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FOREWORD 

It is well recognized that detention or incarceration of most 

troubled youth, expecially non-criminal children such as status 

offenders or dependent and neglected children, is unnecessary and 

costly. The Congress, led by Senator Birch Bayh (D.-Indiana), 

targeted deinstitutionalJzation of youth and the prevention of 

delinquency as the tllemes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act of 1974. As Administrator of the Office of Juve

nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, I have encouraged states 

to assess and revise their welfare, juvenile, and criminal codes 

as a vital step towards achieving these goals. 

This case study documents the struggle in Pennsylvania to reform 

policies and practices for handling juveniles, and to develop a 

complete monitoring of child welfare and juvenile facilities. 

Pennsylvania's system evolved from the hard work of many groups 

which formed an informal network of citizen and child advocates. 

The lvork of groups, ;'vch as the Juvenile Justice Center of Penn

sylvania, will go a long way toward ensuring the state's com

pliance with the law. Pennsylvania now has ways to determine, 

for the first time, whether' state and federal laws regarding 

children in institutions arc being violated. Such progress will 
help assure a more humane and just juvenile justice system. 

Similar legislative reform is pending in other jurisdictions. I 

believe this document will facilitate those involved in this 

change. It should also serve tv stimulate the analysis of issues 

and concerns in other communities. 

Q~',J D,WAi1 
David D. West 
Act1ng Associate Administrator 
Offlce of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
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NOTE 

During the publication process the position of the Pennsylvania 

Department of Public Welfare has changed. The proposed regula

tions have not been issued to date because of severe disagreement 

over what constitutes a "community based facility". Additionally, 

legislation has been introduced which would amend Act 148 to allow 

court operated programs to be funded on a regular basis. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, increased public attention and concern has fo

cused on the problem of youth in correctional institutions. Both 

delinquents and status offenders (juveniles who have committed 

offonses which would not be considered illegal if perpetrated by 

an adult) are placed in facilities which do little to "rehabil

itate" them and in fact, contribute to their further alienation 

from society. Heightened governmental and community recognition 

of this fact in the last decade has resulted in movements toward 

systemic change to remediate this condition. 

The federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 

1974 constitutes the single most important step in this direction 

to date. It requires that states that receive federal juvenile 

justice funds (1) remove all status offenders from secure deten

tion, (2) separate all juveniles from ad~~ ~s in correctional 

institutions, and (3) ,;ubmit annual monitoring reports to the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention documenting 

the state's progress in these areas. 

Both in an effort to facilitate compliance with these requirements 

and a shared philosophical commitment to the concepts behind them, 

a number of states have subsequently passed their own corre

sponding legislation. One such state is the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania. In July of 1977 and 1978, the state legislature 

passed acts which have set the foundation for a juvenile ju~tice 

system that prohibits the use of secure detention for status 

offenders and completely separates juveniles from adults in cor

rectional institutions. 

In aciciitioq, Pennsylvania, primarily through the Department of 

Public Welfare (DPW), has developed and promulgated guidelines to 

ensure its capability to monitor facilities responsible for youth

ful offenders. The purpose of this monitoring is to bring the 

facilities into compliance with the legislation and enforce the 

legislation in those instances where a facility is found to be in 

v io I a t ion. A 1 tho II g 11 s t i 11 i 11 its e a. r 1 y s tag e s, pre sen teo n d i t ion s 

suggest that this monitoring and enforcement system wi11 be an 

exemplary one which could be emulated by other states with success. 
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SECTION I: OVERVIEW OF RECENT JUVENILE 
JUSTICE LEGISLATION IN PENNSYLVANIA 

The Setting 

The demography and geography of Pennsylvania is such that problems 

that arise in operating a juvenile justice system on a day-to-day 

basis arc typical of those experienced in other states. The state 

has significant portions of its population in each of the three 

basic demographic categories; urban, suburban and rural. The 
hreakdown within these categories is: 

Central City 

Suburban 

Rural 

29 96 

51"6 

20%.1 

The state government is active and large in both the legislative 

and administrative branches. The state level takes the lead in 

establishing statewide policy and programs on most matters, but 
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actual service delivery is accomplished largely through the sixty

seven county governments. This is especially true in the social 

service and law enforcement fields, making the coun' - level of 

government particularly important for a juvenile justice program 

to achieve "real" rather than "paper" success. Most youth wel

fare and juvenile jvstice programs are either administered di

rectly by the county governments or services are delivered by 

private organizations under county contract. The state then 

reim0urses the county for a certain percentage of these costs. In 

the past, the standard state reimbursement for most child welfare 

related services (including juvenile justice) has been about 50% 

of costs to the county. 

Pennsylvania's Mental Health and Mental Retardation Act of 1966 

involved the counties with social service delivery on a large 

scale. This trend has since continued. Sixty to seventy percent 

of the county budgets are davoted to delivery of human services, 

including such items as child welfare, mental health and mental 

retardation, and drug and alcohol treatment programs. 

The Pennsylvania judicial system is based at the county level. 

Adult and juvenile courts and jails are funded almost entirely by 

the county, providing a degree of fiscal autonomy from the state. 

The juvenile court system, however, obtains substantial state 

funds through direct grants to juvenile court operation from the 

State Juvenile Court Judges Commission (about 14% of costs) and 

via state reimbursement for juvenile treatment and detention. 2 

~ecause of the county based system, county officials handling 

child dependency and delinquency problems have a great deal of 

latitude when considering possible treatment alternatives. 

A unique item in the Pennsylvania juvenile justice milieu is the 

large number of private facilities that provide residential treat

ment for children (both dependent and delinquent). In fact, the 

state system is limited to the operation of just delinquency 

facilities. At present, there are nine of these with an approxi

mate total of 2100 admissions per year. 3 In addition, there are 
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eleven private delinquency facilities that handle about 900 more 

admissions per year. 4 DependenLY facilities are provided solely 

by the private sector and county welfare agencies. Including 

dependent children, 6000 youth per year are treated statewide in 

institutional care. 5 

Legislation 

Prior to 1972, Pennsylvania's juvenile justice legislation had 

remained essentially unchanged since the revision of the State 

Code in 1933. The Pennsylvania Juvenile Justice Act of 1972 (Act 

333) was passed in response to the Supreme Court's "Gault" deci

sion, guaranteeing juveniles the right to due process protection. 

Among the issues with which Act 333 dealt was the limitation of a 

child's prehearing time to ten days and a "downgrading" of most 

status offenses.* In order to secure passage of Act 333 in the 

legislature, "Habitual disobedience" was left to court discretion 

while all other status offenses were designated dependent. 

Act 333 provides the counties with three basic options for resi

dential treatment: 

1. 7hey can be labeled deprived (dependent) and be served 

through Child Welfare monies (Public Welfare Code) which 

reimburse counties for up to 60% of cost for care. These 

same funds are used to reimburse the counties for 50% of the 

cost of detaining delinquent children. 

2. They can be labeled delinquent and served through Juvenile 

Court Act funds which reimburse counties for 50% of costs. 

*rn Pennsylvania a child may be designated by the court as either 

dependent or delinquent; prior to 1977, status offenses could be 

adjudicated either dependent or delinquent based on judicial dis

cretion. 
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3. Thc)' enll be labeled del inquent and be placed in Yout'h De

velopml'llt Centl'rs or Youth Forestry Camps, which are I'unded 

l()O'~ by state approprintion <lnd require no contribution by 

the co u n t)' . () 

Penn~~)'lvania's 1977 Stnte Plan SUhlltitted to LEi\A clwracteri:ed 

thi::-, system as onl' \\hieh encollrngt.'d the usc of state institutions, 

heightened the import,lJlCe or court labeling on service deliver)', 

flild did not neccssa r i 1 Y prov ide funds for informal adjustment and 

preventive treatment. Act 333 could hav~ served as a basis from 

w h i c h to&. chi eve com p I i ,\ n c e wit h the Fed era 1 J u v e nile Jus tic e and 

Delinquency Prevention Act tllrough administrative revision. 

However, thi:.; might hnve resul ted in a long and difficul t regu

latory ~truggle th<1t \vould have drawn considerable opposition. 

Instead, the process of obtaining comoliance has been facilitated 

by the passage of two subsequent state acts altering juvenile 

justice and service delivery in Pennsylvania: Act 148 and Act 41. 

Act 148 

Act 148 passed the legislature in July of 1976 and significantly 

reo~ganized the state's youth services funding channels. The Act 

merged two sums of juvenile monies in the State Department of 

Public Welfare budget, tIle Child Welfare monies (Protective Ser

vices, Child Abuse, etc.) and the Juvenile Court funds provided 

under Act 333. 

TIll' combined funds were then distributed according to a nO\1I 1'cim

hurscment schedule. Whereas the old schedule offered roughly a 

Sll':, roimbursement ncros~ the board on most services (except the 

100';, funding of state delinquency institutions), Act 1,18 set up a 

ncll' sch('llulc designed to achi.eve certain policy objectives through 

a "st i ck unll CD rrot" f lscal approach. The nell' rc imburscment rates 

n l'C : 
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Community based services -- 75% (the minimum allowed by the 

legislation); 

Actual costs of public or private facilities -- 50%; and 

- Start up costs of approved new services can be defrayed up to 

90~ by state block grants (if such money is available). 

These provisions have encouraged the use of community based fa

cJlities, keeping the child closer to home and familiar s~r

roundings. While the Act itself was not extremely controversial, 

the associated regulations of December 31, 1977, published by the 

Department of Public Welfare, have created a storm of protest from 

several sources. The regulations mandate extensive changes in the 

existing juvenile justice system. These will be discussed in a 

subsequent section. 

Act 41 

Amendments to the 1972 Pennsylvania Juvenile Justice Act became 

law on August 3, 1977 as Act 41. The amendments increased \'enn

sylvania's chances for achieving compliance with the 1974 Federal 

Act. The major provisions of this act were: 

- The removal of all juveniles from jails by December 31, 1979. 

- Juveniles kept in jails must be separated from adults housed 

in that facility and the facility must be approved by the 

Department of Public Welfare prior to the activation of the 

jail ban provision, and 

- "Habitual disobedience" can no longer be adjudicated as 

delinquency, thus removing all "status offenses" from the de

linquency category. 

The sections of this act addressing handling or status nCC('lldl'rS 

and separation of juveniles fro111 adults in Jnils is ill dit'l'L't 

accord, wi.th Section 224(a)12 anu 13 01' thl' Fl'Llc'rnl .Ju\'(;'lJi ll' 
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Though controversial, Act 

41 provided a direct legislative mandate through which proper 

implementation would enable Pennsylvania to continue to receive 

federal juvenile justice funds. 

6 



SECTION II: INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS 
AND THEIR POSITIONS 

These laws and the related administrative regulations have gene

rated controversy in Pennsylvania. There was considerable opposi

tion to Act 148 on ~he part of some juvenile court judges, private 

sector organizations, and public agencies. The two sets of regu

lations promulgated pursuant to this law have resulted in stormy 

protests. Act 41 has been the object of even greater controversy. 

The organizations and facilities that have been adversely affected 

by the way deinstitutionalization and separation is being imple
mented are putting up serious opposition, which ultimately can 

threaten the establishment of the system in Pennsylvania. Many of 

the positions taken by these organizations are similar to the 

concerns voiced by analogous groups in other states. The accom

modations and compromises reached with these groups can be crit

ical to the final form of the juvenile justice system. Under

standing their needs and goals can facilitate the whole process of 
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achieving deinstitutionalization of the status offender and 

separation of delinquents from incarcerated adults. 

The ultimate goal in this policy arena is the establishment of the 

best possible system of child care and delinquency prevention at 

the lowest possible cost, utilizing available funds. The basic 

conflicts involve differing approaches to the same problem. The 

various "political actors ll have their own views shaped by paro

chial concerns and their individual organizational contexts. 

The Department of Public Welfare 

The Department of Public Welfare's CDPW) role in the process is 

essentially fiscal. Policy is op~rationalized by regulations 

based on legislation and is implemented largely through financial 

incentives. Within the constraints of the legislation, the De

partment enjoys wide latitude in designing regulations. In the 

case of Acts 148 and 41, DPW's Division of Youth Services has 

taken the opportunity to push for a very "progressive" program. 

The ~epartment has a genuine philosophical commitment to the 

policies it is advocating through these regulations. It has the 

advantage of aJvocating a policy that is being encouraged by the 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, which has 

laid down federal guidelines and backed these with monetary re

wards. However, though the funds available for Pe~nsylvania 

through OJJDP are significant, they are not at a level such that 

the state must take ac1vantage of them. This gives the state some 

latitude. On the other hand, because of P,.nnsylvania's recent 

monetary problems, it is not likely to pass up these federal 

funds. Thus, DPW would like to bring Pennsylvania into compliance 

with the federal guidelines to help finance their youth programs. 

In attempting to do so, DPW is hampered not only by the groups 

being adverselY affected by DPW pOliCY, but also by the legis

lature which seems to possess skepticism about large, expensive 

"soft" social service agencies. The specific stands the Depart-
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ment has taken' on the various controversial points will be dis

cussed along with the concerns of the people who have been 

affected by these policies. 

Juvenile Courts 

As a group, the juvenile co",-t judges represent an influential and 

articulate body of persons who are substantially affected by the 

changes taking place in the Pennsylvania juvenile justice system. 

While there is no single person who can speak for all the judges, 

there are two statewide organizations that provide opinion leader

ship and a degree of judicial consensus on most juvenile court 

issues. These are the Juvenile Court Judges Commission and the 

Juvenile Section of the Pennsylvania Trial Judges Association. 

The organization that most closely represents a judicial consensus 

on juvenile matters probably is the Juvenile Court Judges Commis

sion. The Commission was established in 1959 by state legislatJ.on 

to provide standards of court conduct and to make recommendations 

for the improvement of the juvenile court system. It consists of 

nine juvenile court judges from throughout the state nominated by 

the chief justice of the state Supreme Court and appointed by the 

governor. The Juvenile Section of the Pennsylvania Trial Associ

ation is a professional association of juvenile court judges. It 

serves ks an important sounding board of judicial opinion and 

lobbied against Act 41. 

Although there were some individual judges vocally opposed to Act 

148, in general judicial reaction to Act 148 was limited to a Lew 

Juvenile Court Judges Commission suggestions for minor changes in 

funding levels. Basically the judges agreed with the concepts 

expressed in the Act. The courts support the deinstitutionali

zation of status offenders as long as reasonable alternative 

treatment is made available, and Act 148 apparently aided the 

creation of these alternatives. Because of this, most judges 

worked cooperatively for Act 148. 
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However, a conflict arose on December 31, 1977 when the first set 

of regulations pursuant to Act 148 was published. The regulations 

provided, among other things, that the DPW (state) reimbursement 

will not be available for court supported services such as infor

mal adjustment and probation services. There existed a philo

sophical difference between the Department of Public Welfare and 

the courts. DPW held that the court's primary function is its 

constitutional one as a judicial body and that the court should 

not be in the business of providing social services. There is 

concern in DPW that two parallel systems of youth service will 

ultimately result in duplication of services and wasted time and 

funds. The court's position was that this reflects an inadequate 

understanding of the juvenile court process and of the role that 

probation services play. 

In the early days of juvenile justice, the "in parens Patria" 

concept existed, but there was little in the way of services and 

treatment to carry out this ideal. The courts developed their own 

programs where none had previously existed. These programs 

eventually became the present court probation services in Pennsyl

vania. The courts point out that Act 333 provides for informal 

adjustment at initial contact with the juvenile justice system. 

The judges are not opposed to the funding provisions of Act 148, 

only thc administrative regulations that remove the courts from 

funding channels. Additionally, many ,'ldges would prefer to see 

all funding levels raised equally, giving them greater freedom of 

choice. The courts note that probation officers are generally 

better educated and more iqtimately acquainted with juvenile 

justice pr0blems than child welfare workers. Courts handle 41% of 

all cases without formal court action, and provide many functions 

traditionally defined as "treatment;" yet many of these services 

were not reimbursable under the proposed regulations. Many ju

venile court judge~ think that this practice is counterproductive 

and unfair. In response to judicial reaction to the regulations, 

DPW has agreed to "grandfather" (i.e., pay for) programs which 

were established by the courts prior to December 31, 1977. DPW 

will not be paying for court officials in these programs, such as 
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officers, but will pay for group and foster home programs previ

ously established in a number of counties. 

The Juvenile Court Judges Commission is "lVorking systematically" 

to alter the regulations and, if necessary, they may seek to amend 

Act 148. Finally, if nothing else succeeds, the legality of the 

regulations will be tested in the courts. 

Some of the most vocal opposition to Act 41 came from the juvenile 

courts. Much of this emanated from the Juvenile Section of the 

Pennsylvania Trial Judges Association in concert with the Juvenile 

Court Judges Commission. There was not, however, a consensus of 

state juvenile judges on Act 41. Some of the most powerful and 

vocal judges in the state worked actively against the bill, while 

many others remained silent. Presumably those judges IVho were 

actively involved had the tacit approval of many more IVho were 

silent. The opposition of these judges effectively blocked 

passage of the bill in the Senate. Only energetic lobbying, good 

press, skillful bill management and good fortune enabled Act 41 to 

clear the Senate. In time, many judges came to agree with major 

provisions of the bill, but this does not mitigate the concerns 

raised about certain parts of it. These concerns are of partic

ular interest since similar judicial opposition may exist in other 

states. 

The courts generally support the ideas of deinstitutionalizing 

status offenders and community based treatment, but caution that 

these ends lVill be difficult to implement effectively. Many 

judges think that removing the status offender from the courts can 

have beneficial effects, but only if adequate treatment is pro

vided. Many professionals in the court services believe that 

these services are currently unavailable. They fear that these 

youth lVill be getting treatment on paper, but that felVer effective 

services will actually be provided. Historically, it has been 

difficult to provide services and treatment to status offenders. 

Many harbor strong anti-authoritarian feelings, which can add to 

discipline and management problems. These cases will now be re-
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fer red to county child welfare services whose workers do not have 

great experience in handling the cases. Some child welfare 

workers are reluctant to deal with this type of case. Proba~ion 

service professionals indicate that it may be several years before 

effective treatment is available for the status offender at child 

welfare agencies. 

Judicial opponents of Act 41 point out that often only the least 

serious offense is brought to court. If children are adjudicated 

as status offenders under Act 333 and referred to child welfare 

service agencies, they may be treated by persons not properly 

equipped to handle this type of case. From this unsatisfactory 

beginning, treatment problems are more likely to surface, leading 

to a petition of incorrigibility being filed by the social worker. 

This will actually be increasing the importance of negative la

beling and elevating the seriousness of the charge. 

Evidence that might indicate this type of problem was presented 

in the wake of the 1972 Act. The passage of Act 333 removed most 

status offenses from juvenile court. This should have reduced the 

number of court referrals. because the number of status offenders 

has r~mained relatively constant since the juvenile population in 

Pennsylvania reached its peak in ]971. 7 Contrary to expectations, 

the number of court referrals has not decreased. There was a 

temporary drop in 1973, but since then the number of status of

fenders has returned to 1972 levels. The Juvenile Court Judges 

Commission believes that the status offender provision of Act 333 

escalated the charges against individual children, raising them 

from merely "truant" or "runBl'iay" to "incorrigible." The impli

cation is that the status offender provision of Act 41 might 

result in having children previously considered "incorrigible" now 

becoming "delinquent" because of a labeling process. Most juve

nile judges will agree that Act 148 does more to divert all ju

veniles from the juvenile justice system than does Act 41. 

To date, the judges have not really been heard on the House side 

of the Pennsylvania legislature. However, because some judges 

harbor negative feelings toward the administrative regUlations of 
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Act 148, remedies may be sought. There is the possibility that 

amendments may be drafted to meet judicial objections, particu

larly with regard to the regulations. 

The County Government 

The counties playa major part in the delivery of social services 

in Pennsylvania. They are powerful, relatively autonomous govern

mental units; but they depend heavily on state reimbursements and 

are accountable to tight fiscal constraints. In general, the 

counties do not have a great deal of input into program planning, 

but must be very concerned \'lith the costs of any proposed program. 

Their major policy input, then, is often that of fiscal constraint. 

The county governments must be concerned \'lith funding, spending 

levels, control of funds, and funding sources. County governments 

cannot easily appropriate local funds for juvenile justice programs 

because property taxes are allocated largely for education, and 

county income taxes have remained very unpopular. 

The organization speaking for the counties in Pennsylvania is the 

Pennsylvania Association of County Commissioners. The Association 

is eighty years old and represents the concerns of the Commis

sioners, the elected officials at the county level. 

Although Act 148 was a funding bill intended to lighten the burden 

of the counties by increasing reimbursement rates for most types 

of services, the County Association had some problems \'lith it. 

There was concern that although increased monies \'Iere made avail

able for community based programs, many counties lacked the re

sources and expertise to take full advantage of this provision. 

Where adequate community based facilities \'Iere not in existence, 

start up costs and program design problems could make the 75% 

reimbursement level superfluous since it might be too difficult to 

initiate these services. This problem was lessened by providing a 

90~ state reimbursement for new program start up costs. This 

addition made Act 148 quite satisfactory to the county govern-
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ments. However, the subsequent realization that these funds have 

been and may continue to be severely limited has since caused some 

disenchantment on the part of the counties. 

Act 41, on the other hand, was immediately recognized as having 

potential for severe negative repercussions for the individual 

counties. Removing the juveniles from jails could cause some 

expensive operational problems. The main concerns voiced by the 

counties included the need to ensure that alternatives to incar

ceration would be available, and that an adequate transition 

period would be established before the no-jailing provision became 

effective. The first concern was met directly by including $1.5 

million in the Act to fund the construction of detention centers. 

The transition period was allowed for by extending the use of 

jails until December 31, 1979. In the meantime, DPW agreed to 

issue stringent regulations concerning the conditions under ~lich 

juveniles could be housed until the deadline. By allowing for 

these county needs, the legislators backing the bill substantially 

increased its chance of becoming law. 

Act 148 was not perceived as a problem for the counties when it 

was passed, but the regulations issued on December 31, 1977 for 

this bill created some difficulties. The County Association had a 

concept of what the act was to accomplish that differed from that 

held by the DPW. The counties thought there was enough flexi

bility to allow for the use of either child welfare or probation 

services for youth treatment. DPW issued regulations that pre

vented this by omitting court run services from the reimbursement 

schedule. The County Association wanted to base the rate of 

reimbursement on tlle type of services provided rather than on the 

service provided. Because of these regulations, DPW has run head

on into the expressed needs of the county governments. 

A requirement of Act 148, th~ Annual County Services Plan, was 

designed to bring tighter financial accountability to the county 

providing services. These plans are a budget breakdown of county 

juvenile services that must be submitted to DPW. Although plans 

were received from all counties, the quality of individual reports 
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varied markedly. It is hoped that all plans can be brought to 
acceptable levels, and that it will not be necessary to terminate 

reimbursement to any county. 

The County Association has two principal grievances with the way 

the state plan system has been established: the lack of coordi

nation of county plans at the state level CDPW) and the timing o~ 

the annual submission deadline. The problem of coordination 

raises the spectre of counties not being fully reimbursed for 

services they have rendered according to their "approved" plan. 

Since DPW has a relatively fixed sum of money to distribute, and 

is not monitoring the total cost of the county plans submitted, it 

is possible that counties will provide more services on a state

wide basis than there is money for reimbursement. The counties 

thought that DPW would monitor total costs and limit county plans. 

Accordingly, they are not pleased by the prospect of receiving 

less than their full statutory compensation; this has to some 

extent eroded DPW's credibility. 

The problem of the timing deadline is relatively simple, but 

annoying. The DPW deadline for submitting county plans precedes 

the date on which county budgets are due. Accordingly, the county 

plans only approximate the actual amount that will be spent in 

each category. While DPW has been flexible in recognizing that 

the p~ans are based on tentative budgets, this problem could 

easily have been avoided by setting the plan deadline several days 

after the deadline for county budgets finalization. 

Another action which may cause the county governments some dif

ficulty is the merging of the Act 41 DPW funds for the construc

tion of detention centers with the federal funds provided by the 

Governor's Justice Commission. While this creates a single, large 

sum of money from which to build juvenile detention centers, it 

also means that centers built with these funds must meet State 

Planning Agency requirements, including the federal correctional 

facility construction standards established by the National 

Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture. 
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An individual county l s reaction to changes in the juvenile justice 

system of the type being examined in this document will vary ,vith 

the individual characteristics of each county. It will vary with 

regard to the degree to which a specific county 1 s juvenile justice 

program is run by the court or the commissioners. Unless the 

commissioners of any given county take a personal interest in 

juvenile justice affairs, the court, probation and child welfare 

agencies will, by default, be given wide l~titude in operating the 

system. Since these people have the expertise in such matters, 

co~nissioners will tend to defer to their judgment. Thus, the 

philosophical and programmatic attitudes voiced hy any individual 

county may vary. It also means, not surprisingly, that the qual

ity of implementation of Acts 148 and 41 will be different, de

pending on local attitudes. 

Another concern shared by the county commissioners is that the 

cowlties will have to become involved with self-policing their 

juvenile justice system to ensure that their courts are adhering 

to DPW standards. If, for somB reason, the county is out of com

pliance (committing children improperly, etc.), then the county 

wiU not be reimbursed for these cases. In order to prevent This 

from occurring, the counties are forced into self-monitoring to 

guarantee the receipt of state reimbursements. This is not a task 

the county governments want. 

The County Commissioners Association has been a fairly cohesive 

unit in dealing with issues raised by Acts 148 and 41. This was 

true de~pitc the demographic and cultural differences presented by 

the counties in Pennsylvania. Naturally, however, there were some 

differences in the focus of concern between rural and ~rban coun

ties. The urban counties have to deal with juvenile problems on a 

larger scale and were greatly concerned about providing adequate 

bedspace and the cost of these facilities. The rural counties 

were more interested in reimbursement arrangements for transpor

tation costs to and from regional detention centers. Curiously, 

tl1C counties without juvenile detention centers felt less threat

ened by the no-jailing provision of Act 41 than those counties 

with centers already in existence. Counties without detention 
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facilities knew that, because the only secure detention available 

is tho county jails and lock-ups, they can not reasonably be 

expected to comply until adequate alternatives are in place. 

Counties that already have the detention centers are now going to 

be forced to handle the problems of operating a detention center 

without using jails for overflow and punishment. 

Youth Advocacy and the Lobby Fight 

Lobbying and the press were key elements in the legislative fight 

for Act 41. The Juvenile Justice Coalition of church, women's and 

civic groups, organized by the Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsyl

vania, was instrumental in providing grass roots support and 

pressure for the bill. By organizing these groups and bringing 

the debate to the press, pro-Act 41 forces generated impressive 

support, while the opposition came under fire. The press painted 

a picture of senators and judges working to keep young people in 

jail and to prevent millions of dollars in federal funds from 

reaching Pennsylvania. This occurred during a period of fiscal 

crisis in the state, at a time when the public was particularly 

aware of matters of state finance. The lobbying directed by 

supporters or the bill in the legislature and the Juvenile Justice 

Center proved to be a potent weapon, of which similar organiza

tions should take note. The victory was impressive in the face of 

a possihle shift in the political climate that might have viewed 

such programs as "coddling young criminals." 

Pennsylvania Council Voluntary Child Care Agencies 

The Pennsylvania Council of Voluntary Child Care Agencies (PCVCCA) 

is the collective voice for the approximately eighty private child 

care facilities in Pennsylvania. The PCVCCA has been cooperative 

in establishing the monitoring system and generally supported Acts 

148 and 41. However, the private child care facilities think that 

county records should be the focus for monitoring, rather than 

individual facilities. The county governments both make the 

referral decision anrt directly receive the state reimbursement. 
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Because the s~ate does the monitoring, this puts the private 

[acilities in the position of being subject to referral at one 

level and monitoring at another. They think that monitoring of 

county records might be more appropriate; but this is not a major 

point of contention as has been demonstrated by the PCVCCA coop

eration with DPW and the Governor's Justice Cooonission in putting 

the monitoring systems in place. 

Although Acts 148 and 41 did not have a large direct impact on 

private facilities, the regulations, particularly those for Act 

41, have had tremendous effect on the individual institution. The 

most difficult regulations [or the private agencies to handle are 

those pertaining to the separation of delinquent and dependent 

children. 

The orig'nally proposed regulations not yet promulgated, layout 

strict definitions for what constitutes a "community based resi

dential care facility" versus a "facility based residential care 

facility." Under the proposed regulations "community based fa

cil i ty" must house children reasonably near tli""ir family and 

afford the child the same degree of access to the community as 

other children. Consequently, essentially all a "community based 

facility" can provide is food, shelter and social service staff. 

The facility cannot provide any more "treatment" [or a child than 

he would receive at home -- although the child may take advantage 

of any available community service. This precludes extra reim

bursement for all treatments inCluding group counseling. The size 

of group homes (which are automatically considered communi ty 

based) is heing set at a maximum of eight beds, with larger facili

ties having to meet the strict "community based" definition guide

lines; otherwise they are considered to be "facility based." 

An agency whir.:h is "facility based" must contend with two impor

tant problems; the reimbursement rate for a county utilizing it 

will continue to be 50 0a (versus 75% for "community based") and 

more significantly, it must be "exclusively" (under the proposed 

regulations) either a delinquency facility or a dependency fa-
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c i] i ty. Current ly, dependency facil i ties may hold up to 50 ~ 

delinquent children, whereas under the proposed regulations only a 

"community based facility" may admit delinquents with dependents, 

and then only 25% of the population of a "community based facili

ty" may be delinquent. This will not \10 a major problem for most 

existing dependency facilities most of which now hold approxi

mately 5-10% delinquent. On the other hand, seven or eight larger 

facilities which are currently in compliance with existing state 

laws (permitting up to 50% delinquent population in a dependency 

facility) will be in significant violation. 

The system being proposed by these regulations has drawn the 

criticism of the private agencies for a number of reasons. If a 

delinquent is viewed as a child in need rather than a criminal, 

some agencies have said, then there is not a legitimate reason for 

treating delinquents and dependents difC~rently -- except in the 

case of the violent delinquent. Under the existing system, a 

continuum of services is provided ranging from secure residential 

facilities to home treatment. A classification given the youth by 

the juvenile court is not as important as whether or not the 

child's needs can best be met within the family or in a facility. 

If there is a need for such residential care, then treatment 

should be provided on the basis of need, not labeling. The PCVCCA 

holds that "exclusivity" regulations are regressive because they 

heighten the importance of negative labels -- which can exert a 

very negative effect on the child. This is an opinion shared by 

others in the juvenile justice system, particularly the courts. 

The new reglliations may tend to create greater isolation for 

children c~assified as delinquent. Because of these sentiments 

and the significant impact of these regulations, the opposition to 

them has been sharp and continuous. Promulgation of these regu

lations will very likely result in a ~ourt test of the new regu

lations brought about by private sector agencies. 

19 



SECTION III: MONITORING THE LEGISLATION 

Juvenile Justice Monitoring Prior to Act 148 

Prior to 1976 (at which time, the state needed to collect complete 

data for the annual monitoring reports required by the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act), juvenile offender record 

keeping was the responsibility of several agencies with differing 
objectives. 

"The four major sources used to gather such information were: 

1. Juvenile Court Statistical Card, which provides detailed 

information on youth referred for court disposition. 

2. Department of Pub] ic Welfare Annual Detention Report, which 

provides a county by county breakdown of youth held and place 

of detention; and Department of Public Welfare Youth Services 
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and Child Welfare Institution Reports, which provide annual 

summaries' of youth in public and private institutions. 

3. Hureau of Corrections County Jail Statistical Report, pro

viding limited information on youth detained or placed in 

county jails. 

4. Uniform Crime Report of the Pennsylvania State Police, which 

provides summary information on arrests and police disposi

tion of cases."S 

Because of the great variety of information being collected, the 

different ways in which it is being collected, and the diversity 

of organizations collecting it, the data derived from these reports 

is not compatible. None of these sources was capable of gener

ating complete data required by OJJDP for the Bayh Act baseline; 

however, the Juvenile Court Statistical Card System and the De

partment of Public Welfare data were quite useful. 

The Court Card System is operated by the Pennsylvania State Juve

nile Court Judges Commission. Among the responsibilities of this 

body is the oversight and analysis of data generated by the Juve

nIle Court Card. A card is filled out by the county probation 

department for each child appearing in court (see page 45 for a 

sample statistical card). This card gives background data, 

including court case disposition and demographic information. The 

"old" Court Card (in existence at t.he time of the first baseline 

study) \\las the I-lEW Juvenile Court Statistical Card format and \\las 

inadequate [or providing the type of information required by 

OJJDP. The system was (and is) basically a good one, since it 

tracked the individual chjld as he/she progressed through the 

system. However, it tracked only those children charged with 

delinquency. Thus, the inherent flaw in the system (from the 

larger juvenile welfare systemic perspective) was that it did not 

pick up the large number of nonadjudicated commitments of status 

offenders and children in need. The system p~ovided good infor

mation on juvenile delinquents, but was limited by the format of 

the original Juvenile Court Card. In addition, the fact that 
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the data was collected only once a year reduced its value as a 

monitoring and enforcement system. Despite these deficiencies, 

the Court Card has been a good method for recording and tracking 
adjudicated children. 

The DPW system of data collection prior to the first monitoring 

report for OJJDP consisted of the collection and analysis of the 

year end statistical reports submitted by the public and private 

child care facilities and detention centers. These reports are 

facility-service oriented and do not record the progress and 

location of the individual child in the system. This procedure 

was inadequate for two principal reasons; it was not updated 

frequently enough to ~ct as an effective monitoring and enforce

ment measure, and it could not track individual children. Neither 

system could provide the necessary information by itself, and it 

was not possible to combine the two data sources. 

The Intermediate System 

Although installation of a complete monitoring system in Penn

sylv<l;.nia will not be finished for some time, the state must still 

meet ongoing requirements of OJJDP annual monitoring reports. 

Therefore, the new system will be established in stages, and at 

present, portions of the "exemplary" final system already are in 

operation. Pensylvania is working towards its final system by 

starting with existing information collection processes and sys

tematically altering and increasing their functions. This is 

proving to be a very practical approach. 

The sheer size of the state's population generates a correspond

ingly large juvenile problem, making the mechanics of monitoring a 

massive task. The process is further complicated by the existing 

structure of residential youth care (both delinquent an~ depen

dent). Large institutions holding substantial numbers of children 

are unusual in Pennsylvania; instead, a myriad of residential 

child care facilities, public and private, have come into exis-
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tence. The large number of private sector facilities makes the 

process of monitoring more difficult because administrative frag

mentation arjses in a system that includes state, county and 

private facility cllild care. Adding another complexity, jails 

used in a number oL countIes to hold juveniles must also be in

cluded in the monItoring process. The job was enormous. The 

mechanism chosen for the task was DPW1s annual licensing inspec

tion. 

The DPW has the responsibility ot licensing and approving all 

facillties in Pennsylvania that house juveniles. This is true of 

all pulllic and private institutions including private residential 

care facHities and jails with juvenile facilities. lhis respon

sibility is now met by an annual on-site inspection of each fa

cilIty. Inspections were designed to ensure that health, service, 

labor, and building code regulations were properly followed. 

Because DPW has a mandateel legal authority for these annual in

spectloPs, this was seen as a convenient mechanism by which on

site review of records could take place. It was hoped that these 

first inspection/monitoring visits would provide a basis from 

whIch to develop a more permanent monitoring system as well as 

gather"base data. 

DPW1s original inspection system utilizing four regional offices 

was retained even with the addition of the monitoring function. 

Inspection teams went into the facilities, exmnined each for 

traditional licensing criterIa, and collected data from facility 

files. The teams generally consisted of DPW staff and profes

sionals in the child care field except where a Pennsylvania pro

gram designed to "open up" the inspection process was being 

tested, as in the southeast regIon. There, and in other parts of 

the state, teams included trained citizen "olunteers, child care 

professionals (non-OPW), and state government child care offi

cials. This program corresponds with OJJDP proposals of a similar 

nature, but was derived independently. lhe results of this type 

of inspection have been very promising ill Pennsylvania. 
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Pennsylvania's Proposed Monitoring System 

The system which Pennsylvania hopes to install permanently to 

monitor juvenjle justice system will involve two different "agen

cies" anel three different methods of data collection. The DPW 

hopes to have two information systems: a complete statewide 

system of on-site annual monitoring/inspection visits, and a 

computerized tracking system. 

The on-site monitoring/inspection system will be a statewide (the 

original monitoring for OJJDP elid not cover all the counties in 

the state) program involving professional/citizen inspection teams 

similar to those used to collect the OJJDP data. All facilities 

will be inspected at least once a year and files must be open an~ 

available to the tca~s. Inspection teams will examine faciliti0~ 

for compliance with all regulations and make a general evaluation 

of operations. These teams will consist of: 

1/3 professionals in the field, not associated with DPW, 

- 1/3 private citizens with specialized training in inspection 

J?rocedures, and 

- 1/3 professionals from or contracted by the regulatory 

agency.9 

The private citizens will be an integral part of the actual in

spection operation including the production of the final facility 

report. This direct system of on-site inspection and monitoring 

wiJl reach full implementation relatively quickly, since it is 

already in service in parts of the state. 

The second part of the UPN monitoring will be the key element in 

establishing a tracking program that keeps an up-to-date record of 

changes in the status of children in the system. By use'of "Fact" 

and "Activity" sheets logged into a central computer, current 

information can then be derived quickly and easily regarding the 

status of Pennsylvania's juvenile delinquency and dependency 

population in residential treatment. 
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When a new child is admitted to a facility (public or private), 

the facDity wiJl fill out a "Fact Sheet" which will be sent to 

DPW and entered into the computer records (see page 47 for a 

sample Fact Sheet). The Fact Sheet contains fairly complete 

demographic and offense information. If, during any week, the 

child experiences a change in status (injury, runaway, etc.) of 

any type, an "Activity Sheet" (see page 48 for a sample Activity 

Sheet) is completed and sent to DPW to be added to the automated 

records. A child's conclusion of treatment at the institution 

will be similarly logged. The actual format of these records can 

only be as good as the information included and the way in which 

it is categorized. The result is a computerized system that can 

provide almost any type of information regarding facilities or 

individuals that would be needed under normal circumstances. 

Court Card System 

Outside of DPW, a proposal has been made by the Juvenile Court 

Judges Commission to establish another type of monitoring system. 

Utilizing the Juvenile Court Card Statistical System and Juvenile 

Court Inspection Program, the Commission plans to build a system 

that traces the individual child's status in the juvenile justice 

system. The Commission's tracking system will be based on the 

court card system described earlier with two notable improvements. 

The card itself has been revised to provide more information in a 

better format (see page 45 for a sample Court Card). "The infor

mation available under the new card provides a complete breakdown 

on pre and post disposition of youth by type of offense (criminal, 

status, deprived) and reports the exact number of detention days 

by place of detention."lO The second improvement that will be 

instituted is the collection of the card data semi-annually Or 

even quarterly, making monitoring and enforcement a greater real

ity. The data would be collected as a part of the Juvenile Court 

Judges Commission's field inspection of the county juvenile 

courts. Field inspections usually consist of two Commission 

consultants entering a court for two to three days while they talk 
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with the judges and probation officers, examine records, and in 

general ensure that each court is adhering to the juvenile justice 

laws and the standards for juvenile court operation established by 

the Commission. 

Both the Juvenile Court Card and Court Inspection processes have 

proved to be a successful means of examining court conduct on an 

annual basis. Even the Court Card System utilizing the old court 

card proved to be fairly effective, being hampered largely by the 

card's poor layout. A Governor's Bureau of Management Services 

study of the Court Card System found reporting errors to be less 

than 1%, but that policy and coding problems occurred due to the 

card format. ll This would seem to indicate that at least re

~ording problems should not be a major difficulty encountered in 

an expanded version of the Court Cari System. 

Establishing a system of three or six month court inspection/data 

collection visits to monitor juvenile courts depends on obtaining 

the necessary funds. Two full-time Commission staff would prob

ably be sufficient to handle this task in Pennsylvania with its 

sixty-seven counties. 

The facilities that will be covered by these three tracking sys

tems in their final form will be public and priva~c delinquency 

and dependency facilities as well as the system of regional de

tention centers being set up to remove all juveniles from jails by 

the legislative deadline of January 1, 1980. The final tracking 

system will not include jails since the practice of jailing youth 

e~en for detention should have ceased by that time. A~hieving 

this goal has involved a number of diffeTent illstitutions and 

program mechanisms, one of which was a series of "regional work

shops" given throughout the state. 

These regional workshops were one of the early moves to further 

the causes of "separate facilities" and the deinstitutionalization 

of status offenders through the education of county officials 

about program objectives and implementation. These workshops took 
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place in October 1976. They were co-sponsored by the Pennsylvania 

Joint Council on the Criminal Justice System, the Pennsylvania 

Association of County Commissioners, and the Department of Public 

Welfare. The sessions were held in each of the eight Governor's 

Justice Commission Regions. All the conferences followed a sim

ilar format covering the following information: 

1. Discussion of the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act and its i~plementation in Pennsylvania; 

specifically the status offender and separate facility 

requirements. 

2. Discussiun of funding priorities, funds available, program 

guidelines and application procedures. 

3. Cognitive presentations by program experts in afternoon 

workshop sessions, to provide local communities with tech

nical assistance in program planning and implementation. 

Leaders for these sessions will be persons who have operated 

or sponsored successful program alternatives for status 

offenders or detention. 12 

The workshops were well attended and participants indicated that 

they were valuable in providing an introduction to program goals 

and for providing technical assistance. 

Moving Toward the DPW Inspection System 

This process is most likely to be the first fully operational 

monitoring system in Pennsylvania; it is already in place, to a 

large extent but needs further improvements and expansion, par

ticularly with regard to the inclusion of private citizens on the 

inspection teams. Since the basic mechanism of on-site annual 

inspection had previously existed, the addition of the monitoring 

task did not require drastic changes. Gathering the type of data 

required by OJJDP has not posed significant difficulties. The 

only real change was the inclusion of private citizens, but this 
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was not being done solely for monitoring purposes. In fact, 
citizen participation on the inspection teams was a Southeastern 

Pennsylvania program even before the teams were assigned to col

lecting data. However, OJJDP base data collection and funding 

provided impetus for expanding this program. 

The purpose of using private citizens on the inspection teams was 

to "open up" tl,e monitoring process and the institutions. Pro

fessionals in the field indicate that institutional abuse is 

directly related to the degree to which such facilities are hidden 

from public scrutiny. If authorities at institutions know they 

are being observed closely, they are likely to take the task of 

self-policing more seriously. In addition, the building of per

sonal relationships in the course of business which may interfere 

with the objectivity of the regulatory process may be reduced. 

The potential for objectivity will be even further increased in 

the future by including people who do not reside in the DPW in

spection region. 

Most of the initial work with citizen involvement in Pennsylvania 

was done in the southeastern region where private citizens have 

been participating in the inspection process to varying extents 

for several years. There, the Juvenile Justice Center of Penn

sylvania, a nonprofit organization, has actively recruited and 

trained citizen volunteers for the monitoring teams. The system 

develo~ed in this region has served as a model for the DPW's 

statewide system. 

Recruiting volunteers on a statewide basis has been effected 

through the Juvenile Justice Coalition organized by the Juvenile 

Justice Center. The Coalition is a statewide organization con

sisting of over eighty religious, civic and co~nunity groups that 

have been active in juvenile justice. 13 It was this group that 

helped generate the public concern and publicity which was of 

great assistance in getting the recent Pennsylvania juvenile 

justice statutes passed. 
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Private citizens have been recruited either by or from the Juve

nile Justice Coalition [or the volunteer inspection/monitoring 

work. Before the actual on-site monitoring took place, the fol

lowing training procedures were followed: 

A. Volunteers were given refresher training in the juvenile 

justice system, orientation in the specific objectives of 

their assignment, and training in on-site deportment to 

insure that their presence would not produce tension in the 

county facilities to which they were assigned. 

B. A fifty page Juvenile Justice Center Training booklet, 

containing copies of the Juvenile Justice Act, Welfare 

Regulations, articles regarding status offenders, and other 

pertinent information to the project was compiled by the 

Juvenile Justice Center and distributed to each vollulteer. 

C. Training by Juvenile Justice Center staff consisted of 

regional workshops which included reviewing the definition of 

terms, the juvenile process, instructions in obtaining and 

recording data (stressing confidentiality and procedures to 

overcome staff resistance), legal reasons for detention in 

Pennsylvania (section 12 of Act 333), intake and admissions 

policies throughout the state, purpose of the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and the legislative 

a~d philosophical intent in Pennsylvania's Juvenile Justice 

Law. 

D. Upon the comyletion of their two or three-day assignment, 

each volunteer was contacted to obtain their objective and 

subjective evaluation of the project. At this time guidance 

was given by Juvenile Justice Center staff in explaining 

future participation and courses of action available to 

citizens to develop solutions to local conditions and pro

blems discovered by them in their participation in this 

project. 14 
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The use of citizens on the inspection teams generally has been 

viewed as successful. The Juvenile Justice Center believes their 

presence on the teams both reduced tensions between the monitoring 

team and those being monitored, and lessened the need for expen

sive professional staff. In addition, it is the local volunteers 

who provide the principal impetus, at the community level, for 

implementation of needed reforms identified during the inspection 

process. The ~ennsylvania experience with professional/citizen 

teams has been a positive one, providing good information at a 

lower cost, and with direct private citizen input. 

The DPW Computer System 

Unlike the inspection/monitoring systems, the computer tracking 

process is a new program. All state facilities were included by 

June of 1977. This process uses the "Fact" and "Activity" sheets 

described earlier. Procedure for implementing this system has 

been a straight forward, step-by-step process. 

The state-operated delinquency institutions were the first facil

itie~ for which the system was utilized. There are nine of these 

facilities that log approximately 2,100 admissions a year. This 

has allowed the process to be tested on a relatively small scale 

before it is expanded to encompass all facilities and children 

(both delinquents and dependents) who come in contact with them. 

The Governor's Justice Commission (SPA) has provided the funds to 

establish this computer system and has been closely involved with 

DPW in putting it on line. This ensures that the system is gen

erating the type of information the State Planning Agency needs 

for federal reporting. Upon completion, this automated process 

will provide information on the current status of each individual 

child in residential care and incarceration, and this information 

will be stored in such a way that it will be available for de

tailed statistical analysis. In addition, DPW is presently in the 

process of developing a county based tracking system which will 

have the capability to track all youth for which it is responsi

ble. This system will provide some information relevant to the 

monitoring process. 
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Juvenile Court Card System 

It is difficult to catalogue the progress that has been made in 

expanding the Court Card Process into an ongoing monitoring system 

since, at present, it is only a proposal. Setting up this system 

(as discussed above) will involve the merging and expansion of two 

existing Juvenile Court Judges Commission functions: court card 

data collection and court inspection procedures. Logistically, 

this system will require minimal effort to implement, and ex

pansion is only a matter of additional funds, which may be ob

tained from the JJDP Act through the SPA. The major question 

concerning development of this system is what function will this 

process serve relative to the DPW tracking system, since there 

will be an overlap in the information that is gathered. This 

duplication of data will increase as Pennsylvania makes greater 

progress toward guaranteeing "due process" rights to juveniles. 

In the past a child could be placed in a residential dependency 

facility at the request of the parent, if the parent claimed that 

the child was ungovernable. This was an unfortunately convenient 

procedure, and correspondingly, the number of nonadjudicated 

children committed to treatment facilities was staggering (ap

proximately 40~). DPW is now requiring that any child placed out 

of his aT her home must have a court hearing, and consequently a 

lawyer of record. This has two effects: it provides better 

assurances that each child will receive "due process" rights and 

assures that every child committed to a residential facility will 

have appeared in court. As a result, every child in an institu

tion will be in the Juvenile Court Card System. Nonadjudicated 

children have not in the past shown up on this system. The Court 

Card System can now become a viable tracking tool that picks up 

all children in facilities across the state. In addition, the 

Juvenile Court Judges Commission is currently in the process of 

developing a second card which will track court handling of 

dependency cases. This card should be in use by January 1, 1979. 
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How this duplication of Juvenile Court Judges Commission and DPW 

efforts will be resolved, or even whether it WIll be viewed as a 
problem, can have 

forcement effort. 

decided effect on 

important effects on the total monitoring en

The delIneation of responsibilities can have a 

the final form the system takes. A possible 

solution being considered is for DPW to monitor only dependent 

children, while the Juvenile Court Judges Commission would handle 

those adjudicated delinquent. This overlap may at some point 

require a clear specification of responsibility. 

Monitoring Process for Jails 

While there have been no juveniles in Pennsylvania state prisons 

since 1975, the use of county jails for holding and in some cases 

for temporary commitment of juveniles has continued. Very often 

this is the result of a lack of alternatives to the county jail; 

but in recent years detentIon centers have been built and in

creasingly used. Obstacles remain that may prevent the state from 

meeting the December 1979 deadline established by Act 41 for 

separate facilities, but if alternatives (detention centers) are 

physically in existence throughout the state by that time, it 

would appear that Pennsylvania will achieve its legislated goal. 

By statute, the problem of separate facilities for juveniles in 

Pennsylvania should not exist, even before passage of Act 41. The 

State Code, which dates back to the 1930's, prevents the jailing 

of children under 16, and requires separation of older youths from 

adult offenders, placed a five day limit on the length of t~ne a 

juvenile may be kept in jail. Tl;..is liprogressive" law has not 

been enforced, however, probably because of a lack of alternative 

facilities, and because of the lack of adequate monitoring to 

detect violations. At the writing of the 1Y77 Pennsylvania State 

Plan, only twenty-four of the sixty-seven counties had separate 

juvenile detention facilities available, and certainly there has 

been no systematic process by which anyone has kept track of 

juveniles in county jails. The major problem in either case has 

been a simple lack of resources to do the job. 
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Funds were brought to this problem in Act 41 by the provision of 

$1.5 million of state money for the construction of regional 

detention centers. Another $.7 million is available for this 

purpose from the State Planning Agency. This should reduce (and 

hopefully eliminate) the need to use jails for juveniles. The 

addition of these funds to the legislation greatly aided its 

passagc by dealing with the major concern the counties had with 

Act 41. 

The first step in achieving the goal of "separationtl was assuring 

funds would be available to create alternatives to jailing. 

Another important consideration was the inclusion of a transition 

period before the total jailing ban went into effect. This gives 

the county governments the needed time to develop alternatives 

and/or construct detention centers and generally prepare for the 

implementation of the policy. 

The monitoring of the juveniles held in jails during this tran

sition period will be accomplished by DPW, based on their "Child 

Abuse Hotline." This hotline is already operating but under a 

different DPW program. The hotline is a statewide toll free phone 

number staffed twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week. This 

~ystem will require county jails to call immediately upon admit

ting a juvenile. Basic information regarding personal data on the 

juvenile and the charges against him will be reported. A similar 

call must he made upon discharge of the juvenile. If after five 

days (the maximum allowed for the jailing of a juvenile) no con

firmation of discharge has beelt logged via the hotline, DPW will 

call the jail to learn the status of the child. Currently, jails 

must maintain a log of entries and discharges open to official 

inspection at any time, but this is usually only checked once 

every six months during the DPW inspection visits (required twice 

a year in jails as opposed to the annual inspections for resi

dential facilities). DPW has acquired this inspection responsi
bility only recently from the Bureau of Corrections. This bu

reaucratic reshuffling was designed to place tighter restrictions 

on those jails that can still hold juveniles in an effort to 

reduce the number of jails allowed to perform this function. 
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Generally, the Bureau of Corrections and most county jails have 

been pleased to be rid of responsibility in juvenile matters, 

since handling children in any capacity makes their normal oper

ations more difficult. In addition, the Juvenile Justice Center 

of Pennsylvania is currently training citizen volunteers to sup

plement other monitoring activities on an onging basis. 

While disputes have not resulted from these realignments of bu

reaucratic territory, other difficulties are going to come from 

the practical problems that occur when the regional detention 

centers completely replace the jails. Past experience shows that 

juvenile detention centers tend to run at or near capacity, which 

brings up the problem of what to do with the children when a 

center becomes full. Normally, jails would have been used but 

this option will not be available, mucll to the frustration of 

county officials. There is also the problem of dealing with 

particularly "tough" or destructive youth. In the past, such a 

child would be removed to a jail as a disciplinary measure; now 

there is going to have to be other means used to deal with this 

type of problem. 
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------------------ --

SECTION IV: ENFORCING THE LEGISLATION 

Department of Public Welfare 

To be effective, a monitoring process should be closely integrated 

wlth a system of enforcement. HistOY1Cally, DPW has not strictly 

enfoyceJ its legal and regulatory responsibilities; however, with 

the new legislative mandate and stringent regulations, it is pos

sible that the Department will keep close watch and tight control 

over the facilities under its jurisdiction. DPW has a comprehen

sive enforcement role because it must keep track of all facilities 

that hold children. lhis encompasses a wide variety of institu

tions and each type of facility is handled in a diff~rent manner. 
State institutions do not represent a major enforcement problem; 

they are administratively under the control of DPW and can be 

brought into compliance by administrative order. Private facili

ties present a more difficult problem. 
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The DPW has a wide range of enforcement options to hring an of

fending facility into compliance. The basis ot most 01 these 

options is the Department's ultImate control over licensing 

approval and county reimbursements for serVIces provided. If a 

facility is found in violation, DPW will notify it of the problem 

and the corrective action needed. When necessary, the Department 

will send a person to the facility to provide technical assistance 

to aid the institut1on's return to complIance. Usually, one or 

both of the above is suffIcient to trigger the desired response 

from a facility. Neither side, in most circumstances, wishes to 

hecome involved in more formal conflict-oriented situations. 

Should simpJe notification not result 1n compliance, DPW can 

prevent reimbursem0nts for services provided by the institution. 

This is an important disincentive for a county. If a judge con

tInues to place children despite the financial hardship to the 

county, DPW can withdraw its licensing approval. This will have 

severe negative repercussions for the institution. Withdrawal of 

a facility's license does not legally prevent a judge from com

mitting a child to such an institution, but it will have the same 

effect. If anything should happen to a child placed in a non-DPW 

approved facility, it would create serious problems for the judge 

involved. Thus, withdrawal of lIcensing approval will effectively 

shut down a facility's intake. In more serIOUS cases, a cease and 

desist order can close down an operation, while a ilagrant VIola

tIon of laws and regulations can result in the case being referred 

to the Pennsylvania Justice Department for litigation. Given the 

strength of financial disincentives as an enforcement tool, it is 

reasonable to assume that DPW's enforcement of laws and regul

ations in the private sector will be effective if vigorously 

pursued. The fact that a tIghter monItoring process is being set 

up is also going to aid enforcement by making the child care 

facilities more aware of their regulatory responsibilities and 

encouraging more thorough self-pol1cing. 

The greatest enforcement problem for DPW will be presented by the 

county jails. County jails arc completely funded by local monies. 

DPW is authorized to reimburse [or juveniles until December 197Y, 

hut to date no county has trIed for such approval. The rigorous 
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DPW requirements for holding juveniles and relatively small costs 

of holding juveniles in adult jails has made it easier for the 

counties just to pay these expenses. The cost of juvenile time in 

jail is only a small portion of the total county jail budget, so 

the financial disincentive will not be a controlling factor. This 

makes the enforcement task more difficult. The 1977 State Plan 

names three possible enforcement options available to the state in 

case of county intransigence; legal orders, public service law 

firm, suspension of Child Welfare and Juvenile Act payments. 

* 

1. LEGAL OIWERS: '1'0 stop the placement of juveniles in a 

county jail that did not meet inspection standards or was 

regularly holding a juvenile beyond five days, an appropriate 

legal order CQuid be Issued through the Office of the At

torney General. The Attorney General has indicated that he 

will bring the issue of juveniles In county jails to the 

counties, as "the state's hands are clean" and all of the 

juveniles arc out of the State Correctional Institution at 
oJ: 

Camp Hi 11. 

2. PUBLIC SERVICE LAW FIRM: Consideration could be given to the 

funding of a public serVice law firm that would act as advo

cate for inapproprIately detained youth. Court actions 

(either individual or class action suits) could be initiated 

against a county in violation of the Juvenile Act. Once the 

Legal precedent is established, further violations hopefully 

would be drastically reduced. Maintenance of the monitoring 

and inspection function would target those counties in vio

lation of the Act and the appropriate corrective procedures 
* ;~ 

would be operationali:ed. 

This action has already heen taken. 

** On June S, 1978, the Pennsylvania State Planning Agency gave a 

grant to the State Justice Department to undertake this work. 
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3. SUSPENSION OF CHILD WEL¥ARB AND JUVENILE ACT PAYMENTS: 
Precedent has already been establislled (in a case involving 

noncompliance in Philadelphia detention centers) for sus

pending all Child Welfare pa~nents.15 

While DPW's enforcement options for jails arc not as convenient as 

those for dealing with the private sector, the potential exists to 

bring recalcitrant counties into compliance very rapidly. 

Another enforcement system wllich can put funding pressure on 

county jails and courts is the Juvenile Court Judges Commission. 

1~e Commission established codes of conduct for juvenile courts 

and probation services. Receipt of Commission funds is contingent 

upon compliance with these regulations. Currently, Juvenile Court 

Judges Commission monitoring of county court standards is a yearly 

process. While this system is inadequate as an ongoing monitoring 

process (because of the time lapse between inspections), it is 

sufficient to ensure county compliance with legal and regulatory 

standards related to court activities. Funds can be withlleld when 

violations arc detected. As in the case with DPW, however, the 

most important element in the enforcement process is a good moni

toring system to detect irregularities. Corrective action can 

usually be obtained without heavy handed tactics. Good working 

relationships between the people involved at both ends often 

solves problems. In most cases, commission enforcement consists 

of notifying the court about the violation, which results in a 

corrective response without disrupting funding procedures. 
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Conclusion 

In a short period of time, the State of Pennsylvania has made 

significant progress toward modifying its juvenile justice sys

temts practices of handling youth. A firm legislative foundation 

for action has been laid; in addition, specific administrative 

regulations have been developed and promulgated. Finally, the 

state is in the process of expanding its monitoring capabilities 

and has made it clear that strict enforcement of guidelines will 

take place. If all continues to proceed as planned, these activ

ities should result in a juvenile justice system which prevents 

the secure detention of all status offenders and separates juve

niles from adults in institutions. 

The Pennsylvania experience is instructive because of its repli

cability. There is little in the legislative history of the 
relevant acts, the subsequent guidelines, or the final monitoring 

and enforcement systems which is unique. Other sta~es interested 

in accomplishing the same ends will observe many similarities. 
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This obviously is not to say that other states will confront the 

problems of deinstitutionalizing status offenders and separating 

delinquents from criminal adults in an identical manner. For 

example, the inordinate importance of the county government 

structure in Pennsylvania clearly shows the way in which these 

tasks have been approached. The bottom line is that the legis

lative and bureaucratic leadership of this state, without benefit 

of any indispensable environmental, organizational, or social 

features or relationships, has designed and begun implementing an 

exemplary system of dealing with the problem of incarcerated 

youth. 

Commitment is the key. Meeting the requirements of the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act does pose a difficult 

undertaking for many states. However, as this case study demon

strates, it is not an impossible one. Displaying both a dedica

tion to the philosophical concepts underlying the federal act and 

a firm resolve to accomplish the objectives of their own legis

lation, Pennsylvania decision-makers have devised strategies to 

overcome obstacles in their path. 
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p. B 199. 

7. Ibid. 

8. Ibid., p. B 201. 

9. 1977 Inspection and Monitoring Report for Pennsylvania, p.8. 

10. Pennsylvania State Plan 1977, p. B 201. 

11. Ronald Sharp, January 31, 1978. 

12. Pennsylvania State Plan 1977, p. B 209. 

13. J~venile Justice Center of Pennsylvania, Citizens Survey 
and Visitation Training Seminar, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
January 24, 1977. 

14. Ibid. 

15. Pennsylvania State Plan 1977, p. B 208. 

16. Ronald Sharp, January 31, 1978. 

43 



Bibliograph y 

Adami, Kenneth, Personal Interview, Judiciary Committee Staff, 

House of Representatives, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, January 20, 1978. 

All en, James, Personal Llterview , Pennsylvania Assoc ia t ion of 

County Cooonissioners, ~arrisburg, Pennsylvania, January 21, 

1978. 

Barone, Michael, Ujifusa, Grant, Matthews, Douglas, The 

Almanac of American Politics, E.P. Dutton & Co., Inc, New 

York, 1976, pp. 718-721. 

Brown, James, Telephone Interview, National Clearinghouse for 

Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture, Urbane, Illinois, 

January 12, 1978. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Legislative Journal, June 13, 

1~77, Session of 1977, l6lst of the General Assembly, Vol.l, 

No. 43, pp. 1019-1038. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Legislative Journal, July 13, 

1977, Session of 1977, l6lst of the General Assembley, Vol.l, 

No. 60, pp. 1921-1940. 

Croan, Gerald, Personal Interview, Governor's Justice Commis

sion, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, January 19, 1978. 

DeMuro, Ann, Personal Interview, Governor's Justice Commission, 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, January 19, 1978. 

Fruchter, Barbara, Personal Interview, Juvenile Justice Center 

of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, February 1, 

1978. 

44 



"Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 

1977," House of Representatives, Committee on Education and 

Labor, 95th Congress, Washington, D.C., Report 95-313, May 

13, 1977. 

Juvenile Justice Center of Pennsylvania, Citizens Survey 

and Visitation Training Seminar, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 

January 24, 1977. 

Pennsylvania LEAA State Plan 1977, Governor's Justice Com

mission, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, pp. B 191-B 224. 

Pierce, Dr. John, Personal Interview, Pennsylvania Council of 

Voluntary Child Care Agencies, Harrisburg Pennsylvania 

January 23, 1978. 

"Reauthorization: Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act Amendment of 1977," Change, National Office for Social 

Responsihility, Vol. 1, No.1, Sept.-Oct. 1977, pp. 5-6. 

Sharp, Ronald, Personal Interview, Juvenile Court Judges 

Commission, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, January 31, 1978. 

Sharp, Ronald, "Judicial Perspectives on Implementing Act 41," 

Juvenile Court Judges Commission, 12p. 1977. 

Sobolevitch, Rohert, Personal Interview, Department of Public 

Welfare, Division of Youth Services, Harrisburg, Pennsyl

vania, January 19, 1978. 

Wilson, Minerva, Personal Interview, Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention, Washington, D.C., January 13, 

1978. 

1977 Inspection and Monitoring Report for Pennsylvania, sub

mitted to the Office of Juvenile justice and Delinquency 

Prevention hy the Governor's Justice Commission, Harrisburg, 

Pennsylvania, January 10, 1978. 

45 



APPENDIX: SAMPLE FORMS USED IN PENNSYLVANIA 
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FORM OCJS·IOO 
REV. 12·76 JUVENILE CUURT STATISTICAL CARD 
A. COUNTY OF JURISDICTION B. CHILD'S NAME' OR NUMBER 

" (LASl) IFIRST( 

C. CHILD'S RESIDENCE »rci:'~ 0 

STREET ADDRESS •••..•.•••...•.•.•••..••••••••••••••••••.••.•.•••••••••••••.••••••• , ............................... 3"'7 __ USET...;ON'TLY:...''''OC.r.::-:::7:=-:::-~::';';:::::7-:-_____ ,.-;:--::-:= ___ -;-::--=-:-::::-_______ _ 
D. DATE OF BIRTH E. SEX F. RACE 

CITY/BORO ..................... , ...................................................................................... .. 

TOWNSHIP ....... --_ .. - ................................................................................................... 111 40 MONTH DAY 

Wg~fTE~ ·iH·i;ij .. c6uijiy·o' .. jufiisorc·iioNY .. · .... · .... · ........ STATE ...................... ZIP •. 

YEAR .. .'6 .n 1 • WHITE 2· BLACK 
3· SPAN,SH SPEAKING 
4·0THER 

1 • POLICE 2· SCHOOL 3· PROBATION 
G. AGE AT TIME OF REFERRAL H. DATE OF REFERRAL 

DAY YEAR ., 
I. REFERRED BY: 

48 4~ 56 4 ·CNTY. CHILD WELFAnE 5· DIST. JUSnCF 6· RELATIVE 
7· SOCIAL AGENCY B. OTHER JUVENILE COURT (

E~ITER NUMBeR OF) 
PRIOR REFEf1flALS 
TO JUVENILE 

9· OTHER COURT 

OFFENSES APPLICABLE TO JUVENILES OEPRIVED 
OOJ:l • NON·PAYMENT OF FINES ft: COSTS 
0034 • UNCovERNAOLE BEHAVIOR 1 • TO JUVENILE COURT 

2 • TO CHILD WELFARE 
USE PA. CRIMES 
CODE SECTION 
NUMBERS OR, IF 
APPLICABLE, CODES 
SHOWN AT THE 
RIGHT, FOR 
REASON/S REFERRED 

:~: : ~~~:::;'!~:~~K-'-N-G-------------

0052 .. TRUANT 

0053 • RUI'IAW"y 

C;C"}4 .• OTHER 

DEPRIVED 

0037 • CURFEW VIOLAT10"'l 
~ 0038· OHlER ,SPECIFY. _____________ _ 

L CURRENT REASON/S REFERRED TRAFFIC OFFENSES PROBATION VIOLATION 
• 3 •• 0'-' 1 • DRIVING WHIl.E INTOXICATED 

()()42 • HIT ",NO RUN mCOIl.Y INJURY, 
COEit • PRODATION REVOCATION 

!TECHNICAl.,· 

1.1 I I I I 
3.CLLO 

(
FOR DRUG OFFENSE CODING) 
SEE INSTRUCTIONS 0043 .. HIT AND RUN fPROPERTY DAMAGE ONLYI 

0044 .. HIT AND RUN tBOTH BoDILY INJURY 
0:)62 • FROBATlO"" REVOCATION 

.NEW CH,\RGE, 
AND PROPERTY DAMAGE. 

0045 .. DRIVING WITHOUT ~ 
LICENSE {2ND Of TENSE I 

00.\8 .. OTHER TRAFFIC 
IMISDEMEANORI END f1l 

OF CARD ~eo 

CARE 
PRIOR TO 

DISPOSITION 

CARE FROM 
DISPOSITION TO 

PLACEMENT 

N. MANNER OF HANDLING O. HEARIIIJG CONDUCTED BY: 

A ? 
(NO. DAYS) (NO. DAYS) 

CARE 9 ,0 II ,2 

PLACE OF CARE rn rn 
JAIULOCAL LOCK·UP ... _.... .. .......... . 

14 15 16 17 

SHELTER FACILlTY ............ rn ............. CD 
19 20 21 2, 

DETENTION HOME ............. W ............ [JJ 
FOSTER HOME ...................... rn ............ rn 

29 30 31 32 

OTHER (SPECIFy).. ............. CD ............ CD 
NO ENTRY INDICATES 
NO CARE GIVEN 

33 1 • INFORMAL ADJUSTMENT 
2 • CONSENT DECREE 
3· ADJUDICATION HEARING 

P. DIAGNOSTIC EVALUATION COMPLETED 
35 (1 =YES. 2 ~NOI 3. 

GJ PSYCHIATRiC ................... D 
GJ PSYCHOLOGICAL ........... D 
[2]9 MEDICAL ............................. D 

41 42 

4 SOCIAL .............................. .. 
S. DATE OF ADJUDICATION 

60 MONTH DAV VEAR 65 

U. DISPOSITION 

72 73 74 lG = GROUP HOM£ 

OJ-O F = fOSTER HOME 

PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 
FOR DELINQUENTS 

PR,vATE INSTITUTIONS 
FOR DELINQUENTS 

C = NON·RESIDPH'Al 

2 CARD fACILITY 

20 .. CQRNWEL.L HEICHTS Y.D.C, 

21 • CORNWEL.l. HEIGHTS 
SECURITY UNIT 

40 .. GLEN MIL.LS SC~IOOL.S 

41 .. SLF.IGHTON FARMS 

1· JUDGE 

2·I.1ASTER 

3· BOTH 

O. ATTORNEY REPRESENTATION 
43 

1 • COURT APPOINTED 2· PRIVATE 

65 MONTH 

2.1 I I I .I 

DAY YEA~ 71 

OTHER COMMITMENT OR 
COURT·ORDERED CARE 

O 
END OF" COMMUNITY.O,-S[O 

80 22 .. LoySVILLE Y.D.C. 42 .. GANNONOALE SCHOOL. FOR GIRLS 
62 • INOIVIOUo\L, 

NO TRANSFER OF LEGAL CUSTODY 

01 .. WAIVED TO CRI,vI""~L COURT 

02 .. DISM 15SEO- NOT PROVED OR 
FOUND NOT INVOL.VEO 

0] .. WITHOR,a.WN 

04 .. TRANSFER TO OTHER 
JUVENILE COUAT 

0, .. DISMlsneD, WARNED, 
,a.DJUSTF.D, CoUNSEl.E;D 

01 .. HELD OPEN WITHOUT 
FURTHER ACTiON, CONTINUED 

07 .. "ROBATION OF'f'ICEn 
TO SUPERVISE 

01 .. INTEus!VIE PHOeATION 

09 .. ,..EF'ERRED TO ANon-lEA 
AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL 

10· FINE.S AND COST PAID 

II .. RUNAWAV RETURNED TO 

12 .. OTHER (S,.EClry.' _____ _ 

23 ~ NEW CASTLE: Y. D.C. 

24 .. NEW C,a.STlE SECURITY UNIT 

25" PHILADE:LPHIA V.O.C. 

26 .. PHILA. DAY TREATMENT CENTER 

27 .. WARR.!NDALE Y.D.C. 

28 ~ WAVNESSURG V.O.C. 

29" YOUTH FORESTRY CAMP NO.1 
(RACCOON CREEK) 

30 .. YOUTH FORESTRY CAMP NO.2 
(HICKO~V RUN I 

31 .. YOUTH FORESTRY CAMP NO.3 
(TROUGH CREE:K) 

32 .. OTHER pUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 
FOR DELINQUeNTS tSF'ECIFY)~ 

43 .. GOOD SHE'PHE~O SISTERS 
DISCOVERY 

44 .. NEW LIFE: BOY'S RANCH, INC. 

45 • CEORGE JR. REPUBl.IC IN PA 

46 .. 5.4,.JNT GABRIi=.L·S HALL. 

41 .. GIl.MARY SCHOOL FOR GIRLS 

48. LOUROESMONT SCHOOL. 

49 .. OTHER PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS 
rOR DE:L.INQUE.NTS (SPECIFY)' 

63' OTHER pq,v ...... ~ '>":S"'t1'UTION 
FOR "~O""·OE,- ~.CUEr.iS 

64. CROUP "'O~E ..... TH PR,OBI\TlON 

65' GJiOVP \.iO'Af:: WITHOUT PROa"'TlON 

fi6 • ~05TEP HovE WITH PROBATlO'" 

6J· FaSTEP !-lOVE WITHO'JT rROB~TlO~ 

68· OTHER "'O .... ·PESICENTI ... l. 
PUBL'C ACE'C" 

fig OTHER ..... o .... ·~aSIOE~TI"L 
PRIV.4TE .\.CE':V 

70 .. DRUG .1,:. ·\_COHOl. "",CII..ITY 

11 • OTHE~ .~PE: ~y. ______ _ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: _______________________ ~~. ___________________ _ 

--------------------------------------·----'~---·~I __ ~~ __ ~~~~--
N~."F. OF PE9S0N CO'.!PLETI\O ThiS FORM 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF FRONT 

Form is designed for handwritten, or typewritten entries (10 pitch, 6th throw); margin and tab stops are indicated for ease 
of typing. 

On all numerals 1 thru 9 enter the numbar in the last box provided· preceeded by a's. 

Example: January 3rd, 1976 would read as follows: 

~ 
ONLY AFTER FINAL DISPOSITION· FORWARD PART TWO OF THIS FORM TO; 

JUVENILE COURT JUDGES COfv1MISSION 
SUITE 100, TOWNE HOUSE APARTMENT 
660 BOAS STREET 
HARRISBURG, PA. 17102 

Item A • Enter name of County of Jurisdiction. 

Item B • Enter child's name, - last name first, then first name and initial. If child has a number, enter his number. 

Item C • Enter street address, city or bora, township, county, state and zip code. 

Item D - Enter child's date of birth - - month, day and year, as shown. 

Item E • Enter in box - 1 for male, 2 for female. 

Item F Enter number that applies in box provided. 

Item G - Enter age at time of court intake. 

Item H - Enter date at time of court intake. 

Item I - Enter number that applies in box provided. 

Item J - Enter number of prior referrals to Juvenile Court. If more than 9-enter a 9. 

Item K - if no prior referrals, leave K blank. If there were pnor referrals, identify as Juvenile Court or Child Welfare in box 
58. Enter appropriate code for reason referred in boxes 59 thru 62. 

Item L - Enter codes for current - most serious - reasons referred, up to a maximum of four. 

Hem M - Indicate number of days for all places of care. 

Item N Enter number that applies in box provided. 

Item 0 - Enter number that applies in box provided. Check BOTH. only when Adjudicatory hearing is 
held by Master and Dispositional hearing is held by Judge. 

Item P - Enter number(s) thai apply in appropriate box(s); 1 for Yes or 2 for No. 

Item Q Enter number that applies In box provided. 

Item R - Enter codes for four most serious offenses substantiated at adjudication. 

Item S - Enter date adjudicated. 

Item T - Enter dale case is disposed of - enter month, day and year as shown. 

Item U In boxes 72 and 73 enter number that applies. Box 74 IS to be used only when a child is sent to a Group Home, 
Foster Home, or Non-Residential Community Based Facility that is attached to a parent - Public or Private Institution. 

EXAMPLE: Loysville Y.D.C. - Group Home - - enter 22-G in boxes provided. 
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ONEW 

o UPDATE 

YOUTH FACT SHEET 

A. IDENTIFICATION 

[ , 
~ 

Np.ME (Last) (First) 

3. MOST RECENT ADDRESS 

Stro~t 

City State 

5. DATE OF BIRTH 6. SEX 7. RACE 
M D Y 

I I I I 11 M·Mals 
F·Femels 

n1.Whlte 
2. Black -

B. COMMITMENT INFORMATION 

1. IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

(Middle) 4. BEST ESTIMATE OF NUMBER 
OF TIMES YOUTH HAS BEEN 
COMMITTED TO INSTITUTIONS 
FOR DELINQUENTS. 

(If no record BYallable 
enter 99) 

Zip I I I 
B. NUMBER OF PREVIOUS TIMES IN 

MENTAL HEALTH INPATIENT FACILITIES 

3. Hispanic J I I (If no racord BYaliable 
4. Other en\1>r·99) 

9. Ct>.St: ORIGIN 10. COMMITTING COUNTY (Refer to Manual for Codes) 

I. Court Commitment 
2. Other 

3. Crisis 

11. IS COMMITTING COUNTY THE SAME COUNTY WHERE ADJUDICATION 
TOOK PLACE? 

Y • Yes 

13. REFE:RRED TO COURT BY: 

1 . Police 
2· School 
3 . Probation 

N· No 

4 - County Child Welfare 
5· District Justice 
6· Relative 

14. CURRENT OFFENSES FOR WHICH ADJUDICATED (Refer to Manual for Codes) 

y. Yes N· No 

16. PRIOR OFFENSES FOR WHICH ADJUDICATED (Refer to Manual fbr Codel) 

y. Yes N· No 

C. PLACEMENT INFORMATION 
·IB. DATE OF ARRIVAL AT PLACEMENT 19. PLACEMENT CODE 

M 0 Y (Refer to Manual for Codes) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I 

50 

12. NAME OF COMMITTING JUDGE 

~ Last) (First) 

7· Social Agency 
8· Other Juvenile Court 
9· Other 

20. PLACEMEN:r NAME 

(M.I.) 

O· Unknown 

PW 606· 9-76 



YOUTH ACTIVITY SHEET 

A. IDENTIFICATION 
2. NAME (Last) (First) 

3. MOST RECENT ADDRESS 

Street 

City Stat9 Zip 

B. YOUTH ACTIVITY 
5. TYPE OF YOUTH ACTIVITY 

01· Runaway 

I II 

02, Runaway returned 
03 . Arrest· New Offense 
04 ' Arrest' Charges Dropped 
05, Serious injury to this youth as result of unacceptable behavior 

which Was initiated by this youth 
06 ' Serious inJurv to this youth as result of unacceptable behavior 

which was initiated by another youth 

[D'N""""'D" NO. 
1 I I I 
(Middle) 

4. DATE OF BIRTH 
M D Y 

I I I 1 

07 - Serious injury to youth as result of p:cident 
08, Serious injury to staff by youth 
09, Death of lndividual youth 
10, Youth returned to community (includes extended leave to community) 
11· Youth AWOL more than 3::1 days 
12· Youth Transferred (complete Item No.7, Transfer Information) 
15, Youth retllrned from extended leave to community 

6. DATE OF YOUTH ACTIVITY 7. TRANSFER INFORMATION 
Place Transferred to: 

M D Y Code Placement Name 

I I I I 1 I I I 1 1 J J 

C. YOUTH PLANS FOR HEARINGS, INITIATION 
8. VOUTH PLAN INITIATION 9. DATE PLAN SENT 

13. Plan sent to cOUrt for placement. transfer 
M D Y 

I I I 14. Plan sent to court for release J J J J 

D YOUTH PLANS FOR HEARING· COURT RESPONSE 
10. RESPONSE FROM COURT TO PLAN IS 11. DATE OF COURT RESPONSE TO PLAN 

M D V n V. Positive n N· Negative J 1 1 1 
12. DATE OF HEARING 13. COURT PRQER FOR FjEl.EASE/TRANSFER 14. DAtE OF.COURT ORDER 

(If there Is to be a hearing) RECEIVED BY PLACEMENT 

M D V M D Y 

I I , , nV,YeS UN.NO I I I 1 
PW 507·9-76 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 

CY 28-1 - 12-72 

OFFICE FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH 
ANNUAL STATISTICAL REPORT 

PUBLIC AND VOLUNTARY CHILD CARING INSTITUTIONS 
(Plea~e Read Instructions) 

Name of 
Institution Capacity ------------------------------------------------ ----------

Address __ ~~--------------~------------~------------~--------~----~------
(Street and Number) (City or Town) (County) 

I. CHILDREN RECEIVING SERVICE DURING YEAR 
A. Children receiving service as of January 1, 19 __ .... . 
B. Children admitted during year - Total (1 + 2, below) ... . 

1. Children not previously admitted during year 
2. Children previously admitted during year . . 

C. Total children receiving service during year (A + B) . . . . 
D. Children discharged during year . . . . . 
E. Children receiving service as of December 31, 19 (C - D) . 

1. Elsewhere (specify on reverse) ... . 
a. In your institution ....... . 
b. ElseHhere (specify on revE:rse) .. . 

2. From other agency or institution ... . 

II. SOURCE OF REQUESTS FOR SERVICE FOR CHILDREN FOR \<lHOM SERVICE 1~AS INITATED 
DURING YEAR - TOTAL (Same as I. B.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
A. Sourr~ of Referral: 

1. Juvenile Court. . . . . ... . 
2. Police Departments. . . ... . 
3. County or County Institution Districts 
4. Public Assistance ............... . 
5. Other health and Helfare organizations .... . 
6. Schools . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
7. ~arents or relatives ............. . 
8. Physicians, attorneys, or clergymen ...... . 
9. Neighbors and other citizens ......... . 

10. All other sources ............... . 

B. Classify the number of children included in the abOVe:! total in II. 
as follows: 
1.. Court committed as dependent or neglected 
2. Court committed as delinquent 
3. Not court committed ..... 

III. DISPOSITION OF CHILDREN FOR \<lHOM SERVICE WAS TERMINATED DURING YEAR - TOTAL 
(Same as I. D.) ....................... . 
A. Returned from placement to parents, relatives, or 

other individuals ................ . 
B. Legally adop ted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
C. Placed on Oloffi responsibility .......... . 
D. Deaths ............. , ........ . 
E. Referred to child caring agencies or institutions 

for dependent or neglected children . . . . . . . 
F. Referred to child caring agencies or institutions 

for delinquent children . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
G. Referred to Juvenile Court . . . . . . . . . . . . 
H. Referred to other health and welfare organizations 
I. Others . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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IV. AGE AND RACE OF CHILDREN UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION AS OF DECEMBER 31, 19 
(Same as I. E.!.) 
A. By Age Group: 

Under 3 but 5 but 7 but 12 but 15 but 
unk:J Total 3 years under 5 under 7 under 12 under 15 under 18 

l 
B. By Race: 

Total White Nonwhite Unknown 

V. COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF CHILDREN UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION AS OF 
DECEHBER 31, 19 (Same as I.E.!.) - Total.. . .... 

Number of 
County or State Children County or State 

Number of 
Children 

Number of 
County or State Children 

IV. LENGTH OF TIHE IN CONTINUOUS PLACEHENT OF CHILDREN UNDEK YOUR SUPERVISION 
AS OF DECEMBER 31, 19 (Same as I.E.l.) 

Len~of Time in Continuous Placement 
Total Under 6 mO. but 1 yr. but 2 yrs. but 5 yrs. but 7 yrs. 

Children 6 mo. Under 1 yr. under 2 under 5 under 7 and Over Unknown 

Reported by: Title: ------------------------
______________ Da te _______ _ 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 
OFFICE FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION 
OF ANNUAL STATISTICAL REPORT 

FOR PUBLIC AND VOLUNTARY CHILD CARING INSTITUTIONS (CY 28-1 - 12-72) 

I. CHILDREN RECEIVING SERVICE DURING YEAR 

This section is a report on the movement of population of all children 
receiving service during the year. 

A. l:hildren receiving service as of January 1. The number of children 
reported here must be tl1e same as the number repor ted in item 1. E. of 
the previous year's report, as under care December 31 of last year. 

B. Children admitted during year. Enteor here the number of children ad 
mitted to your institution during the year. This will be the total of 
1 and 2, below. Consider as "admissions" only those situations in
volving children who were moved out of intake and accepted for insti
tutional care or other continuing services. Include both children ac
cepted for direc t care and service and children for whom service ,vas 
purchased from other agencies. Do not include children who received 
only referral services, and children for whom the only service 1n1-
tiated was an investigation or study for another social agency or 
Orphans' Court. 

1. Child"!:211 not previously admitted during year. This will be a count 
of the different children admitted to your institution during the 
year. Each child accepted for care during the year is to be counted 
here only the first time he is accepted. (This count, added to the 
number receiving service at the beginning of the year, will give an 
unduplicated count of the different children cared for during the 
year.) 

2. Children previously admitted during year. This will be a count of 
the subsequent times children were admitted during the year. For 
example, a child ",ho is admitted or accepted three times during the 
year will be counted once (the first acceptance) in 1, above, and 
t",ice (2nd and 3rd acceptances) in 2. 

C. Total children receiving services during year. This will be the total 
of A and B, above. This is not a count of different children, since it 
includes children accepted for care more than once during the year. 

D. Children discharged during year. Enter here the total number of chil
dren for "'hom all services from your institution were terminated by 
discharge or death during the year. Do not consider as terminated 
children discharged from the institution but who are receiving some 
follo",-up service from the staff of the institution. 

E. Children receiving service as of December 31. This will be C minus D 
and should account for all children rece1vlng service from your institu
tion as of the end of the year. 1 t ,vill also be the Sum of 1 and 2, 
folloTlling. 
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1. Under your supervlslon - The number of children reported in this 
item should be only those under the direct, exclusive care or super
vision of your institution and who will not be reported by any other 
child caring agency or institution as receiving direct care in its 
annual report. The number reported here will be the Sum of a. and 
b., following. 

a. In your institution - Report here the number of children in your 
institution as of December 31. Include those on holiday leave. 

b. Elsewhere - Report here the number of children under your direct 
care or supervision who are absent form the institution for such 
reasons as hospitalization, runaway, etc. 

2. From other agency or institution - Report here those children for 
whom care is being purchased from or provided by another child 
caring agency or instj.tution, but for whom your institution has some 
continuing responsibility. 

II. SOURCE OF REQUESTS FOR SERVICE FOR CHILDREN FOR WHOM SERVICE WAS 
INITIATED DURING YEAR - TOTAL (Same as I. B.) 

Enter the number of children accepted for service from all sources during 
the year. This figure should be the same as I. B. and should also be the 
total of items 1 through 10. 

A. Source of Referral 
There must be reported only one source of referral for each child. If 
more than one source is involved, select that source which was the most 
active, responsible, and decisive in referral. If a child was referred 
for care more than once during the year, select the source applicable 
for each referral. 

1. Juvenile C( 'Jr.t. Report all children for whom an employee or official 
of the Juvenile Court was the source of contact or referral, whether 
or not the children were court committed to your institution. Do 
not include children who were court committed to your institution 
but the Juvenile cOurt was not the original source of referral. 

2. Police Departments. Report all children for whom the source of re
ferral or contact was local and State police departments, or other 
law enforcement agencies. 

3. County or County Institution District. Report all children for whom 
the Source of referral was the County, the County Institution Dis
trict, or the county child welfare agency. Note: The care of the 
child may be paid for by County or County Institution District 
funds without this agency being the source of referral. 

4. Public Assistance. Report all children referred for service by 
County Boards of Assistance. 

5. Other health and welfare organizations. Report all children re
ferred by other health and welfare services such as social agencies 
or institutions, health agencies or institution, hospital, clinics, 
etc. 
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6. Schools. Report all children referred by school administrators, 
school nurses, teachers, etc. 

7. Parents or relatives. Report all children for whom th(~ source of 
referral was directly f!"om parents or relatives. 

8. Physicians, attorneys or clergymen. Repor t all child ren n.'f erred by 
physicians, attorneys or clerg~nent. 

9. Neighbors and other citizens. Report here all children referred by 
neighbors and other citizens. 

10. All other sources. Report all children referred by sources other 
than the above, such as churches, fraternal organizations, etc. 

B. Classify the number of children included in the above total in II, a6 
follolVs: 

The sum of items 1, 2, and 3, should equal the total in II. 

1. Court committed as dependent or neglected. Report all children 
accepted for servi:e who were committed to your institution under 
court order as dependent or neglected children regardless of the 
source of referral. 

2. Court committed as delinquent. Report all children accepted for ser
vice ,vho \vere committed to your institution under court order as 
delinquent children regardless of the source of referral. 

3. Not court committed. Report all children accepted for service by 
your institution during the year \'1ho Ivere not court committed 
either as dependent, neglected, or delinquent. 

III. DISPOSITION OF CHILDREN FOR HI:lOM SERVICE HAS TERMINATED DURING YEAR -
JOTAL (Same as I. D.) 

Enter the total number of children for whom all service from your institu
tion Has terminated during the year. The total should be the same as I. D. 
and should also be the sum of items A. through 1. 

A. Returned from placement to parents, relatives, or other indiViduals, 
Report all children who had been in care in your institution and who 
were returned to the care of parents, relatives, or other individuals. 

B. JJega11y adopted. Report all children discharged from cc..re of your in
stitution because of issuance of a completed adoption decree. 

C. Placed on own responsibility. Report children Ivho at the time of dis
charge WL~~ self-supporting, unsupervised, married, or a member of the 
Armed Forces. This \(Ii11 include children discharged at age 2' . 

D. Deaths. Self-explanatory. 

E. Referred to child caring agencies or institutions for dependent or 
neglected children. Report all children discharged by your institution 
to child caring agencies or institutions serving primarily dependent 
neglected children. 
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F. Referred to child caring agencies or institutions for delinquent 
children. Report all children discharged to training schools or 
agencies other than juvenile courts, which serve primarily delinquent 
children. 

G. Referred to juvenile courts. Report all children discharged by your 
institution to juvenile courts for planning, supervision or other 
disposition. 

H. Referred to other health and welfare organizations. Report all chil
dren discharged by your agen~y to other health and welfare a6encies and 
institutions not included in items F. or G. above. 

1. Others. Report all discharged children not included in the above, in
cluding dropped absconders. 

IV. AGE AND RACE OF CHILDREN UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION AS OF DECEMBER 31 
~me as I. E. 1.) 

A. Classify the children reported in I. E. 1. by the specified age groups. 

B. Classify the children reported in I. E. 1. by race. 

V. COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF CHILDREN UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION AS OF DECEMBER 31. 
(Same as I. E. 1.) 

The number of children reported in this section should be the same as the 
number reported under your supervision in 1. E. 1. List each county in 
Pennsylvania from which you have children under your superv~s~on. Opposite 
.each county show the number of children from that county. If the county 
of residence is unknmVTl, ~vrite "Unknown" on one of the lines and indicate 
the number of children. 

For purposes of this report, the child's residence should be considered to 
be that of his responsible parent or guardian, even though this person 
may not be the one actually making board payments. If children were 
accepted from outside Pennsylvania, list the states given as residence of 
children in care under "County or State" and show the number of children 
in each case under "number of children." If children were accepted from 
the States of Delaware, Indiana, Washington, or Wyoming, circle to show 
that these are states, not counties. 

VI. LENGTH OF TI~lE IN CONTINUOUS PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN UNDER YOUR SUPERVISION 
AS OF DECEMBER 31. (Same as I. E. 1.) 

This is intended to reflect the length of time children under the super
vision of your institutiOn, namely, those reported in I. E. 1., have been 
continuously in your care as of December 31, whether they are in their 
first placement or have had several placements. We are anxious to secure 
data on how long children reported in foster homes and institutions have 
been continuously away from their families as of December 31st. Ignore 
home visits whether on a so-called trial basis or for short vacations, if 
either of these were for less than one month. 
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