths of stay make managing institutions more difficult. 
(S'arri~, 1976, p. 89>. 

It is noteworthy that females are detained substantially longer than male 
,institutional wards" despite the fact that females are sei~t to institutj ons 
for generally less severe offenses, and after fewer. previous adjudicated 
offenses and fewer court appearances. Females, as a group, are also 

'! youI'lger at ;i.nstitutional admissi(pn than males. 

The Institutional Serviees Division has indicated that the felT;ales held in 
department facilities have a greate-r likelihood than males to have histories 
of mental health problems and previous mental health placements. The females 
Clls~>' are believed by Institutional Services to have seriolU-; personal probl emH 
\tj;h'lf are more difficult to program for and which require a more lengthy 
treatment approach. 
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It is noted, however, 'that 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 malec'·wards (Green Oak Center youth) for every six month reporting 
period since 1974 except July 1979 - December 1979. 

(1 

It is not known why females receive harsher treatment, at least in terms of 
length of stay, than males; however, this male-female LOS disparity should 
be addr~J?sed by ,the department. ' 

C. DSS INSTITUTIONAL INTAKE/DISCHARGE PROCESSING 

1. DSS Institutional Discharge Processing 

The LOS issue is directly related to institutional intake and discharge 
processing. Appendix B p.rovides a schematic presentation of this 
l)rocessing as descrioed by DSS in the July 1979 Final Report of the Task 
l:~rce on ManasemeE,t and ~dm~nistration of the W. J. Maxey Trainin,s School. 
l~ges Bl-6 in the AppencI1x 1ncludes process~ng procedures into AnQ out of 
tIlE' (:;.0pen program at the Maxey Training School (Summit, Sequoya, and Olympic 
Centers); rages 8-7 and B-8 the Reception Genter and pages B-9"..11 describe , 
Green Qak: CE'nter (maximum secntity) processing. " 

From thes(,' 'eharts it·· can be seen that out processing is influenced by 
the youth group (P9~itive peer group), the staff team (includes youth 
group leader, one teacher, and several youth specialists), the county 
comm~nity servi:e worker supervisor, the youth's community service 
worker, 'and ult1mately~ the Youth Parole and Review Board (PRB) 
:he release. decision may also be influenced by the sentencing ju~enile 
Judge. Release may occur ~s a result of Parole and Review Board action 
at the youth's annual review hearing Or at a release hearing. 

;;':j c 

At either of these hearings the PRB may choose to continue a youth's 
placemen~, grant a leave of absence (LOA) and/or releasethe,\youth to 
a commun~ty placement. Exj,t processing for Green Oak Cetiter ~youth 
usuall~ 1ncludes a 90 day LOA stay in a DSS half-way house. Rel'ease for' 
youth1n the Individual Treatment Progranl (ITP) located in the Reception 
Center is similar to ~he '~generq.l -process described for youth in the open 
progra~except there 1S no youth group involvement. 

Significant factors in the .PRB release decision include the youth's, 
progress in placement (determined by monthly evaluation reports and 
unu~ual inc~dent r~po'i:-ts), the circl,1II).stances of the~, i1li1nediate and previo".lD 
offenses wh1ch resulted in statcr ~ardship, cand the release plan (to be 
submitted by the youth's cowmnnity service worker). This material is 
contained in the release summary report. . 
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Intake Processing 

The institutional intake process bEi':gins wit.h the co,mmitment of a youth to 
the state bya juvenile court judge. 

Following ,', this commitment, the youth is assigned to a community! servilCe 
worker or CSW who develops an individual treatment plan. As indicated 
earlier, youth commit,ted to the state because of conviction for a Type 
I Felony, unless exempted, will be assigned to the institutional waiting 
list. Youth committ'ed to the state for offenses other than Type I 
Felonies mayor may not be considered for training school placement. 
This decision is made by the CSW and hi~ supervisor, not by the institu­
tional staff. Appendix B, page 1 implie~~~hat the training school 
accepts or rejects youth; this screening process is not actually per­
formed C!-t institutional intake. 

It is generally believed that youth who are committed to the department 
for Type I felonies are placed in training sc~o()ls, 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 
institution only after at least one subsequent offense while under state 
wardship. The training school population is primarily comprised of non­
Type 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 I J' 
Felony offenders in the institutions is "the greater number of non-Type 1/,! 
Felony offenders committed. 

Youths who for whatever reasonCs) are inappropriately referred to an 
institutional center are of considerable concern and relevance to this 
study. These youth would probably not be out-processed until his/her 
file materil1l is received by the inst,itution and until the convening of 
30 day conference and subsequent Parole and Review Board action. 

While it is not believed that substa~tial 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 nught be with a different, 
more priority-orie~ted, process. 

The present pr~cess has its empha~hs" on a chronological waiting list 
n 

placement, not on need. Furthermore, with the current; placement proGess, 
the need of ,a given youth is not fully known except in rare cases unt.il 
he/she and the file reaches the institution. It should be noted that the 
youth's case file can arrive froin the CSW at any point in the intake 
,process, including after a youth has arrived at the Cen,:ter. 
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Cutilfently, the assignment of 
center is primarily dictated ~ YO~th to a particular institutional 
ment exC!ept for Wayne and Gene~e= ~o:~~a of the state making the commit-
may be placed in any availabl y youth. Youth from these count';es 
st t e center. Youth f h ~ a e are placed in center'" "al' d" rom ot er areas of the 

~ ~gne with the transmitting area. 

:he d~partment currently has not develo . 
Juven1le judges to assist them d' p~d adv1sory guidelines to 
delinquent youth to the state w~~lde~erm1ne When the commitment of a 
that such guidelines would be an add 12 appropriate. It is ~elieved 
us~ in the disposition/commitment d e~ ~seful criterion for the judge to 
c~u~d result in greater statewide c~~~10n proc7ss •. These guidelines 
S~m1lar treatment guidelines for loca 1tment ~n1form1ty and equity. 
may be useful to assist thes k 1 probat10n officers and DSS CSW's 
opti e wor ers determine h ons may be appropriate incl d' h w en various treatment 
ments. It is noted that the De u ~g t ose involving out of home place-
guidelines for the adult c p~r ent of Corrections has developed 

orrect~OtlS system in these ar ease 
At least three factors should b . 
proportion of youth placed i e cons1dered at this point. First, the 
expanded institutional capa~~tsecu~e beds may increase with an 
restrictive out-of-home pla~e y't ere the question of the use of least 
for pUblic safety is raised m~~ .0Ptions and the legitimate provision 
errs on the side of the lea~t t1s.no~ known whether the present system 
prot t' h res r1ct1ve option h ec 10n; owever, it seems reas bl or on t e side of public 
p:J;"esent institutional capacit thona e to speculate that with the 
native operates to a greater ~~t ~ u~e of the least restrictive alter­
~xpandedinstitutional capacity enTht an would be the case with an 
1nstitution represents a relat.· 1 ere is concern that because the 
may be used more frequently th1ve y easy. option for the CSW to use it 
trouble for a CSW to recommenda~n:p~roP:1ate. It is certainly les~ 
an alternative private placem t .t1tut10nalization than it is to find 
in~entives to find alternativ:

n l~n most c~se~. The lack of systematic 
major source of the problem dP. cements to 1nstitutions may be a 
speculation can be advanced ~n 1S of concern. Very little beyond 

i . 1n answer to this v . 
ever, t ~s believed CSW performan. ery 1mportant issue, how-
dev7lopment and placement recommen~:t:-n the area of treatment plan 
reV1ew. As noted earlier at th 10ns deserves close monitoring and 
screen incoming cases to det .e present time the institutions do not 
and so the CSW placement tree~l1ne ~he a~pro~riateness of the placement 

a ment decis~on 1S extremely important. ' 

A second factor here is the Tv,pe I 
S)~i 1 ~, Felony Offender Ii ~ (,- ... a Servj ces in J.976..,1 po cy adopted by 

::he ~hird fa<;!tor is the use of public and '::l . 

1n l~eu of institutional:lzatio mh" p;r1v_te non-secure placements 
following two sections. n. 1 ese factors will be examined in the 

(~ 

DSS TYPE I FELONY OFFENDER POLICY 

The Type I Felony Offender 
in June 1976 pOlicy adopted by the Department of Social Services 

was developed in response to public ~ ~ 
concern regarding the 1976 

I 
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"Cobo Hall incident". It required that any youth committed to the state for a 
serious felony (Hondcide, 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 
tha1 were requested but were not approved by the local county DSS Director 
or by the PRE. (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 \·Jithin 
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 peTiod, 33 or 
15.1 percent of all youth· committed to DSS for Type I F.elonies 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 youth placed 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 which prohibited status offender institutionalization. Although a 
few status offenders may remain in DSS camp programs, the secure beds formerly 
filled by status offenders became available to more seriously delinquent youth 
following the implementation of this policy. 

E. 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 Partnership with the Public - the story of 
non-profit, non-government child care and placeme~t agencies of M.ichigan, 
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 MichiganOCJ 
Comprehensive Plan). An unknown number of these beds are available for------
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ad.olescent 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
nlent committee to maximize public agency use of private delinquency placements. 

These agencies 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. If 
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,/~,qbstantially improved if public and 
private agencies developed a closer ana--uetter working relationship. 

A recent development concerning future department use of pr!vate 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 effor~which 
may make the additional beds available in June 1980, is viewed as a promising 
method to cope with the present out-of-home placement needs of the state and 
more fully use existing placement resources. 

COMMUNITY SERVICE WORKER AND TRAINING SCHOOL PLACEMENTS 

As was suggested earlier, except for youth covered under the Type I Felony 
Offender 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 Services. 

There is evidence that some, perhaps many CSW's, are hired without adequate 
behavioral science qualifications or appropriate priqr 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-institutionalized 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 
otherwise. 

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 institutions. 

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 o~ active status are those juveniles who are waiting placement in state 
operatedilJ,stitutional 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 various 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
t~ative 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 imltl­
tu tional beds. The number of youth on hold s ta tus included in the ins tit l)­
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 

INS'l't'l'UTWNAL CARE WAITING LIST 

12/30/77 - 2/18/80 

Estimated Youth 
eventually placed 

Week Ending (date): ACTIVE WAITING LIST Holds* Total in State Institution 

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 

4./20/79 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 51 178 152 

~ 

* Youth referred, but unavailable to active waiting list for a variety of reasons 

t- including truancy, pending court hearing, pending Youth Parole and Review Board 

hearing, illness, etc. 

Source: DSS Institutional Centers Report, D~cemher, 1979; Institutional Services Division 

, 



'. , 
"' •• ! , 

. , 

'. . 

-20-
D 

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. For 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 f'Or 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 
institutiona.l center. The DSS objective is to complete placement within 
15 working days. The discrepancy between this objectiv~ and the actual 
placement time is most acute in Wayn~ County. The Wayne County Youth Home 
overcrowding problem is presented infthe following section. ., 

H. 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 juve:;'liles, such as runaway, 
school truancy, etc.). 

This mixing of offender types and youth in various stages of the adjudication/ 
disP9sition 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 capacFcy 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 youtll); 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 2eriod, 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 off~ce (AI 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 Lilat 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 

Home 
Private Agencies 
DSS Training' Schools 
DSS Community Residential Care (Shelters) 
DSS Community Residential Care 

(halfway and group homes) 

Total 

Percentage 
Placed 

30% 
18% 
35% 
12% 

...2! 
100% 

Average 
Time before 
Placement 

16 days 
32 days 
55 days 
46 days 

27 days 

36.7 days 

Source: Wayne County DSS Office (AI Katzman Memo ~~·ted S b ~~ eptem er 5, 1979) 
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The large number of wards that are returned home may be a response to the 
present limited number of secure beds avaitab1e' for placement. The succes~ 
of these youth in home placements is not known. ',\ 

The Wayne County Youth Home clearly has several major p·tob1ems ,a.nd prob1~ms 
which are exacerbated by the large number of state wards h~ld ill that facility. 
Although the Youth Home is_not the focus of this report" problems with this 
facility have been instrumental in the call for an expanded institutional 
capacity. For this reason, the overcrowding problem in the Wayne County 
facility was reviewed for possible solutions. 

One obvious means of reducing the population is "the removal of status offenders 
from the facility. In response to the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. (JJDPA) mandate to remo'lJ'e status offenders and non-offenders 
from secure confinement, detention facilities-in Michigan have dramatic&lly 
reduced the numbers of these youth in their populations. The Wayne County 
Youth Home reduction in these "offender" groups was also significant, 70.3 
percent from 1975 to 1979; however, 57 status offenders were detained in the 
Wayne County Youth Home in June 1979. The federal standard for compliance 
with the JJDPA for 1980 is the complete elimination of status/non-offenders 
from detention. The state will not be in compliance with the. federal act 
without Wayne County's cooperation and the county's cooperation in this area 
would reduce the present pressure on the Youth Home capacity~ 

In another area, (trom 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 
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. 

It is believed that werds that are eventually placedrin DSS Community Resi­
J.{fentia1 Care (CRC) faci1iities likewise could be remo\red from the Youth Home 

J) 

more rapidly than the average 40.4 days delay characteristic for these place-
ments. Wayne County CRe facilities are under the supervision of the Wayne 
County DSS Office, so administrative de1ays<lwith the exception of PRB 
involvement should be minimal. Statewide surveys' of CRC sites have found 
they consistently operate under capacity. 

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

Other measures that may reduce the proportion of Wayne County state wards 
which remain in the Youth Home and are eventually institutionalized, include 
the deve1opmen~ of intensive community based alternatives' such as in-home 

. ,detention and programs such as the Chicago United Diversion Intervention 
cServices (UDIS). The UDIS program is described in a later section of this 
report (page 28). ~ 
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C! 

In-home detention programs return high risk youth to their o~m homes or 
the homes of the youth's relatives under close supervision. 

These programs provi(g e low caseworker-case10ad ratios of 5-10 youth to one 
w~rker for maximum ~urvei]:lance and support. These programs in conjunction 
w1th careful screen1ng can provide a cost-effective method of maintaining 
se~~cted youth in the community. A program of this sort has been operated 
by the Berrien County Juvenile Court with considerable SUccess since 1'75, 
These programsGare also included in the DSS regional detention plan (1979). 

It is n~ted that t~e signi~icant number of state wards that;_ are eventually 
placed 1n.a commun1ty sett1ng (47 percent of the sample in~ab1e 8) would 
be p~tent~a1.candidates for future DSS in-home detention programs. The 
possih1e sav1ngs of such a program with the present per diem cost (50 per­
cent $t~te/50 percent local cost) charged by the Youth Home for state wards 
are obv10us. For example, tfle total cost of maintaining 100 state wards 
in the Yo~t~ Home for the average 36.7 days between commitment and placement 
(Table 8 \1S .~$337 ,640. If those youth eventually placed in a community 
setting we~~~ 1 stead released to the community on an in-home detention 
program Wi'~.,! 5 youth to. one worker ratio, the pre-placement cost of care 
cou+d be reo: ... _ d 8ubstanha11y. The estimated savings are presented in 
Table 9. It should be noted that the large number of DSS wards that are 
returned to their homes probably reflects the limited number of institutional 
p1acements,8vai1ab1e. The success of these youth in their own homes is not 
known by the department. 

o 

The implementation of an in-home detention program in Wayne County for DSS 
wards who ~re presently returned home could free up 12-25 percent of the 
Youth Home s total capacity and virtually eliminate overcrowding at the facility. 

\

The imp1em~ntation of an ~n-home det~ntion program has tl:1e additional auvan­
tage of be1ng capable of 1mp1ementat10n by the Wayne County DSS Office 
,relatively rapidly for state wards. A similar program operated by the 
Wayne C~unty Juvenile Court for court wards could further reduce the facility's 
popu1at10n and would be(reqUallY feasible. 

, I~ sh~u1d be noted ~hat ~the e1i~ination of status offender! detention coqp1ed 
wJ.th J.n-home detent10n programnu.ng would dramatically reduce the facility's 
overcrowding prop1em and perhaps even enab~e the closing of part or the Youth 
Home or the establishment of a longer term-treatment program at the facility. 

The proposed alternatives suggested in this section are clearly workable. 
They have been operationa1ized in other areas and have demonstrated efficacy • 
The~ ~ou1d red~ce.o: eliminate current overcr~wding in the Wayne County 
facJ.1J.ty and sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant1y decrease a salient rationale for institutional 
expans:i,pn. They have the additional bene,fits'of reducing costs and are 
cnpab1e of rapid implementation., 
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Table 9 

WAYNE COUNTY IN-HOME DETENTION PROGRAM 

Home Detention Worker co~i\:) salary and fringe 

Cost per day (with 230 working ,;$ays/year) 

Cost per day per ward (Youth Home) 

Cost per day per ward (5 youth per workers) 

$30,000.00 

130.43 

$92.00 

30.50 

In-Home detention per day per yauth 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 eventually placed in CRC facilities (27 days) 
$71,770,,50. 

-If all youth ,~ventually placed in the community are released on in-home 
detention supervision after serving 50 percent of current time between 
commitment a~d placement, the savings would be: 50 percent X $71,770.50= 
$35,885.25. 

It shoulo oe 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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INCREASED RELIANCE ON STATE INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES FOR DELINQUENT YOUTH 
., r0/:;-~--....-.. 

:':rhere,is some evidence that the projected decli'if~"':'.th.':)the Michigan youth 
population and reduction in youth crime, discussed lat@r in this report, will 
pot result in a direct, proportional decrease in state services including 
ins titutional o\J,t-of-home placements for delinquent youth. 

The 1978 DSS study referenced earlier examined January 1976 to July 1977 case!ldad 
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 case10ad relatively minor, the data suggests that changes in the 
risk population may be disproportiona1ly carried by the state. 

If the state proportionally receives more cases when the risk 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. l;t, 
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 m~ke substantially greater use of private than inGtitutional place­
ments than does the state. Local courts had 346 youth in private place­
mei,ts and on~y 157 in institutions (31.2 percent of these plac~ments). 
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 contr:asting 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 pf the current DSS and cgurt 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 available. It can be seen 
that the use of institutions increased from 1975 to 1977, while the number 
of youth und"er 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 (19.7.5) and 53 . 
percent in 1977. " 

In summary the data suggests that. the mix of state/local delinq,.uency " 
services is shifting somewhat toward the state and that the,stat~ is making 
inc~easing use of non-community placements. 
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TABLE 10 

EIGHTEEN NONTH1 CASELOAD PERCENTAGE DECLINE BY WARD 

LEGAL STATUS AND BY AGENCY 

Neglect Delinquent To~1-\ 
-\I;'~( 

'.--

DSS 5.1 -1.0 -3 .. 8 

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 

GS'l'ATE PLACEMENT' TOTALS; 
BASELINE (1977) . 

uss Case1oad1 

Neglect 

148 

959 

110 

42 

14 

3 

0 

a 
249 

1,525 

Delinquent 

1,348 

151 

218 

189 

43 

92 

231 

631 

526 

3,429 

<':) 

Other Neglect 

4,390 1,676 

3,556 1,527 

548 211 
I 

51 -) 80 

98 24 

a 0 

9 46 

0 25 

804 215 

9,456 3,804 

Court Case1oad2 

Delinquent Other TOTAL 
;"! 

9,1"85 184 16,931 

469 90 6,752 

346 110 1,543 

131 20 513 

57 a 236 

a 0 95 

426 0 712 

157 0 813 

274 610 2,678 

11,045 1,014 30,273 

1. Includes court wards under Department of Social Serrices t. supervision and secondary 
case1oad. 

2. Does not include those under Department of Social Services ,. supervision. 

3. FamUy: 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: Includes jail (codes 25-29) 
Institutions: Includes camps and court treatment facilities (codes 24, 40-45, 50-53) 
Other: Medica], mental, others, etc. (codes 11,18,19,30,31,33-35,45-49) 

Source: Hichigan .. >identia1 Facilities Project, 1978. 
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1\ TABLE 12 
CLIENT POPULATION '1N"DSS PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

FOR DELINQUENCY WARDS 
STATE OF MICHIGAN - 1972, 1975 and 1977 

19'72 

pLACEMENT 

Parents/Relative/Guardian 1,514 

Foster Homes 

Group Homes 

Halfway Houses 

Shelter Homes, 

Detention Facility 
(Includes Jails) 

Youth Rehabilitation Camps, 
Training Schools, Arbour Heights 
Center 

Other Treatment Facilities 
(Includes private facilities, 
independent living, menta~ 
health, medical and board~ng 
schools) 

TOTAL 

*l.ess than 1% 

149 

110 

72 

9 

102 

515 

589 

3,060 

Office of Youth Services 

1975. 

% J 11 % 

49 ~i,5l8 
:.i 

42 
" 

5 I: 309 9 

I 

154 4 4 

:106 3 
I' 

2 
I 

* 34- 1 

3 173 5 

17 513 14 

19 778 20 

100 3,585 100 

Annual Report for 1972 
1972 Source: 

1975 Source: 

1977 Source: 

Child Care Placement Information System Report 

Michigan Residential Facilities Project, 1978 

CCPR4l 
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1,348 

151 

189 

92, 

43 

231 

613 

744 
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J. AttERNATIVES 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 deinstitutiona1ization 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 ia believed that the Massachuse.tts 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 (Le., institutional) setting. Morerecently in 
1980, the DYS raised this estimate to 11 percent of its client population. 
While this percentage is consider.s.l;>ly 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 institutional 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 haye 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 
to a low of 68 percent in March 1979. For DSS group homes, the utiliza~ion 
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 expansion of 160 beds and two-thirds of the 114 youth 
awaiting DSS placement in detention facilities. The 109 community placements 
available in June 1979 could have accommodated 88 percent of the 124 youth 
~n DSS waiting list in that month. Table 13 presents DSS Community Residen­
tial Care information for the January - 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-af-home resources are presently available 
within the state service delivery system for delinquent youth. Perhaps nss 
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 communi.ty residential 
care (CRC) placements relate to the administration of these beds. This 
problem ",as highlighted in an earlier section of 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 RESIDENTI~L CARE (CRC) 
1/80 - 3/80 

Utiliza- Release .CRC Placement (capacity) tion rate Satisfactory Truancy Unsatisfactory 
Half Way B:ouses (133 beds) 79% 49 (49%) 31 (31%) 20 (20%) 
Shelter Center ( 32 beds) 85% 26 (84%) 2 ( 6%) 3 (10%) 
Group Homes (162 beds) 74% 35 (59%) 13 (22%) 11 (19%) 
Shelter Homes ( 88 beds) 73% 240 (84%) 33 (12%) 12 (--.!t.%) 
Totals 415 beds 72.2% 350 73.5% 79 16.6% 46 (9.7%) 

* 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 
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Total Efficiency* 

100 38.7% 

31 

59 

71.4% 

I 43.7% I 
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476 

56.0% I 
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of eRC placenlents into the state delinquent service delivery system than 
would otherwise be the case. For example, most eRe halfway h011ses 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 eRe problems can be found in the low satisfactory release rate of 
eRe youth (73.5%) and the related high truancy rate (16.6%) from eRe sites.* 
It is noteworthy that eRe placements have a substantial potential of pro­
viding cost effect treatment alternatives to institutionalization. The low 
per diem costs of eRe 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 eRe 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 eRe. 
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/non-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 institutionalization 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. 

*From Table 13 it can be seen that these problems are greatest for eRe 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 

RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF INITI~L 
PLACEMENTS BASED ON T}mEE-MONTH OUTCOMES 

Relative Relative Cost 
Initial Placement Effectiveness Average Cost Effectiveness 

Community Placement 

Group Ho~es, Halfway 
Houses 

Own home, relative's 
home, independent 2 
living, foster home 

.88 

1.00 

$1,984 .16 

354 1.00 

Institutional Placement 

l I 

State and priv3te 
institutions .97 3,344 .11 

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

2. Own home placements represen t approximately 75 percent of this category 

3. State institutions represent approximately 61 percent of this institu­
tional category, private institutions 36 percent, and camps approximately 
three percent. 

Source: DSS Decentralized Delinquency Services in Michigan Report, 1975 
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TABLE 15 

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

Type 9f p'lacement 
and Offense Class 

-~ 

Community 
Ii 

Nonaggressive 

Aggressive 

Institution 

Nonaggressive 

Aggressive 

Relative Average Cost Relative Cost 
Effectiveness Effectiveness 

\- ...... 

Male I 'Female Male 

.81 

1.00 

,86 

1.00 

.74 $1,166 

1,375 

.71 

.81 

2 1 648 

3,680 

TABLE 16 

I Female ,ifale -r Female 

,; 

$1,280 .99 

1. 00 

3,288 

3,777 

.45 

.37 

.80 

,3D 

.29 

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

.-

Type of Placement 
and Offense Class 

Community 

Nonaggressive 

Aggressive 

Institution 

Nonaggressive 

Aggressive 

-Relative Average Cost 
Effectiveness 2nd 3 Months 

Male I Female Male I Female 

1.04 

1.14 

.93 $1,034 

1.00 1,361 

$1,442 

449 

1.08 

1.32 

1. 02 

1.44 

2,906. 

3,523 

2,880 

3,398 

Relative Cost 
Effectiveness 

' Male I 

.45 

,38 

.17 

.17 

Female 

.29 

1. 00 

.16 

.19 

Source: DSS,Decentralized Delinquency Services in Michigan Report, 1975 
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(J 

The UDIS evaluation found, however, that arrests among UDIS youth while they 
were involved in the program were higher tihan among youth in institutions. 

The UDIS evaluators found no eViden.ce that the length of time in either .') 
UDIS (averaging eight months) or institutions (averaging nine months) con­
tributed to post release success. They encouraged shorter average lengths 
of institutional stay and UDIS involv~ment. 

Other non-instttutional approaches such as intensive foster care programs 0 

designed for chronic status offenders have been implemented in Alpena and 
Grand Traverse Counties and both programs r~port excellent results. 

The success of these programs suggests that modifying this treatment approach, 
~y 'have some merit for the seriously delinquent youth ~ho is presently 
institutionalized. 
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IV. FACTORS WHICH MAY REDUCE PRESSURE ON INSTITUTIONS IN THE FUTURE 

A. JUVENILE POPULATION DECLINE 

The 1978 DSS study finding that additional institutional beds were un­
necessary, was based largely on a projected reduction in the Mi,Gt,lgan 
juvenile pOj:mlation through the year 2000. This assumption is a .. :.:~lyzed 
below. 

It is believed that forecasts of the magnitude of a given potential ser­
vice population provides important information to consider when planning 
future need for the delivery of those services. Population projections 
are used by schOOl district~" revenue planners, business and government 
for these and otRer purposes. With increasing technical sophistication 
and smaller projdbtion error margins, population forecast~pg is becoming 
a more useful t01l in planning. 

J ~ 
Population proj~ctions developed by both the federal and state governments 
were examined in this analysis of the need for an expanded institutional 
capacity. 

Table 17 adapted from information provided by the Michigan Department of 
Management and Budget projects an overall decline of 8.2 percent fro~n 1980 
to 2000 i~ the age group with the highest risk of institutionalization 
(youth in th@ 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. ff~ 

The 12-16 year old Michigan 'imale subpopulation is PC-d to decline in 
comparison with 1980 by 5.1 percent (1985), 18.1 percent (1990), and 8.2 
percent for the year 2000. 

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 
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 
slightly from 1980 to 1985 before declining substantially through the 
year 2000. 

Previous population projection data used to estimate institutional capacity 
(1978 DSS study,) needs have been criticized for failing to isolate those 
subpopulation groups with the greatest risk of institutionalization. The 
previous tables represent an effort to accommodate that criticism. 

11 

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) 

WAYNE COUNTY NON WAYNE COUNTY 

109,857 
104,344 
102,611 
102,636 
103,107 

103,641 
103,997 
105,420 
108,804 
110,684 
111,099 

90,839 
83,226 
79,740 

(1975-1979 - Male) 

368,842 
o 377,401 

378,370 
377 ,588 
374,983 

(1980-2000 - Male) 

37Q,528 
364,847 
360,388 
357,022 
349,169 
338,891 
297,380 
324,582 
355,673 

Change 1980-2000 -23.1% -4.0% 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

~\ 

~ .. 

Jil980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
:J..9~5 
1990 
1995 
2000 

112,488 
108,522 
105,660 
104,319 
104,298 

103,833 
103,677 
104,876 

.108,098 
109,644 
110,210 

91,407 
84,249 
80,916, 

Change 1980-2000 -22.1% 

(1975-1979 Female) 

356,366 
364,664 
362,423 
360,569 
359,376 

(1980-20QO Female) 

355,459 
350,981 
346,919 
343,337 
335,450 
325,519 
285,763 
311,697 
341,442 

-3.9% 

STATE TOTAL 

478,699 
481,745 
480,981 
480,224 
478,090 

474,169 
468,844 
465,808 
465,826 
459,853 
449,990 
388,219 
407,808 
435,413 

-8.2% 

468,854 
473,186 
468,083 
464,888 
463,674 

459,292 
454,658 
451,795 
451,435 
445,094 
435,729 
377,170 

. '395,946 
442,358 

-8.0% 

Source: Larry Rosen, Michigan Department of MDnagem&nt and Budget 
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TABLE 18 

MICEIGA:i PO?ULATIm; PROJECT:i:OXS: 1-!.ALES 12-15 YE..-\RS OF AGE 

1975 - 2000 

.eSEfi,' , i .• SU4U4AU4I= ~ 1 CU 1\. w......-.'f'ftm.c " 
UQ4 

.22 .... 4.. West ;"14£D.0 it 

t ______ ~1~98~O~Ba~s~e~1=in~e~ __ ~ _________________________ ~ 

~I 

I 
1980 Baseline 

' .. 

'. 

1980 Baseline' I~~~~'r-~~ __ ~~~ __ ~~._-__ ' ___ '_-~'_~~~ _______ ~' ___________________________ ~' '-- -.- '- '- '- .- '- J~ 
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15-24 

12-16 (estimate) 

Table 19 

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

1980 

"" , 117.3 

108.0 

56.8 

1985 

116.5 ( -;7%) 

106.1 (-1.8%) 

56.2 (-1.1%) 

1990 

120 (+2.3%) 

106.3 (-1.6%) 

57.3 (+.9%) 

1995 

126.2 (+1.6%) 

104.7 (-3.1%) 

58.8 (+3.5%) 

Source: Illustrative Projections of State Pop~lations by Age, Race, and Sex: 1975 to 2000 

2000 

125.0 (+6.6%) 

107.9 (-.1%) 

59.1 (+4.0%) 

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 tbis 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 institutional capacity. 

In su~ary, projected statewide population trends including 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 to 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. 

B. 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 2]) have also decreased 
since 1974 by 35.1 percent. Wayne County serious offenses, however, have 
remained essentially unchanged since 1974. 

I.' 

The arrest pattern in Wayne County for serious crimes is less clear than 
for the state as a ,,,hole. The proportion of all juvenile apprehensions 
represented by serious offenses has increased over the 1973-78 period in 
both Wayne County and the s tate. The proportion of all appre-
hensionq for serious offenses is nearly twice as high in Wayne County as 
it is for the Btate. For example, the percentage of all State apprehensions 
that ~]er~ for the serious offenses included in the tables increased from 
5.4 percent in 1973 to 6.7 percent in 1978. For Wayne County, this per­
centage increased from 9.6 percent in 1973 to 13.2 percent in 1978. This 
apparent increase in the proportion of serious offenses apprehensions is 
probably a function of the decline in the total:non-status offense arrests 
in ~vayne County and the State. 

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 remained essentially level (see Table 18). It is not known whether 
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TMU 20 1 
SERIOUS CRIMES MICHIGAN JUVENILE APPREHENSIONS FOR SELECTED 

1973 

Murc;ler 50 

Rape 139 

Robbery 1,115 

Assault (Aggr.) 1,271 

Sex Offenses 407 
(Other than Rape) 

Arson 402 

TYPE I FELONY 3,384 
TOTAL 

JUVENILE APPREHENSIONS 

FOR AL1 ADULT 62,664 
CRIMES 

1973-78 

1974 1975 1976 '}.977 

47 41 82 68 

130 109 155 217 

1,230 1,339 1,219 1,123 

1,606 1,459 1,309 1,422 

513 431 408 408 

365 422 382 ~~ 

3,891 3,801 3,555 3,639 

71,690 65,960 61,779 55,076 

-------

TABLE 21 SERIOUS CRIMES 
WAYNE COUNTY JUVENILE APPREHENSIONS FOR SELECTED 

1973-78 

1',;1 

1973 1974 1975 1976 

Murder 34 28 31 48 

Rape 68 ~8 33 90 

Robbery 'if 679 748 790 810 

AS,sau:Lt (Aggr.) 518 751 

Sex Offenses 126, 134 

723 645 
5\~ 

137 10'2 

170 127 
108 122 c;-""-'--Arsqn 

TYPE I. FELONY '4 
TOTAL 1,53 1,821 1,884 1,822 

JUV. APPREHENSIONS " 
FOR ALL ¥ULT 16~ 009 20,509 19,n6 17 ,335 

"CRIMES " 78) .@!JRCE~ 'j Michigan Uniform Crime Reports (1973,-

"1 C·) " s inc1ttded itt, the Typ~ I Jfelony Offender Policy rJ.me , ,.. '." 
,2 . " 1 exclude J" uv~ni1e apprehensions for status 

'c 'Thes~ tota ... s , " 
offenses 
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or not Euture arrest data will continue its descending slope as the number 
of youth declines in the coming years. From this data included in these 
Lable!;, however, the present pressure on DSS institutions cannot'be 
attribut,ed to an increase in youth crime as measured by arrest. 

C. ECONOMICTRENDS 

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 Brenner's presented to the House 
g Subcommittee on Crime in 1977, suggest there is a positive significant 

relationshiB 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 oth~:1 researchers. 

Fleisher was cited by Brenner to have found a significant relationship 
between the unemployment rate and delinquency. Fleisher's 1968 study 
examiner the relationship OVer the 1936-56 time period in three large urban 
areas. He defined "delinquency" as property offen,se arrests and "delin­
quents" as persons 24 years of age or younger. He was able to analyze the 
relationship for persons who under 17 years of age in only one area (Boston). 
The study found a .2 percent increase in delinquent property crime for eacn 
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 $lightly 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. l'he,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 (;t;=-.78) 
exists betw'een the sta.te-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 

i 
" 

!l 
Ii 
': 

'Dropout Rate1 

Unemployment Rate 2 

Arrests (All adult crime)3 

Arrests (for selected serious crimes4) 

1973 1974 

,N.A. 6.85% 

16.5% 19.1% 

62,664 71,690 

3,384 3,891 

1975 1976 1977 1978 

5.85% 6.01% 6.30% 6.52% 

24.5% 19.7% 20.9% 17.0% 

65,960 61,779 55,076 48,140 

3,801 3,555 3,639 3,224 

1. Source: Department of Education, The rates are for school years (i.e. 1973-74 is 6.85%) 

~i 2. Source: Hichigan Employment Security Commission. 

3. Source: Uniform Crime Reports 

4. Murder, Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Sex Offenses and Arson 

.-
. .' . " 

.,.,.. 

I~ .. 

'. , 

J • 

. " 

/ 

o 

1979 1980 

N.A. N.A. 

15.8% 21. 3% (projected) 

44,736 N.A. 

3,173 N.A. 
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None of the abovc relationships were dctermined to be statistically signifi­
cHnt; howcycr, this was as likely the result of an insufficient number of 
data points than any other reason. 

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

Even if the relationship between youth~unemp10yment and serious crimeC!tluld 
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 orde~ 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 (Table 22), however, is of some 
concern. 

D. REVISED JUVENILE CODE 

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

1. 

2. 

Waiver of Juveniles to Adult Courts - The waiver provisions contained 
\vithin BB4774 H-4 would legislatively mandate the waiver procedures 
currently required within the Supreme Court rules and so no effect is 
foreseen in this area. 

Direct Sentencing to Training Schools - The direct sentencing section 
01: 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 fOT 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 notification to the local judge of possib1~ 
youth Parole and Review Board (PRB) action to release certain youth ( 
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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h A si nificantly lengthened average 
average length of stay somew at'

il 
g r as a result of this section 

h will not necessar Y occu '.' 
stay~ owever, d on a es 8-13 of this r'eport, however, <l11y 

of t.he revised code. As note f P g ld h"'ve a direct and adverHe 
'th . e length 0 stay wou a 

increase ~n e averag f h th existing system can accommodate ov(!r 
effect on the numbers 0 yout e 
a given period of time. 

t 19 5 years - The'present age of 
Mandatory Training School Releas: a ~d tinder HB4774 to 19.5 in 
mandatory release (19) would be ~nhcreas rently held until the present 

, V'rtually no yout are cur , certain cases. ~ , , l' pact is anticipated result~ng 
mandatory release age and so m~n~ma ~m 
from this section. 

Othe
r _ Several other provisions of HB477 /f may, have mo~est ,e~fect; on 

., include the state-wide ava~lab~l~ty 0 
the secure capac~ty. These . the construction of regional de-
24-hour crisis interventi~n se~v~~~~ibition against juvenile jailings. 
tention centers and the v~rtua i d t have any appreciable effect on 
These code changes are not expec e 0 
the long-term secure beds needed in the future. 

In summary, it 
HB4774 can be 
space needs. 

is believed that the proposed juvenile code revision per 
have l ittle or no impact on institutional bed expected to 
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I>SS TNS'1'lTUTIONAL RESULTS 

AH .indicated in earlier sC:'ctions of this report, a primary purpose of secure 
institutions is to segregate confined individuals apart from the general 
public. Juvenile institutions, howeverf,probably more so than adult facilities, 
are also concerned with providing services that may habilitate or rehabilitate 
confined youth. 

0' 

The results of services to institutionalized youth usually \,,~\end to be assessed 
on the basis of recidivism following release. Academic and vocational skill 
improvenlent 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 DSS 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 instituti£mal 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 ~ 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 improvement 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' . .;:..<\rrest probability decreases as academic 
functioning level increases. 

B. POST INSTITUTIONAL RECIDIVISM 

The extent to which youth discharged from instit,utions remain free of sqp­
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 ~~'l:y high. It sh~uld 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 theln'l7 and re,cQrd 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. 

I 
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TABLE 23 

AVERAGE EDUCATIONAL GAIN PER YEAR IN INSTITUTION~L PROGRAMS 

(~tandfordAchievement Tests) 

7/75-
12/75 

1/76-
6/76 

7/76-
12/76 

1/77-
6./77 

7/77-' 
~12/77 

1.6 

1/78-
6/78 

1.6 
Institutions 1.1 1.3 1.4 ('; 

3.0 4. 1 2.2 3.0 2.4 ;;. 3.1 

IF 

NOTE: 

Vi 

d ' comp\lt~d using the fol~9.wing formula: This in ex was -' "" 
"1\ " '-

Average grade lev,~ gained 
x 365 

~ength of stay in days 
D 

". 

SQURCE: DSS Institutio~al C~nter Rep6rt, December, 1979 
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The importance of the post-institutional~youth behavior, of course, goes 
far beyond the question of institutional ~·:expansiori.. It directly relates 
to public safety concerns. As noted earlier it ~lso serves as a primary 
operational definition of institutional "success." 

-..- .. 

Evidence collected by the DSS Institutional Services Di'vis;:!.on Rresented in 
Table 24 indicates that fewer discharged youth h'ave been arrested 'after their 
release in .,recent reporting periods than had b"een' the case previously. This 
is true fot ma1:'es in particular, where" the .• percentage of arrest within thrt!s 
months of release deHreased 53 percent from the :1974-75 base period to 1919'. 

Table 25 presents the percentage of youth with arrests after 12 months. ' 
This table also indicates that youth rel~ased~fr~m institutions in recent 
periods are less likely to be arrested tfia~ p1·eviqusf.y." 

"It is likely' that the DSS Felony I/Sta'tus Offen-der poli~y has somewhat. im­
proved the institutional recidivism rate. ThiM is believecl to be true 
because status of:f,enders tYI>i~ally have. a 11igh Jikelihoocl of re"""arrest 
(albeit for less serious crimes) and violent youth "tend to have a lower ,~,' 
p::obability of subsequent police c?r;tact tha~ non-",;iolent. offenders. The],F \, 
v].olent youth, howt:!ver, tend to be l.nvolved :1.11 ser=1-0us crame when ;!=hey ar~'-_ .. J) 

re-arrested. The policy probably has had the impact of reduciq,g those 
populations with higher recidivism rates while, increasing those with= lower 

'" rates. 

C. POST INSTITUTIONAL RELEASES AND ADULT CORRECTIONS 
--"-----'--'-;[1 ., 'I " 

A longitudinal follow-up of youth released from inst:Ltutional centers from 
July", 1974 to Jun.e, 1975 conducted by Institutional Services, provides an 
indication of the success of MDSS institutional"youth h,ave had in avoiding 
adult correctional system involvement. The results of '"'th~s study are in-, 
eluded in Table 26.' " 

Zok" 

It s110uld be j.1oted that this qtudy 'J'id not adju'st fo,~ persI6n~C.\ who may hav~ ~ 
left the state or died in th~ intervening years. The study also did not report 
on those perso,ns serving time

o 
in Aails or who were on probatiqn. Eox these ' 

reasons, i te. is believed the, resul 1:S" in ~he table may significantly ~~~r 
'represent the proportl,on of former in~tatutional yeuth that have;:,subsequently 
had adult justice system involvement. 

D. POST INSTITUTIONAL ,PRODUCTIVITY 

Other factors which have been linked tOe post institutional avoidance of 
arrest a~~ youth employment; enrollment in school and participation in 
va, C?~tiO»~l t, ra~~ing programs after~elease. These factnrs~are collectively 
c;,alle9"'youth "productivity" by the de~artment. 
~ , " 

Da't'~l collected by the DSS Institutional Division on youth productivity is 
presented in Table 27 C" 0 ' 

:: 0 

Institutional Services data i3dicate the recidivism rate is thre,~ to five , !y 
times as greato for:q,onproductive youth as it fs for productive youth re-
leased into the community: , ) 

1 , 

',::,. n 

'._ •• .-. _____ ~_ '_<,~P. ~ ... ,_,~,.,~ __ .~ • __ v_ ... ~~~'" n ,w._ .. __ ~ ___ ~.~. __ ._. 
" 

,I ,I< 
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oRe1ease Group 

7/74 ',,- 6/75 
, . 

7/75 - 6/7~' , . 

7/76 - 12/76 
;c' 

1/77 - 6/77" 

7/77"- 12/77' 

1/78 - 6/78 

7/78 - 12/78 , 

1/79 - 6/79 

Source: 

'.'.l., 
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TABLE 24 

INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES DIVISION: 

'rRENDS IN THREE'MONTH ARREST QUTCOMES SINCE 1974 

32%'(N = 698) 195 
.' 

29i (~ = 554) 161 0 

30% (N == 289) 87 ,. 

30% (N = 239) 72 Q 

23% (N = 290) 67 

o 27[J eN .;= 300) 81" 

23% (N = 295) 68 

17% (N = 335) 57 

,:) 

Girls 

15% (N=123) 18 

5% eN = 98) 5 

6% (N = 31) 2 

15% (N;= 27) 4 

3% eN = 36) 1 
(j 

I) 11% (N = 28)'3 

9%" eN = 34') 3 

11% eN = 44) 5 
Q G '0 ~ 

o if 

Institutional Centers Report, December, 1979 

1/ 

" Q 0 ~ 

. 29% (N = 731) 213 

25~·(N = 652) ]66 

Z8% (N = 320) 89 

29% (N = 266) 

,,21% (No= 326) 

b 
26% (N = 328) 

76 

68 

84 

22% (N = 329) 71 

16% (Nil = 37~) ,62 

........ ;C~w::;::::u;~~;MlC~'. 
~ ",' 

(] 

. ", ... 

RELEAS!: 
PERIODS: --
Sequoyah 
Olympic 

Summit 
Adrian (M) 

Adrian (F) 

(~.o.e . 
Nokomi.cs 

Shawano 

" 

l.T.P. 

A.H.C. (M) 

A.H.C. (F) 
( Q,\ 

'fCTAl 

Males 
Females 
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TABLE 25 
& 

ARREST OUTCOMES AT TWELVE MONTHS FOLLOWING RELEASE 

BASELINE 
7/73-6/74 ., 

46% (N=352)* 
46% (N=352)* 
46% (N=352)* 
54% (N=26) 

" 18% (N=14l) 

68% (N=53) 

47% (N=154)** 
47% (N=154)** 
56% (N=9) 
40~{' (N=l 0) 
14% (N=7) 

45% (N=752) 
II 

52% (N=604) 
19% (N=148) 

i2r1onth Arrest Rates by Center 

7/76-12/76 

43% (N=28) 
47% (N=36) 
56% (N=48) 
65% (N=l7) 
31% CN=29) 
60% (N=43) 
64% (N=36) 
45% (N=51) 

44% (N=9) 
0% (N=2) 
0% (N=l) 

1/77-6/77 

53% (N=32) 
64% (N=28) 
33% (N=30) 
46% (tl=22) 
27% (N=27) 
56% (N=39) 
39% (N=46) 
39% (N=31) 
86% (N=7) 
33% (N=6) 

100% (N=l) 

51% (N=-300) 46% (N=270) 

53% (N=270) 48% (N=243) 
30% (N=30) 26% (N=27) 

·7/77-12/77 

29% (N=51) 
40% (N=42) 
38% (N=48) 
33% (N=18) 
18% (N=33) 

44% (N=39) 
44% (N=})) 

C:.~ :--' 
38% (N=34) 

33% (N=6) 

50% (N=4) 
0% (N=3) 

36% (N=317) 

88% (N=281) 
17% (N=36) 

* Comput~d as one Maxey figure 
** Co~puted as one Camps figure 

" 

1/78-6/78 

41% (N=58) 
56~~ (N:;39) 

" 31 % (N=49h 
37% (N=30) 
27% (N=30) 
32% (N=38) 
46% (N=39) 

51% (N=41) 
50% (N=8) 
33% (N=~) 

46% CN=339) 

42% (N=305) 
26% (N=34)" 

Sou"tce: 
W;;lyne GountyDSS Office (AI Katzman Memo dated September 5, 1979) 
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TABLE 26 

LONGITUDINAL TRACKING OF YOUTff ENTERING 
ADULT DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS 

No. of 
Youth 

Released 

91 

9* 

89 

85 

64 

115 

23+ 

476 

119 

'·"No. and % d/ 

Having Entered 
Adult 

Co-r;:cections 
as pf 6/30/77 

{I 

/ 

3,4 (37%) 
I; 
'4 " (44%)* 

124 (27%), 

20 (24%) 

9 0.4%) 

16 (14%) 

3 (13%)+ 

5 

(23%) . 

(4%) 

No. and % 
Having Entered 

Adult 
Corrections 

as of 6/30/78 

42 (46%) 

4 (44%) ~t 

32 (36%) 

29 (34%) 
((I... 

17 (27%) 

26 (23%) 

5 (22%)+ 
() 

-~; 

155 

6 

(33%) 

(5%) 

[) 

No. and % 
Having Entpred 

Adult 
Corrections 

as of 6/30/7J_ 

49 

4 

41 

33 

20 

30 

7 

, 184 

, 7 

(54%) 

(44%)~~ 

(46%) 

(39%), 

(3:[,%) 

(26%) 

(30%)+ 

(39%) 

(6%) 

:;. 

'-'0 

:/ * Adrian figures are small (and percentages consequently erZ:Jic) be~ause programming 
programming for mal'es tvas in eflrly stages in 1974-75. 

+ Includes youth released from lntake and the Intensive Treatment Program. 

Subject Groups: 

Procedures: 

. 

~ 1. 

Three hundred sixty-one male youth released from Institutions 
between 7/1/74 ,and 6;30/75; 115 male youth released~)from Youth 
Rehabilitati.on Camps between 12/1/14 and 6/3/75; 119 feTIJale.s 
released. at Adrian, 7/1/74' - 6/30/75.~ . 

. '.; " " ., '\\" 
Youth in the subject groups were checked annually against 
Department .of Corrections population-r;osters, to determine if they 
h..ad entered the adult correctional system. (Note: Names only 
appeared on the Corrections roster if a young person h~s drawn a 
sentence greater than one year. S~ntences of less than a year 
were served ip. the. 'county jail system.) '" 

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

Source: ' " I, 
Instituti.onal Centers Repo,'}:'t, j)ecember '" 1979 

b 

" 

." l' cr 
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TABLE 27 

o TRENDS IN PRODUCTIVITY RATES AT THREE MONTHS 
- A 11 C(~1l tel's -

-.. -. __ ._----.. - ,~.----. --.._--_ ..... 
1/76-6/76 
(N = 303) 

41% 

7/76-T2L76 1/77-6/77 7/77-12/77 1/78-6/78 
(N = 320) (N = 260) (N ;" 32{f (N = 296) 

\ ' \./---'51% 45% 64% 52% 

PRODUCTIVITY RATES BY CENTER 

7/78-12/78 
(N= 312) 

60% 

1/79-7/79 
(N = 362) 

56% 
._-

I 
I 
I 
I 

_ .. _---.. _-.----.--_ ... _-----------------------'--

r-_________ Ti _______ ~-R-el-e-a-S-e--G-ro-u-p-s~-------------~ 
1/77 - 6/77 I 7/77 - 12/77 

(N = 260) I, (N = 327) 
,; 

Sequo.Yah 
{f Olympic 

Summit 

A.T.S. (M) 

i) A.T.S. (F) 

G.'O.C. 
Nokomi s 
Shawono 

43% 
37% 
59~t: 

52% 
48% 
34% 
36% 
57% 

j 

72% 
64% 
59% 
63% 
64% 
50% 
70% 

1/78 - 6/78 7/78 - 12/78 
(N = 296) (N = 312) 

52% (N = 50) 60% (N ~ 48) 
46% (N = 37) . 58% (N = 37) 
76% (N = 42) 56% (N = 45) 
50% (N = 24) 73% (N = 30) 

~ 36% (N = 28) 54% (N = 26) 
; -f~:{ 

51% (N = 35) 43% (N = 30) 

1/79 - 6/79 
(N = 362) 

U\) 1:-
73% 
44% 

100% 
100% 

58% (N = 36) 67%:(N = 36) 
44% (N = 36) 73% (N = 37) 
25% (N = 4) 50% (N = 12) 

56% (N = 57) . 

70% (N = 57) 
52% (N = 58) 
48% (N = 29) 
35% (N = 37) 
52% (N = 33) I 
68% (N = 41) 
57% (N = 28t 

., 

I.T.P. 

A.H.C. (r'1) 

A.H.C. (F) 

.' TOTAL 

44% 
50% 

100%, 

(J 

0% (N = 3) 67% (N = 6) 

0% (N =, 1 ) 0% (N = 2}}) 

73% (N = 1l) 
12% (N = 8)l\! 
67% (N=3),K'1 

t 

j---~.----i--~.------~---~'--+-~-~--~~---~'~' ---1 
56% (N = 362) i 45% 

~~ ______ -L_i ______ ~ _________ ~ _______ " __ ~ __ ------~I 
52% (N = 296) 60% (N = 

l 
312) 

J)SS Tnstitution Centers Report, 1979. o 
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, . it of released youth is more a function 
It is believed that th~ productl.":' Y 1.ier~s a~d youth employment service 

£ community serVl.ce wor!.'. ,;. If 
of; the success 0 . f ssful institutional experl.ence. 
workers than it is an outcome 0 t~ ~~~c~e improved further~ it may reduce 
the productivity of re1eased you, t for'DSS youth who commit new crimes 
the pressure on local detenti~n cen leres revocation pl'oceedings. Ultimately, 

d h' ed while they awal.t paro, an are OUS'" • t ay also somewhat decrease pressure on 
redud:ions in the revoca tl.on ra e m 
institutional cap&city. 
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v [. INS']'.! 'l'U'I'IONALfZATION OF DELINQUENTS IN MICHIGAN IN COMPARISON WITH OTHER STATES 

'1 l lw~ been demonstrated itl previous sections, that the tendency to institution­
alize delinquents in Michigan has increased over recent years not in response 
to increased juvenile &pprehensions for serious crime, but due to other factors. 

,: To examine how the Michigan institutionalization rate compares with other states, 
various national survey data were revi'ewed. 

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

f 

,., 

The study determined that for 1974, the rate of institutionalization varied 
widely across ~he states. For example, Wyoming institutionalized 41.8 juveniles 
out,of every ibo,oOO 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 New York and Massachusetts institutionalization rates reflect major differences 
between those states and Michigan. (see Table 28). 

New York's juvenile jUfisdiction terminates at 16 years of age in contrast to 
17 for Michigan. Table 29 on the ages of juveniles entering institutions in 
Michigan suggS}sts that 60 percent of the 1978 Michigan maleoinstitutional 
population and 34 percent of the female population would not have been in 
secure juvenile beds under New York law (they may well have :i.nstead been 
incarcerated in an adult facility). 

Massachusetts presents a very different situation. In 1973, Massachusetts 
closed all of its secure institutions and attempted to pl~ce 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 rat~. 

Other informat:ion inclilded in the rlational study indicates Michigan's' 1974,1 
per capita expenditures for "institutions, camps and ranches" w~;::"the eigh~h 
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 relatej community based 
residential placement. The Michigan rate of 2.7 per'lOO,OOO' (of the total State 
population) was well· below tbe 4.3 national average and less than" one-seventh 
Oregon's rate. (Oregon was the leading state in comm~~ity 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 hascincreased 
since 1974. 



Wyoming 

Nevad,a 

Delaware 

Tennessee 

New Mexico 

Montana 

West Virginia 

Louisiana 

Mi?sissippi 

Maine 

Virginia 

Arkansas 

Idaho 

Georgia 
/, .,y 

Oregon 

South Carolina 

Ohio 

New Hampshire 

Alaska 
1.'1 

North Carolina 

Arizona 
,. 

Washington 

Vermont 

Iowa 

Florida 

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

TABLE 28 

RANKED DISTRIBUTION OF 1974 PER CAPITA RATES 
OF AVERAGE DAILY INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS 

(Per 100,000 total state population) 

41.3 Utah 

41.0 Wisconsin 

34.7 Oklahoma 

31.0 Colorado 

29.0 California 

27.2 South Dakota 

26.7 Indiana 

25.7 Maryl and 

25.0 Nebraska 

24.5 Kansas 

23.7 New Jersey 

23.4 Ha\'1ai i 

-. 23.2 Minnesota 

22.4 North Dakota 

21.7 Rhode Island 

21.2 Illinois 

21.1 Pennsylvania 

21.0 Alabama 

18.7 Missourl 

18.7 Kentucky 

18.5 Connecticut 

17.6 Texas 

17.3 ,I Michigan 

16.9 Massachusetts 

'" 16.2 New York 

() 15.6 

15.6 

15.2 

14.8 

14.3 

13.5 

13.2 

13.2 

13.0 

12~9 

12.9 

12.4 

11.9 

11.8 

11.8 

11.5 

11..4 

11.2 

9.} 

9.3 

r<. 8.1 

7.7 

6.9 

2.2 
c· 

2.1 

'':1,1 

';) 

<J 

~~,...------c- ---- ----",-~--- -~----____ ~ 
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II 
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TABLE 29 

AGE DISTRIBUTIONS 
1978 INTAKE 

FOR INSTITUTIONAL MALES 

. N = 546 

13 or under = 3% 

14 = 13% 

15 = 24% 
H 

16 = 45% 
?' 

17 = 15% 

1,8 = 0% 

AGE DISTRIBUTIONS: 

I) 

. 1978 INTAKE ~ 
FOR INSTITUTIONAL FEMALES ~ 

N = 69 

13 or under = 4% . 

14 = 13% 

15 = 48% 

16 = 29% 

17 = ;1 6% 

18 = 0% 

c 

. , I 
Source:. DSS Institutional Centers °Report, December, 1979 

NOTE: Includes (;dmpS and ranches; mean = 17.8. 
Source: .Juvenile COT,;recCtions in the Stat'e':S: .- 'Residertial Programs & De-lnstitutiODaJi za­

t:ion 1976 , , 
~( 
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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 p<.~rson 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 proportiol1 
of all other types of residential care (predominately institutions r camps, and 
ranches). In this comparison, Michigan had the tenth highest use(>f commllnily 
or deinstitutionalization programming with 25.5 percent of aU YOlltll in lI1.is 
type of out-of-home care. 

Table 30 provides the complete 1974 deinstitutionali za tion resul ts. It ~hol11 d 
be noted that Tables 28 and 30 presents a view of IIwhat wasil not "what is" or 
more importantly "what should be" the mix of ins ti tutional-community based" 
residential care for all delinquent youth removed from the'Ir natura'\ homcH. 'I'\w 
study not~4(!that many states which made relatively greater use of communi ty 
based residential programming did not reduce their use of institutions--t\wy 
simply expanded their use of out-of-hom.e options, both community based and 
institutional placements. 

The study estimated that if 50 percent of the total ollt--()f-home plael:'ments W<" rl' 

placed in community settings (this rate was exceeded by four states in 1974) (I 

national saving of over $50 million would have been possible. If Michigan put 
50 percent of all delinquent wards who require out-oE-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 questi.on of 
which types of youth should be institutionalized is primaroily a policy <.Ieds iOIl. 

Considerable evidence suggests that policy is the most important variablL' .in 
determining what size a state's institutional eapnci ty n<.'eds to be. 
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TABLE 30 
o 

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 

Minnesota 

Utah 

Oregon 

Noy'th Dakota 

Maryland 

Kansas 

Idaho 
o 

Michigan 

Florida 

Montana 

Wyomi ng 

Vermont 

Arizona 

Connecticut 

New Jersey 

Alabama 

Missouri 

Hawaii 

Nevada 

Iowa 

Wisconsin 

~') Vi rgi ni a 

G 

.86.6 

59.1 

50.9 

50.3 

48.6 

43.4 

42.0 

41. 5 

30.4 

28.5 

25.2 

25.0 

24.7 

23.8 

o 20.8 

20.6 

17.7 

17.0 

14.8 

13.6 

13.0 

12.9 

12.4 

12.0 

Pennsylvania 

Colorado 

Kentucky 

Mississippi 

West Virginia 

Tennessee 

Oklahoma 

III inois 

Rhode Island 

Ohio 

Georgia 

Delaware 

South Carolina 

Arkansas 

California 

Texas 

Maine 

Nebraska 

Alaska (, 

Indi arta 

Loujsiana 

o 

11.7 

11.4 

10.8 

9.0 

8.8 

8.6 

8.3 

8.2 

7.4 

6.3 

3.7 

3.6 

3.5 

3.2 

2.9 

2.8 

2.0 

1.5 

o 
o 

o 

New Hampshire 0 

New Mexico 0 

North Carolina 0 

(/: 

Source: Juvenile Corrections in the States: Residential Programs & Deinstitutionalization 
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VIII. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The institutional expansion study was conducted by the Office of Criminal ~JUr,.l­
tice (OCJ) in response to a request from the Executive Office received in 
November 1979. () 

'1 

Concern regarding the institutional capacity issue has come from var:i.ous areas 
() of the state and from a number of groups in recent years; howelfer, the primary 

, impetus for the present study came from the Public Secto~ Coa~ftion through its 
transmittal regarding this matter to the Governor. The Pub1yc Sector Coalition 
requested a leO bed expansion of the current 648 secure bed institutional 
capacity. 

In 1977, based on a study developed by the Department of Social Services, Insti­
tiona1 Services Division, Dr. John Dempsey proposed a,1231 secure bed expansion 
of the then 578 bed instit'!ltiona1 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) exumjning 
the adequacy of the DSS secure capacity determined that with projected dec1il1l~H 
in the juvenile pOp'~lation, the 648 bed size was sufficient for the immediate 
future. This study based its findings primarily on nationa1,p,opu1ation trends. 
It noted that the needed se.cure capacity was, however, more cit'function of 
justice system/DSS policy decisions than any other single factor. These. studies 
and their conclusions were examined as a part of the pres~nt review. 

~ , 

The OCJ analysis of the institutional expansion issue initially 'focused 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 juveniJ,e (:...:; 
justice seJ;Vices system the present institutional capacity is inadequate. 'l;he 
proposed e~ansion of that capacity, however, is only one of several responses 
to the system inefficiencies and in-adequacies which have produced the perceived 
need for more secure beds. The following summary pre8e~ts major study findings 
concerning: (A) the problem analysis; (B) factors which \~ontribute to the cur­
rent situation; (C) factors which may impa.ct 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 un'hh~mged since 
1~77-78, attaining 648 beds (568 ma1e/89" female) in that year O(see Table 1, 
page 2 ). ' 

Delinquent wa.rds admitted to DSS institutional beds (ip.c1ud;i.ng placements 
in the 123 non-secure institutional b/?ds) increased from 495 in 1976, 1=0 608 
in 1977,. and 659 in 1979'* (see Table 2., page 3 ). During this period 
truancy from department institutions declined subsfantia11yftom 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 increas~d from 545 
in 1976; to 583 in 1977,to 669 in 1978 and 720 in 1979 (see Table 3, 
page 7 ). 

*The.re were'reporting prob1~ms in 1978 
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The number of delinquent youth awaiting placement in department institutional' 
beds has likeWise increased fuom 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'ito the department and his/her placement in an institutional bed is 

onow two to thre.e months as opposed tp the depa~tment' s),5-day connnitment-place-
ment objective. / ! . 

<,-1 

FrOIO the above it Gan be seen that the present institutional capacity con­
tributes to t~e.seridus backlog of youth awaiting n1acement. By and l&rge 
the youth awa1.t1.ng long ter,m secure placements arr/being housed in local 
detention facilities which are designed for short/ term stays. 

!~ summary, there appears to be a significant institutional capacity pI:9b1em " 
g1.ven the way the state's juvenile justice-service system currently operates. 
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/optimai-length 
of time. " These questions are beyond the scope of the present study. 

, 
FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO PRESSURE ON THE INSTITUTIONS 

As was noted above, institutional referrals have increased over the past .' 
three years and the 0,i:ri;-ti>tutiona1 t'ruancy rate has declined substant;i.a11y. 
TheJ:-e is evidence that the increased rate of referral resulted in large 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 an?lyzed in the study. 

1. Felony 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 cpmrnitted.serious offenses (unless exempted via an established 
~c;xception p:-ocess) and prohibited the i~ti{utiona1ization of status' 
\jffenders (1.. e." youth involved in runflway, truancy, incorrigibility, 
etc.) • The, impact of this policy was to dramatica11y'Craise the volume 
<;>f \\layne County males to department institutions. There has "been a 
negligible increase in non-Wayne County males and Wayne County/non-

2. 

. Wayne County female refeura1s (see Table 2, page 3 ). The elimination 
of status offenders in the training schoo:J,s has been more than compensa­
ted for the increased number of Felony I referras..1., 

Institutional Truancy - The improved institutional truancy performance 
noted earlier had the effect of tightening the capacity of department 
facilities. The 1m17er truancy levels, although contributing to the 
institutional capacity problem is viewed as a positive and worthwhile 
development. 

3. pther Contributing 1?actors ,r- Other facto;rs which are believed to have 
contributed to the problem are the increased average length ot insti­
tutional stay per youbh from less than 10 montas 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 /' 
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placement in recent years as opposed to, local juvenile court adminis­
sered service delivery (see Table 10, Page 25); and lack of fulL 
utilization bf availah~~~ private agency and department alternatives 
to ).nstitutional plagement. 

It should be noted that the proposal to expand thla institutional 
capacity has occurred at the same time that juvenile crime as measured 
by app~ehensions has declined. 

'" ' , } -
Michigan juvenile apprehensions for all adult crime have decreased from 
over 70,000 in 1974 to less than 50,OQO in 1978. Apprehensions for 
)~erious crimes ,(Type I Felonies) have likewise declined from 1974 to the 
lat'est reporting period" (1978). This reduction also oecutred in Wayne 
County (see Tables 20, page 39, ancl 21, page 5~); although, the del'l i Ile 
in a:trest,s for serious crimes there wa.s less than for the state as a 
whole. i, 

(/ ~\ 

In summary, despite reduced apprehensions for serious crimes, the 
"appat:~nt ne:ed fclt' additional "institutional capacity has" not abated.ti 
The major f~ctors related to this expanded need has been the Felony I 
Offender P~licy,", decreased I~truancy, rates from institutional center.s, and 

~ G ,~ , 
an increased reliance On secure placements and state services. 

, , "0 

FACTORS WHICH MAY niPACT ON THE INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY IN THE FUTURE 
(~j <)~, C; 

Appart .. ' fr:.om future improvem~nts in previously id~ntified contributing 
facd:~rs, there are several adtlitionaldev(Hopmenf'S which may influence tile 
need:;9r more sec:llre institutional beds. cO!~11tong these variables aTe,,: (1) 
the proj ected juvenile populatiop. declinel~(2) the passage of a. revised 
juveuJ.le code (HB4774);' and, (3)' proj eC~Prd 90wnturn in tbe Michigan J!conomy 
fdT the pext few yea;s. {f r,> 0 

o '.'. 

Juvenile Pop-glation Decline - The Michigan juvenile population is pro­
j ected by the Department of Management and Budget to decr6dse from",,~ 
present levels beyond' the ;:yea"F2000 0 (see Tables 17 , page 35 and 18, 
page 30). This is true t)r all groups with_ the highest historical 

" likelihood to have justice system involvement, except minQrity groups. 
The'~Michigan population of ",black ma1esf in the 12 and 16 age group is 
projected by the £e~eral Department of Commerce to increase 4 percent 
between 1980 and 2000 (see T'ab1e 19 ,,,page 37). The total Michigan 
male 12-1'6 agE). group, however, is projuted to decline by;' 18. 1, °perce.c,t 
from 1980 to 19~O (see Table 17 , page 35). "All cWayne County maies in 

'the 12-16 age gro~~p are also proj e.c~tedto decrease after 1985 by 23.1 
percent. th1;ough the y~ar 2000. '.Ehe DMB proj ections indicate the st~te I q' 

, 0 ' , ,I 0 

male 12-16(/ age ,group peaked in 1977 and that there wi~tl ~be a gradual 
decline in 1;,h1S' populat"ion through 1985 followed by a more 'rapid de-
crease in th~" 1.985~1.990 period. \) , ' ,/ :, ',) 

"',:j ;-

'\ 

j'uvenile apprehensidns'tf9f s~rious c(J:iue 
(the year the 12-16 group -reached its high 
and Michigan .contrary to the otherwise 
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ronsistent dt£cline for these and otherhadultoffenses from pre 1975 
evels to the present. The major'projected popUlation declines for i-;::' 

the~e groups (except for the modest Black increase) over this f t (1 

per;l.Od is believed to be a si,gnificant factor l.;n pI I, .' f f.':l ure , 'i ' 1 ' . ' annl.ng or uture l.nst tutl.ona, capac,i.ty needs."'-

Revised J~~enile Cqae - The impact of a new juvenile code 
proposed l.n HB47ta-;n the need for additional department 
beds is examJnene10w.o 

~, ~'=" 

such as that 
institutional 

o 

a. W~iv~r of Juveniles to Adult Courts - The waiver provisions ,contained 
wl.thl.~ HB47Z.,4 would legislatively mandate the waiver procedures 
?urrently re~uired within the Supreme Court Rules and so no effect 
l.S foreseen l.n this area. 

b. Direc~ Sentencing to Institutions - The direct sent,encl.'ng , 

c. 

of the bill would enab1' 'I'd sectl.OU 
d '" e Juvenl. e c~urt JU ges to sentence youth to 
epar~ment l.nstl.~utl.ons conct.L'rent with a state wardship commitment. 

The effect of thl.s pr,ocedure was examinedc!?y nbe department in a 
.~~78 S~~dy ~ and subsequently by th3 DSS Institlltional Services Division. 

ese ~lssessmentsconclude that direct sentencing would have, little 
or no effect on the, institutions. This is because i~ is believed 
that the you-:It foJ:' whom dj.rect sentencing would be most likely are 
currently b~~ng placed in department institutions via~the Felony I 
Offender Poll.cy. . 

-:.J 

~, 

Man~Cltory Judicial Notif=i:,cation of In.stitutional Release - The 
revl.Sed.code provides for manda30ry notification to the local judge 
of POSsl.~le ~out~ Parole and Rivie,w Board action to release a youth 
from. an l.nstl.tu,tl.onal center and related procedures. This section 
may have the effect of increasing the average length of stay some­
'''ha~i A le)1~thened, average ,stay will not He.c~ssarily occur",fls a 
resu t qf tl); .. s sectl.on of the revised code, however, as noted on ' 
pa,~e~ 8 - £3 of the r~port, any increase,. in the average length 
~j staY~ld have a dl.rect and adverse ,ef£ect on the nUmbers of 
youth the existing system can accommod~te over a given period of 
time. 

On bala.n:e, it is ,'not believed that:' this; secti~n of HB4774 
any s;ignl.fl.cant l.mpact, on in~t,itutiqnal capacity, however, 

. tnat,. does occur as a result of this will he negative. 

will havEf.'1 
any effect;. 

Raised" Age for M~n,datory Release from Inst~tutions - PrOVisions of 
I~47?4 ~oul,~ ra~se the age at which youth must be released from 
f.nst~tutl.Ons from 19 to 19.5 years in certg,lncases. ihissectiori 
0:t:the bill may also somewhat lengthen the'{\ver~ge institutional' 
stay." \') 

.. "lJere again the result is an~icipatsd to be mi,~iwal, qS virtu.ally 
no youth are held until thel.r 19th birthday und~r current :lnstitu-
tidn/Parole and Review ;Board practices. " 
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e. "Other - The proposeci code mandates st?-te w;ldg 24-h~ur crisis~e.~~. 
, vIces, regional detention implementatJ.on a?d the vJ.rtual prohJ.bl~J.o.n ,\~, 
against the jailing of juveniles .~l. A~l may. hav~ sO~le impact, pO::;J.~J.v01y 
or negatively, on the need for addltl0naLlnstJ.tutJ.onal capaclty. 
The impact of these and other proposed provisions is not clear; 
however.it is not believed that they willc~irectly or adversely 
effect institutional capacity. 

(( 
1:) (" summary, In it is believed that jtrvenile code reV1Sl0n per HB4774 (H-4) can 

to hCi'}~e little or no e:ffec,t on institutional bed space needs. () j be expected fJ 

Michigan Economy - There is some concefu that Michi~an's short-term 
economic problems may foster increase~ rates of delJ.nquency and result 
in high rates of referral to department institutions. Some resear.ch 
'suggests this 'concern is well foundec:1, asi1icrease~? unemplo~ent among 
youth has been de'lll0nstrated to increase juvenile cri~e. It =!-~ n~t .bc'­
lieved that the (citate economic problems would necessJ.tate a sJ.gnJ.flcancl;: 
inC:rease in the need for additional ins~itutional beds however, for. the 
following reasons: 

First the present youth unemployment rate, estimated to be in the range 
of 20~Z5 percent, is already so high that significant increases are not 
viewed. as likely. Furthermore, the high unemployment rates over the 
past few years have not resulted in increased juven::i.le arrests as noLeu 

earlier . 

Second, juveniles more so than most adults have the aptian of rem~l1nlng 
in or returning to the formal education process if, jobs are scarce. 

Finalli~ the construct\i~n of inst:tt~tional beds is a protracted and 
-' costly endeavor. Spending significant a~ounts ~f money. over the two to 

three years that 'Would'oe necessary to fJ.nd a slte~ desJ.gn, construct 
arid ,open a facility as [, a response to an economic downturn "appears to be 
a specious alternative. ' A more appropriate, timely and ef£ici:n~ to use of 
the state ~"s limite.d resources would be to provid<s jobs and traull.ug to youth 
dir~~tly when the youth unemployment rate reaches unacceptable and/or, 
dangerous levels. c) 

Other Possible Future Developments - There is concern that the departme;tts' 
delinquency case workers, (Commgnity' Servic~ W01~kers) ~re prese-r:t:y 
recommending institutionalization for youth under th~J.r,s1,lpe:t'VJ.sJ.on mOre 
readily than was chara~t.eristic of past years. . The . ab~~nce of a depart­
ment:' inf.ormation."staff monitoring system maJ:<es lt dJ.ffJ.cult to ~ssess 
th'e validity of this concern. The importance of these 'workers !In the 
placement of yout'h into and., out of long-term treatment ~rograms, how:ver, 
should "not ,be underestimated. Upcoming department studJ.es of CommunJ.ty 
Sel:vice Worker joJ) (>performance cl.ndexpanded training for these workers 
may l~ssen the need/demand foroinstittltionalplac~ments. 

::"-J 

Another notable dev~opment is the current 'operation of the Wayne Co~~ty 
area Case Assessment Connnitt;ee_ (CAC). The CAC involves private agency 
providers, Wayne. CQuntyCPepartment of Social Services, the Wayne County 

. Juvenile Court ana MDSS in a joint 'effort to fgcilitate the place1nent of 
u -
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~?uth in appropriate treatment settings. The CAC and future plans 
1:'0 j,mprqYf.l,and expand cooperative placement activities hold considerable 
promise to make more rational, out of home seryice service delivery. 

5 u • Summary L In summary, short-term economi'c trends may increase the need 
for publ~c secure beds somewhat. SubstantiaL reductions projected for 
the highest risk juvenile population groups" however, may well begin to 
reduce the need for state delinquency services including institutions 
beginning in the near future and Qver the next 10-20 years. The pro­
posed new juvenile code (HB4774) is not expected to impact on the 
institutional capacity appreciably. Improvements in connnunity 
service worker job performance and its direct relationship to the number 
of youth placft.d in institutions may reduc,e the need for secure beds. 
The CAC effort may improve the out ofQhome placement process in the 
Wayne County area especially for state delinquent wards. 

)t 
OPTIONAL METHODS OF ADDRESSING THE Is'JUE 

There are several possible courses of action available to address the insti­
'tutional capac~ty issue, ranging from no action to the construc,tion of 160 

new secure il1stitutionp-eds. The major alternatives are discu~E,led 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 
appro,ximately 30 months of planning and construction before the facilities 
could be available to house youth (January 1983). 

2. 

3. 

The estimated annual on-going costs to operate these beds at the present 
per diem rate ($66.40) would be $3.9 million. 

This option requires the assumption that there will be virtually no 
reduction in the need fo(~ secure beds with the proj ected reduced risk 
population; it further would require a substantial state capital 
outlay during the present significant economic recession and perhaps 
d~ring ~ period in which major capital outlay may be required toimple­
ment the statewide regional detention network mandated under HB4774. 
This option would spend money when it :i,s most scarce to make services 
available when they may be needed less ~?an currentl~. 

\:--

, " 
No action - A no action response maybe appropriate if the projected 
12-16 age group population decline results in a rapid reduction in the 
need for secure beds~) 1'bis option, however, ignores current overcrowding, 
inappropriate progrannning and the high expense'of maintaining stat~ 
wards bound for institutiohalplacements in local detention facilities. 

Initiate a concerted ef;fort to make optimal use of existing resources -

This alternative has several components which are discussed belm\T: 
::' 

Increased use of currently underutilized department alternativ,es to 
institutionalization (DSS group homes, half-way houses and Shelter 
Care Faci;!;lities) ,,- The department 's Decentralized. Delinquency Ser- " 
vices in Michigan study of differential results 'placement (page 30) 
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faund that the mast cast effective treatm~nt far state ward~~, to. be 
communit-y placements •. TJ1e study suggested institutianaliz:itian ~as 
mast appropriate and successful far yaung (under ,15.5 Y,ears Df age) 
aggressive yauthqnd less so. far .alder agressive and nan~aggressive 
yauth. Cammunity placement resaurces are currently substantially , 
under-utilized (page 28). At the pres.ent time department cammunity 
residentifl-l care (CRC) facilities a're administered by the ca'{?ty 
DSS office in the areas in which they are 'lacated. 

It is believed that this methad af administratian has resulted in 
difficulties maki'hg full use af these resaurces. A mare centr.ally 
accauntable methad of administrating CRC resau't"ces may imprave the 
utilizatian rate and impreve the present paer perfa;J;"mance (high 
truancy rate) ef these, placements. While continued DSS caunty affice 
eperatien afCRC facilities may be apprapriate and exp'edient in mest 
instances, as predeminately state supperted resaurcesiijthey shauld 
be generally co.nsistent with the larger state cammunity services 
system needs • 

Expanded Use af private'agency resaurces - Th~ current utilizatian 
ef private agencies by the department is believed to. be below the 
level passibl~.Infarmatian an the number af pri~ate placements 
prese¢lyavailable far delinquent yauth in sautheastern Michigan 
suggests that there may be as many as sixty vacancies. Reparts 
cancerning the availability af private beds that cauld appropriately 
be used in lieu ef department institutians at least raise theYpassi­
bility that same relief cauld be achieved thraugh expanded use af 
private sectar facilities. 

(-

f\ u 

0 

In another area, the department's Office af Children and Yauth Ser­
vices (OCYS) is presently neg,ptiating the bleck purchase ef 60 private 
beds cq-,be used far wards that wauld 'at,herwise go. to. a department 
traintti:~ schael. This recent effort, which is expected to. be final­
ized in June 1980, shauld significantly impact on the immediate need 
fal;' lang-term placements and provide same relief to. the lacal detentian 
center avercrewding problem. The, cest af this )leck purchase contract 
willli~ely be less than the high per diems paid to. maintain state 
wards in lacaf detent~ien centers (e'-g., the Wayne Caunty Yeuth Home 
state ward per diem is $92.00). 

Other Department aptians - Other mean'); ef {l-c!dressiti:'g the lacal 
detentian center avercrawding issue is the development of department 
in:-hbme detentian pregrams. These pregrams" cauld serve youth that 
weuld atherwise be detained in l.ecal detentian facilities, but do. net 
pose a substantial risk to. public safety. Youth could be returned 
to. their hemes under the clese superlTision that 'an in-home detentien 
pr9gram previdesand a.t a cansider.able saving~ to. the state (page .23). 

,e! 
Such pragrams were pieneered in t1;l4-~ s.£ate by the Berrien Ceunty 
Juvenile Court fer ceurt wards. ., 
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() 

Other efforts that could reduce Ie cal aver crowding include the mo:re 
expe~itious placement af department wards unde~ regular community 

~) serV1.C'l;! warker supervisien, eS!.pecially these yauth that are returned 
to. their awn hames. Far example, in aQrecent survey, state wards de­
tained in the Wayne Caunty Yauth Heme that were eventually returned 
to. their own hemes~ spent an average af 16 days in detent ian befare 
their rele~se (page 21). 

Ii rJ 

As highlighted earlier, the present average length af stay has the 
effect af c,~nstr~cting the institutional capacity •. Department efforts 
to. shorten the length af stay while maintaining the' integrity af the 
institutibnal treatment pragram(page 8 - 13) could be increased. 

Several passible effarts have been prapased in this area. The first 
appraach wauld mov:e the annual Yauth Parale and Review Baard (PRB) 
hearing presently held at the 12 manth paint in a yauth's institutianal 
stay to the 10th manth. This experiment will begin in the '11ear" future 
far yauth held at theCAdrian Training Schael. It is haped that this 
prace,~ural change will sharten the average length ef stay and eventually 
result j"n a departmental policy change far the entire system. 

A second related effort would give institutienal cen~er directars new 
o aut~erity cencerning the release af certain types ar classes af yauth, 

subJect, to PRB review. 
o 

Anather area would be heightened attentian, accaantability and pub­
licity to. the length ef stay issue within the institutianal services 
divisi,on among center directors. This appraach was effective in re­
ducfng the high levels af institutional truancy previously experienced 
by ·the department (page 6 ). 

" Currently, the training schaels do. net screen yauth at, intake to. 
determine the apprapriateness af the placement (page 14). Placements 
care accepted based an cammunity service worker recammendation ano!: 
caunty DSS review. If the :i,p.stitutians reviewed placement requests 
it is possible same p~acements could be avoiaed. 

Impvoved community service warker training and monitoring pra-
posed by the department, (1Jlay also. have an impact on reducing the 
average length of stay. ~.!'~he key rele ef the CSW in intake pracessing 
was nated earlier, heweve'r"these workers are also very impartant in 
aut pracessing their clients. 

Far example, the CSW re-entry treatment plan is a necessary requis1te 
far a youth to. be considered far pRB release and cantains important 
informatian relevant to. that release decisian. Unfartunately, CSW 
relea.se pl~ns are frequently net submitted 'to the PRB an a timely 
basis and GSWs .. are aften",net in attenda'hce at the PRB release hearings. 
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It is believed that"major improvements in CSW performance directly 
and indirectly related to the institutional capaqity issue could be 

" accomplishe'(l with minimum department attention and with significant 

d. 

'0 

:Lmpact. 

In "smnmary /lthere are many apparent m~ans of reducing the current 
institlution(rl capacity problem using existing resources more effec­
tiv~lY.! and/or developing new. methods with.in prese~t resource levels. 
The a~proaches pr~sented in th1s section appear workable Vi~thin 
current resource limits'and time cOIl-straints. They may not eliminate 
the capacity problem, but they should "within a reasonable periodo.f 
tim~ lessen the current magnitude of the problem. 

Strategies for the Future - There are a number" of reforms or major 
changes' that may be appropriat~ to, address idconnection 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 fed'eral state/ 
local budget ~onstraints.·' However, they are be!ieved to contain. 
considerable merit for improving the quality a~{~ eguity of the state 
jl,lstice-service system for the future. -

The proposals below contain concepts which appear tO"logica11y fo110\-1 
the rep9rt 's analysis and may provide substantial improvements in 
tlie current state delinquency service system~ 

(1) Development of a single unified juvenile jus~ce service delivery 
system - P.A. 87 of 1978 creating the Office 0'£ C~,ildren and 
Yl:>uth Services within DSS) presented thiscon~ept as a desirable 
goal for~the state. This Act also mandated (the development of 
a plan to accomplish this end. The OCYS published the 'Vol~ntary 
Transfer of Juven~le Court Probation staff to'MDSS in November 1979. 

The implementation of this plan could make more eq\litable distribu­
tion of services available to delinquents across the state, which 
woul'd include the decision t()oplac~oa youth ina training school bed. 
Although, there wO\lld clearly be problems rin transferring court 
services to the state, it is believed the pot~ntial benefits out­
weigh the possible probleiru:J. This unified system could 'build in 
greater rationality and sequentiaJJly more restrictive sanctions into 
the process. The Chicago UDIS program (pages 31 .,.. 33) presents 
a model that pas demonstrated some success in this area using the 
sequential e.pproach. 

(2) passle of ' HB4774 - As has ,been presented earli~r, it is not 
bel¥£ved . HB4774 would subs,tant~ally add to the pres~nt training; 
sch~olcapacity problem. The revised bill (H-4) would make many 
noteworthy improvements in the current juvenile just:L.ce system 
including: procedural and due process improvements; appellate 
review;" juvenile jailing prohibition; <;lvailability of mandated 
24::"hour c,risis int;erv:ention services; the establ~shment of a 
regional detention network, more restrictive guidelines for 

(

' s~tus 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. 

Development of a statewide juvenile justice service inform~tion 
referral system The present analysis was significantly 
hampered by the lack of even basic information. The state ,and 
local justice systems are similarly handicapped in their plan­
ning and administration activities. 

Placement decisions and referrals are most frequently not based 
on what ~vou1d be the most cost-beneficial treatment option, but 
rath~r what options are known to be a~ai1ab1e at a given point 
in t~me. ' 

Reports of youth lost in the system in local detention centers 
in foster ca~e and on local/state case10ads are not surprising' 
to anyone ac'quainted with juvenile justice in Michigan. It is 
believed that the present inefficiency of the state's justice 
system in large measure can be attributed to the absence of 
timely and appropriate information. 

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

It is believed that such a system could substantially reduce the 
perceived and actual need for secure institutional beds. 

E. RECO~NDED' COURSES OF ACTION 

The following recommended courses of action are suggested by the OCJ 
analysis. It is believed that the recommendations are workable, realistic 
and cost-effective. 

1. An"expansion of the present institutional capacity is not recommended 
at this time. 

The current pressure on institutional bed space is viewed 
as a temporary phenomenon, that can be modified in the 

h \~ b s Q~t term, y policy changes which need not reduce public 
safety and in the long term, by expanded alternatives to 
i~stitutipna1ization and a~ decline in the juvenile popu1a­
t~on.This recommendation is only partially based" on the 
extremely high' cost of secure institutional constructj .. on and 
the budget constral,I;lts .current1y experienced by this state. 

d~shas been not::jf1d, institutional capacity expansion is not 
only expensive, it is also a lengthy, time consuming process. 
A decision to build additional secure beds will not alleviate 
institutional pressures for many months. 

Tbe reIjuiining recommendations are organized into three categories. 
~ ~ , 

The fi"rst suggests means of directly coping with the 160 bed issue using 
existing resources and minimal additional resources. 
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The second includes adminiRtrative procedural or policy changes which 
should result "in local/state juvenile justice system improvements that 
relat;e to secure trea:tmellt needs. 

',The 'final category presents I!\eans of impacting l~cal deten~ion ~ente: 
~'dVerc!'ow,ding caused by state wards. RecommendatJ.ons' contaJ.ned J.n thJ.s 

ca.tegory a.re more directly focused .on the Wayne County Youth Home than 
any other detention center, but are believed to be ,relevant for all de­
tention centers in the state. 

RECO~WE~lDED AC~IONS TO LESSEN CURRENT PRESSURE ON THE TRAINING SCHOOLS 

2. It is recommended that the department make a concentrated effort:. 

D 

to reduce the average length of institutional stay from present levels,),~~ 
especially' for female wards. Prese!,}t effor~s under consideration. such,,!. ) 
as holding the parole and review board hearJ.ng at the 10 mon~h pOJ.nt '''v'' 
in a youth's training school stay and institutional center dJ.rector 
release for certain offender groups are supported. 

3. 

. , . 

It is noted that the increase in the average length of 
st~y in department secure placements over the 1975-79 
period has resulted in a reduction in t;he annual service '.' 
capacity of the institutions. With a return to the 10-
month average length of stay characteristic of the training 
schools prio~ to 1975, at least 70 additional youth could 
be served. 

Department efforts to purchase blocks of private agency placements 
are supported. Thg\department is encouraged to expand its use of this 
practice if initial efforts prove to be successful. 

,) 

The departmep.t's current negotiations directed at purchasing 
additional long term placements from private agencies is 
expected to be completed in June 1980 and will add 60 beds 
to the out-of-home resources directly available to the state. 
Although these placementsma~ not be secure, they should allevi­
ate some of the current pressure on the training schools and 
local detention centers. 

It is recommended that the department develop.a more centralized and 
I' uniform community residential .. care progt'am with a state-level referral 
'clearinghouse capacity. 

Th~\present decentralized eRe administrative structure is 
believed to contribut;eto problems in making full use of 
these placement; resources. The average number of eRC gJ::dup 
home and halfway house beds not in use during the ~ourth 

," quarter, 1979 equaled 78 placements. The department camp pro­
gram also operated below its fundedcapa~ity during the 
October-Decemqer1979 period. Twenty or more camp placements 
were available throughout" the fourth quarter 1979. Here again, ~ 
the beds a~ailable for placement are not secure~ but are 
available as alternatives to institutionalization. 
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The recommendations in the above section could provide up~to 228 
secure and non-secure beds for the state delinquent population. n 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEW PROGRAMMING AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURAL OR POLICY 
CHANGES RELATED TO THE STATE SECURE TREATMENT NEEDS ~ 

o 

5. It is recommended that DSS initiate an institutional intake review 
process to insure that alternative placements for youth eligible to 
be exempted .from the Type I Felony Offender policy and other youth 
recommended for institutional placements have been thoroughly con­
sidered. 

r. 
O. 

7. 

As noted in the report, the department currently does not 
screen youth coming into the training school. An institu­
tional screening effort may result in some inappropriate 
training school placements being avoided • 

:£13 ~isrecoIiimended that available public and private community place':" 
ments ee~used to the fullest extent possible consistent with legitimate 
concerns for public safety and the appropriate tre,a.tment needs 'o't 
youth. The principle of least restrictive mostc6st-benef:1.cial treat­
ment option should be a primary determinant of placement choice. 

The findings of the DSS Decentralized Delinquency Services 
in Michigan report suggest that in terms of 'cost' effective­
ness, community placements are more appropriate than secure 
pla,c.ements for most youth. The placement of choice trend 
seems to be moving away from community placements and toward 
more secure treatment options. The department should make 
efforts to reverse this trend or demonstrate how conditions 
have changed since the 1976 Decentralization report was 
~sMd. -

It is recommended that the department develop delinquency commitment 
guidelines for local juven:Ue courts. It is also recommended that 
the department review its internal policies 6mss Service Manual IIB-330) 
concerninR out of home placements for delinquent state wards. 

It is believErCl that the development andnPublication of 
commitment guidelines for judges could make the state 
delinquency wardship determination more uniform and equit­
able across the state. 

Such guidelines may also arrest the tendency noted in the 
DS$ Residential Facilities Report toward greater reliance 
on' state delihquency services. 

c:"J 

The recommendation concerning the review of internal de- ~ 
partment policy on out of home placement should be under­
taken to make the placement of state delinquency wards more 
unifopn and more consistent with research such as that con­
tained in the Decentralization report. 
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The development of risk and recidivism prediction methodo­
logy should also be undertaken by the department and 
incorporated into the revised .placement guidelines. 

It is recommended that community se.rvice worker (CSW) performan,:e be 
more closely monitored, especially those CSW services that are directed 
at youth who have been discharged from institutions and those CSW' " 
activities rel~ted to processing of youth into and out of department 
institutions. 

A~ noted ,in the report, °these workers playa key role in 
the operation of the state's delinquency service system. 
There is evidence that the CSW is currently npt fully ex­
ploring alternative placements to the tra~;n~ng s·chools, 
attending necessary meetings, filing~l~q~~sjlry reports on 
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 andperhapp a reduced tendency 
to use training school placements. 

It is recomended that measures to increase post institutional youth 
productivity (Le., sc~ool enrollment,. job training, and employment) 
be expanded. 

The Institutional Services Division has found that youth 
o "d' i " released from the tr,aining school who are pJ;.O uct ve 

have a far lower recidivism rate than do non-productive 
youth. This evidence suggests that services directed at 
the productivity of relelised youth may pay dividends in 
avoidance of subsequent training schools or adult correc­
tional system involvement. 

The department's Manpower Information Services for Troubled 
Youth (r~USTY) 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. D 

It is recommended that the state move affimat±vely to develop' a compre­
hensive justice services informabion system. It. is believed that such 
an information system is necessary for significant improvements in 
justice system efficiency, effe.ctiveness and accountability to occur~ 

Inadequate information on the local state justice service 
system and the youth in it, posed problems in deYeloping 
this report and~omore·importantly, hamper the current sys-;: 
tern 1 sefficiency and effectivenes's. 

In many ways the development and deployment of useful 
information syste~ is a necess _. prerequisite for a 
better justice system in t~tate. 0, 
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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. 

/) 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 this program in Chicago may make it 
appropriate for urban center implementation in Michigan. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO REDUCE LOCAL DETENTION CENTER OVERCROWDING CAUSED BY 
Sl'ATE WARDS 

12. It is recommended that the efforts 0f 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' 
o 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 
foT. hurd, to place youth and improve the working relation­
ship and understanding between public and private agencies 
in the Detroit area. 

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 placement~~ 

,) 

14. 

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 ox time in the Youth Home. The ~evelop­
m~nt of an in-home detention program would greatly reduce 
the time in detention for these youth and save consider­
able re~ources in the process. 

It is believe& 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 stron~ly recommended. 

It :i.s recommended that act:used and adjudicated status of£end~ls (other 
tli~n those youth on local probation for non-status offens;s or state 
P.A. 150 wards) not: be detained in secure local detention centers • 
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" 

This recommendation would e~se(~'overcrbW~ing in lo~al deten-
tion cente.~€l and as~.ist the· state come ·.~nto comp"l~ance with 
the federal Juvenile Justice and DeliIl:quency Prevention Act 
(JJDP) • The ?.JJ:RP Act i\equire,s t~e complete elin~tnation ()f . 
status offender secure," detention. This Act b.riqgs $,2.7 milhon 
into the state.each year. 

It should be noted ~everal locar detention centel's have already 
sttccessfully elimiriated status ~<?ffender detention. 
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" Appendix A 

~IMATED'CONSTRUCTION COST OF 160 ADDITIONAL INSTITUTIONAL BEDS 
() (/ . <---' ~) 

The following estimates were developed to indicate the range of capital costs 
that would be necessary to construct 160 additional se'cure correctional beds. 0 

The source of the space and cost specifications was Mike McMill~n, an archite~t 
with Community Research Forum, Illinois. Community ResearchoForum ia a national 
juvenile correct~ons consulting firm under contract with the fed,eral Office bf 
.Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Several factors should be considered when estimating the potential cost 9f new 
facility construction. These faptors includeth~) tr)eatment. needs of the 
youth, .. the security requirements of the population,and the lo~ation and size 
of the institutional. center. The specifications included in the cost table 
should be considered "recommended standards or normal aver~l~e costs. Space per.' 
resident can·:vary from 500-700 square feet and the cost per square foot vlilL' 
vary even within a given security level. ./ " 

o ( 

In general, the larger thefad.lity the less expensive the cost per bed. iThe 
o costs indicated in the followi~g cost estimate ass~me the population per/center 

will :not exceed 40 beds... This star'idard is considered by Community Resel;Lrch 
Forum to be the optional ~aximum size. If smaller centers are co(pstructed, 
the cost per bed will increase rapidly. For larger than 40 bed faciH:Ues, 

l 
space requirements per residemt would be reduced somewhat with costs ;reflecting 
that reduction. l 

l -
I 

Regarding the Ume necessa·ry· to open an illstitutional center, cComm,i~ity Research 
Forum indicates" the average planning and constructing of juvenile/~orrection 
centers is 30 months. Amore rap;id time. per:j.od is possible butn:Qt character-
i$tic of construction of this type. . :-'j ., 
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Consideration of renlodeling 
Plymouth State Home WaS not 
this approach would be less 
racility construction. 
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or adapting an existing structure. such as the 
explbred within this" analysis. It may be that" 
expe»sive and time consuming toimplemen~ than new 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Estimated Cost of Expanded Institutional Capacf'ty 

Space requirements per resident 

200 sq. ft. sleeping area 

200 sq. ft. recreation area 
c 

100 sq. ft. servi,ce area (classroom) food preparation, dining space) 

100 sq. ft. - administrative and counseling area 
(, (\ 

600 sq. ft/resident 
0, 

Maximum Security Cost Minimum Security Cost 
(fence perimeter, concrete 

(h~gh security peri.meter, fence 

windows, physical security) 
block c?nstruction,surveillence 

o 
see;urity,"campus ll configuration) 

C;.' ,g 

$85 per sq. ft. cost $60 per sq. ft; cost 

Total Cost: Maximum securi~y 160 additional residents x 600 sq. ft/ residi:mt x 

$85 per sq. ft. = $8
0
,160,000 

Mil1i~1:l:~,~e:curitr_ 1~0 additional resident~ X 600 sq. ft/residentx$60 -per sq. 

ft. = 0$5,760,000 

Source:' Mike McMillan, Community Research Forum, 

Champaign-U~ban, Ill. 
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The annual hearing is called whether or not the 
child is ready for mle'ase. The same general ': 
processes Occur a, in the release hearing but : 
the requirements ,of the team are very different 
this, hearing mej' r2sult in release. 
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!The relellSQ hearing. Is atte-nded by the youth group l 
1ead&r. C.S,W. and others as requested by the youth. , 
Thase others mb~ fnclud~ family, other team members. ; 
group m&mbers .. or 119g111 counsel. A re.lease plan : 
should be submitted by ~e C.S.W. 
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This treatmEint prog~am h/J.~ th~ ~n1;' 'non-group orientation 
on 'campus., It is designed for long term care. It is htghly 
structured and the treatment model 1s based on one to one 
.fnteract10nbetween social work'ar and child. A youth Who, 
does not 11 t anywhere else 1s ass1 gnedto 1. T . P. He may be 
'mentally' retarded and unable to handle the PPC model. He 
:11so could haye a psychological disorder and could be 
disruptive to a group. The child 1s placed in an educational 
program and all programs and activities are geared t~ard 
the youth acquiring blsic s.ur'iival skills .. There is an 
intlnsiVe treatment pl an w1 thcounse11 ng sess 10ns daily •. 
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The 30 dly'conference is similar to the conferen~e 
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APPENDIX C 

PERCENTAGE OF 1978 ARRESTS BY RACE? SEX & AGE 

t 
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! \ t 

L 

.. 
INDEX ARRESTS 

-
White · · · · 
Black · · · · · 
Other & Unknown 

All Races 

tlON- HlDEX 
ARRESTS 

White · · · · · 
Black · · · · · 
Other & Unknown 

.-
An Races 

BOTH " 

SEXES 

White . . . . . 
Black . . . . . 
Other & Unknown 

All rtaces 
, 

~il,:_ 

t~ALE 

Juvenile* Adult To tal 

27.0 24.0 51.0 

10. T 17.1 27.2 

0.3 0.4 0.7 

37.4 41. 5 78.9 

MALE 
Juveni1e* Adult Total 

13.0 44.0 57.0 

2.8 20.8 23.6 

O. 1 4.2 . 4.3 

15.9 69.0 84.9, 

INDEX ARRESTS 
Juveni1e* ' Adult Total, 

32.5 30.9 63.4 

12.5 23.2 35~ () 
~ 

0.9 I 0.4 0.5 
" . Il; 

45.4 54,.6 100.0 
I 

II 

C-l 

. _ . -_ ..... , ... - .. , ........... 
FEMA1f ___ . ___ . ___ .. 

~.uveni 1~1\:ju1 t .T S~t:l_'1 _ 

5~)5 6.9 12.4 

2.4 6.1 n.s 
O. 1 O. 1 0.2 

,- .,!.!-" ... , 

I~· __ JJ \ 

§:o 13.1 ;tr'.1 

FEMALE 
Juvenil e* Adult "" Total 

3.9 5.7 9.6 

0.7 4.4 5.1 

0.0 0.4 0.4 
--

4.6 10.5 " 15. 1 
._---

-
NON-INDEX ARREST. 5:...-__ 

otal Juvenil e* Adult 

16.9 49.7 

3.5 25.2 

O. 1 s=:}" 4.6 
f,\r 
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'1978 
PERCENTAGE DISTBIBlHIQN OF ADlJl T ARI~ESTS 
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Robbery - 1.2% 
/./ Alluravatud Ass,1ull -:Z.4% 

AU Other _ 28.8% /,~/,/ 

~
./-:, ... / 

,/ /' ".-
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\.1 

:,VLar!;eny -10.1% 

L:..:::=----:;:;~~~'~_,~,. '_ ____ ,._ 

DI'ivlng \ ~ Fraud - 1.5% 
Under The 

Mtr. Yuh. Thoft - 1.0% 

Non·A!lgrilvatod ASSillllt - 3.6% 

Influonc,JI Sto'on PropertY - 1.7% 
la;n% Vand.llisl11 - 1.7% 

Woapons - 2.2% 

o 1978 
PERCENTAGE-DISTRIBUTION OF JUVENILE ARRESTS 

(16 Years "lid 'u"d8,r) 

o 

, NOI1-Aggrnvated Assau't - 3.3% 
Dr.unkenness 
~ DiSl)rdorly - 4,4" 

;, ~ 

Vand;Jlism ..,1.4% 

Wllipons -1.1% 
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P,IJbberjlc 

\ 
• ~.'1('tor Vth. Theft 
I.,'; 

o 10 

11 19 64 

20 sa 66,0 

49 117 J6~ 752 

705 1512 4335 6707 

16 60 559 109i 

,.---'" rL{ 1 »7 --1 

59 '58 91' 72 16£, 74 

1~4 99 111 107 223 14n 

654 511 385 326 %h '211 

724 120 591 527 1060 670 

2990 1500 ~22 610 1295, 456 

6278 3530 2634 1972 371i 1844 

681 311 201 156 227 101 

35-4/, 45-54 

61 53 

121 1.$ 

128 31 

732 371i 

302 103 

1703 1(j~9 

68 20 

S5 6. 
Dvor 

2'. 

18a 

41 

915 

10 

-----.--;--;-.,.-,." 

Tot~l ir .. ntl (u) 
Peroo"" L 'tr. oS 'tr, 

Vn\<.no\f!l lin ~ P! e!,,,.I-.J.z,,,,3J...l7uZ.,,,, --,Z",8u.1 ... 7 ... 3 _ 

;4) - ~,~ - 21.1 

I~"O - 7.9 + 28.B 

)R~a .-1~,7 '18.~ 

15,81.9 '.~ 5.1 8.6 

37 3539 ~ .4' - 32.9 

,1116 2518 8096 13.287 II, 510 6729 ~937 )830 7228 3It.2.~6=:::::J~1:::J=7 =::J::6~B::5=::1::2::lJ~ it1..:t84 - 7,9 - 8.1 
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Crime Juv.cnile Ad1l1t 

Number %- Number --_.-.. --, _. 
Murder 58 7.8 687 

Rape 234 18.9 1,006 
,-;7 

Rob~ery 1,028 26.7 2 ~~?O 
I' l 

Aggr. Assault 1,281 18.5 5,658 

BurglarY 7,AOO 46~7 8,449 

Larceny 1,325 35.6 23,965 

M.V. Theft 1,727 48.8 1,812 

Arson 297 39.2 /~61 

Violent Index 2,601 20.4 10,171 

Property Index 22,683 .39.7 34,507 

Total Index 25,284 36.0 44,858 

1978 . Population 2,626,4'00 28.6 6,554,500 

.... 

f . " ' 

C-4 

() 

j 

, 
" 

1 
,1 
j 

I 
n 3 : .~ 

'. :, 
.J I 

I 

. ' , j 
~ . 

." / , ~ 

t' 
f' .... 

, ~, 

. ~·"21~1 ·A',.J·" 
~~ ... ~ 

I ... . 

APPENDIX D 
. M.ICHIGAN O,f.PARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES· 

SUBJECr 

SERVICES MANUAL DELINQUENCY SERVICES. 
STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS 

GENERAL INFORMATION: The rights of status offenders, and the right of society to be protected {rom the 
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: 

." 

DEFiNITIONS: 

'. 

( .......... 

II 

P.A. 150 youth committed to. the Department for status offenses will not be 
admitted to Department institutions (excluding Youth Rehabilitation Camps 

..and Arbor H.eights 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' committ~d to the Departm~nt 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 plac~ment constraints with one exception. Youth 
adjudicated for status offense's 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 Department insti­
tutions must be preceded by court or YPRB adjudication of a new serious felony, 
felony, or misdemeanor offenses. Postcommitment adjudications pertain to yo~ 
lith who are in: 

Department institutions 

any community placements 

truancy status from any placements 

St'ltus offense -c:- .111 o(f('nst' which would not Iw crilllilltli ({(-Iony or misc/Pl1wcl­
nor) if C'Ommitted by .1n adult. 

Status off~llder - a youth committed to the Department for a status offense 
. regardless of earlier court adjudication. 

Serious felo~y offense - see Handbook of Michigan Criminal law ancl Proce­
dures. 1976, and pages 6-7 of this Item for specific definitions and citations of 
statute~ for: 

Homicide 
Assault 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 

D-l 

) do! 

1 i· 
\ ( 

, 



" , 

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

.::-,~_"_)--.:M_'C_H_IG_A_N_D_E_P_A_R_T_M __ EN~T_O_F __ S_O_C_IAT.~::':':U:-;::-~-:-::~~,:",:_I_CES_. __ --l1~I-T_-!:::_M~·~~~~~-_-_~-B_--_3~2-6~:~::::":"::;-;'-:-::I~~-~7.'I-)7"!~r~-. ' .. 
Rf.VIS!:.O 

\, 

SERVICES MANUAL DELINQUENCY S~RVICES 
STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS 

OEFI N ITIONS: 
(Cont'd) 

.• Initial Commitment 
Procedures . , 

Robbery 
Kidnapping 
Arson 

Felony offense - an offensE> which, if (()rnmittt'CJ hy an adult, muir! result ii1 
imprisonment as defined under Ill(' trW"in,ll rod 1', (S!'l' I-I.mdbo()k of Michig.lJl 
Criminal law and Procedures, 197()). I( 

'-\ 
\\ 

Misdemeanor - an offense which briol tl (('Iony tI~ defim·d in tIll' rrimin.ll 
code, (see Handbook of Michigan Criminal Law and Proc.edures, 1 CJ7(,.) 

Serious felony offender, felony offender, misdemeanant: 

A youth committed to the Department for a serio liS felony, felony, or mis-
demeanor regardless of past court adjudications. . 

• A yo~th committed to the Dep.utment by .1 rt.'heMing of .111 l'Mlit'r dispo,;j. 
tion of a serious felony, felony, misdemeanor cHfjudk.lIion f{'g,mllt,:-,,, of 
subsequent offenses. (See Michigan, /llvenilt' C()lI~t RlIle~ 9. I); ,lIlel 

• -A Department ward adjudicated by a court or the Youth Parole' and Revi(>w ~_ 
Board for a serious felony, felony, or misdemeanor regardless oi .lIly €.ulif.'r 
adjudications and committing offense. 

• 

Courts may commit a youth to the Departm~f~t ba~ed upon: 

.. A re-hearing of an earlier disposition of COllrt wardship and probation; 
(Michigan Juvenile Court Rules, 9.1). Court probation resulting from 
adjudication of a status, felony or misdemeanor offense and subsequent 
offenses (even a status offense) which are in violation of that probation 
can result in commitment to the Departmen! based upon the earlier 
offense which had been adjudicated. 

•• Court adjudication of a new offense. 

Courts are requested tl;) note the! committing offense on thl' conlrnitmE.'nt 
order., . 

Recommendations by the .~ourt, if any, must receivE' .1 respons(' by the lot ... lI 
office during prepispositi6h. Retotnmendations may ,)ppe,lr (1) thl' court 
oreier and these will receive response according to policy guidelines reg.ud­
ing Departmel;lt communication with the courts. 
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SERVICES MANUAL DELINQUENCY SERVICES . 
STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS 

t, .,~. 

5-15 ... 7a 
Eff .. 6~1-7a 

I)EFINIlIONS: 
(C()nt'd) 

\9 Initi,)1 Commitment 
Procedures 

" Exception Requests 

... 

o p()~tcoll1rnitrnE'nt Procedure!> 

• 

.... ;,,' 
Community services workers and supervisors retain the respo!1s1bility for 
placement deGi?ions for .all butthe serious felony offenders at initial cQmmit~ 
ment. Department institution or a community placement may be appropriate 
ior the felo-:\j and misdemealiC>r offender; only a community p!acemel]t 
.(including Arbor Heights and Youth Rehabilitation Camps) may be used for 
the status offender. 

o ') 

It is recognized that indiVIdual cas~s may necessitate exceptions to the 
mandatory Depqrtment institutional placement policy. Diagnostic assess­
ments/ predispo~iiionaJ information, ando initial social study development 
may reveal mitigating cir~urnstances which the community services worker 
and ,supervisor de!4lrnf1ne as sufficient cause to request deviation from the 
policy\~f Departmentinstitlltional placement.. The protection ~f sOciety and 
the pro~~.ioh of treatment .appropriate to the needs of the youth are basic 
guidelines for exception. '. 

Ex~ption requests '\1ust:'be documented and forwarded to the local office 
di'rector or designeellwithin 10 working days following acceptaryce on all 
new commitments. . _., 

. ~ 

The local office director or eieslgnee will approve or disapprove the request 
within three working days. Incases of exception approval/ one copy of the 
documentatior1, with the decision noted/ is to be forwarded to Central Of­
fice, Delinquency Services Division. 

Courts may wish to be\)involved in an exception request Court recommen~ 
dations on 'commitment orders may serve as a court exception request, or 
the court may wish to providedotumentation in addition to the recommen­
dations on the order. These wil( 'be ide'ntified by attachment or verbatim 
quote in the documentation forwarded to the local office director or desig- p 
nee. 

A suggested outline f~r exception requests is given on pages 7 and Bvof this 
Item. 

Following initial placement/ any P.A. 150 ward wha'is alleged to have 
committed any felony must have a hearing before the YPRB if not petitioned 
to a co~rt. This applies to youth who are in a Department institution, in a 
community placement, or on truancy status from any p'ac~Ji1ent. 

The community services worker, or by agreement the Department place­
ment personnel haVing primary responsibility for the youth/ is to file the 
hearing request with the YPRB if the matter is not adjudicated .by a.court. 
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SERVICES MANUAL 

DEFINITIONS:· 
(Co.nt'd) 

,~. Po.stC'o.mmitment Procedures • 

• 

OATE. 1c;,!jU~,n, 
REVIS£O .'" .. 

(,-~ DELINQUENCY SERVICES 
STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS 

5-15-78 "1.",' 
Eff. 6-1-" ,,? 

..... ' .. ~4 

Subsequent to' adjudicatio.n o.f a ser:'ousfelony by a Co.urt o.r co.ncurrent with 
th~ adjudicatio.n phase o.f the hearing by the YPRB, if exceptio.n to' Depart­
ment institutio.nal placement is desired, this mugt be do.cumented and pro •. 
vided to' the YPRB which will appro.ve o.r disappro.ve the request. In 'cases o.f 
exception appro~al, o.ne co.py o.f the do.cumentatio.n, with the decisio.n 
.!'<?t:~J is to' be forwarded by YPRB to' Central Office, Delinquency Services 
Dlvlslo.n. 

Subs.equent to. an adjudicatio.n by the Co.urt o.r the YPRB o.f a felony which is 
non-serious: 

•• 
" 

o 

The ·YPRB is to. determine whether or no.t the yo.uth shall ~ placed, o.r 
remain in, a. Department institutio.n. If the YPRB determines that the 
yo.lJth shall no.t be so. placed o.r remain .in a Department institutio.n, the 
co.mmunity servites worker is to make an appropriate alternative place­
ment plan and/o.r fo.llow release procedures. 

Fo.r' yo.uth on release fro.m a Department institutio.n, the existing rules 
and. pro.cedures o(the. YPRB Ielating to' revo.catio.n are to' be fo.llo.wed. 

o 

o 

,p 
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SERVICES MANUAL DELINQUENCY SERVICES 
STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS 5-15-78' 

Eff e 6-1 .. 78 

• SUn1n1MY of Policy 
,m,d I<eq~ired Actions 

STATUS 
OFFENSE 

Adjudication COlirt 
hearing ... 

Dispositional Court 
hearing , 

The follo~ing exhibit summarizes the maJo.r co.mponents of tnepreceding policV ' 
" and actio.ns required under it. ' . , ' " , .~ 

1 ,i2l'::;. .' 1 :J ..... "'::.,~" 

INITeAL COMMITMENT 

SERIo.US 
FELONY 

Court 

Court 

MISDEMEANOR!' 
NON-SERlo.US 

FELONY 

Court 

o 

COUrt 

," 

STATUS 
o.FFENSE 

Excluded u,nless 
Department institu­
,tion is the plan and 
prior non-statu5 
offenses have been 
adjudicateCd 
(MJCR 9.1) 

Excluded unless 
Department institu-

POST COMMITMENT 

SERIOUS. 
FEI..PNY .• 

YPRB unless heard 
tly cou'rt 

YPRB 

MISDEMEANOR/ 
NON-St)UOUs 

FELONY 

YPRB unless heard 
by court (misde. 
meanor excluded 

.unless Department 
institution Is plan). 

Adjudicatio.n and dispo.sitio.n of misdemeano.rs need no.t be ci" YPRB matter 
unless placement in a Department institutio.n is the placement plan o.r the 
youth is o.n a release status. 

.\~ 

. don is the.plan and 
prior non-status 
adjudicated 
(MJCR 9.1) , 

YPRB (misde. 
m'eanor excluded 
unless Department 
institution isplanL 

'~. 

• 

o 

In the caseo.f a to.mmun;ty:placed yo.uth who was co.mmitted to. the Depart~ 
ment for any felo.ny o.r misdemeanor but whose subsequent cumulative 
behavio.r". co.nstitutes a status o.ffense o.nly, the community services wc;>rker 
may request the YPRB to hear the cas~ and to' concur with Department 
institution.al placement based upon the co.mmitting o.ffense. The basis for this 
action is the. same as that o.f the court procedure for rehearing earlier dispos­
tio.n. 

o 
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Placement 

Placement 
dllCjsion " 

Communityl 
Private 
institution 
et al 

Community 
services 
workerl 

" " Supervisor 

o 

Exception 
, desij)naled 

None needed 

Department 
\r.sti~:t.ltion 

Policy 

County Director~ 
within 10 days 
following accept· 
once. If excop· 
tionfollows 
Department 
institUtional 
placement by 
30 days, 'l'PRB 
is designate via .f 

release requ.~st. 

Department 
institution 

. Communityl 
Private 
institution 
et al 

Community 
services 
workerl 
Supervisor 

None needed 

EXHIBIT 

Department 
institution 
Communityl 
Private 
institution 
e.t al 

YPR BjfDepart· 
ment institution 
is placement plan. 
Community services 
worker/Supervisor 
if other placement 
plan is made. 

YPRB if Depart­
ment institution 
is plan. 

~ ~J,;partment 
'"'-institution " 

YPRB 

Department 
instlltion 

, ',CommUnity/ 
Private 
institution 
et al 

Y.PR B if Depa~t­
ment institUtion 

.Is placement plan. 
CommunIty services 
worker/Supervisor 
if other plactlfllent 
plan is mado. 

YPRB if on rele'l,se 
from Department 
institution; follow 
revocation procedure. 

(;' , .. 
, 
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SERVICES MANUAL DELINQUENCY SERVICES 
STATUS AND FEtDNY OFFENDERS 

5-15-78 ~" 
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CITATIONS OF STATUTES AND 
DEFINitiONS: The following listings identify specific offenses def~ned as serious felony offenses 

named on pages 1 and 2 of this Item, and provide applicable citations from the 
Handb~okof Michigan Criminal law and Procedures, 1976. 

Homicide (pages 33-36) 

Murder 
Manslaugh~er 
Negligent Homicide 
Death Due to Explosives 
Negligent Homicide with Watercraft 

':";'\0 

Assault (Page~J81-33) 

Felonious Assault 
Assault with Intent to Commit Murder 
Assault with Intent to do great bodily h'arm less 
than murder , 
Assault with Intent to Maim 
Assault with Intent to Commit Felony not otherwise 
punished" .', 
A!>~Ji~,\willl llltent to rob arid steal being unarmed 
As~ult\:With Intent to 'Rob and steal being armed 
'Placing Harmful Objects in Food 
Mayhem ,; 

:,., 
Criminal S,exuaJ Conduct (pages 36·41) 

',~ Criminal Sexual Conduct 
, First Degree Criminal "Sexual Conduct 

Second Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct 
'Third Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct 
Fourth Degree Criminal Sexual Conduct 
Second or subsequent offense ' 
Assault with intent to commitcrirriipal sexual conduct 

Robbery (Pages Q3-65) 
, n 
, Rob~ryl\rmed; Aggravated Assault 
, Ropbery Unarmed 

Bank, Safe Vault Robbery 

c' , 0'7J 

4>" 

." " 

') 

t" - .... 

MCLA 750.316 
MClA 750.321 
MCLA 750.324 
MClA 750.327 
MClA 281.677" 

MClA 750.82 
MCLA 750.83 
MCLA 750.84 

MCLA 750.86 
MClA 750.87 

MClA 750.88 
MCL~750.89 
MClA 750.397 .. 
MeLA 750.397 0 

(~, 

MCLA 750.520a 
,MClA 750.520b 
MCLA 7S0.520c 
MelA 750.520d 
MClA 750.520e 
MClA 750.520f 
MCLA 7?0.520g 

MClA 750.529 
M<;:lA 750.530 
MCtA 750.53,1 

-~. 
.... 
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES· 

SERVICES MANUAL 

('ITATIONS OfSTATUnS AND 
l>fFINITIONS: 
( 'Olll' c/l 

Kidnclpping (Page (8) 

Kidnapping 

Arson (Pages 81-83) 

Burning Dwelling House 
BUming Qther Real Property 
Burning of Personal Property 
Burning of Insured Property 
Willfully and Maliciously Setting Fire 
Explosives or Incendiary Devices, Possession 

!itiH II ( ... 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES 
STATUS AND FELONY OFFENDERS 

. " 7· 

OAT ~ 1',',111 r,. 
m Vlo,LI', ' 

5-15-78 
Eff e' 6-1..:78 

MClA 750.349 

MClA 750.72 
MelA 750.73 
MClA 750.74 
MeLA 750.75 
MClA 750.77 
MClA 750.211 a 

SUGGESTED EXCEPTION 
REQUEST FORMAT: The following'outline provides a guide in completing a case synopsis to request 

(lrl~xception to Department institutional placement policy (see'page 3 of this 
Item). 

. 
A. O((ensp History (if postcommitment, provide offense history subsequent to commitment and all placements). 

B. Committing Offense. 

C. Mitigating circumstCJnces which provide basis for an exception request: (as suggested by Michigan State Bar 
Journill, February, 1977). . 

1. The def~ndant played a minor role in the crime. 

2. The defendc);lt committed the crime under some degree of duress, coercion, threat, or compulsion 
insufficient t(;)c6nstitute a complete defense but which signficantly affected his/her conduct. 

L The defendant exercised extreme care for the health, personal safety or property of others in carrying out 
the crime. 

4. The victim ()r victims provoked the crime to a significant degree by their conduct. 

5. The defendant believed he/she had a claim or a right to thle property. 

6. The defendant was motivated by an immediate need to provide necessit:es for family or self. 

7. The defendant was suffering from a mental or physical condition thaI significantly reduced culpability for 
the offense. 
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Eff. 6-1-. 

\,.~ 

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 conduc!. 

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

,'II 

D. Sul?stantiatlonfor exception request. 

1. Why not Department institution? 

a. Treatment needs 

b. Tr~atmenl modality 

c. Other. 

2. Supportive diagnostic data. 

. E. Specific alternatives to Department institution. 

1. List in priority. 

2. Noteaiitieipated date of piacement for each. 

f, Long range: treatment goals. 

G, Attach (if appropri~te) supportive data. 

1.. Initial social stlldy 

2. Diagnostic data. 

....... 

NOTE: t.\ggravating circumstances which would negate exception consideration, as sllggested by Michigan 5tate Bar .(} 
JO\Jrnal, February, 1977, are: 

1. The·defendant was the leacier qf"the criminal enterprise. 

2, The crime involved scv!;,r,ll pt.'r(Wtr.:ttors. 

3. TIl(.> crime in,valved several vil'lims. 

4. The victim or victims were p.:trticularly vulner~ble, 
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES· r--------------------~~~~ liTEM 8-330 PACE 

-:'UBIECT 

SERVICES MANUAL 
DELINQUENCY SERVICES 

INITIAL AND SUBSEQUENT PLACEMENT 
·1 

COMPONENTS Of INITIAL 
PLACEMENT: 

.. 

CASE EVENT PLACEMEN'f 
PROCEDURE: 

The treatme",t needs of the youth and th~ir families must be met through ,the use 
of the Department resources which are available. the specificity of short or 
long-range goals also must be based upon available resources. Initial place~ent' . 
success demands expert fusing of trea~ment 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 055-3216 and subsequent intake 055-3216 to specify treatmen, needs' 
('mel goab lind resource needs. 

Community s('Tvice~ \\orker's search for best initial placement by: 

Utilizing supervisor who explores local community for resources; ~nd 

Utilizing placement specialists in this sear.ch. 

No initial placement ma\ be made until the signatures of the community ser­
vices worker and the worker'S supervisor on the D55-3216 assures that all of the 
above avenues for making a choice have resulted in the placement decision 
which is best for that youth and which reasonably negates the possibility of 
placement disruption, 

To build a basic framework which will insure sound initial placements and thus 
prevent disrupted placements, the following case even't placement procedure is 
mandatory to the case management process: 

Predisposition phase and accompanying completion of a 055·3216 for pre~ 
dieted placement will insure close community services worker supervisory 
intervention at that point and thereby insure thilt further diagnostic and 
planning needs will be pursued expediently. 

Intake phase will complete and refine the above predisposition phase, again 
through supervisory intervention ,and support, utilizing the 055-3216. 

initial placement implementation depends upon s,atisfactory completion of 
predisposition and intake phase with accountability resting squarely upon 
the community services worker's being directly accountable and the super­
visor's concurring with the placement as attested to by his/her signature on 
the D55-3216, 
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SERVICES MANUAL DELINQUENCY SERVICES _ 
INITIAL AND SUBSEQUENT PLACEMENT 

5-15-78 -",­
Eff. 6-1 ( 

CASE EVENT PLACEMENT 
PROCEDURE: 
(Cont'd) 

... 

PROCEDURE FOR QUARlERL Y 
REVIEWS OF CASE SERVICES 
PLANS: 

.. The placement agency is involved at the time of the 30-day placement 
conference only for the interim goal setting portio.n. This e~;tablishes ac­
countability by means of the signatures of the plaCt'ment agency representa- -
tive, case manager and supervisor on the 055-3216, 

Placement changes, if any, must be accompanied by cl CCPI5 input and by a 
new D55-3216. The OSS-3216 must provide the r.:'ltionale for chimgc, ba5ed 
upon revised interim goals. Accountability of the c.:Ise manager "ncl case 
management supervisor is to be evidenced by Iheir Signatures on tIl(' DSS-
3216 and by CCPIS input. 

4')1 
'"?'''''::.=0' 

A quarterly supervisory case conference will accomplish it review o( all (,1St'S 
on the community s~rvices worker's ca,eloacJ by the community s(>rvi('l's workN 
and the supervisor. This is to include all second.uy c,,~c1(),l(1 Ibling, ;'IS rt'por\('d 
by CCPIS which community services w()rkcr:; ,Inti :.l.lpNvisors H'( l'iVt'. TIlt'S!' 
quarterly reviews mus! include: 

An update by the community services workt'r on (ePIS r('porting. 

A.review of a" OSS-3216's prepared subsequent to Iht' 1.151 ~up('J'vi .. ()ry cast' 
conference and superv.isor's approvJI signature. 

A review of a" DSS-3216'5 in caseload .to eXJmine: 
o 

•• review date alert; 
o 

•• interim goal completion; 

•• interim goal description; 

•• possible goal change revisIon; 

,.' possible need for new OSS"3216 (to be written during the conflm;nce); 

•• possible pending di$ruption and need for beginning ·relJl,1Il11ing. 

Signing and d,'~ing of toe DS5-3216'5 by Ix)th Ill!' mmllllillily St>rVit'l'S 
worker and !hl.' sllpl'rvi:;ur. to dorUIlll'1l1 Ih,11 Ilw qllolth'r\y (,N' l unit'rl'/H I' 
r(.'vi('w holS hUl'n l'ornpll'tl'd ,lOci 10 rl'rmdil .. d,lll', 

" 'NEGOTIA liON AND M~DIATION ; (. , 
PROC~SS: ' . If problems arist' during plJCeme.nl procedures, ncgolialionand nll'di.ltion fllu:;1 . 

occur. Th(~ pw(,C'sc; for npgotiaticm ilnd mt'diittion:()f <\frC'planr.in}: .(·xpl.lirwd in " 
\jM 11('0) B- 3 ~C) providl''' .1 nWlhocl (or obl,lilling 1111' .Ig('O( y'..,. (CHIIlllllnily "'('r­
VIII'" work!'r' .. ,lIId "upl'fvi .. or' ... lgrl'('II1('111 III Iht' c .1"1' ""rvil ( • ., pl.1l1. fhi" pm( c· .... 

rei .11"" prtlvidl''''' w •• y 10 r" .. "lv" 1,,~,.gn'(·I\I"I\I .... 1,0111-11l!' ~"I<," '.(-rVII ,,<, pl • ." .mt! 
(·"I.,lIlhlt" ... 11 (olllll.lllIltly for 11ll' dl'l i,hlll" willi It .lrI' 111,1111" 
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DA ,. E ISSU f 0, 
REVISED 

SERVICES MANUA..l DELINQUENCY SERVICES 
OWN HOME PLACEMENT 5-15-78 

Eff. 6-1-78 

(,;ICNERAlINSTRUCTION5: . 

., Own Home Placement As 
tll(\ Initi.,1 Plpcement 

o 

.' ~/J; , 
• II" \~;~~ 

The, decision to. pla~e. the committed youtb in his/her own home miiY be made 
~~r!ng ,the predlspos!tlonal phase or after the youth has received treatment in an 
inItial placement which will enable him/her to function in the community ahd in 
the parental home. . '. 0 . 

.. , 
When conSidering the newly committed youth's own home as an initial place­
ment, there are several factors which must be given careful consideration: 

'.' 

Primary to the worker's evaluation is a consideration of the youth's need for 
PI'otecHvn from hUrting self or other!> and the need for close supervision. 

~ 
The ward's delinquent history must be taken into consideration to determine if 
the d.elinquencxis s!tuational or if the delinquency . history represents a long­
standfl1g problem which can be resolved only by removal from the family situa­
tk>n or removal from the commun.ity. 

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 ~dults in the home are able to offer the youth 
appropriate supervision .and control., 

The. a~ailability 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. S.uch resources include: com;:l1unity services worker counseling, family 
counselrng centers, youth counselitl8 centers, mental health cliniCS or other 
agencies which could provide treatment. " 

The worker mU$1 make a determin<ltion 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 strltctured 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 D5S-3216, an Own Home Placement Agreement be 
forniu.l,ilted between th~ worker; the youth and the family. This agre~ment may 
be utl~ed as a techntque to motivate the youth to conform to community 
standards and agency expectations. Parental(:'responsibilities can also be defined 
by means of this agreement. (See 5MB-333.) . 

ron~id(.'ration must be given 10 thE' impact upon the local juvenile court and the 
local community of the decision "to place the youth in his/her own home When 
the coml11.itment order fm~;J:'] the court indicates a youth must be removed from 
the communit)" liaison ac~rvities between the two agencies must continue after 
the worker has thoroughly explored the aQove factors and reached a decision 
with supervisory concurrence that placem~!;'t in the youth's own home is a 
Viable treatment program. (See SM'B-3 J 2, Communication Between Juvenile 
Court and the Departme~t.) Department P?licy for status and felony offenders 
(SM B-326) must abo be tollowed. 
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SERVICES MANUAL 
DELINQUENCY SERVICES 
OWN HOME PLACEMENT 
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Eff. 6-1-78'-' 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: 
(Cont'd) 

• Return of the Youth to 
Home After Treatment 

. :_/ . 

.< 

• Services Provided to 
Youth Placed in Their 
Own Homes 

() 

:1\\ 
~i;, 

, !\ 
r', 

, \_~ 

The following factors must be taken into consid€'ration when a dedsihn is being 
made to return a youth to his/her own home after treatment: 

Youth-family- a~cessmel"lt -In .reaching the decision to return the youth to· 
his/her own home after initial placement(s), il is important to consider Ih!?l yo­
uth's needs to{~eturn tC) the family. The community servic:es worker can a!osVst in 
assessing whether or' not the family unit can meet them: needs. 

Payment System - The committed youth's family will meet the financinl needs 
of the youth placed in their home through the use of their own res()urc~s or 
those of the public welfare system under General Assistance or ADC programs. 
Under no circumstances are the parents of a youth fo receive payment from the 
State Ward Board and Care Fund; including independent Jiving allowances from 
the Board and Care Account or the ADC-F account. 

Services Offere(r-~ When the youth is placed in his/her own horne, the Dt'pilrt­
ment has the continuing responsibility to supervist,>. this placempnt until th(' 
youth is discharged from care. The transition from the initial plcl\.('IlWn\ to til(' 
youth's own home is of cri,tical importiHlC'e, cll1d the worker must m.,I-;£, int~'n<;ivt' 
efforts to insure that such a transition occurs with c1 minimum of difficulty for ttl(> 
youth and the family. Support by the community services work~r is nccd('d for 
the youth to succeed in the community and to prevent future delinquent acts, 
The youth must be involved in a specific school, work, or skills training progrilm. 

Services provided by thec.ommuni,ty services worker to youth placed in their 
own homes include: 

Education and tr~ining servkes through thC',uc;e of community rE's(lurc~s. 
(See Support Services, SM 8-34Q')' 

-, 

• 0 Employment services. (See Manpower Information and Services for Troubled 
Youth, SM B-343.) '" 

Family Planning Services. (See SM A-l11.) Family' planriing referral, discus­
sion, or counseling may be grante.p u~9request of a ward, without parental 
perlTlission. While such parental invo;~ernent~ndconcllrrE'nce is ideally 
deSirable, and should occur where feasibl(', it ir; rccognized' ihatjllch joint 
planning is not always possible. -c . ().; 

.' Health related services avaIlable (see SM A-12m; if till' f.unify is found 
eligible, i) 

Individual and family counsl'ling $l'rvices to maintain appropri.ltt' ,Idjllst­
men! in thE' family unit and in tht.' comnlllnily. 

Suporvi50ry services to continually ll1oni!(,j l/1p w,lrd\ ,1djustnll'nl in til(' 
community and complianCl.' with i! conlrJtl or with th(· YPRB «)nditiol\~. 

Mt'nt.ll ht'.lllh "Nvic('s through 111(' LN' of .1Ppropr i .• J!(' l omCllunily w'ooure p". 

I r,lfl'>porl.ltiOI1 .. r·rvil c· ... III f.H ililol/t· n·f"rr.tf ... 10 (1IIIHlIIIf,ily u' .. lIurc c'~ for ('du· 
(.Irioll, (·mploYllll'tll, tllI'ilh .11, tlll·rtl.IIII<',IItI, .lIld wl,I!l'd '1l'rvJ( t· ... 
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