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I. PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF APPROACH 

This plan is written to fulfill the legislative mandate given the Office of 

Children and Youth Services in P.A. 87 of 1978, Sec. ll5(d)(1): 

Sec. 115(d)(1) The office shall develop a plan for the establishment, 
maintenance, and operation of regional facilities to detain children 
concerning whom an order of detention has been issued under sections 
14, 15 and 16 of Chapter 12A of Act No. 288 of the Public Acts of 1939, 
as amended, being section 712A.14 to 712A.16 of the Michigan Compiled 
Laws. The primary focus of the plan shall be on providing a service 
network to areas of the state which do not have detention facilities. 

(2) The plan shall include: 
(a) An assessment of need for secure detention beds, and a 

proposal for providing and funding the needed beds. 
(b) An evaluation of detention alternatives and a proposal 

for caring for children needing custody while awaiting 
court hearings. 

(c) Provisions for a transportation network to serve areas 
at a distance from secure facilities. 

(3) The plan shall encourage the use of emergency shelter facilities 
and alternatives to secure detention where appropriate. 

(4) The plan shall provide that the county from which an order of 
detention is issued by the juvenile division of the probate court 
shall be liable to the state for 50% of the cost of care of the 
chil d. 

(5) In formulating the plan, the office shall consult with law enforcement 
agencies, judges of probate, public and private agencies which deal 
with children's services, and other persons concerned with children 
and youth services. 

(6) The plan shall be submitted to the legislature not later than March 
31, 1979, and shall be revised annually. 

For the purposes of this study we have defined a secure detention facility as 
a building which: 
1. Is capable of providing 24 hour care for juveniles pending court' 

disposition, 

2. Restricts entrance and exit through the use of locks, screens, etc. 
3. Operates throughout the year. 
4. Provides an educational program within the facil ity. 
Most of the legislative requirement for this plan is contained in Sec. 115d(2): 
"An assessment of nee.d for secure detention beds ... " However, professionals 
in the field vary considerably in their definitions of which youth require 
secure custody. 



In this plan we have assumed that the state's need for secure beds ultimately 
depends upon legislative decisions regarding which youth are to be considered 
for secure cl~stody. Applying this assumption we have provided the leg'jslature 
with options to consider in examing this issue. We have also attempted to 
provide the information necessary for the legislature to determine wh'ich option 
is appropriate by clarifying the consequences of each option in terms of the 
youth involved and the fiscal implications of the option. 

As was requested in the legislation the primary focus of this plan is on those 
areas of the ~tate which do not have detention services. It should be clear 
that given our mandate, and considering the resources available, this plan was 
not intended as an answar to all questions related to all uses of detention in 
Michigan. 
The assessment of Michigan's current detention needs required the collection 
of current, reliable detention needs assessment data through direct survey 
research. A Juvenile Court Intake Survey was completed by all juvenile courts 
in the state on each youth processed during a 30 day period (October 23, 1978 
through November 21, 1978). A Secure Custody Survey was completed on all youth 
processed during the same 30 day period by all secure detention facilities in 
the state and 188 of the 192 county jails and local police lock-ups. Copies of 
the survey instruments may be found in the Appendix. 

The data collected was analyzed and projections made for two legislative options: 
1 . The number and cost of secure and non-secure services needed for each 

region of the state if no changes are made in the juvenile code. 
2. The number and cost of secure and non-secure services needed for each 

region of the state if the legislature revises the juvenile code and 
incorporates a new set of standards for secure detention. 

Technical assistance was requested by the Office of Children and Youth Services; 
and provided by the Community Research Forum, of the University of Illinois. 
The Community Research Forum was assigned to provide this technical assistance 
by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in Washington, D.C. 
The Forum consulted with Michigan staff in developing a method for gathering 
and analyzing data for the regional detention plan. 

In this role, the Community Research Forum conducted two site visits, prepared 
survey instruments, discussed survey techniques, processed by computer the 
survey data for each of theeighty·three counties in Michigan, prepared a pre
liminary assessment of the survey results, and responded to various requests 
for materials on pertinent issues. 
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In addition to the data collected directly!, information from a variety of 
sources has been gathered on a county by county basis. This includes popu
iation projections, crime statistics, and other potential indicators of 
entrance into the juvenile justice system. 

The Appendix includes survey data collected from each county and Ilprofile 
sheets II whi ch show the projected need for each servi ce in each county. Thi s 
material on each county has been used as the basis for an examination of 
the implications of the legislative options. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

The concept of state operated regional juvenile detention centers is not new. The 

possib'jlity of a regional approach has been examined a number of times over the 

past 27 years. In 1952 a study of th~ need for such services was conducted by the 

National Probation and Parole Association at the request of the Michigan Probate 

Judges ' Association. At that time sixty-three of the eighty-three counties had no 

juvenile detention facilities and the study indicated that it would be economicdlly 

impossible for most of the smaller counties, or groups of smaller counties to 

construct and operate the needed facilities on their own. Since that time, some 

small facilities have been closed, others have been newly constructed and other 

facilities have been replaced. Of the new construction planned by individual 

counties none were able to address the detention needs of other counties. Presently 

63 counties do not have any detention facilities, other than jails. Conclusions 

from that study indicated that, in order to assure adequate youth services on a 

statewide basis, the State of Michigan would have to assume the responsibility 

for their development and operation. It was recommended that eight regional 

centers be constructed. 

The recommendation was considered by the legislature but no action was taken. 

Delinquent youth continued to be detained in adult jails, or released back to 

the community. 

In the early 1960 ' s Grand Traverse and surrounding counties explored the possibility 

of joining together for the purpose of planning, constructing, and operating a 

regional detention facility. However, agreement on administrative and fiscal 

arrangements could not be achieved and the project was abandoned. 

In 1966 the legislature authorized the Department of Social Services to again assess 

the need for regional centers, with emphasis on secure detention services. The 

availability of services had remained essentially as was indicated in the 1952 study. 

R~commendations resulting from this study included the construction and operation of 

eight regional centers intended to provide secure detention, diagnostic and probation 

services, consultation, and residential treatment services to state wards. 
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The 1966 recommendations were subsequently updated by the Department in March, 1967; 

October, 1967; November, 1968; and October, 1969. Capital Outlay statements request

ing appropriations for implementation of the regional center program were subnrltted 

to the legislature in the three successive years listed above. No appropriation was 

made and the youth service system in the state remained much as it was in 1952. 

In the late 1960 l s Berrien, Cass, and Van Buren Counties joined together for the 

purpose of planning a joint-operated regional center. Upon learning the projected 

cost, Cass and Van Buren Counties dropped out at the planning stage alld Berrien County 

proceeded alone to bu'ild a detention, treatment, court center in Berrien Springs to 

serve Berrien County youth. Also in the late 1960 1s, st. Clair County went through 

a process similar to that of Berrien County and eventually built a facil ity that 

serves St. Clair County youth alone. Vlhile these two facilities adequately served 

the need of the respective counties, Berrien and St. Clair, they did little to alle

viate the continuing problem of little or no such services in the surrounding smaller 

counties. 

In 1973 another study was authori zed by the Juvenil e JlUsti ce System Commi ttee, whi ch 

had been established by the Michigan Legislative Council. This study was conducted 

by the John Howard Association of Chicago and published in 1974. Their focus was 

not limited to regional detention centers but encompassed the full range of "juvenile 

j usti ce servi ces in Mi chi gan. II 

Findings from the John Howard Association study included: 

II. • • the county (i s) not a pr'ucti ca 1 base for servi ces (the) 

present county system provides unequal treatment for juveniles through

out the state ... (the) Michigan system (is) overly complex and 

fragmented . . . II 

Major goals listed in the study included ll 
••• establish minimum levels 

of service for all counties and narrow the gap between high and low service 

level counti es . . . increase del inquency preventi on efforts , . . II 
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Commenting specifi cally on detention servi ces, the editor of the study report states 

" ... The northern two-thirds (of the state), is largely uncovered (by detention 

services), with the result that jails or other make-shift arrangements have to be 

used - or the court must release a child who should be detained pending court dis

position.11 He also stated t~at county administration of detention is not efficient 

even in the southern one-third of the state where population is ~he most concentrated. 

There are still "'islands," small counties with no detention facilities, located 

between larger counties that have them. 

In 1975 the legislature esta~lished the Office of Juvenile Justice Services as a 

time limited two year agency. Major responsibilities of the new office were, in 

part, to develop a "Comprehensive Plan and Budget" which wou'lld recommend ways ar l 

means ... (for) the establishment of a system for delivery of services which would 

reduce inequities through provision of more uniform standards, procedures and funding 

and to determine which agency or branch of government should bear the responsibility 

for the development, delivery and evaluQtt'ion of services. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice Services was formed early in 1976 and its report, 

Michigan Comprehensive Plan for Juvenile Justice Services, was published in the 

winter of 1977. In that report the availability of detention services was found 

to be much the same as was indicated in the studies and reports of 1952, 1966-69, 

and 1973. 

The above brief history indicates the intense and perpetual interest in the services 

afforded, or not afforded, to the youth in this state. The history of past attempts 

indicates that the administration, the development of rolicy and procedures, fiscal 

responsibility, and judicial cooperation still remain problematic. There continues 

to be differences of ,,>pinion concerning state ve'('su~ local administration and the 

funding of such services. 

Recently, in 1977, Allegan and Genesee Counties approached the Office of Children 

and Youth Services, requesting that the state assume the responsibility of operating 

their locally based juvenile detention facilities. After exploring this possibility, 

the presiding judge and the Allegan County Board of Commissioners elected to continue 
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their own operation. The request from Genesee County was a unanimous one from the 

three probate judges and +he county board of commissioners. The request resulted 

in plans developed by the Office of Children and Youth Services for the operation of 

the first regional detention center. 

In August, 1978, state funds were appropriated by the state legislature 

authorizing the Department of Social Services to administer and operate the Genesee County 

Children's Facility as a regional detention center primarily serving"nine counties 

(Genesee, Gratiot, Eaton, Shiawassee, Livingston, Tuscola, Huron, Lapeer, and Sanilac), 

beginning October 1, 1978. 

It was learned at the tim~ of this writing, April, 1979, that the Bay County Juvenile 

Court has received a LEAA grant for an architectural study for the expansion of the 

Bay County detent-ion facility. Preliminary discussion has been held rega\"ding the 

possibility of this facility serving the counties of Bay, Clare, Gladwin, Arenac, 

Midland, Isabella, Huron and Tuscola. 

We will continue to explore this possibility with Bay County and will submit an 

addendum to the legislature if the arrangement appears feasible. 
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III. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

If action is taken on this plan through the legislative process, a major policy 
decision must be made in order to select the appropriate action. This decision 
is essentially one of determining the degree of discretion that can be exercised 
by major juvenile justice decision makers. 

Findings indicate that additional services wi'll be necessary in any event. 
However, the amount and type of needed services will change depending upon 
the degree of discretion permitted by Michigan law. 

The effect on needed servi ces of changes in di screti onary power is 
terms of two major legislative options. 
These major options are: 

expressed in I 

1. Fund additional services necessary to support the current degree of 
discretion established by legislative policy. We have labeled this 
option: "current code". 

2. Modify the existing juvenile code and fund additional services necessary 
~o support more standardized decision making. We have used standards 
for detention developed by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

(LEAA) as a means of illustrating the effect of standards on needed 
services. This option is labeled: "revised code". 

I 

It should be clear that neither option in any manner represents a "wish list " of 
services desired by professionals in the field. These projections are taken from 
the questionnaire which asked staff where ind'ividual youth were actually placed, 
and then asked where the youth would have "ideally" been placed if the resource 
existed. The questionnaire also enabled us to classify each youth as eligible 
or non-eligible for secure detention under LEAA standards. 

Discussion 
Michigan has spent considerable time and effort over the past several years 
discussing modifications of the existing juvenile code. There is considerable 
disagreement among professionals about the approach which should be taken$ 
evidenced by the fact that no substantial changes in the code have been made. 

Disagreements between individuals are not likely to be settled even by the 
legislative process. However, either by direct involvement, or through their 
representatives, eventually the people of the State of Michigan must settle 
the arguments, by determining the State's policy related to these issues. 
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The primary intent of this plan is not to decide the issues, but to make the 
issues and the consequences of action as clear as possible. 

The following material provides a summary of the assumptions behind each legislative 
option and describes the amount, type and cost of services needed for both options. 

Basic Assumptions of the Current Code 

Assumption 1. The juvenile court should focus on providing a service to 
youth. This service should be personalized to meet the unique 
characteristics and circumstances of each youth. 

Assumption 2. Emphasis should be placed on the discretionary power of major 
decision makers in the system. This requires: a) providing 
sufficient services to be used by these decision makers to 
place youth in settings they believe to be appropriate and 
b) placing few restrictions on the use of the services, based 
on either the nature of the youth's behavior or the degree of 
restrictiveness of the facility in which they are placed. 

Assumption 3. Since a service is being provided in juvenile justice, this 
service should be available to all who need it. The type of 
youth and behaviors brought under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of the system tend to expand under this approach. 

Basic Assumptions of a Revised, More Standardized, Code 
Assumption 1. The juvenile court should focus on judicial decision making. 

There should be increased consistency in decisions which 
restrict the liberty of others. 

Assumption 2. The discretionary power of major decision makers in the system 
should be deemphasized. This requires establishing standards 
which: a) limit decisions which restrict the liberty of others, 
and b) still allows for discretion in decisions, but only after 
a determination of whether or not a youth meets an objective set 
of criteria (i.e., not all youth who meet criteria for secure 
detention need be placed there). 

Assumption 3. Since judicial decision making is involved, these decisions 

should only be made when clearly necessary under law. The type 
of youth and behaviors brought under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of the system tend to reduce under this approach. 

10 
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General Recommendations 

A. We recommend that the legislature review its juvenile justice policies 
in light of the information provided here and appropriate funds for 
services in the amounts required to meet either the need based on the 
current code or the need based on a revised code. 

B. Whichever option is selected by the legislature we recommend that the 
funds be allocated in phases over a three year period as specified in 
the phasing chart for each option at the end of this plan. 
This phasing of funds is designed to accomplish the following: 
1. Spread the high cost to the state of developing new programs 

over a defined period. 
2. Allow time for local areas to cooperatively develop, test and 

implement the new programs. 
3. Permit the adoption of sunset clauses which make future funds 

contingent upon a re-examination of the projected need. 
C. We recommend that the Michigan Department of Social Services be given 

the authot'ity and responsibility necessary to insure minimum placement 
services are available in every part of the state, in amounts and types 
which are consistent with the State's juvenile justice policies. If 
locc:.l governments can provide more than these minimums, they should be 
free to do so. However, it should remain the responsibility of the Depart
ment to identify, establish and maintain at least the minimum services, 
by type and quantity, necessary to provide support options to the judiciary. 

The departmental responsibility should be divided into two areas depending 
upon the nature of the service, and the best interest of the state: 
1. Responsibility for direct operation of services through MOSS Central 

or county offices. 
2. Responsibility for indirect operation of services through the funding 

and monitoring of non-DSS providers. 
If approved, we expect newly constructed regional facilities to be operated 
directly by the Department of Social Services. However, enabling legisla
tion should allow the Department to purchase these services if the Depart
ment believes it would be in the best interest of the state. 

Services Needed and Costs 
The following summarizes the services and costs required for each region under each 
option. All of the recommended locations are tentative. The final selection will 
depend upon factors which cannot be con~idered here, such as available land, 

community preference, etc. 

11 



Option 1 
PROJECTED SERVICES NEEDED UNDER CURR~NT COQ~ 

I Region 1 - UPl2er Peninsula I 
1. Secure detention - 20 beds 

Location: Marquette 
Cost: 

Construction - $1,000,000 
Annual Operation - $525,600 
Transportation - $45,304 
Vehicle - $8,000 

Sub-total: $1,579,904 * 
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Baraga, Menominee, 

Mackinac, Luce 
Cost: $88,768 

3. Hold-over facilities 
Locations: Houghton, Delta, Chippewa 
Cost: 

Constructiqn - $25,000 
Annual Operation - $55,450 

Regional TOTAL: $1,749,122 * 
i Region 3 - ~lid-Lower Peninsula I 

1. Secure detention - 17 beds 
Location: B~g Rapids 
Cost: 

Construction - $850,000 
Annual Operation - $446,760 
Transportation - $17,355 
Vehicle - $8,000 

Sub-total: $1,323,115 * 
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Arenac, Osceola, Oceana 
Newaygo, Saginaw 
Cost: $186,412 

3. Hold-over Facilities 
Locations: Clare, Montcalm 
Cost: 

Construction - $25,000 
Annual Operation - $49,896 

Regional TOTAL: $1,584,423 * 

I Region 2 - Northern Lower Peninsula] 

1. Secure detention - 30 beds 
Location: Gaylord 
Cost: 

Construction - $1,500,000 
Annual Operation - $788,400 
Transportation - $36,249 
Vehicle - $8,000 

Sub-total: $2,333,649 * 
2. Shelter homes 

-Locations: Emmet, Charlevoix, Crawford, 

'tJexford, Ogemaw 
Cost: $97,645 

3. Hold-over facilities 
Location: Grand Traverse 
Cost: 

Construction - $10,000 
Annual Operation - $24,948 

Regional TOTAL: $2,466,242 * 
I Region 4 - Southern Hest and ~lid Michiga-n] 

1. Secure detention - 14 beds 
Location: Battle Creek 
Cost: 

Construction - $700,000 
Annual Operation - $367,920 

Transportation - $15,315 
Vehicle - $8,000 

Sub-total: $1,108,419* 
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Barry, Jackson, Cass 
St. Joseph, Lenawee 
Cost: $133,152 

3. Hold-over facil ities 
Locati on: Cass 
Cost: 

Construction - ~5,OOO 

Annual Ope~ation - $11,088 
Regional TOTAL: $1,257,659 * 

* Total costs are fo~ construction/purchase, plus one year of operation. 
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I Region 5 ; Southeast Metro Area 

1. Secure detention 
- 0 -

2. Shelter homes 
Locations: Washtenaw, Monroe 
Cost: :$26,630 

3. Hol d-over facil ities 
Location: Wayne 
Cost: 

Construction - $40,000 
Annual Operation - $116,424 

Regional TOTAL: $163,054 * 

OPTION 1 - GRAND TOTAL: $7,332,558* 

I Regi on 6 - Fl i nt Area I 
1, Secure detention 

- 0 -

2. Shelter homes 
Locations: Huron, Genesee, Eaton 
Cost: $79,892 

3. Hold-o',,1f.;r facilities 
Location: Cass City 
Cost: 

Construction - $10,000 
Annual Operation - $22,176 

Regional TOTAL: $112,068 * 

* Total costs shown are for construction/purchase, plus one year of operation. 
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Option 2 
PROJECTED SERVICES NEEDED UNDER CODE REVISION 

I Regi on 1 - Upper Peni nsul a I 
1. Secure detent; on - 14 beds 

Location: Marquette 
Cost: 

Construction - $700,000 
Annual Operation - $367,920 
Transportation - $30,799 
Vehicle - $8,000 

Sub-total: $1,122,224 * 
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Baraga, Menominee, 
Mackinac Luce 
Cost: $88,768 

3. Hold-over facilities 
Locations: Houghton, Delta, Chippewa 
Cost: 

Construction - $25,000 
Annual Operation - $55,450 

4. In-home detention 
Locations: Mackinac, Alger, Baraga, 
Dickinson, Ontonagon 
Cost: $39,000 
Regional TOTAL: $1,330,442 * 

I Region 3 - ~1id-Lower Peninsula I 
1. Secure detention - 14 beds 

Cost: $500,000 (R~novation of Bay 
facility, remainder of need covered 
by existing facilities.) 

2. Shelter homes 
Locations: Arenac, Osceola, Oceana, 
Newaygo, Saginaw 
Cost: $186,412 

I Region 2 - Northern Lower Peninsula J 

1. Secure detention - 17 beds 
Location: Gaylord 
Cost: 

Construction - $850,000 
Annual Operation - $446,760 
Transportation - $27,909 
Vehicle - $8,000 

SUb-total: $1,342,009 * 
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Emmet, Charlevoix, Cheboygan, 
Crawford, Wexford, Ogemaw 
Cost: $97,645 

3. Hold-over facilities 
Location: Grand Traverse 
Cost: 

Construction - $10,000 
Annual Operation - $24,948 

4. In-home detention 
Locations: Grand Traverse, Leelanau, Alpena~ 
Crawford, losco 
Cost: $52,000 
Regional TOTAL: $1,526,602 * 

I Region 4 - Southern West and Mid Michiiiri] 
1. Secure detention - 8 beds 

Cost: - 0 - (Need covered by eXisting 
facilities. ) 

2. Shelter homes 
Locations: Barry, Jackson, Cass, 
St. Joseph, Lenawee 
Cost: $133,152 

* Total costs shown are for construction/purchase, plus one year of operation. 
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I Reg; on 3 - cont; nued I 
3. Hold-over facilities 

Locations: Clare, Montcalm 
Cost: 

Construction - $25,000 
Annual Operation - $49,896 

4. In-home detention 
Locations: Clare, Lake 
Cost: Need i nsuffi ci ent to warrant 
Regional TOTAL: $761,308 * 

l Regi on 5 - Southeast Metro Area] 
1. Secure detention 

Cost: - 0 -
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Washtenaw, Monroe 
Cost: $26,630 

3. Hold-over facilities 
Location: Wayne 
Cost: 

Construction - $40,000 
Annual Operation - $116,424 

4. I n- home detenti on 
Need for in-home detention could not 
be detennined from data collected. 
Regional TOTAL: $183,054 * 

OPTION 2 ~ GRAND TOTAL: $4,153,714 * 

I Regi on 4 - cont; nued I 
3. Hold-over facilities 

Location: Cass 
Cost: 

Construction - $5,000 
Annual Operation - $11,088 

4. In-home detention 
Locations: Cass, Branch, St. Joseph 

staff. Cost: $26,000 
Regional TOTAL: $175,240 * 

[Region 6 - Flint Area I 
1. Secure detention 

Cost: - 0 -
2. Shelter homes 

Locations: Huron, Genesee, Eaton 
Cost: $79,892 

3. Hold-over facilities 
Location: Cass City 
Cost: 

Construction - $10,000 
Annual Operation - $22,176 

4. In-home detention 
Location: Genesee, Shiawassee 
Cost: $39,000 
Regional TOTAL: $151,068 * 

* Total costs shown are for construction/purchase, plus one year of operation. 
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IV. ALTERNATIVES FOR YOUTH TAKEN INTO CUSTODY 
The flow chart on the following page provides a general description of 
the activities involved in bringing youth before the court. It is pro
vided to give the reader an understanding of the context in which detention 
occurs. 
The process from police contact to adjudication may be viewed as a series 
of decision points. At each point the decision maker's actions (in this 
case law enforcement and courts) are guided by three major sets of con
siderations: 
a. The circumstances of the event (the nature of the alleged offense, 

the age of the youth, etc.). 
b. The limits imposed by constitutional law, statute and rule under these 

circumstances. 
c. The service options which are available and can legally be used. 
The decision maker's task ;s essentially one of determining the most effective 
action based on the circumstances of t~E event, the limits of law and the 
availability of appropriate placements. 
In this plan we have attempted to describe the current system based on an 
assessment of these three factors: 1) We have collected information on the 
circumstances involved for each youth processed in Michigan during a thirty 
day period. 2) The limits imposed by statutory law are described in the body 
of the plan when applicable. 3) Finally, this section presents the service 
options which are or could be available to these decision makers, and describes 
the nature and the extent of their current use in Michigan. 
There are a variety of alternative services which can be used to maintain 
adolescents accused of delinquency prior to their court hearings. The nature, 
availability and extent of use of each of these resources is discussed in the 
following material. 
A. Jails ~nd Lock-up~ 

Jails ~ 'e secure facilities for adults operated by county governments. 
They may be used either pending court hearing(s), or as a placement 
after disposition. 
Lock-ups are secure facilities for adults normally operated by municipal 
governments and placed in or near the police station. They are used 
primarily for adults pending a court appearance. There are 192 jails 
and lock-ups in the State of Michigan. 
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Denial of 
Petition 
If charge is 
unfounded, or 
best interests 
of child & 
public will 
be served 

_ .. 

JUVENILE COURT FLOW CHART 

Determination of Jurisdiction 

Asst'r\ion of an offense by a child or against 
a child which provides grounds for bringing 
('hild within provisions of Jl1venile Code 

• Taking tnto Custody 

• with court order 

• without court order {child under t 7 l1lil\, be t"ken 
into temporary custody by POIiCl' officer when: 

•• found viol"ting law or ordin"ncc 
•• conditions exist which would make Mrt'st 1,1Wful 

if child were un adult 
•• officer reason"bly believes child is 

l'vading the person havtng leg,,1 custody 
•• surroundings such as to endanger child's health, 

mor,115, or welfare 

Taking Before Court 

It is duty of officer to release child to custody of 
parcnt, except as to the (allowing childr~'n who may 
be dewinl'd: 
• thOle whose hOl11e mndilions l11ake immcdi"tl' removal 

neecssar\' 
• those who have runaway from home 
• those whose offenses Me so St<fIOlIS tlh1t relNsl' 

would enciangN public safely 
• those detained for ObS('fV,ltion. study, and treat· 

ment by qualified e~.tJl)rt~ 

tf detilined, officer mu;t bring child befor£' the 
(OUll 

Court InlaKe Procedure 

Complaint filed or lX'tition submitted must set 
forth charges ,lgJin5t parent or child with 
darity anti specificity 

If youth rel~ased to parents, court makes Inquiry 
(screening) to cletermine legal sufficiency of com· 
plaint ,111(1 need (or court involvement 

If youth detillncd, court must hold Preliminary 
Hearing within 40 hours after child taken into 
custody. Judge or referee makes detcrmin.lion 
to iile tX'tition and determines necessity to 
further detain child pending adJudication hearing 

-----~ 

-------) 

Refer to Consent Calendar Formal Calendar 
Protective UPOIl filing of Procedure 
Services pelition & with Pelilion filed, 
If services consent of child, formal nolice given, 
of protective proceed informally rt. to counsel, rt. 
& sllpporlive No commitment or to jury. Two phases 
nature wit! change in custody of hearing: 
best serve may be ordered adjudicatory phase. 
Interests of determination of gullt 
child & SOciety dispositional phase· 

measures to be t"ken with 
youth (similar to sen· 
tenclng iil adult court) 
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detilined further 
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Under certain circumstances, Michigan law permits the use of jails and 
lock-ups for persons who are legally defined as juveniles. The limita
tions and exceptions for the jail ing of youth are addressed in the 
Michigan Juvenile Code~ Act 412 of the Public Acts of 1965. Section 16 
excludes the jailing of youth under the age of 15 years, however, it 
defines conditions which allow the use of jail detention for youths aged 
15 and over. Section 16 states in part ... the child shall not be 
confined in any police station, prison, jail, lock-up or reformatory, or 
be transported with, or compelled or permitted to associate or mingle with, 
criminal or dissolute persons. The exception is stated also in Section 16: 

However, a child 15 years or age or older whose habits or conduct 
are deemed such as to constitute a menace to other children, or who 
may not otherwise safely be detained (in a juvenile detention 
facility), may, on order of the court, be placed in jailor other 
place of detention for adults, but in a room or ward separate 
from adults, and for a period not to exceed thrity days, unless 
longer detention is necessary for service of process. 

This detention option was created in part f0r those youth who pose spec 
danger to the operation of a juvenile detention center and who could then 
be transferred from the detention center to the jail for the purpose of 
perserving the welfare and safety of other youth. However, it also pro
vides authority to utilize jail detention on a short-term, emergency basis. 

Section 14, of the Juvenile Code, specifies II ••• no child under the nqe 
of 17 years taken into custody under the provisions of this chapter shall 
be held ... unless such child shall be completely isolated so as to 
prevent any verbal, visual or phYSical contact with any adult prisoner. 
Obviously, this is often difficult to do, even with the best efforts on 
the part of the court and jail staff. 

II 

It should be clear that law enforcement authorities do not have the authority 
to detain. Only the juvenile judge or his designee has statutory power to 
make detention decisions. However, the enforcement officer must make the 
initial detention decision with at least the iffiplied endorsement of the 
court. 
Police and sheriffls departments are available 24 hours a day, seven days 
a week. Therefore, the jail is frequently used to detain youth while the 
juvenile judge or the youth's parents are being contacted. In counties 
where there is no local detention facility or shelter home, the jail may 
be the only option available to physically house a youth while contact is being 
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made with the juvenile court or the youth's parents. 
Many Michigan juvenile courts do provide for intake 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week for the expressed purpose of making immediate place-

ment decisions. 
Although a youth can be detained at any hour, procedures for release 
must often fit into the more relaxed eight hour, five days a week 
schedules of courts and probation departments. 
Current Rate of Use of Jail 
1. Michigan Department of Corrections Statistics: 

Statistics concerning the jailing of juveniles have been a source 
of argument for years. Data compiled from Michigan Department of 
Corrections, Office of Facilities Services monthly housing reports, 
show large numbers of juveniles being jailed each year. Juvenile 
court officials often challenge these statistics as being grossly 
inflated when compared to their own statistics, or misleading. 

Each county sheriff or city chief of police is responsible for 
completing monthly reports on their jailings (see samples of Forms 
132A and 1328 in the Appendix). 
Because the youth population in jails is small relative to the adult 
population the forms were not designed to provide precise counts of youth 
jailed. Consequently, independent decisions are made regarding which 
youth should be logged. For example, some jails count only youth who 
physically are locked in a cell, others count all youth brought to any 
part of the jail for any reason, others only log youth if they stay 

overnight. 
The Department of Corrections (Office of Facilities Services) and the 
Department of Social Services (Office of Children and Youth Services) 
are in the process of reducing these difficulties by revising the 
guidelines for completing the monthly census reports. These changes 
are to be tested in the area served by the Genesee regional facil ity. 

Statistics from the two monthly reports for the survay period 
(October 23,1978 through November 21,1978) are shown on Charts 
and 2. Chart #1 illustrates the confusion about the number of youth 
placed in jails based on current reporting procedures. The data on 
this chart is taken from two different Department of Corrections forms. 
The Monthly Housing Report (132A) is collected by counting all persons 
~ the facility at midnight. The column labeled 132A shows the number 
of youth in these facilities October 23 through November 21,1978. 
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CHART 1 

JUVENILES (under 17 years) ADMITTED - RELEASED TO JAIL AND LOCK-UPS 
MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS MONTHLY HOUSING REPOI'<T (132A) 

I'.ND MONTHLY ADMISSIONS AND RELEASE REPORT (132B) 

OCTOBE'; 23 THROUGH NOVEMBER 21, 1978 

132B TOTAL 132B TOTAL 
A* R* from A* R* from 

M F M F 132A M F M F 132A 

ALCONA () () () 0 0 la~t Li1nsil~q () 0 0 () 0 AWE\{ ;1 0 1 0 14 Lilnsinq 0 0 0 0 0 ALLEGAN () 0 0 () 0 IONIA 0 1 0 1 I ALPENA 0 0 2 () 0 Belding 0 0 () () 0 ANTRllvl I () 1 0 2 l05eO 0 0 0 () () ARENAC () () 0 () () Oscoda 0 () 0 (' 0 BARAGA 0 () 0 0 0 IRON l) n 2 0 32 Bl\RRY 0 0 () 0 0 Iron River 0 () () 0 () BAY 0 0 () () 0 ISABELLA () () J) () tl BENZIE 0 0 0 0 0 Mt. Ple,l,ant () 0 0 0 0 BERRil:N 0 0 0 () 0 JACKSON (! () () () () Benton Harbor () () 0 0 0 Jackson () () () () 0 Nilt's () () () 0 () KALAMAZOO 0 0 () () 0 BRANCH I () I (1 0 Kalamaloo () () 0 () 0 CALHOUN () () () () () Portilge 0 0 () () 0 Albion () 0 0 () () KALKASKA I () 1 0 I B,1ltle Creek () () 0 () I) KENT () () 0 () 0 Sl1ringfield () 0 () 0 0 Grand R,lpicis 21 ·1 21 ,I 25 tASS ·1 0 ,) 0 12 Wyoming () 0 () () 0 CIIARLEVOIX 0 0 0 0 0 KEWEENAW 0 0 0 () 0 CHEBOYGAN 0 0 () 0 0 LAKE 2 0 2 0 0 OIiPPEWA 3 .J ,1 6 ~5 LAPEER 3 () ,) () I) 
CLARE () () () () 0 LEELANAU I I 1 2 7 CLINTON 0 0 () 0 () LENAWEE 0 i' 0 0 () .J 
CRAWFORD 2 1 1 1 1 Tecum~eh 0 0 0 0 0 DELTi\ 2 1 1 () 17 LIVINGSTON () () 0 () .3 DICKINSON () I () 1 () LlIeE () II 0 {) () 
EATON () 0 () 0 U MACKINAC 2 (l 2 0 2 Chilr/olle () () () () 0 '''lackinaC' Isl,ind 0 0 0 0 0 EMMET 0 0 () 0 () MACOMB 0 0 () 0 () 
GENESEE 0 \1 () 0 0 Centerline () () () 0 () 

Fenton 0 () 0 0 0 Clinton Twp, 0 () () () () 
Flint 0 () 0 0 0 E, Detroit 0 0 () 0 () 

GLADWIN .3 0 S 0 24 Fr,l~er 0 0 () () 0 GOGEBIC <I () <I 1 .l Ml. Clt'mens 6 1 6 2 () 
GRAND TRAVERSE 6 J 7 J 50 RoseVille 146 27 146 27 173 Traverse City () 0 0 0 0 St. Clair Shores () () () 0 0 GRATIOT () 0 0 0 0 Utica 0 0 () () () 

Alma () 0 () 0 0 W,lrren 37 3 .37 :1 3 St. Louis () () () () 0 MANISTEE I 0 1 0 l IIiLLSDALE 0 0 0 0 26 MARQUETTE 0 1 0 1 :3 HOUGHTON J 0 3 (i 5 Ishpeming C 0 (J () () 
HURON :3 1 .3 1 6 Negaunee () () () () () 
INGHAM 0 0 0 0 () NIASON () () 1 0 0 

21 

.. __ m. ______________ ·~3 ...... ~ ........ ~ .. m. .... __ .. .a __________ ~ ___ , ____________________ __ 



132B TOTAL 132B TOTAL 

from A* "* from A* R* II, 

M F M F 132A M F M F 132A 

MECOS"A 0 I 1 I 3 Sturgis 0 0 0 0 0 
MENOlvilNEE 2 0 1 0 1 Three Rivers 0 I 0 1 1 
MIDLAND 0 0 0 0 -1 SANILAC 4 2 6 2 26 
MISSAUKEE 0 0 0 0 0 SCHOOLCRAFT 1 0 I 0 2 
MONROE 0 0 0 0 0 SHIAWASSEE 0 0 0 0 0 
MONTCALM 4 2 1 1 0 TUSCOLA 1 3 I 3 -1 
MONTMORENCY 0 0 0 0 0 VAN BUREN 1 0 0 1 1 
MUSKEGON 1 0 0 0 1 South I-Iaven 0 0 0 0 0 
NEWAYGO 1 0 0 1 2 WASHTENAW 0 0 () 0 0 
OAKLAND 0 0 0 0 0 Ann Arbor 0 0 0 0 0 

Berkley 0 0 0 0 0 Chelsea () () () () 0 
Birmingham 0 () 0 0 () Ypsilanti 0 0 0 0 () 

Clawson 0 0 0 0 0 WAYNE 0 () () () 86 
Farmington 0 0 0 0 0 Allen Park 0 () () 0 () 

Farmington Hills () () () 0 0 Canton Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 
Ferndale 0 0 0 0 0 Dearborn 19 5 19 5 13 
Hazel Park 0 0 0 0 0 Dearborn Heights () 0 () () 0 
Maclison Heights 0 0 0 0 0 Ecorse () 0 0 0 0 
Milrord 0 0 0 0 0 Flat Rock 0 0 0 0 0 
Novi 0 0 0 0 0 Garden City 37 n 37 13 0 
Oak Park 2 0 2 0 2 Grosse Pointe 0 0 0 0 0 
Oxrord 0 0 0 0 0 Grosse Pte. Farms 0 0 0 0 0 
Rochester 0 0 0 0 0 Grosse Pte. P<lrk 0 0 0 0 () 

Royal Oak 0 0 0 0 0 Grosse Pte. Shores 0 0 0 0 0 
Royal Oak Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 Grosse Pte. Woods 0 0 () 0 0 
Southfield 0 0 0 0 0 Hamtramck 0 0 () () 0 
SOLlth Lyon 0 0 () 0 () Harper Woods () () () () () 

Troy () () () 0 0 Highland Park () () () () () 

Wixom 0 0 0 () 0 Inkster () 0 () 0 0 
OCEAt-1A 0 0 0 0 0 Lincoln Park 0 0 0 () () 

OGEMAW () 3 1 3 5 Livonia 0 0 0 0 0 
ONTONAGON 0 () 1 0 1 Melvindale 0 0 0 0 0 
OSCEOLA 0 0 0 0 0 Northville 0 0 0 0 () 

OSCODA 0 0 0 0 0 Plymouth 0 0 0 0 0 
OTSEGO 0 0 0 0 0 Redrord Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 
OTTAWA 2 0 0 0 6 River Rouge 0 0 0 0 0 

Grand Havf;'n 0 0 0 0 0 Riverview 0 0 0 () 0 
Holland () 0 0 0 0 SOLlthgate 17 1 16 1 0 
Zeeland 0 0 0 0 0 Taylor 0 0 0 0 0 

PRESQUE ISLE 0 0 0 0 0 Trenton 0 0 0 0 0 
ROSCOMMON 0 0 0 0 0 Wayne 0 0 0 0 0 
SAGINAW 1 0 1 0 2 Westl=lI1r\ 30 12 30 12 0 
ST. CLAIR 0 0 0 0 0 Wyanclotte 5 0 5 0 0 

Algonac 1 0 1 0 1 WEXFORD 1 0 0 0 0 
Clay Twp. 6 0 8 0 98 Cadillac 0 0 0 0 0 

ST. JOSEPH 0 0 0 0 0 

* A = Admittance R = Release 
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CHART 2 

JUVENILES ADMITTED TO JAIL* 

(1) NUMBER OF YOUTH (2) LENGTH OF STAY BY DAYS 

OCTOBER 23 THROUGH NOVEMBER 21, 1978 

ALGER 
1·6 days, °1·8 days 

ANTRIM 
1·2 days 

BRANCH 
J.1 day 

CALHOUN 
1·3, 1·6 clays, 3·1 day 

CHIPPEWA 
1·1 day, 6 YOllth, cannot tell 
length of stay 

CLARE 
1 in Oct alit 1 1/2 

CRAWFORD 
2·1 day,l·4 clays 

DELTA 
1·1 clay, 1·9 days, 1·8 clays 

DICKINSON 
1 in ~< alit same day 

GOGEBIC 
3·1 day, 1 in & alit same day 

HILLSDALE 
13 days of care no iel. or adm. 

HOUGHTON 
1 in & alit same clay, 1·3 days, 1·2 days 

HURON 
1·1 day, 2·2 days 

IRON 
2 in Oct. alit 11116 

KALKASKA 
1·1 day 

KENT - Grand Rapclis 
25·1 day 

LAKE 
2·1 clay 

LAPEER 
2·1 clay, 1·5 days, 1 in Oct. alit 1111 

LIVINGSTON 
9·1 day 

MACKINAC 
1·1 clay, °1·3 days 

MACOMB - Roseville 
173·1 clay 

MACOMB - Warren 
6·1 clay 

MANISTEE 
1·3 clays 

MARQUETTE 
1·2 days 

MECOSTA 
1 in Oct. alit 11/3, 1·2 days 

MENOMINEE 
2·1 day 

MIDLAND 
1·4 days 

MQ"lTCALM 
1·2 days, 1·3 days 

NEWAYGO 
1·2 days 

OAKLAND - Oak Park 
2 YOllth in & alit same dtly 

OGEMAW 
1·9 days, 3·1 day, 1 in Oct. out 11/3 

ONTONAGON 
1 in Oct. olltllt! 

ROSCOMMON 
1-3 days 

SAGINAW 
9·2 days, 1-1 day, 1-6 days in gen'l housing 

ST. JOSEPH 
1-1 d~y 

SANILAC 
2-4 days 

SCHOOLCRAFT 
1·2 days 

TUSCOLA 
4·1 day 

VAN BUREN 
1·1 day + 

WAYNE 
3 in all month 

WAYNE - Dearborn 
24·1 day 

WAYNE - Garden City 
35·1 day 

WAYNE - Plymouth 
6 in & alit same day 

WAYNE - Riverview 
1 in & alit same day 

WA YNE - Southgate 
4·1 clay 

WAYNE - Westland 
16·1 clay 

WAYNE - Wyandotte 
5 in & alit same day 

WEXFORD 
1·1 clay, 1 in gen'l hall sing 1111·11/2 

* Per Michigan Department of Corrections Monthly Admission and Release Report - CAO-132B. 

Counties omitted showed no juveniles detained 
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The Admission/Release Form (132B) shows the admissions and releases
during the same period. Alger County, for example, reported two males 
admitted and one released, but reported 14 in the facility on the 
Monthly Housing Report. 
Instructions on both of the forms state Iljuveniles with a court order, II 
whi ch impl i es that the juvenil e court has fil ed an order lito hal dll 

each juvenile. This may not be true for the large numbers of youth 
who are waiting for their parents or juvenile court worker. 

Court orders are generally on file for youth sentenced to jail for a 
Ilrehabilitative measure ll or placed in jail when the youth has posed a 
specific danger to staff.or you~h of a juvenile detention center. 

2. Secure Custody Survey Statistics: 
Counties with detention facili·ties accounted for only 13.7% of the 
total reported jailings during the survey period. The juvenile court 
survey data present5 the number of youth jailed by each county jail 
facility. Jail is seldom used in lieu of juvenile detention in those 
counties with detention facilities and is used with varying degrees 
of frequency in other counties. The frequency of use seems to reflect 
court philosophy rather than anything else. 
The average length of stay is 2 days 16 hours; 58.7% were released to 
a parent or a relative and, 5.8% were released to shelter facilities. 
In addition, 25% were status offenders and 18% were under the age of 
15 years. Seven point eight per cent were jailed by court order as a 
disposition of the case. Fifty-five per cent were detained for 24 
hours or less and 76% were detained for 72 hours or less. 

Police lock-up activity is primarily concentrated in the Oakland, Macomb, 
Wayne County area. Oakland reported 56, Macomb reported 24, and Wayne 
reported 290. This constitutes 76.4% of the total (484) number of youth 
locked up during the survey period. Kent County reported 36 and Berrien 
County reported 56. One-hundred thirty-eight cases were detained for 1 
hour or less and the average length of stay was 17 hours. Only 9.3% 
were listed as status offenders but 75.8% were released to a parent or 
relative and 1.2% were released to shelter care. Hold-over services 
recommendations address the problem in certain precincts in Wayne County. 

Although Michiganls reporting system for juveniles in jail does not provide 
full or accurate data it does reaffirm that jails are used to lock up youth. 
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There are a number of apparent reasons why youth are jailed prior to 
the preliminary hearing: 

1. Normally transportation is provided by the law enforcement agency 
that apprehends the youth. Since police are understaffed, they 
do not have the manpower to transport the youth to distant juvenile 
detention facilities. Police tend to reduce this pressure on their 
time by using local adult facilities. 

2. Because of the absence of other options, police use adult jails 
and lock-ups as a place for youth to stay while contacts with the 
juvenile court or the youth's parents are being completed. 

3. Since county juvenile detention facilities must meet their own needs 
fi rst, they usually a 11 ow othe'r' counti es to use the faci 1 i ty only 
when there are several vacancies. This sev~rely limits the use of 
neighboring facilities by police. 

4. Occasionally, police contacts with parents are delayed as other 
critical situations occur requiring immediate police response. 
Youth remain in jail during this delay. 

5. The cost of care to the court for jailing youth is lower than the 
cost of detention facilities, for two reasons: a) because of the 
absence of youth oriented support services within the facilities, 
the overall cost of care is lower, and b) the court's cost is much 
lower because the cost is born directly by the county, and not charged 
to the court's share of the county budget. 

6. Some judges and law enforc~ment officers prefer using jails with 
appropriate safeguards. 

A few of Michigan's juvenile judges sentence youth to spend time in jail. 
We assume that in the majority of these cases the judge would not use the 
jail if there were local alternatives available. Some judges do, however, 
use jails as a preferred disposition for some youth\ Unless there is a 
change in the law we assume this practice will continue whether or not 
other options are made available. 

B. Secure Detention Facilities 
1. Definition 

Juvenile detention, as noted earlier in this document, is defined 
as the temporary care of juveniles in secure custody pending court 
disposition. To establish an operational definition of a "secure 
detenti on facil ity" we have combi ned thi s defintion of detention 
(as a service) with the definition established by Act 116 of 1973. 

Using these two definitions our operational definition of a secure 
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detention facility is a building which: 
a. Restricts entrance and exit through the use of locks, screen, 

etc. 
b. Is capable of providing 24 hour care for juveniles pending 

court disposition. 
c. Operates throughout the year and provides an educational 

program within the facility. 
There are 19 secure detention facilities in Michigan which meet the 
above definition with a total capacity of 759 youth.* One of these 
19 is the Flint Regional Detention Center (capacity 72) operated by 
the Department of Social Services. The remainder are county facilities. 

As shown by the map (see Chart #3), these facilities are all located 
in the southern half of the lower peninsula. There are no secure 
detention facilities meeting this definition north of a line drawn 
from Bay to Muskegon. 
There are three facilities north of this line which are excluded 
because they do not fit the definition. (The two youth camps operated 
by DSS are not listed because they are not used for youth pending 
disposition. ) 
The 12 bed county fac il ity in Ma rquette ; s excluded beca use it is not 
a secure facility and does not have education programs within the 
facility. Two secure beds in Clinton County are excluded as there is 
no education program within the facility. 

2. Secure Detention, Admission Policies 
In delinquency matters, the initial decision to take a youth into 
custody is usually made by a police officer. If the child is not 
returned home, then a second decision must be made concerning the 
need for detention. The decision to detain remains the sole respon
sibility of the juvenile court and must be authorized by the 
juvenile court judge or his official designe~. This pre-trial 
detention decision is critically important in that it deprives a 
youth of personal freedom, as well as, depriving the parent of the 
right to the custody of the youth. 

* May differ from the total licensed capacity. 
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• Secure Detention Facility 
# Represents secure detention 

capacity 
(May differ from Facility's 
licensed capacity) 

Chart #3 

SECURE DETENTION FACILITIES BY COUNTY 

CR. 

MONT
OTSEGO MORENCY 

TIVIIIERSE KALKASkA CRAWFORD OSCODA 

ANlsn.E WEXFORD MISSAUKEE 

LAKE OSCf;OLA CLARE GLADWIN 

OCEANA MECOSTA ISABELLA MIDLAND 

22- MONTCALM 
NEWA~'GO • 42 

• 45 
KENT IONIA 

GRATIOT !lAGINAW 

SHIA- GE NESEE 
CLINTON WASSEE 

Genesee Facility provides 
regional detention for: 
Huron, Tuscola, Sanilac, 
Lapeer, Shiawassee, 
Livingston and Eaton. 

SANILAC 

26 
LAPEER ST. CLAIr. 

MACoMB • 

• 46 
54 • 

r~'\.'""~J 
BARRY INGH . .t\M L1VINGS1' OAKLAND 

.40 .42 • 27 .215 

2l 

CALHOUN JACKSON 

BRANCH -- LENAWEE . - -
December, 1978 • 



SECURE JUVENILE DETENTION FACILITIES AND CAPACITIES 

STATE OF MICHIGAN - 1978 

Total Secure 
County Facility Capacity Capacity 

Allegan Co. Youth Home 21 21 

Bay Co. Juvenile Home 13 13 

Berrien Co. Juvenile Home 40 14 

Calhoun Co. Juvenile Home 42 42 

Genesee Regional Detention 72 72 
Facility 

Ingham Co. Juvenile I-lome '17 17 

Jackson Co. Vouth Home 33 13 

Kalamazoo Co. Juvenile Home 58 40 

Kent Co. Juvenile Court 45 45 
Center 

Lenawee Maurice Spears Campus 60 20 

Macomb Co. Vouth I-lome '114 46 

Monroe Co. Vouth Center 45 18 

Muskegon Co. Youth Home 22 22 

Oakland Co. Children's 236 54 
Village 

Ottawa Co. Youth Home 12 12 

Saginaw Co. Detention Home 42 42 

St. Clair Co. Juvenile Center 26 26 

Washtenaw Co. Juvenile Center 27 27 

Wayne Co. Youth Home 215 215 

TOTAL 19 1,140 759 

Source: Office of Children and Youth Services Inventory, December 1978 

* Dependent/neglected children only . 

Non-Secure 
Capacity 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30* 

0 

0 

45** 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Chart #4 

Post-Disposition 
Care 

0 

0 

26 

0 

0 

0 

20 

18 

0 

40 

38 

27 

0 

** 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.. Status offenders - remaining bed space used for shelter for dependent/neglected and post dispositional treatment. 
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The criteria for detention are found in Sections 14, 15 and 16 of 
Chapter 12A of the Juvenile Probate Code and Rule 3 of the Juvenile 
Court Rules. In general, courts do not differ substantially in 
their basic treatment of youth, however, considerable operational 
differences are apparent when comparing the application of detention 
policies in one court to that of another court. In the implementa
tion of the law and rules some courts emphasize consistency in court 
decisions. They have gone beyond those legislative requirements and 
developed more stringent criteria, further limiting the conditions 
under which a youth can be detained. Other courts emphasize individu
alizing court decisions and apply different criteria according to 
the circumstances of each case. In many instances, the variation in 
court practices may be apparent within a single detention facility, 
where several courts may use the same facility through a shared county 
agreement. In these cases, the facilities tend to follow the practice 
of the referring court. 
Since admission policies determine which youth are placed in detention, 
these policies are a critical factor in the assessment of current lIse 
of existing facilities. The following provides an overview of the 
similarities and differences in these policies. The standards of 
admission usually reflect the leadership and thinking of the presiding 
juvenile court judge in whose jurisdiction the facility is located. 
Consequently, admission standards are as varied as the number of 
detention facilities. Some of the more apparent similarities and 
differences in detention admission practices are: 

Each court recognizes the need to notify the parent or guardian 
when a child is detained. The differences between the courts are 
apparent when considering who has the responsibility to contact 
parent; the arresting officer, a court official or detention center 
staff. 

- There is also agreement that all admissions to detention must be 
authorized by the juvenile court judge or his official designee. 
The variation occurs in who is the official designee. It may be 
a referee, an intake worker or detention center worker. The 
authorization may be written or verbal. There are also differences 
in the use of detention without tuurt authorization in cases of 
emergency. Most courts allow verbal authorization from the 
official designee, with a written order following within 24 hours. 
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In written policy all courts agree that a detained youth is 
entitled to a preliminary hearing within 48 hours of the 
detention admission. However, in actual practice children are 
occasionally released without a preliminary hearing and without 
a complaint or petition being filed. 

- Again, all courts are in accord that a youth may be detained 
"whose offenses are·so serious that release would endanger 
public safety. II Some courts have gone a step further than the 
Probate Code and defined a "serious offense. II However, these 
definitions also differ from court to court to allow for the 
courtls discretion on an individualized basis for each youth. 

- One of the most notable areas of controversy regarding the de
tained child is with the Court Rule IIthose who have run away 
from home. II Many counties have defined what type of runaway 
should be detained. One such county is Kent County. Kent 
County has outlined a four-point set of standards for deter-
mining what type runaway should be detained. On the other hand, 
some counties have interpreted this court rule to mean any runaway, 
ItJith no qual ifying criteria. Then there are those counties (i .e., 
Berrien and Muskegon Counties) who do not detain runaways but 
instead refer them to a local runaway center. 

Chart #3 shows the distribution of secure detention facilities across 
the State. 
Chart #4 lists the court operated detention facilities and the State 
operated facility, Genesee Regional Detention Center. This chart 
shows the capacity of each for secure, non-secure and post-dispositional 
care. 

3. Extent of Current Use of Local Detention Facilities 
Secure custody usage is depicted on Chart #5. The survey dealt only 
with new admissions during the survey period; therefore, information 
from other sources was applied in an attempt to describe the actual 
detention population in the pre-petition, pre-disposition, and post
disposition phases of detention. 
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Chart 5 

--...... --_._-,.,---..,. -
Juvenile D~tention Facil it~ ____ 

____ J~ ~~ _____ j=.o lill4~~~~~-UP __ 
# Detained 1 ,190 
II of Status Offenders 196 (16.5%) 29 (25%) 4~_{2.:~) 
II Post-Disposition 
DSS Wards .. 
Court Wards 
Released to Parent 
or Relative 
Released to 
She'lter Care 
% Detained 24 hours 
or less 
% Detained 72 hours 
or less 

Length of Stay 

% Under 15 Years 
of Age 

---
144 (12.1%) 13 6 ._----,---- -'--- - -

53 (4.4%) 8 5 -
91 (7.6%) 5 1 , ------

690 (58%) 58.7% 75.8% ------ . __ ._---,-,---------

132 (11.1;0 5.8% 1. 2% -
333 (28%) 55~~ 92% -

499 (42%) 76% 99% 
Mode = 1 day (180) Mode :: 1 hr. (15) Mode = 1 hr. (138, 
Median = 5 days Median = 21 hrs. Median ::= 1 hy' . 
Mean = 9 days Mean = 2 da~s 16 hrs. Mean = 17 hours - 18% 38~'o 

X Age range = 11 yrs. Age range = 
4 mos. to 17 year. - 17 
3 mos. 

Information from the survey shows that status offenders account for a 
large number of admissions; 16.5% in juvenile detention facilities, 25% 
;n jails, and 9.3% in police lock-ups. Fifty-eight per cent of those 
detained ;n juvenile facilities and jails were released to a parent or 
relative, as were 75.8% of those held in police lock-ups. Many youth 

9 yrs. 

are detained for 24 hours or less: 28% in juvenile detention facilities, 
55% in jails, and 92% in police lock-ups. Those detained for 72 hours 
or less account for 45% (N=1,190) of these in juvenile detention facilities, 
76% (N=116) of those in jail, and 99% (N=484) of those in police police
ups. 
Information obtained during the survey period from the jails and police 
lock-ups reveals that 18% of those youth held in jail were under 15 
years of age (range: 11 years 4 months to 17 years 3 months) and that 
38% of those held ;n police lock-ups were under the age of 15 (range: 
9 years to 17 years). We assume that most of the youth under 15 were 
brought to the jails and lock-ups while parents were being contacted. 
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A total of 163 youth admitted to secure custody during the survey 
period were awaiting post-dispositiona'i transfer. This represents 
only 9% of the survey population. Of these, court wards numbered 
97 (5.5%) and DSS wards numbered 66 (3.7%). This figure does not 
represent the actual post-disposition population in the existing 
detention facilities. The secure custody survey did not allow a 
tabulation of the average length of stay for this group. While this 

population is small, it accounts for a disproportionate 

number of days care. 
Chart #6 depicts the number of new admissions to each county detention 

facility during the survey p~riod. Counties without detention 
facilities maintain that it is almost impossible to purchase detention 
bed space from existing facilities; this is verified by the fact that 
only 8.8% of new admissions were from other jurisdictions and that 
37% of this total (N=105) were detained in the state Regional Detention 

Facility in Genesee County. 
Chart #7 shows the number of days of detention care oaid to each deten-
tion facility for DSS wards during October, November and December, 1978, 
as well as the percentage of available days care from each facility 
used by DSS wards. This was 9.3% statewide and 13.4% in Wayne County. 

In addition, the percentage remaining in detention for less than 72 

hours isnoted for each facility. 
Chart #8 provides similar figures for fiscal year 1977/78: Number of 
days of care available, number paid for by DSS, and number of DSS wards 

in these facilities on July 15, 1977. 
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Chart 6 

New Admissions to Detention, Jails and Lock-ups by County 

(October 23 to November 21, 1978 Source: OCYS Secure Custody Survey) 

1/ In 
Treatment If Admitted /I From Other II Police 

, SeCUl'e CInsti tu. ) Dur. Survey Jurisdiction Jailed Lock-up 
~\llogan I 15 31 9 a a 
Bay 13 21 5 a 0 
Berrien 14 26 16 2 a 56 
Calhoun 42 50 4 a 0 
Inghnm 17 25 a 1 a 
Jackson 13 20 25 2 0 a 
Kalamazoo 40 18 08 4 0 0 ------ .. - -.---- --------_. -------- ----_ .. 
Ken t 45 74 1 1 36 
Lenawee 20 40 11 2 0 o· 
Macomb 46 38 NA NA 4 24 
~larquette 2 12 14 1 0 0 
Monroe 18 27 18 0 0 0 
~llIskcgon 22 0 22 5 J a 
Oak1 and ,j 54 78 0 0 56 
Ottawa 12 0 21 8 a 0 
Saginaw 42 0 80 4 1 a - .;-. 

St. Clair 26 0 48 6 0 0 
IVashtenaw 27 18 2 8 6 

TOTALS 478 590 55(9.39,,) 16 178 
Genesee 72 a 64 ;59(64%) a 0 

Wayne 215 a 536 1l r. 02%) a 290 
GRAND 
TOTAL 765 169 1,190 105 (8.8%) 16 468 

37% of total 13.2% 97.79[, 

Rt Genesee of st;at of 
Re~. Fac. iailing state 

1. Allegan uses 6 additional beds for status offenders 
2. ~~arquette's facility is classified as "non-se~ure detention ll 

3. Oakland-uses 45 additional beds for status offenders 
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-' , 
A Hegan 

Bay 

Berrien 

c a1houn 

Ingham 

J ackson 

Kalamazoo 

Kent 

Lenawee 

Macomb 

Marquette{. 

~lonroe 

~fuskegon 

Oakland j 

Otta\~a 

Sagina,w 

St. Clair 

l'lashtena\of 

TOTALS 

Genesee 

\'layne 

GRAND 
TOTAL 

Payments to Detention Facilities for Care of DSS Wards 

(Ottober, November, December, 1978) 
Source: DSS Payment Data 

(Secure Custody ~6 of Days I 
Survey) percent Care Av.ailable Oet. Days C:n:e 
det. less than Utilized Pd. by DSS Oct. 

72 ht'so' by DSS Nov. , Dec. , 1978 Cost 
48~o 2.690 37 $1,065 

SO%(48hrs.orless) 7~o 85 3,400 

NA 2.8 g6 37 1,850 

3590 0 0 0 

47 90 0 0 0 .. 
NA 2690 311 15,550 

34.3%(48hrs.orlcss 12.890 474 21,330 

5Sn
ti n, 289 20,230 

37.590 25.595 471 23,550 

NA 12.8% 545 23,108 -
10~o 396 37 1,665 

NA 2.3% 56 2,800 

31 . 5~o 3.59
" 71 1,458 

S4~o 14. 6~o 724 32,580 

NA 1.4go IS 600 

38 9
" 10• '0 39 1 560 

4090 19.89• 474 18J.96O, 

NA 8. 5~o 215 10,750 
42 9& statewide 8. Sra ' __ 3~80 ISO 456 
24t1~Oetai¥edd21% 5 a us 0 en ers. 0 0 

54.5 ro - 1978 13.4% 
; 

2 1 643 178878.26 

9. 3~a 6,523 360,334.26 
$55.24 
Average 

"-
1. Allegan uses an additional 6 beds for status offenders 
2. t~arquette's facility is classifed as "non-secure detention" 
3. Oakland uses an additional 45 beds for status offenders 
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Char·t 7 

I 
SccUl'e Custody 

Survey .. 
Post - Disposition' 

nss COltt't 
3 3 

1 2 

0 0 

0 0 -
1 4 

-
1 0 

3 7 

0 2 

l(Police) NA 

0 4 

0 0 

3 37 

NA NA 

3 8 

0 1 

0 1 -
4 5 
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Ch t #8 ar 

Payments to Detention Facilities for Care of DSS Wards Submitted to Training Schools 
(Fiscal Year 77/78) Source: DSS Payment Data 

~ 
+-I 
s:: 

(N x 365) Cl) 

E 
+-' # Secure Days Days Care Per Cent of Available # of DSS Wards in 
rd 

Secure Cl) Care Available Paid by DSS Days Care Used by DSS Detention Facilities 
~ 

Count~ Beds r- per Year FY 77/78 Wards FY 77/78 July 15, 1977 
Allegan 1 15 5,475 294 5.3% 
Ba,l 13 4,745 531 11 .1% 
Berrien 14 26 5,110 331 6.5% 
Calhoun 42 15,330 74 .048% . 
Ingham 17 6,205 35 .056% -
Jackson 13 20 4,745 670 14.1% 
Kalamazoo 40 18 14,600 347 2.4% 
Kent 45 16,425 533 3.2% 
Lenawee 20 40 7,300 NA NA 
Macomb 46 38 16,790 112 .007% 
Mcn~quette 

2 12 4,380 38 .0087% 
Monroe 18 27 6,570 129 2% 
Muskegon 22 8,030 240 3% 
Oakland 3 54 19,710 1 ,324 6.7% 
Ottawa 12 4,380 265 6% 
Saginaw 42 15,330 509 3.3% 

St. Clai r 26 9,490 285 3% 
Washtenaw 27 9,855 488 5% 

TOTAL 478 174,470 6,205 3.6% N = 102 (22.6%) 

Genesee 72 26,280 3,917 14.9% 

Wayne 215 78,475 6,114 7.8% N = 92 (42.7%) 

GRAND TOTAL 765 279,225 16,236 5.97% {25.4%) 

l. .Allegan uses an additional 6 beds for status offenders. 578 DSS wards transferred to training 
w 2. Marquette's facility is classified as "non-secure detention". schools. 
c.n 3. Oakland uses an additional 45 beds for status offender. Average length of stay 28 days 

--- --
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An effective strategy for change requires an understanding of the 
systemwide ramification of anyone change. Present use of detention 
includes three general categories of cases; these are pre-petition, 
pre-adjudication/disposition and post-disposition. A youth may pro
ceed through each of these stages without interruption or may be 
detained during anyone stage. 
A concerted effort has been made in this study to evaluate the use of 
detention during the pre-petition and pre-adjudication/dispositional 
stages. As required per Act 87, Public Acts of 1978, special attention 
has been paid to recornnendations regarding how detention overcrowding 
might be alleviated through the use of alternative services for those 
youth who need care and supervision but who do not require locked 
doors. Implementation of the alternative services could make more 
beds available in the existing detention facilities, providing secure 
bed space which could be used to assist counties without detention 
facilities. 
We assume that if youth now being detained who could function in a non
secure setting were eliminated from the detention popu~ation, youth 
from another jurisdiction who require secure detention could be 
accommodated. In this manner, existing detention facilities could 
assist in meeting the secure detention needs of other jurisdictions. 

However, detention administrators who provide secure, short-term pro
grams in facilities expressly designed for short-term stays have noted 
that they must also provide services and programs for youth in the 
post-dispositional phase. Bed space, needed for emergency and crisis 
cases is now being used by youth awaiting transfer to a long-term 
placement. 
Some jurisdictions in Michigan have met this problem by establishing 
locally operated long-term treatment programs in conjunction with their 
short-term emergency detention programs. 
The implementation of alternative services at the time of the detention 
admission decision and prior to adjudication/disposition would have far 
less impact on bed space availability than would decreasing the length 
of stay in the post-dispositional phase of detention. One option that 
has been proposed for DSS wards now being detained locally in all three 
phases of the detention process is the provision of secure care for 
this group in state operated regional detention facilities. 
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During the public meetings on the first draft of this plan, courts 
voiced more concern for youth in the post-dispositional phase who 
are doing "dead time." They noted two reasons for this c.:oncern: 
1) Detention programs are not designed for this group (these youth 
are believed to be more disruptive and pose greater security risks). 
2) Administrators are powerless to change the situation because the 
length of stay in detention while awaiting transfer is dependent on 
the admission capability and/or policies of the long term treatment 
programs. Those youth committed to private institutions as wards of 
the court do contribute to the post-dispositional problem but the 
extent of this contribution is unknown at present. 
The development of alternative services prior to adjudication is a 
c:"itical concern. However, it is also necessary' to address the total 
spectrum of detention use if existing facilities are to be of assistance 
in developing a network of services that will provide detention services 
to all youth in Michigan. 
In essence, pre-petition and post-disposition bed space is provided for 
youth from the jurisdiction which operates the detention facility. 
Consequently, some counties without detention facilities may release 
youth who could be a risk to themselves or to the pub1i~. While their 
neighboring county with a detention facility may have beds taken by 
youth who are of considerably less risk or who are waiting for transfer 
elsewhere. 
Wayne County Youth Home statistics are provided in an attempt to demon
strate the impact of pre and post-dispositional youth on available 
secure detention bed space. Wayne County's commitment rate to the state 
has remained fairly constant. The percentage of total commitments to 
the state comprised by Wayne County commitments during the last three 
months of 1976, 77, and 78 is 45.3%,45%, and 41% respectively. In 
addition, 45% of the total detention admissions throughout the state 
during the survey period occurred in Wayne County. Wayne County 
statistics can be used as an indication of the nature and extent of 
current use of all detention facilities in Michigan. 
The overall rate of detention use depends upon the numbers of youth 
involved and the length of time they stay~ Both factors are subject 
to limited degrees of manipulation. Restrictions on manipulation are 
especially evident in the pre-petition phase of detention, usually 
lasting for 72 hours or less. Wayne County's 1978 statistics are used 
as an example. 
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In 1978, 54.6% (2,650) of the males admitted to detention remained in 
the Youth Home less than 72 hours. In addition, 40% (1,938) were 
detained for 24 hours or less. While the number is great, it accounts 
for only 3,610 days of care for the entire year. This is only 4.6% 
of the total days of care available (78,475). 
Detentions of females produce similar results: 53.8% (539) remained 
less than 72 hours and 35.7% (358) remained in detention for 24 hours 
or less. Females remaining 72 hours or less account for only 792 days 
care during the year. This is 1.09% of the total days care available. 
Combining males and females: 3,189 youth (54.5%) of 5,854 youth admitted 
to detention during 1978 used only 4,402 days care (5.6%) of the 78,475 
days available while 42% of those admitted to detention facilities during 
the secure custody period remained 72 hours or less. 
Given these figures, a dramatic reduction of the number of admissions would 
have 1 ittle impact on the total days care provided during the year if the 
reduction involved those who normally stay less than 72 hours. However, 
a reduction of this population could have an impact on the number of beds 
available at any given point in time. For instance, the Wayne County 
Youth Home had an average daily male population of 170. Assuming that 
the rate of detention stays of 24 hours or less remains fairly static 
at 40% as demonstrated above, it may be assumed that 68 beds are occupied 
by this group. The average daily girls population was 30 (29.75). Using 
the same assumption, (35.7% remaining 24 hours Dr less) 10.7 (11) beds 
would be occupied by this group. This indicates that 79 beds (27% of 
available bed space) are taken by youth who remain less than 24 hours. 
These youth are presumably of little threat to society, yet take up 
beds designed for those who are, because of the absence of other 
alternatives. 
The present secure custody survey did not measure post-dispositional 
detention populations unless youth were newly committed; therefore, 
the frequency of post-disposition cases during the survey period as 
listed on Charts 7 and 8 is not necessarily representative of the 
actual population in the local detention facilities. In Wayne County 
during the month of October, 1978, 65 youth were committed to DSS, and 
46 DSS wards were released during the month (these are not the same 
youth). The average length of stay in each type of placement of those 
released during the month is listed below: 

Training School 
Private Agencies 
Shelter 
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State Half-Way Homes 47 days 
Home 24.1 days 
Michigan Expeditions 37 days 

The total days care paid by the state to Wayne County for DSS ward 
detention care during FY 77/78 is listed below: 

October 1977 1247 days 77 youth 
November 1977 1005 days 64 youth 
December 1977 1735 days 100 youth 
January 1978 1618 days 102 youth 
February 1978 1371 days 90 youth 
March 1978 1276 days 90 youth 
April 1978 1206 days 89 youth 
May 1978 1140 days 71 youth 
June 1978 1015 days 71 youth 
July 1978 1132 days 69 youth 
August 1978 932 days 66 youth 
September 1978 1039 days 67 youth 

The total days of care paid for by the state is 14,718 for 956 youth.* 
This number of days of care represents 18.75% of the total days care 
available at the Wayne County Youth Home. Forty beds are required to 
provide this annual amount of days care. Individual days care is not 
available at this time for those youth remaining in detention longer 
than 15 days who are not DSS wards. 
The following information is based on groups of youth who were detained 
longer than 15 days i n \~ayne County. 

182 youth stayed at least 16 days for at least 
144 II II II II 21 II II II " 

154" II "" 26" " " " 
397 II II "\1 31" " " " 
185" " "" 61" If " " 

127" II II" 91 II " II " 

1 ,182 

2~913 days 
3,024 " 
4,004 " 

12,307 " 
11 ,285 " 
11,557 " 
45,089-

care 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

20.2% of total detention admissions 57.5% of total beds space 
available 

One-hundred and thenty-three beds are required to provide this annual 
amount of days care. Therefore, we see that 54.5% of those admitted 
stay for less than 72 hours and account for 5.6% of the bed space used 
durirl£L!be year. Although 20.2% of the youth remain 16, days or more, 
these youth account for more than 57.5% of the available bed space. 

We must then be concerned about two separate issues. First the great 
number of youth who may be eligible for alternative services if 
"detention for 72 hours or less ll is used as an indicator. These youth 
may be detained for short periods of time because of limitations in 
other service resources. The second issue is the length of time being 
spent in detention by a small number of youth awaiting transfer, 

* There may be some duplication in this count. 
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specifically, DSS wards. Reasons for detention over 15 days for DSS 
wards are shown on Chart #9, and Chart #9 Explanation. 
The first issue is addY'essed in the recormnendations for alternative 
services. The second issue is addressed in the recommendations for 
regional detention facilities. 
The ability of alternative services to divert youth from the secure 
detention system must be assessed over time. Should the alternative 
programs prove to be ineffective in reducing the major problem of 
overcrowding in the local detention facilities, the programs should 

be re-evaluated. 
It may be that, as courts acquire more services, the services them
selves dictate changes in detention admission policies which encompass 
more youth rather than limiting the youth eligible for secure detention. 
Should success not be gained, the services may have created a new 
client population, impacting to no significant degree on the number 
of youth being admitted to local juvenile detention facilities. 

It appears possible also that additional services may not reduce the 
number of youth admitted to detention because the criteria for admission 
remain the same and the frequency of decisions to detain remain constant 
because of the apparent availability of bed space. Thus, as beds are 
emptied through the use of alternative services, more youth may fall into 
the category of "possible detention candidates." 
The second issue of time cannot be solved by a regional detention 
system. Youth await transfer until the receiving agency is ready to 
accept them. 
Removing DSS wards from local detention facilities will not, by itself, 
reduce the time required to get wards into placements but such action 
will create additional bed space in each existing local facility and 
will allow each court a greater latitude in the use of their own facility. 

Again using Wayne County as an example, the relationship between the 
variables of numbers, time and bed space are shown below: 

cases 72 hrs. 
or less 
cases over 15 
days 
DSS wards (all) 

Wayne County Youth Home - 1978 
# of cases days care provided beds required 

3,189 

1 ,182 
956 

40 

4,402 

45,089 
14,718 

12 

123 
40 FY 77/78 
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A general statement regarding detention admission practices is made 
difficult by the circumstances that observed phenomena are often 
effected by many factors which are very hard to evaluate separatl?ly. 
In addition, the experience which ha5 accumulated over the years 
has been largely influenced and limited by factors which are by no 
means exclusively legal in nature. The purpose of detention varies 
from viewer to viewer. It is possible that each view is as valid as 
the other. This variation is illustrated by Chart #9 showing the 
number of youth held more than 15 days and the reason for the extended 
stay. 

We have seen that the reduction of the number 0f pre-petition detention 
cases will have less effect on detention populations than will expeditious 
removal of post-dispositional cases, including DSS wards, from the local 
detention population. 
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Chart 9 

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

Reasons for extension beyond 15 days. See attached description for each. (DSS Wards only) 

F.Y. 1977-1978 

CATEGORIES CATEGORIES 
County and .. - -- County and 
No. of youth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 o 11 12 13 14 No. of youth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 Alcona AL 43 Lake LA 
2 Alger AG 44 Lapeer LP 3 
3 Alleaan AE 1 .1'" Leelanau LE 
4 Alpena AP 1 /ij Lenawee LN 
5 Antrim AN 47 Livingston LI 1 1 
6 Arenac AR 48 Luce LU 1 
7 Baraga BG 49 Mackinac MA I 
8 Barry BA 1 50 Macomb MC 7 1 1 1 5 
9 Boy BY 11 1 1 3 3 2 51 Manistee MN 

10 Benzie BE 52 Maiquette MK 1 4 
11 Berrien BN 1 2 1 3 53 Mason MS 1 
12 Branch BR 54 Mecosta MT - .-
13 Co Ihoun CA 55 Menominee ME 3 3 1 2 

14 -0. 
CS 56 Midland MI Cass 3 

15 Charlevoix CH 57 Missaukce MR ,-
16 Cheboygan CE 58 Monl'oe MO 1 1 6 

, 
4 4 1 - . __ . -, 

J? Chipp_ewa CP 1 59 Montcalm MM 
18 Clare CL 60 Mon tmorency MY I 

-i9 CT 
' .-

61 Muskeg.on MU 
.-;+- f-- i-- f-. -

Clinton I 1-. --
11 1 , 1.1-.. .-

20 Crawford CR 1 62 Newaygo NE 
21 -::--- - . 

Delta DE 1 63, Oakland OC 21 1 1 4 2 11 1 14 1 3 
'"22 -::--. Dickinson 01 64 Oceana OE 
23 -;::-'-'--

EA 
.- .. - - '- . 65 Ogemaw OG Eaton 1 1 

24 Emmet EM - 66 Ontonagon ON 
25 Genesee GC 18 6 10 6 12 9 22 1 1 27 1 67 Osceola OS 1 
26 Gladwin GL 68 Oscoda 00 I 

27 Gogebic GO 69 Otsego OT 
28 Gd. Traverse GR 70 Ottowa OW 1 
29 Gratiot GT 1 71 Presque Isle PR I 
30 Hillsdale HI 72 Roscommon RO I 
31 HouQhton HO 73 SaQinaw SA 
32 Huron HU 74 5t: Clair SC 3 4 1 1 
33 Ingham IC 

.1- .-
75 St. Joseph SJ - -34 Ionia 10 76 Sanilac SN 

35 losco IS 77 Schoolcraft SO 
36 Iron IR 1 78 Shiawassee SH 1 
37 Isabella IB 79 Tuscola TU 
38 Jackson JA 9 1 80 Van Buren VB 1 1 
39 Kalamazoo KA 9 2 81 Washtenaw WA i 
40 Kalkaska KL 82 Wayne WC 82 14 44C 5 1 6 1 1 2 3 
41 Kent KE 11 1 83 Wexford WE 1 
42 Keweenaw KW 

66· 10- 2·15- 6- 29.13-22-1. 2- 3- 30· 5 136-16-8·61- 7 - 2-25-5-15 - 2-1-HH 
202-26 -10·76·13·2 ·45·18-37 -1 - 4·4-40-9 

TO'TAL • 487 

DSS·69 (Rev. 10. 75) Prevlou~ edition obsolete. 
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EXPLANATION - Chart 9 

(DSS Wards only) 
Reasons for extension covered fourteen possible categories: 

1. Waiting list at training schools (includes both Maxey and Adrian). 
2. Waiting list in CRG. This was compounded by the referral procedure. 

If a youth was referred to a specific half-way house or group home and 
there were no beds, the referral was sent to another facility. 
Judgement that the specific referral was not appropriate for that spe
cific facility resulted in the referral sent to another GRG facility. 
Time lost in this referral procedure added to days in detention. 

3. Placen~nt acceptance at Camps. A referral may be accepted but the 
rate of admissions is controlled which results in more days in deten
tion. 

4. Waiting list at private agency. 
5. Need for further diagnostic assessment. 
6. Worker planning problems/supervision. This area covers worker vaca

tions, uncovered caseloads, internal procedures which slow up paper 
processes, and worker inability to make placement decision and/or 
follow referral procedures expediently. 

7. Youth Parole and Review Board schedules. 
8. Placement search. This area received scrutiny to determine that 

preparation for referrals was accomplished expediently, and locating a 
place~nt appropriate for the youngster was the basic issue. 

9. Lack of shelter home beds. In each case of detention, shelter home 
placement was discussed. If appropriate, the youth was moved to 
shelter care if beds were available. 

10. Treatment. Youth needed additional treatment in a detention setting 
to prepare for placement. 

11. Waiting list at Arbor Heights Center. 
12. Communication with the court. Placement decision or commitment order 

problems required additional detention while being resolved. 
13. Behavior disruption - placement delayed. Various behavioral episodes 

required placement delay; not the same as #10 as #13 may have been 
included a truancy from detention, assault, etc. 

14. Court schedule. This refers to waiver petitions and the wait for the 
court hearing. 

The prevalence of each reason by county is addressed by the preceding chart. 
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C. Shelter Care 
Shelter beds/Shelter Centers 
Non-secure detention beds are designated as shelter care beds in Michigan. 
Shelter homes provide emergency care as nearly as possible equivalent to 
good family care in an unrestricting home-like setting in the co~nunity. 
Shelter homes, in general, are run by house-parents in their own homes 
and have a capacity for two or three youth. This placement resource offers 
an alternative to the detention and jailing 'of youth who need tempot'ary or 
emergency care in a crisis. Both county juvenile courts and the Department 
of Social Services administer and operate shelter homes. 
The shelter home is primarily for the emergency care of delinquent teenagers, 
but any youth temporarily without a home may be placed. This includes 
pre-delinquent and non-delinquent teens and sub-teens as well as neglected 
and dependent children, court wards, DSS wards and non-wards. Shelter care 
may be used appropriately for youth who run away from home, are truant from 
school, or are charged with criminal behavior. In general these youth should 
not be qangerous to either the community or thel11se 1 ves nor shoul d they be 
expected to run away or to commit seri ous offenses. 
Youth may be placed in a shelter home any hour of the day or night and remain 
there just long enough to allow the supervising agency time to find a permanent 
placement or to return them to their own homes. This may be done in a 
matter of days, or even hours. However, placement in DSS shelter homes 

• 
cannot exceed three weeks. 
The first Department of Social Services shelter home was established in 
Escanaba in '1970 in response to the need for short-term accomll1odations in 
the Upper Peninsula. Additional homes have been periodically added since 

1970. There are currently 51 DSS operated shelter homes in operation 
or in the process of being opened. These DSS homes have a total of 116 
beds available. Chart #10 shows the distribution of shelter homes 
across the state by type, number and capacity (both DSS operated and 
court operated). 

The average per diem cost in 1978 was $22.11 for DSS shelter homes. 
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In addition the Community Residential Care Services Unit, of the Depart
ment of Social Services administels two intake centers for males in 
Wayne County developed in 1971 an~1 1973. Like the shelter homes, the 
intake centers are designed for emergency and temporary care. Each has 
a capacity of 16 beds and are state leased (not private homes). These 
centers provide emergency residential care for state wards for no longer 
than 30 days while a permanent placement is being developed and executed. 
The maximum number of youth that can be serVed (based on 100% occupancy 
with an average length of stay of 30 days) is 384. The average per diem 
cost was $51.31 during 1978. 
Prior to October of 1976 demographic information was not available for 
youth placed in shelter homes. In fiscal year 76/77 the average client 
in a DSS shelter home was a 15 year old, white male who entered the system 
by being adjudicated as delinquent and then was comnitted to the Department 
of Social Services. The most common previous placement was from his own 
home or secure custody. 
In fisc~l year 1976/77 only 217~ (N=16) of total youth placed (1,605 total) 
had contact with or were arrested by police while in the shelter homes. 
Twelve and seven tenths per cent truanted from the shelter homes and 6.4 
per cent were removed fOI' unsatisfactory conduct (some of these rernovals 
are for reasons other than the behavior of the youth). The average length 
of stay was 16.8 days, considerably less than the maximum time allowed 

• 
(21 days). 
The information available to date supports the success of non-secure 
shelter beds in Michiqan in meeting the goals of retaining certain youth 
at a cost far less t~un placement in a secure facility. Niagara County, 
New York, has successfully avoided building a secure detention facility 
through the use of such shelter homes. All delinquents in that county are 
housed in non-secure settings. 
Shelter beds have been placed in communities where court or DSS personnel 
have asked for these specialized services, based on a needs assessment. 
To date there has not been a systemnatic attempt to plan for the develop
ment of these homes on a statewide basis. 

Prior to this survey there was no statewide documentation of the number of beds 
needed, youth workers stated that the need is greater than the current avail
ability of beds. Funds to operate the shelter homes have been limited, 
with a number of them originally supported with Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration funds. Federal dollars provide part of the funds for the 

45 



first three years of operation. Additional funds come from legislative 
appropriations, and/or county governments. 
Other states which have developed a network of shelter homes have various 
formulae for projecting the need for non-secure beds. New York and 
California have used child population figures as a predictive basis for 
measuring need. One secure and one non-secure bed is planned for evey'y 
1,920 youth in the 12-17 age population. The State of Washington planned 
one secure bed and one non-secure bed for every 20,000 people in the general 
population. The National Council on Crime and Delinquency estimates that 
no more than 10% of the arrested juveniles should be detained. Half of 
those require a secure bed and the other half being placed in a non-secure 
bed. The State of New York has much experience with non-secure detention 
beds and maintains about equal numbers of beds in each category. Where 
both types of beds are available and accessible, the youth are assigned to 
the two placements in approximately equal numbers. No studies have sub
stantiated the validity of using any of the above methods to predict an 
optimum number of beds. Number of youth considered, admission policies 
and length of stay are variables which are considered as the key factors 
in projecting needed non-secure beds for an area. 
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D. Runaway Services 
Runaway services were developed more than a decade ago to serve youth who 
had left their own homes. Law enforcement officials were flooded with 
requests for assistance in locating runaway youth. Unless the youth re
quested help or was apprehended, as a runaway or for some other offense, 
little assistance could be given. In response to this situation runaway 
facilities developed outreach programs, and established telephone hot-lines 
on a national scale i0 an attempt to enable .youth to seek assistance without 
entering the official system. 

l1lJven~le courts have experienced a dilemma in dealing with the runaway. 
Many of the motivating factors for their behavior lie in problems at home. 
The action of placing a youth in detention does eliminrlte the immediate 
"runningll behaVior, but oftenwhen the youth returns home, the same unsettled 
conflicts recur and the youth again runs away. Court caseworkers seldom 
have the time necessary to resolve the complicated, difficult problems of 
the runaway youth1s family. 

At the 5ame time juvenile court referrals for criminal offenses have in
creased dramatically. Time and effort are necessarily delegated to the 
more serious juvenile criminal offenders. It becomes apparent that the 
long existing differences between status and criminal offenders now have 
not only to be recognized but that differ~nt approaches to the two classes 
of offinders have to be developed. That response has been underway in 
Michigan for some time. 

The Department of Social Services has a contract with the Michigan Coali
tion of Runaway Services to provide twenty-one runaway homes at a cost of 
$2,548,368. In addition, DSS funds two youth service bureaus, one in 
Muskegon and one in Detroit. While these are not residential facilities, 
they do effectively deal with runaway youth. Funding for these two agencies 
amounted to $356,000 last year. These agencies are primarily funded through 
Title XX of the Social Security Act. Contracts are renewed annually when 
monitoring indicates that the individual agency is delivering the contracted 
services. 

Although runaway centers are a critical linJ_.lD __ .!he continuum of services,_ 
an analysis of the need for additional runawi,Y. centers in the State is not 
part of this plan, _nor will the plan include recommendations in this area. 
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This decision has been made for two reasons: 
a. Because the focus of this effort was primarily in other areas, 

the information we have collected on runaway issues is not 
detailed enough to provide a basis for decisions about the type 
or quantity of runaway services needed. 

b. A needs assessment and state plan for runaway programs is under
way within the Delinquency Services Division of the Office of 
Children and Youth Services. 

Chart #11 shows the distribution of runaway centers in the State and 
shows the licensed capacity of those providing residential care. 
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E. In-home Detention 
The in-home detention program provides an alternative to secure detention 
for youth awaiting court hearings or placement in a treatment program. It 
allows a youth to await trial in his own home under the strict supervision 
of a court worker, The program is intended to be short-term and is not 
used as a part of a long range treatment plan. The goals of the program 
are: 

a. To assure that the youth does not commit another offense while on 
in-home detention. 

b. To assure the youth's presence at the ccurt hearing. 
Assignment to the program is made at the preliminary hearing by the court 
referee or intake staff. At this point, some youth have already spent from 
several hours to several days in secure confinement. The decision to assign 
a youth to in-home detention depends upon: a) whether the type of offense 
the youth is charged with does not render him unacceptable for return to the 
community; b) the willingness of the youth to participate in the program; 
and c) the suitability of the parental home. 

The parent must be able to provide adequate supervision during the hours 
the youth is in the home and the youth must agree to limit normal activities. 
Daily, face to face, contact is maintained with the youth and parent by the 
in-home detention caseworker. The programs goals and the consequences of 
returning to secure detention for failure to meet these goals are thoroughly 
discussed with both the youth and parent. 

While the model varies in actual practice in Michigan, under the original 
design the court worker handles 3 to 8 cases at a time, allowing daily 
contact with the youth. A case may remain active from two to fifteen days, 
or longer if further monitoring is advisable. Much of the success of in
home detention can be attributed to the close oversight of the court worker. 
These workers may be juvenile officers, child care workers or trained 
volunteers. 

The number of youth served by in-home detention programs varies, depending 
upon the number of court workers involved. 
In-home detention was initiated in St. Louis, Missouri in 1969 in an effort 
to relieve serious overcrowding in the local detention facility. The pro
gram proved to be very successful in the supervision of youth outside of 
severe detention as well as being operational and economically feasible. 
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Recent studies of in-home detention programs in Louisville, Kentucky 
and Hennepin County, Minnesota further demonstrated that in-home 
detention was an effective and less costly alternative to placing youth 
in secure detention. In Hennepin, Minnesota the cost of in-home detention 
in 1977 averaged $7.00 per day for each youth in the program as compared 
to approximately $50.00 per day for each youth in secure detention. 

During the first two years of the program, a total of 402 youth were involved, 
80% were males) 20% were females. The average age was 15 years. Only 3% 
of the youth were arrested for a new offense while on in-home detention. 

Although one of the primary reasons for implementing in-home detention was 
to relieve the problem of overcrowding in secure detention, findings revealed 
that the overcrowding remained constant or had increased. 

In Michigan there are sever~l programs with goals and practices similar to 
in-home detention but unlike in-home detention they also provide long term 
treatment for youth. These programs are referred to as in-home care, 
intensive counseling, home attention or diversion programs, they receive 
some of their funding from state appropriated funds through 11ichigan's Child 
Care Fund. 

F. Transportation 
In order to provide adequate detention services to a geographical region, 
the facility must be central to the referral sources. When apprehended, 
a youth is usua11y transported by the arresting officer to a place of 
detention; thereafter it is the court's responsibility to transport the 
youth. 

Therefore, a centralized detention facility, which is located at a distance 
of 50 to 75 miles from the furthest community served, obviously will not 
provide most law enforcement officers with an easily accessible place of 
detention at the time of apprehension. Few law enforcement agencies, 
especially in rural areas, can afford the time necessary for an officer 
to travel such distances. The loss of a police officer and patrol car for 
that length of time reduces police coverage for the entire community. 

Currently, law enforcement officers, acting with court sanction, detain 
youth in county jails. Due to time and personnel constraints, this 
practice will continue unless locally based alternatives are available 
(such as: "hold-over facilities") and a reliable network of transportation 
is provided. 
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Once the youth is detained in jaH, it becomes the court's responsibility 
to provide detention care when indicated. In many rural areas, continued 
jail detention is ordered by the court 01" detention bed space is sought 
from a county with detention services. If the youth is transported to a 
juvenile detention facility, it usually is the probation officer's respon
sibility. If a centralized facility is located within a reasonable dr1vi~g 
distance, it is assumed that courts would not order continued jail detention 
in most cases and that the youth would be transported by a probation officer 
to the regional detention facility. 

Transportation is a costly service no matter who provides it. Various pro
grams to address this need are being tried throughout the United States. 
Florida is presently using child care staff to transport youth to their 
regional detention facilities. Maryland has a 15 state employee transporta
tion staff who convey youth to and from regional detention facilities for 
placement and court hearings. Each vehicle has a mobile telephone for rapid 
communication. 

Another option is to have the conveyor be a male child care worker, assigned 
to each shift, at a regional detention center. He then could be an auxiliary 
person in a wing when not conveying youth. 

The expense of time and mileage must be considered if the regional facility 
is to be used by distant court jurisdictions. Fifty to 75 miles, i.e., 2 
to 3 hours round trip travel time, is considered to be a maximum distance 
in most instances. Such a trip would take half of a working day. More time 
than this may act as a prohibition to the use of the facility. 

G. Hold-Over Facilities 
A hold-over facility is defined as a facility providing temporary secure 
custody for apprehended youth for no more than 72 hours, while allowing 
the court reasonable time either to dispose of the case or to make arrange
ments other than jail for the youth. 

It is our intent to examine the use of hold-over faciliites as an alternative 
to placing youth in need of temporary secure custody in adult jails. 

Recommendations for the establishment and testing of hold-over services 
in several areas of the state will be made. These pilot programs allow 
the opportunity to study and investigate the assumptions that: 
a. In rural communities or counties without an existing secure 

detention program the establishment of facilities for holding 
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youth up to 72 hours, who need secure custody locally, will reduce 
the number of youth placed in adult jails. 

b. In communities where a regional detention program is operational 
and jail continues to be used for the housing of youth, the 
establishment of holding facilitiei locally will eliminate the 
need to jail youth. 

c. In high density urban areas where the conveyance of a juvenile by 
the police to an existing secure detention program requires 
extensive travel time, the establishment of holding facilities 
locally will reduce the period of time a patrol car is absent 
from response and patrol capability. 

d. In areas of the state with secure detention, the establishment of 
hold-over facilities will reduce the use of detention beds for 
youth who are held waiting for parents. 

These test programs should be developed in a manner which permits examin
ation of: 1) the cost/effectiveness of the services, 2) the most appro
priate locations for the service, and 3) the operational problems associated 
with the approach. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has approved a request from 
the Office of Children and Youth Services for special technical assistance 
regarding the development of hold-over facilities. The Community Research 
Forum will assign one of its staff, who has experience implementing the 
service in other states, to work with OCYS in adapting the approach to 
Michigan. 
Description of Services 
Provision for the secure temporary care of youth picked up by the police 
is necessary even where there is an adequate regional detention facility. 
Normally conveyance to a detention center is made by the law enforcement 
agency that apprehends the youth, removing a patrol car from response and 
and patrol capability for an extended period of time. It is clearly under
standable that the police officer cannot forego other responsibilities 
to immediately transport an apprehended youth over any extended distance. 
If no temporary facility exists locally to Ilhold over ll the youth, a jail 
will be utilized. 

Recognizing that in many Michigan communities the jail is the only re
source available to physically detain a juvenile, the introduction of 
hold-over facilities would be an alternative primarily intended to service 
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that identifiable portion of the juvenile jail population (76%) who are 
presently spending 72 hours or less in jail. These youth are assumed to be 
either in secure pre-trial detention, awaiting parental pick up or awaiting 
transfer to a secure detention program. The 72 hour time limit is proposed 
because it would permit the youth to remain in his community pending pre
liminary hearing (48 hours) and allow the court reasonable time (24 hours) 
to make arrangements other than jail for the youth, if detention is required 
prior to adjudication. A hold-over facility can help alleviate transporta
tion problems by giving 24 hours to arrange transportation to a nearby center, 
without buying the time at the cost of a youth's placement in jail. 

A hold-over facility can be provided without great expense in a hospital 
or other fire-resistant building. Perhaps lease arrangements could be 
made with an eXisting community service such as a Y~1CA. If properly used, 
it should be empty most of the time, with on-call staff bt'ought in as 
needed. Because youth in the facility stay for such a short time, the 
local hold-over facility does not have to provide space for large-muscle 
activity as does a detention home, which may hold youth several weeks. 
Further, since in most instances a hold-over facility contains very few 
youth at anyone time, the youth can be under constant supervision. Thus, 
while keeping the facility locked is important, there is not the same need 
for the type of construction and equipment required in a regular detention 
home to prevent a youth from hurting himself or others. 

In Utah, local hold-over facili:ies have been developed throughout the 
state. The Utah Department of Pt.;blic \~elfare has established written 
detention standards with 48 hour hold-over facilities designated as 

"Type C." These facilities may have from one to six individual sleeping 
rooms, a day room, a shower room, and a supervisor's office. Each 
facility contains a refrigerator and stove for preparing snacks and meals 
for newly admitted youth but regular meals are brought in from other 
institutions or consist of TV dinners. 

, 

Sometimes such hold-over facilities for youth are provided for in new 
buildings constructed to house other activities. For example, in Cedar 
City, Utah, the hold-over facility is in a new county hospital, in St. 
George, it is in a new county office building. When a hold-over facility 
is located in an institution caring for other people, it is important 
that the youth be kept in separate quarters out of sight and hearing of 

these people. 
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The location of hold-over facilities was a topic of intense interest 
during the public meetings held to review the first draft of this plan. 
By piloting the approach in several different locations we should be 
able to determine, through experience, the most effective locations. 

In a small community, a secure hold-over facility for youth may not 
always be in use, thus posing a problem of staffing. In Utah, the 
problem has been solved by employing a couple in each community on a 
standby basis. Each couple is paid (\ monthly salary and is called to 
the facility for duty when youth are placed there. There would also 
be a court appointed caseworker on call 24 hours a day (either court 
or DSS employee) who would make the intake decision as to the proper 
action and placement of the youth at that time. The police would 
therefore have a resource at all times for care of youth and would not 
be placing youth in jail by default. A local 24 hour hold-over facility 
is not a substitute for a Jetention home that can provide secure care 
for youth for as long as 3 weeks, if necessary. 

Chart #12 shows a suggested floor plan for a hold-over facility developed 
by Sherwood Norman, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, New York. 

Identification of Need for Hold-Over Facilities 
To obtain information about the number of youth held in adult jails prior 
to court hearing, secure custody survey forms completed by Michigan jails 
and lock-ups were studied. Be,sic identifying infm"mation was requested 
including: 1) the number of youth jailed during the survey period; 2) 
the number of hours the youth spent in jail; 3) the reason for detention, 
and 4) the youth's destination on release. The proximity of each jail to 
eXisting secure detention programs and the rate of referral by each county 
to these secure detention programs was determined. 

Survey findings showed that during the survey period, 1,790 youth were 
placed in secure custody statewide, of which, 116 were placed in adult 
jails. Of this number, 55% were in jail 24 hours or less, 67% jailed for 
48 hours or less, 76% were jailed for 72 hours or less and 24% were jail~d 
over 72 hours. Also, 56% of youth were jailed for the commission of an 
offense against property/person, 25% jailed on status offenses and 8% 
jailed as a result of a court ordered disposition. Eighty-six per cent 
were jailed in rural areas or counties without secure detention programs 
and 14% were jailed in areas with secure detention programs. 
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Focusing on the juvenile jail population and the length of stay, nine 
• potential counties were identified as possible sites for establishing 

pilot hold-over facilities. These nine counties account for 45% of 
the statewide total of juvenile jailings. The introduction of hold
oVer services will offer the opportunity to study, observe and gain a 
better understanding of the kind of impact hold-over facilities could 
have on the elimination of the jailing of youth. 

Chart #6 shows the number of youth jailed and the number of youth placed 
in secure detention programs during the secure custody survey period 
of October - November, 1978. 

Bed Space Projections 
Since the hold-over facilities concept is relatively new, there is little 
information provided to help accurately predict bed space need fer hold
over facilities. Therefore we are recommending that if a county's 
juvenile jail population averages between 1-5 youth monthly then the 
projected bed space is 1 bed. For each added group of 5 youth per month 
the projected bed space should increase by 1 bed. 
For example: 6-10 youth = 2 bed space 

11-15 youth = 3 bed space 

Estimated Cost of Providing Care 
Presently there are no hold-over facilities in Michigan, however, using 
the states of Utah, Pennsylvania and Maryland's average per diem rate of 
$70.00, plus a 10% inflation factor, this would make the projected per 
diem rate $77.00. Since a hold-over facility usually provides care for a 
youth until the preliminary hearing, 48 hours, plus an additional 16 to 
24 hours if the court orders continued detention, allowing time for 
arrangements to be made to transfer the youth to a regional detention 
program the unit cost equals $231.00. 

Current per diem rate ($70) x 10% inflationary factor x 3 days 
length of care = $231 per unit cost. 

The high pet' diem cost is caused by the number of youth staying a short 
period of time, the large frequency of admissions and releases and the 
need for security in the physical structure of the rooms. 
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~onstruction Cost Projection 
Since there is no information available on the cost of constructing a 
hold-over facility, we al"e recommending that hold-over facilities be 
provided for in already existing buildings constructed to house other 
activities. For example, in Cedar City, Utah, the hold-over facility 
is in the basement of a new county hospital; in St. George, Utah, it is 
in the basement of a county office building and in Maryland, it is 
located in the YWCA. When the hold-over facility is located in an 
existing institution designed for other purposes it is important that 
attention be paid to maintaining separate quarters for different groups. 
For example, youth must be maintained separately from adults, males frcm 
females, pre-adjudicatory separately from post-adjudicatory, etc. 

The facility may have one to ~ix individual sleeping rooms, a day room, 
a shower room and a supervisor's office: Each facility should contain 
a refrigerator and a stove for preparing snacks and meals for newly ad
mitted youth, but regular meals are to be brought in from other institutions. 

The projected cost of renovating a room in an already existing structure 
would be approximately $5,000 per bed. 

While the application of this model in Michi~jn does show promise, 
participants in the draft review meetings expressed concern about 
anticipated operational problems that could be encountered in Michigan 
during implementation. Some of these problems were confirmed through 
contacts with staff operating hold-over facilities in Utah. 

As a result of these concerns, and the generally untested nature of the 
approach, we have suggested a careful testing of the model in selected 
areas. 
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V. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR SECURE DETENTION 
When detention is properly used, the community's most disturbed and aggrl:)ssively 
acting-out youth will ue placed in a physically restrictiVE facility pending 
court disposition. Unfortunately, the words "properly used II are open to various 
interpretations. Concerned and interested persons working with juveniles recc~
nize this. This concern prompted several national groups to review and reach 
agreement on guidelines for clarification of the words lIproperly used. 1I The~e 

groups discovered that state probate codes may have been written in broad and 
sometimes vague te~lS. As a result, almost any child who is apprehended by a 

law enforcement officer could be placed in detention. 

In many geographic areas of the United States, detention rates vary widely. 
Within a single state, the rate of detention in one district can be more 
than four times as high as that in another district. Disparaties are even 
higher between individual court jurisdictions. With such variations in 
detention practice, one can conclude that if the same youth were charged 
with the same offense, under the same circumstances, but brought before 
different courts, the actions taken by each court could be considerably dif
ferent. 
This variance is dependent upon local custom, the philosophy of individual 
judges, the availability of alternative services and, to some extent, on the 
adequacy and number of probation staff. It is apparent that these community 
differences inflUencing detention use also dictate the apparent "detention 
need. II 

The variance in detention use rates indicates that usage is influenced by the 
availability of the services. Without uniform detention admission standards, 
our abi 1; ty to predi ct future secure 01' non-secure bed needs for either the 
state or for local jurisdictions is very limited. The degree of accuracy of 
predictions of the future will be proportionate to the degree of consistency 
in past patterns. 

Three groups who have discussed the issue on a national level and have developed 
standards or guidelines for detention are: 
1. The American Bar Association (IJA/ABA) 
2. Advisory Committee to the National Institute for ~Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
of U.S. Department of justice 

3. National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
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The National Ir,stitute Standards outlined below were selected as a method 
of examining the placement of all Michigan youth entering juvenile court 
intake, jail and/or a detention facility during the survey period, October 23 

through November 21, 1978. 

National Institute Standards * 
Criteria for Detention in Secure Facility - Delinquency 

Juveniles subject to the jurisdiction of the fam~ly court over delinquency 

should not be detained in a secure facility unless: 

a. They are fugitives from another jurisdiction; 

b. They request protection in writing in ci~cumstances that present 

an imnediate threat of serious physical injury; 
c. They are charged with murder in the first or second degree; 
d. They are charged with a serious property crime or a crime of violence 

other than first or second degree murder which if committed by an 

adult would be a felony, and: 
i) They are already detained or on conditional release in 

connection with another delinquency proceeding; 
ii) They have a demonstrable recent record of willful failures 

to appear at family court proceedings; 

i i;) They have a demonstrable recent record of violent conduct 

resulting in physical injury to others; or 

iv) • They have a demonstrable recent record of adjudications for 

serious property offenses; and 
e. There is no less restrictive alternative that will reduce the risk of 

flight, or of serious harm to property or to the physical safety of the 

juvenile or others. 

* Taken from: Report of the Advisory Conmlittee to the Administrator on Standards 
for the Administration of Juvenile Justice, 3,152. September 30, 1976. U.S. 
Depa~tment of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance /\dministration, National 
lnstltute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. . 
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VI. Legislative Options 

Study Results and Legislative Options 

If action is taken on this plan through the legislative process, a major policy 

decision must be made in order to select the appropriate action. This decision 

is essentially one of determining the degree of discretion that can be exercised 

by major Juvenile justice decision makers. 

Findings indicate that additional services will be necessary in any event. However, 

the amount and type of needed services will change depending upon the degree of dis

cretion permitted by Michigan law. 

The effect on needed services of changes in discretionary power is expressed in terms 

of two major legislative options. 

These major options are; 

1. Funa additional services necessary to support the current degree of discretion 

established by legislative policy. We have labeled this option: "current code" 

2. Fund additional services necessary to support more standardized decision making. 
I 

We have used standards for detention developed by the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA) as a means of illustrating the effect of standards on needed 

serVices. This option is labeled: "Revised Code'" 

It should be clear that neither option in any manner presents a "wish list" of ser

vices desired by professionals in the field. These projections are taken from the 

questionnaire which asked staff where individual youth were actually placed, and then 

asked where the youth would have "ideally" been placed if the resource existed. The 

questionnaire also enabled us to classify each youth as eligible or non-eligible for 

secure detention under LEAA standards. 

Method of Collection 

The following material describes how the information was collected, notes the vari;:1bles 

taken into account, and describes the procedures used to analyze the findings. 
f 
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1. Analysi~ of Current Services 

The extent of current use of secure detention and non-secure alternatives was 

collected from each of the 83 counties through a juvenile court intake survey. 

The survey was designed to collect information on all youth entering the court 

during a 30 day period. This 30 day sample provided proportionate numbers of 

youth securely detained (in a jailor detention facility), placed in non-secure 

shelter care, placed on supervised release, released to parents, etc. Copies of 

the actual survey forms can be found in the Appendix. 

In order to translate this 30 days of operation into an assessment of future oper

ations a number of adjustments had to be made. Once the sample was collected,all 

courts were contacted and asked about the extent to which they believed the survey 

peri od refl ected the; r "norma 1" act.i vity. 

Since the need for services changes over the course of a year, courts were also 

asked to provide information on their peak period. Using both the survey informa

tion and the information provided by courts as they reviewed the results we obtained 

information on the average volume of each court, and their peak volumes by nwnber 

and month. 

Two calculations were then made for each county: (1) The number of youth placed 

during an average period (in most counties this was represented by the survey period) 

and (2) the number of youth placed in each service area during a "peakll period. 

In order to complete this calculation we assumed that the general pattern of decision 

making in each ~ourt remains relatively constant, i.e. that the percentage of youth 

sent to each different placement during the survey period could be used to calculate 

the number of youth sent to those placements during non-survey periods. 

This assumption (that a pattern of decision making exists in the courts and that 

the survey sample reflects that pattern) is fundamental to this plan. We believe 

our projections to be accurate in direct proportion to the degree that such a pattern 

exists within the variables assessed. If no consistency in decision making exists 

with any variables, then no projections could be made based on data from one month, 
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one year or any other length of time. 

2. Projection of Needed Services Based on Current Code 

Per our Act 87 mandate a primary focus of this plan was to be on areas of the state 

without detention facilities. We believe this represents a legislatively recognized 

need for secure detention resources in th~ 63 counties without secure detention 

facilities. (The eight counties served current'ly by the Genesee Regional Facility 

may be considered excluded from this general statement.) The primary intent of the 

survey was to measure this need quantitatively. 

Actual rate of use is of little value in determining this need since utilization is 

minimal or non-existent in those counties without facilities. Courtesy detention 

does occur, i.e., a county with a facility will house a youth from another county 

if there is a bed available. However, it is a poor (at best minimal) indication 

of need. 

In order to measure the need for a sBrvice that does not now exist in sufficient 

amounts the survey not only obtained information on what was currently happening 

in each county, but also asked individual court workers to identify the "ideal" 

intake disposition for youth seen during the survey period. In this way, even 

though a service was not available for a specific youth, the worker had the oppor

tunity to identify when secure detention was felt necessary (as well as other non

secure alternatives such as foster homes). The need for each service was deter

mined by examining the ideal placements for individual youth identified by court 

staff. 

For example, if youth "A" was noted as ideally placed in secure custody, we assumed 

that: 

a. If a secure custody space had been available youth "A" would have been placed 

there. " 

b. A need exists in that county for secure ctlstody beds in an amount 

necessary to handl e youth "A". 

Since the same youth are considered for each option, with only the type of place-
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~ent changing, this approach links the projections of secure and non-secure beds 

inexorably together within each option. Each of the options should therefore be 

accepted or rejected as a package, since the projected need for each service pre

sumes the availability of the othe~~ services in the amounts specified. 

In addition to the proportions collected through the survey for ideal placements 

information on periods of peak intake was also collected for each county. 

At a regional level the month of highest intake was identified and the ideal secure 

need recorded for all counties that peaked during that month. Average (survey 

period) intake was then projected for all other counties in the region. This was 

done to assure that on a regional basis detention bed space was not computed at 

every county's peak month. 

Through the Ilse of both averages and peaks as a means of computing needed regional 

beds, we estimate the average occupancy rate of the projected beds to be between 

85 and 95 percent. This should peak to 100% one or two months out of the year. 

In a few counties there were unusually high jumps in intake during certain months. 

To avoid creating a large number of beds that would only be used for one month or 

less out of each year, the peak number of projected beds in these cases was adjusted 

downward to keep the facility at an average of between 85 and 95 percent occupancy, 

One final explanation of the calculations is necessary in order to understand the 

projections of need based on the current code. In 32 counties there were ~ actual 

secure placements nor any ideal secure placements, noted during the survey period. 

These counties would detain very few youth during a year. However, when several 

of these counties are combined in a I'egion, they do have a collective need for 

secure beds. This need could not be projected directly from the survey. Therefore, 

it was necessary to devise a method of estimating their need based on their intake. 

Two different methods of estimating this need were used. The first was a projection 

of secure placements based on a straight percentage of intake volume. This per

centage was based on findings in national studies of detention rates. The second 
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method used a mathematical formula developed by planning staff to estimate the 

likelihoo'dofan event given a certain siz.e of sample. 

~Jhen both methods were applied to the saf7q. information we found the resulting 

projections from each method to be about the same when a large number of counties 

were taken together. In this situation we selected the mathematical formula as 

the method of choice. This method seemed to more accurately reflect variations 

in practice between counties that one would normally find in actual operation. 

The formula used is described in detail in the Appendix. The projections which 

are based on this formula in zero counties Clre shown in the regional tables as: 

"SurveY/Peak, Adjusted '0'." 

3. Analysis of Needed Services Based On A Change in the Code 

In addition to measuring current use and need based on current policies established 

in the Juvenile Code and Court rules, we also attempted to measure the effect that 

a major change in the code would have on decisions to use secure detention. 

In order to measure the effect of a major policy change on the need for services 

we had to select and apply a policy that: a) was different than current Michigan 

policy, and b) could be applied consistently across all counties. 

We were also concerned that the policy change represent a credible future direction 

for Michigan. Regardless of whether the policy is eventually adopted or not, it 

had to be feasible for Michigan. 

After consulation with staff from the Community Research Forum and review of other 

standards we selected the National Standards for secure detention developed by the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

These standards do differ considerably from current Michigan law. For example, 

under the standards, it would not be possible to place status offenders in secure 

custody. The standards also place very clear limits on judicial discretion. There 

is no open-ended statement in the Standards which permits detention for: "any 

other reasons the court believes relevant." 
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During the survey period, questions were asked regarding each youth coming into 

the court. A number of these questions were directed toward a determination of 

whether the youth could have been detained if the National Standards were in 

effect in Michigan. 

Although the Standards limit court discretion more than Michigan's Code, the 

standards do not eliminate judicial discretion. They simply decrease the boun

daries within which discretion may be exercised. 

In order to translate eligibility for detention into needed beds, we counted 

the number of youth in each court who met both of the following conditions: 

a) who Were eligible for detention based on the standards, and b) who ideally 

should be placed in detention in the opinion of the court worker. Thus the title: 

"LEAA-Ideal." 

Two points should be made about this option. First, the Standards apply ~ to 

secure detention. Therefore, the only number we could knowledgeably change from 

the current code to the LEAA standard is the number of secure detentions. In all 

regions the number of pre-adjudicatory secure beds needed drops when the LEAA stan

dard is used. 

With one exception, the number of needed non-secure beds (shelter care, runaway, 

etc.) does not change from the current code to the LEAA standards. The exception 

is "in-home" detention. 

In-horne detenti on is des i gned for Y:'lth who woul d otherwi se be sent to secure 

detention. We took the number of youth who w@re identified as ideally needing 

detention, but were not eligible for detention under the standards, and assumed 

this group indicated a need for in-home detention services. 

A second major pOint regarding the LEAA Standards, we have collected information 

from courts on their decisions and have then applied the National Standards to 

those decisions. We would like to emphasize that the courts are operating under 

Michigan law, not the National Standards. If judgments about court decisions are 
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to be made, they must be based on standards which exist in law, not upon stan

dards believed by someone else to be desirable. 

Our intent in using the standards is to help Michigan make informed judgments 

about what its future should be, not to criticize present actions which are 

appropriate under current law. 

The need identified in the juvenile court intake survey for the counties without 

secure facilities must be measured against existing resources to determine unmet 
. 

need. If one just examines the survey need from the 55 counties with no internal 

reSOurces (and who are not served directly by the Genesee Regional Facility) then 

it is clear that current resources are not sufficient to meet the need, 

As previously indicated, courtesy detention does occur. However, it represented 

only 9% of the detention population in existing facilities during the survey per

iod. The nineteen existing facilities generally operate at capacity, serving 

youth from their own jurisdiction. In fact, many court administrators stated at 

public meetings on the proposed regional plan that their own judges would use the 

facility more often if more space was available. 

The primary concern of juvenile courts with detention facilities, expressed in the 

statewide meetings established to review the first draft of this plan is the pre-

sence of state wards in their detention facilities. These are youth waiting for 

parole and review board hearings,waiting placement in the training schools, waiting 

placement in a private residential setting, etc. The juvenile court intake survey 

was not designed to measure this population. 

The secure custody survey did provide some information on the number of state wards 

admitted to each facility during the survey period. However, it was not a complete 

picture of the state ward detention population for that 30 day period. In addition, 

it was only a count for that 30 days. Since the length of the training school waiting 

list suggests that a youth may wait as long as three months for placement in the train· 

ing school, a count for 30 days is not particularly revealing. 
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At the public meetings the "state ward issue" was consistently identified as a 

major contributor to detention center oVercrowding. The predominate sentiment 

expressed by facility administrators was that the existing facilities would be 

adequate to meet needs for their own counties if something could be done to de

crease the state ward population. 

The number of state wards currently in secure detention facilities was obtained 

from billings submitted by secure detention facilities, which identify days of 

care provided to state wards. These figures must be regarded as minimal indica

tions of the state ward population. Facilities can bill the state for this pop

ulation in one of two ways, either through state ward charge back or through the 

Child Care Fund. The only data available qn days of care for state wards is from 

the charge back system. 
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VII. Regional Services and Costs for Each Legislative_Option 

Begional Configurations 

Regional configurations were designed around the following information: 

1. Sufficient bed space projections (for counties without detention services) to 

build and cost-effectively operate a regional detention facility. Youth iden~ 

tified as "ideally" in need of seCJre detention and youth meeting LEAA standards 

and "ideallyll in need of secure detentions are identified for the 55 counties 

without detention services. 

Regional bed space projections were made using the formula: 

(# of detentions in regional peak month x average length of staX) X 1.5 = # of beds 
30 days in month 

Example: 

20 xouth reguiring detention x 15 daxs = 300 = 10 average daily population x 1.5 = 
30 days 30 

15 beds 

The additional loading factor (1.5) was added to the average daily population to 

account for the possibility of several juveniles being admitted at one time during 

thE month. A 50% increase factor has been traditionally used by the National 

Council on Crime and Delinquency, the John Howard Association, and the National 

Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture. 

This formula is designed to account for peak months of regional activity, plus 

peak periods of activity within individual months. The figures were adjusted 

in those counties where unusually high peaks would result in less than 85 to 

95 percent occupancy. 
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2. For counties currently with facilities, the number of days of detention care 

needed for state wards is identified separately. The options available to the 

legislature for this population are presented in the material. 

3. The geographic size of the region was considered in an attempt to assure that 

no region becomes too large, thus limiting use by all counties in the region. 

4. Projected youth population increase and decrease was noted. The primary pattern 

was reduction of future juvenile population. On a regional basis the reduction 

could be significant, bl\~, caution must be applied. At the public hearings police 

and courts general1y agreed that the survey findings clearly underestimated need. 

They believed that at the current time many youth are not referred to the courts 

by police because there are no services available. If this is true the survey only 

identified the "tip of the iceberg. 1I As such it might be erroneous to believe that 

juvenile justice system needs will decrease as the juvenile population decreases. 

They may increase as more resources are made available. 
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SECURE DETENTION NEEDS BY REGIONS AND BY OPTIONS 
Region 1: Upper Peninsula 

Number of Youth Needing Detention by Worker 
Ideal and LEAA/Ideal Options, During 

Survey Period and Peak Months 

REGION #1: UPPER PENINSULA 
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SUMMARY OF CALCULATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR REGION 1 - UPPER PENINSULA 
1. Need Based on Current Code 

a. Number of youth needing detention per worker ideal during peak month 
(August) = 26.68. 

b. Base Space calculation: 
26.68 youth x 15 days x 1.5 peak adjustment = 20.01 

30 days 
c. Estimated number of needed beds based on worker ideal: 

20 beds (rounded from 20.01) 
d. Estimated cost of providing 20 beds: 

1) Construction costs: $1,000,000 ~ 20 beds x average cost of $50,000 per bed 
2) Yearly Operatio~ costs: $525,600 20 beds x $72 per day x 365 days 

2. Need Based on Revised.Code 
a. Number of youth needing detention per LEAA/ideal during peak month 

(August) = 17.68. 
b. [led space calculation: 

17.68 youth x 15 days x 1.5 peak adjustment = 13.26 beds 
30 days 

c. Estimated number of needed beds based on LEAA/ideal: 14 beds (rounded from 13.26) 
d. Estimated cost of providing 14 beds: 

1) Construction costs: $700,00 - 14 beds x average cost of $50,000 per bed. 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $367,920 14 beds x $72 per day x 365 days. 
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TABLE II 5 

NUlIlbdr of Youth Needing Detention by Worker 

Ideal and LEAA/lcleal Options, During 

Survey Period unci PC11k ~Iontr\s 

REGIO~ 112: NOlnllERN LOWER PENINSULA 

% # 
, ... ~ , 

to,dc- LEAA & Id~all of change of youth Peak I. 
J Ideal ff to Adj.ff 

in youth entering court entering/ Detention tention ff to deten. 
.ounty pon. 1980-85 per Surv_€tY Month Survey/Peak Survey/Peak Surveyl.Peak ·1 
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SUM~BRY~'yALCUl..ATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR F~.I:GION 2 - NORTHERN LOWER PENINSULA 
1. Need Based on Current Code 

a. Numb~r of youth needing detention per worker ideal during peak month 
(July) = 39.87. 

b. Bed space calculation: 
39.8L.,vouth x 15 da~ x 1.5 peak adjustmen't = 29.89 beds 

30 days 
c. Estimated number of beds needed based on worker ideal = 30 beds (rounded from 29.89' 
d. Estimated cost of providing 30 beds: 

1) Constructio~ costs: $1,500,000 - 30 beds x average cost of $50,000 per bed 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $788,400 - 30 beds x $72 per day x 365 days 

2. Need Based on Revised Code 
a. Number of youth needing detentionperLEAA/ideal during peak month (July) = 21.55. 
b. Bed space calculation: 

21.55 youth x 15 days x 1.5 peak adjustment ~ 16.15 beds 
30 days 

c. Estimated number of needed beds based on LEAA/ideal: 17 beds (rounded from 16.15) 
d. Estimated cost of providing 17 beds: 

1) Construction costs: $850,000 - 17 beds x $50,000 average per bed 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $446,760 - 17 beds.x $72 per day x 365 days 
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Region 3: Mid Lower Peninsula (Northern boundary: Mason to Arenac, Southern 
boundary: Muskegon to Saginaw) ** 

TABLE #6 

Number of Youth Needing Detention by Worker 

:i:deal and LEAA/Idea1 Options, During 

Survey Period and Peak Months 

REGION H3: MID LOWER PENINSULA 

% of change # of youth Peak H J Ideal It to Adj.# to de-
in youth entering court entering/ Detention tent ion 

County :poo. 1980-8t; per Sur~ey Month Survey/Peak Survey/Peak 

Mason L 1.6 7 35 0/0 .13/.63 ,. 
June 

Lake t::'. 2.S 12 IS/Sept. 6/9 

Osceola .c:, 2.7 8 10 0/0 .17/.21 

* G. 0/1 Clare 1.5 5 unknown . 
June 

Oceana ,/ 4.7 23' 40/Aug. 0/0 1. 45/2.5 
Mar. 

Newaygo ,/ 3.1 15 30/AuK 2/4 

Mecosta ,. 
<..... 1.1 23 23/Nov. 1/1 

Montcalm <" .1 15 23/ AJ~Til 0/0 .6/.92 -
* C Gladwin .6 10 unknown 0/0 .26/ 

Arenac * ,~ :5.0 10 l6/Aug. 0/0 .03/.04 

Midland * c 1..6 23 33 4/6 

Gratiot .:::. . S 10 26/June 0.0 .03/.07 
(average 11) 

Isabella * .c.: .7 0 10/ Apr. 0/0 .319/.551 i 

LEM & Id~al 
# to deten. 
Survey/Peak '. 

0/0 

5/7.5 

-
0/ _ 

2/4 

1/1 

3/4 

* These counties may decide to participate in a regional d2tention facility located 
in Bay County. See discussion following secure bed proj~ctions for details. 

** The counties with existing facilities have been excluded from the need projections. 
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SUMMARY OF CALCULATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR REGION 3 
1. Need Based on Current Code 

a. Number of youth needing detention per worker ideal during peak month 
(June) = 22.56. 

b. Bed space calculations: 
22.56 youth x 15 days x 1.5 peak adjustment = 16.92 beds 

30 days 
c. Estimated number of beds needed based on worker ideal = 17 beds (rounded from 16.92) 
d. Estimated cost of provi di ng 17 beds: 

1) Construction costs: $850,000 - 17 beds x average cdst of $50,000 per bed 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $446,760 - 17 beds x $72 per day x 365 days 

2. Need Based on Revised Code 
a. Number of youth needing detention per LEAA/ideal during peak month 

(June) = 18.06. 
b. Bed space calculation: 

18.06 youth x 15 days x 1.5 peak adjustment = 13.54 beds 
30 days 

c. Estimaterl number of beds needed based on LEAA/ideal = 14 beds (rounded from 13.54) 
d. Estimated cost of providing 14 beds: 

As noted in the text, the survey information was too limited to permit a detailed 
analysis of the total effect implementing LEAA standards would have on existing 
facilities. 
However, based on the data available, if Michigan adopts the standards, the Bay, 
Muskegon and Sagi flaw faci 1 i ti es woul d have erlough space to accommodate the 
14 beds needed by the counties without facilities in this region. The pre
adjudication detention in the three faci1itie~ should decrease and thus provide 
bed space for these additional youth. 
The Bay County facility would still need approximately $500,000 additional 
state funds to renovate and add recreational services to be able to operate 
on a regional basis. 
Additionally, the state and the counties are currently paying for secure 
detention in this area. We do not project any increases in operational costs 
in this area under LEAA standards. Therefore, operational costs are shown 
as zero. 
1) Construction costs: $500,000 -. Based on architect's preliminary estimate 

of the cost of renovating the Bay County facility. 
2) Operating costs: $ - a -

No projected increase from current expenditure levels. 
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County 

If, upon further study, it is found that the existing facilities in this 
region cannot meet the needs of these 18 youth (14 beds), the estimated 
cost of providing 14 bjds is: 

1) Construction costs: $700,000 (14 beds x $50,000 per bed) 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $367,920 (14 beds x $72 per day x 365 days) 

3. Estimated number of additional beds needed for state wards currently held in Bay, 
~luskegon, and Saginaw facilities: 3 beds (rounded from 2.2) If. additional space 
for these state wards is to be added to some other detention facility, the follow
ing additional costs may be ~xpected. 

a. Construction costs: $150,000 - 3 beds x $50,000 average cost per bed 
b. Yearly Operation costs: $78,840 - 3 beds x $72 per day x 365 days 

R_~')ion 4: Southf..rn West and Mid Michi~ (Ottawa, Kent, Ionia, Allegan, Barry, 
Van Buren, Kalamazoo, Calhoun, Jackson, Berrien, Cass, SL Joseph, Branch, Hillsdale, 

and Lenawee) 

NOTE: The above counties with eXisting secure detention facilities have been 
excluded from the following calculations of need. 

Number of Youth Needing Detention by Worker 

Ideal and LEM./Ideal. Options, During 

Survey Period and Peak Months 

REGION #4: SOUTHERN WEST AND MID MICHIGAN 

\ of change /I of youth Peak # J Ideal II to Adj.1I to de-
in youth entering court entering/ 1 Detention tent ion 

'pOD. 1980-85 per Survey Month Survey/Peak Survey/Peak 

TABLE # 7 

LEM & Id~al 
1# to deten. 
Survey/Peak' 

~(lrry~_ L I 
~lLL~~_ 1.6 ____ D~ ____ '___21/t_iov. ~ __ 2/~ __ ~~ _______ ~_ 

--- - --- -- '-------

Van Buren ~ 1.4 

Ilillsdal.e ~ 1.0 

Cass z· 1. 2 

I3ranch ~.;... 2.9 

st. JOSeEh_~~_h--,_6_~ 
Ionia L- .7 ---- --~ 

54 i'8/Feb. 
Jan. 

20/June 
Oct. 

_____ ~~43 ____ __ L~3/No~ __ _ 

14 18 

31 45 

19 
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~2i}_~ _ 

~gjO 

4/4 - - -~----

2L~ ____ _ 

4/6 

~2/J._ 

-,}2/.£ __ ~ 

3/3 

__ __ ~_~~~O~ ___ l 

_____ ~ __ 1_20_~~ 
_ --- -- _ _ ~ 1/_2 ___ I 



SUMMARY OF CALCULATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR REGION 4 
1. Need Based on Current Code 

a. Number of youth needing detention per worker ideal during peak month 
(November) = 18.32. 

b. Bed space calculation: 
18.32 youth x 15 days x 1.5 peak adjustment = 13.74 

30 days 
c. Estimated number of additional beds needed in Region 4 based on worker ideal = 

14 beds (rounded from 13.74) 
d. Estimated cost of providing 14 beds: 

1) Construction costs: $700,000 - 14 beds x $50,000 average per bed 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $367,920 - 14 beds x $72 per day x 365 days 

2. Need Based on Revised Code 
a. Number of youth needing detention per LEAA/ideal during the peak month 

(November) = 10.32. 
b. Bed space calculation 

JO.32 youth x 15 ~ x 1.5 peak a.djustment = 7.74 
30 days 

c. Estimated number of additional beds needed in Region 4 based on LEAA/ideal: 
8 beds (rounded from 7.74) 

d. Estimated cost of providing 8 beds: 
Based on the data available, the Ottawa, Kent, Allegan, Kalamazoo, Calhoun, 
Jackson, Berrien and Lenawee facilities would have enough space to accommodate 
the 8 beds needed by the counties without facilities, if the Michigan code 
were revised in accord with the National Standards. The preadjudication 
detention in the eight existing facilities should decrease and thus provide 
bed space for these additional youth. Therefore: 
1) Construction costs: $ - 0 -
2) Yearly Operation costs: $ -0 -

3. Estimated number of additional beds needed for state wards currently held in 
Ottawa, Kent, Allegan, Kalamazoo, Calhoun, Jackson, Berrien: 18 beds (rounded 
from 18.15). If additional space for these state wards is to be added to some 
other detention facility, the following additional costs may be expected: 
1) Construction costs: $900,000 - 18 beds x $50,000 average cost per bed 
2) Yearly Operation costs: $473,040 - 18 beds x $72 per day x 365 days 

80 



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

I 

SUMMARY OF CALCULATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR REGION 5 
Region 5: Southeast Metro Region (Wayne, Oakland, Macomb, Washtenaw, and Monroe) 
All of the above counties have secure detention facilities. No attempt has been made 
to use the survey findings to determine the adequacy of existing facilities under 
the current code. 

The following general comments were made by some of the representatives of these 
counties at the public meetings he1d to review the draft plan: 
1. These facilities are being used appropriately as defined by current Michigan 

law. 
2. If the state ward population currently held in these facilities could bp, eliminated, 

the facilities would be large enough to rn€)et the needs of the county. 
We have no reason to bel ieve these two statements are not true. We have therefore 
estimated the number of additional beds which would be necessary to permit the re
moval of state wards from these facilities. 

Based on information on the number of days of care paid for by DSS for these wards 
we esitmate that an additional 46.4 detention beds would be necessay to house this 
populati6h. If additional space for these state wards is to be added to some other 
detention facility, or a new facility built, the following costs may be expected: 
1. Construction costs: $2,350,000 - 47 beds (rounded from 46.4) x $50,000 average 

cost per bed. 
2. Yearly Operation costs: $1,235,160 - 47 beds x $72 average daily cost x 3Fi5 days 

SUMMARY OF CALCULATIONS AND FINDINGS FOR REGION 6 
?egion 6: Flint Region (This remains as currently designed, including Eaton, 
Livingston, Genesee, Shiawassee, Tuscola, Sanilac, Lapeer, and Huron) 

The approach in this area is the same as that described for Region 5. 

Based on information on the number of days of care paid for by DSS for state wards 
in St. Clair and Ingham, an additional 3 beds would be necessary to house state wards 
from these counties. These three beds could be provided by the Regional Detention 
Center in Flint for this population. 
County Preferences 
In the time available for this study we could not formally survey the counties 
without facilities and ask which region they would prefer to use in meeting their 
secure custody needs. 
If individual counties demonstrate that for reasons of efficiency and effectiveness 
they should be placed other than as presented here, the projected costs and beds 

should be adjusted accordingly. 
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We are aware of two instances where this may occur: 
1. Chippewa, Luce and Mackinac may prefer to join the Northern Lower Region. 

If this is confirmed, then the bed space projection for the U.P. under the 
current code should be reduced by 4 beds (reducing the size of that facility 
to 16 beds). The same number should be added to the Region 2 facility 
(increasing its size to 34 beds). 
If the code is revised, the size of the U.P. facility should be reduced by 
3 (to 10 beds), and the Northern lower increased by the same amount (to 19 
beds) . 

2. Clare, Gladwin, Arenac, Midland, Isabella, Tuscola and Huron may prefer to use 
a regional facility in Bay County. 
This possibility is currently being evaluated by the adminlstration of the Bay 
facility, through contacts with the judges of the prospective counties and with 
the County Board of Commissioners in Bay. 
If the Bay County detention facility should be developed into a regional facility 
a redefinition of the southern regions would be necessary. 

Deleting the counties of Clare, Gladwin, Arenac, Midland, and Isabella from 
Region #3 (Mid Lower Peninsula) as designated in this plan would allow the 
remaining counti~s of Mason, Lake, Osceola, Oceana, Newaygo, Mecosta, Montcalm, 
and Gratiot to be grouped with Region #4 (Southern West and Mid Michigan). 
Region #4 includes the counties of Barry, Van Buren, Hillsdale, Cass, Branch, 
St. Joseph, and Ionia. 
This would create a new region in Western Michigan. 

Data indicate that the 13 bed Bay County detention facility would have to add 
ten beds to meet the "ideal" needs of the counties listed. Under the revised 
code projections, the existing 13 beds may be adequate (anticipating a sub
stantial reduction in preadjudicatory detention in Bay County itself). Data 
from the counties in the possible Western Michigan Region indicate the need 
for a 20 bed facility using the "ideal ll indicator. 

Ionia County is central to this configuration. 

As indicated, this possibility \'/ill bl;! pursued and if necessary, a cost addendum 
will be added to this document. 
Under the LEAA/ideal (code revision option) secure detention needs of this 
Western Michigan Region for 16 beds may be met by the existing facilities in 
the region, once again by anticipating reductions in preadjudicatory detention 
in counties with existing faci'lities sufficient to meet the needs of neighboring 
counties. 
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SHELTER HOME NEEDS BY REGION 

Ideal court worker estimates were used to project need estimated for shelter beds 

in all counties. Estimated need was also based on ir;dividual county peak intake 

demands. The formula followed to project shelter home bed space was: 

# ideally needing. shelter in peak month x average length of stay (21 days) = average 
number of days in the month bed space 

Example: 2 x 21 = 1.4 
30 

The additional peak loading factor of 1.5 used in projecting secure bed space need, 

was not considered necessary with shelter care projections. As was noted earlier, 

since the LEAA standards apply only to secure detention there is no difference be-

tween the number of shelter beds necessary under the current code and revised code 

opt;ions. 

Current shelter resources were identified through an inventory of resources that was 

completed by the OCYS Planning Division in March, 1979. Unmet need was defined as 

the absence of current resources sufficient to meet needs as identified by the 

adjusted court worker "ideal disposition" from the survey. Only identified unmet 

need is listed below (broken out into the regional configurations). 

The importance of meeting shelter bed ideal needs cannot be overstated since the 

reliability of all projected ideal need (including secure bed projections) ;s de-

pendent on the implementation of the complete continuum of services identified. 

Listed below are the number of additional shelter beds needed in each region. If a 

county was determined not to have enough existing shelter beds to meet projected 

needs, the county is listed with: 1) adjusted number of youth ideally needing 

shelter care, 2) bed space projected as necessary to meet this need, 3) number of 

beds now available (current resources), and 4) number of new beds needed (unmet need). 

The projected costs of operating the needed beds are shown for each region. Neither 

development nor construction costs for shelter care are shown, beciwse these beds are 

normally secured contractually. 
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Region 1 - Upper Peninsula 

Baraga 

Menominee 

Mackinac 

Luce 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space Need 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space Need 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space Need 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

-

2 
1 .4 
o 
1.4 

4 
2.8 
2 

.8 

3 
2.1 
o 
2.1 

12 
8.4 
2 
6.4 

1. Total number of additional shelter care beds needed in Region 1: 10 beds (rounded 

from 10.7). 

2. Projected cost of operating 10 beds for 1 year: $88,768. 

10 beds x 365 days x $24.32 average per diem. 

Region 2 - Northern Lower Peninsula 

Emmet Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 3 
Projected Bed Space 2.1 
Current Bed Space 0 
Unmet Need 2.1 

Charlevoix Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 3 
Projected Bed Space 2.1 
Current Bed Space 2 
Unmet Need . 1 

Cheboygan Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 2 
Projected Bed Space 1.4 
Current Bed Space 0 
Unmet Need 1.4 

Crawford Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 4 
Projected Bed Space 2.8 
Current Bed Space 0 
Unmet Need 2.8 

Wexford Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 5 
Projected Bed Space 3.5 
Current Bed Space 0 
Unmet Need 3.5 
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Ogemaw Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

2 
1.4 
o 
1.4 

1. Total number of additional shelter beds needed in Region 2: 11 (rounded from 11.3). 

2. Projected cost of operating 11 beds for 1 year: $97,645. 

11 beds x 365 days x $24.32 average cost per day. 

Region 3 - Mid Lower Peninsula 

Arenac 

Osceola 

Oceana 

Newaygo 

Saginaw 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

3 
2.1 
o 
2. 1 

1 
.7 

o 
.7 

6 
4.2 
o 
4.2 

2 
1.4 
o 
1.4 

18 
12.6 
o 

12.6 

1. Total number of additional shelter beds needed in Region 3: 21. 

2. Projected cost of operating 21 beds for one year: $186,412.80. 

21 beds x 365 days x $24.32 per day. 

Region 4: Southern West and Mid Michigan 

Barry 

Jackson 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 
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Cass 

St. Joseph 

Lenawee 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

11 
7.7 
1 
6.7 

1 
.7 

o 
.7 

4 
2.8 
o 
2.8 

1. Iotal number of additional shelter beds needed in Region 4: li (rounded from 14.40) 

2. Projected cost of operating 15 beds for 1 year: $133,152. 

15 beds X 365 days x $24.32 per day. 

Region 5 - South East Metro Region 

Washtenaw 

Monroe 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

2 
1.4 
o 
1.4 

5 
3.5 
2 
1 .5 

1. Total number of additional shelter beds needed in Region 5: l (rounded from 2.9) 

2. Projected cost of operating 3 beds for one year: $26,630.40. 

3 beds x 365 days x $24.32 per day. 

Region 6 - Flint Region 

Huron 

Genesee 

Eaton 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
lInmet Need 

Ideal # Needing Shelter Care 
Projected Bed Space 
Current Bed Space 
Unmet Need 

86 

4 
2.8 
2 

.8 

22 
15.4 

9 
6.4 

9 
6.3 
4 
2.3 



1. Total number of adctitional shelter beds needed in Region 6: ~ ,rounded from 9.5) 

2. Projected cost of operating 9 btds for one year: $79,892. 

9 beds X 365 days x $24.32 per day. 



IN-HOME DETENTION 

The method used to calculate in-home detention needs was to count the youth who 

would have gone to secure detention per worker ideal, but were not eligible under 

LEAA standards. 

On a statewide basis there were 54 (b3.8 actual) youth a month who were included 

in the current code option as needing secure detention, but who were not included 

in the revised code projections. 

Therefore, if detenti on bed space is developed us i ng the current code opti on ,\ 

services have been planned for this group, and no in-home detention services are 

indicated as part of this plan. If, however, bed space is developed uSlng the 

r.evised code option, in-home detention should be developed for these youth. This 

requires planning a program to handle approximately 666 youth a year. The following 

lists the number of youth identified as needing in-horne detention by county and by 

region. As a basis for calculating the cost of providing this service, we have 

used the following guides taken from existing programs and available in-home 

detention literature: 

1. One in-home detention worker can handle 7 youth at a time. 

2. Youth stay in in-home detention an average of 21 days. 

3. Therefore, one worker will be able to handle about 10 cases a month. 

4. An average cost of one worker is approximately $26,000 a year, salary 

plus fringes. 

The following shows number of youth a month needing in-home detention for each 

county and calculates the estimated cost of providing this services. 

Region 1 

A. Estimated number of youth needing in-home detention (reviseu code only). 

Cqunty 
Mackinac 
Alger 
Baraga 
Dickinson 
Ontonagon 
TOTAL 

# of Youth 
3 
3 
1 
2 
5 
~ per n10nth 
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s. Estimated cost of providing services: 1.5 in-home detention workers at $26,000 
per year = $39,000. 

Region 2 

A. Estimated number of youth needing in-home detention (revised code only). 

County 

Grand Traverse 
Leelanau 
Alpena 
Ct'a\'Iford 
losco 
TOTAL 

# of Youth 

3 
1 
1 
9 
4 

18 per month 

B. Estimated cost of providing service: 2 in-home detention staff at $26,000 

per year = $52,000. 

Region 3. 

A. Estimated number of youth needing in-home detention (revised code). 

County 

Clare 
Lake 
TOTAL 

# of Youth 

1 
1.5 
2T per month 

B. Estimated cost of providing service: as calc~lated the need is not h!gh 

enough to warrant additional staff. 

Region 4 

A. Estimated number of youth needing in-home detention (revised code). 

County # of Youth <> 

Cass 1 
Branch 2 
St. Joseph 3 
TOTAL -p- per month 

B. Estimated cost of ,providing service: in-home detention worker at $26,000 

a year. 

Region 5 

Need for in-home detention could not be determined from the data collected. 
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Region 6 

A. Estimated number of youth needing in-home detention (revised code only). 

County 

Genesee 
Shiawassee 
TOTAL 

# of Youth 

10 
5 

-'[5 per month 

B. Estimated cost of providing service: 1.5 in-home detention workers at $26,000 

per year = $39,000. 

\ 
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TRANSPORTATION NEEDS BY REGION 

Transportation has been estimated based on the following costs and computations 

per region: (These figures assume that the transportation service would be pro

vided by the regional facility.) 

1. Monthly number of miles necessary to transport to and from the regional center 

determined by: 

a. number of youth "ideally" and "LEAA and Ideally" in need of secure 

detention (as used in secure beds pace projections) were listed by 

county. 

b. mileage estimates made of the distance between youth's county and 

the proposed regional center location. 

c. allowance made for 2 round trips for each youth identified. 

d. total mileage on monthly basis added by region x 12 = annual estimate. 

EXM1PLE: a. Baraga County had 2 youth "ideally" in need of detention. 

b. Estimate mi'leage from L'Anse to Marquette (proposed 

location of regional center) 67 miles. 

c. 67 miles x 4 = 268 miles round trip 

268 miles (2 round trips) x 2 youth = 536 miles 

2. Mileage was computed to the following cities 7n the regions: 

Region 
Region 2 
Region 3 

(Upper Peninsula) - Marquette 
(Northern Lower Peninsula) - Gaylord 
(Mid-Michigan) - Big Rapids 

Region 4 (Southern Michigan) - Battle Creek 

3. Cost of l7¢ per mile used to estimate cost of mileage x estimated annual 

regional mileage. Obviously these costs will increase as mileage rates 

increase. 

4. After determining yearly number of miles for the region, the number of man 

hours necessary to transport that many miles was computed. We estimated 

staff necessary at a Youth Specialist 06 salary, assigned to regional 

facility. When staff is not transporting, (s)he would be additional staff 
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on a wing. (Salary $13,155 per year plus fringe benefits, computed at 22% 

totals $16,049.) 

EXAMPLE: Region 1 had monthly transportation total of 9,908 miles x 12 = 

118,896. Estimating time necessary to travel this many miles at 

55 miles per hour = 2,164 hours/year, one full time staff = 1,784 

hour/year. Therefore, 1.5 full-time equated staff membef's should 

be sufficient to meet transportation needs of the region. 

4. Vehicle costs - estimate annual maintenance of $1,000 and purchase price of 

$8,000. 
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TRANSPORTATION COSTS 

RegiQrLl IIWorker Ideal 11 computed for 1 regional detention facil ity in Marquette 
estimated to serve 26 youth per month (formula 2 round trips per youth per month). 
County # of Youth Nileage to ~1arquette Total Monthly Mileage 
Chippewa 2 165 1,320(l65x4x2=1,320) 
Ontonagon 
Luce 
Houghton 
Mackinac 
Baraga 
Dickinson 
Alger 
Iron 
Delta 
Marquette 
TOTALS 

10 
2 

1 

2 

2 

3 

26 

115 

105 
100 
162 

67 
79 
43 
88 
66 
12 

ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT 9,860 x 12 :: 118,896 

4,600 (115 x 4 x 10 = 4,600) 
840 (105 x 4 x 2 :: 840) 
400 (100 x 4 xl:: 400) 
648 (162 x 4 xl:: 648) 
536 (67 x 4 x 2 :: 536) 
632 (79 x 4 x 2 = 632) 
172 (43 x 4 xl:: 172) 
352 (88 x 4 xl:: 352) 
264 (66 x 4 xl:: 264) 
144 (12 x 4 x 3 :: 144) 

9,908 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL MILEAGE 119,000 (rounded from 118,896) 
COST AT 17¢ PER MILE 119,000 x .17 = $20,230 

TRAVEL HOURS PER YEAR 2,164 (one full time position provides 1,784 hours/year) 
STAFF FOR TRANSPORTATION 1.5 full time equated positions (actual 1.21 positions) 

'r:{egion 2 uWorker Ideal 11 computed for 1 regional detention faci1ity in Gaylord 
estimated to serve 39 youth per month (formula 2 round trips per youth per month). 
County # of Youth Mileage to Gaylord Total Monthly Mileage 
Cheboygan 4 49 784 (49 x 4 x 4 = 784) 
Charlevoix 1 44 176 (44 x 4 x 1 = 176) 
Leelanau 1 
Alpena 
Grand Traverse 4 
Crawford 19 
Manistee 3 
Wexford 
Iosco 5 
TOTALS 39 
ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT 8,592 x 

65 
72 
65 
28 

125. 

79 
105 

12 :: 103,104 

260 (65 x 4 x 1 = 260) 
288 (72 x 4 x 1 = 288) 

1,040 (65 x 4 x 4 = 1,040) 
2,128 (28 x 4 x 19 = 2,128) 
1 ,500 (125 x 4 x 3 = 1,500) 

316 (79 x 4 x 1 = 316) 
2,100 (105 x 4 x 5 = 2,100) 
8,592 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL MILEAGE 103,500 (rounded from 103,104) 
COST AT 17¢ PER MILE 103,500 x .17 = $17,595 
TRAVEL HOURS PER YEAR 1,882 (one full time position provides 1,784 hrs. per year) 
# STAFF FOR TRANSPORATION 1.1 full time equated positions (actual 1.05) 
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Region 3 IIWorker Ideal" computed for one regional detention facility in Big Rapids 
area estimated to serve 23 youth per month (formula 2 round trips per youth per month). 
County # of Youth Mileage to Big Rapids Total Monthly Mileage 
Mason 1 64 256 (64 x 4 xl:: 256) 
Lake 9 25 900 (25 x 4 x 9 = 900) 
Clare 1 51 204 (51 x 4 x 1 = 204) 

Oceana 
Newaygo 
Mecosta 
Montcalm 
Midland 
TOTALS 
ANNUAL ADJUSTt~E;. 1 

2 
2 
1 

6 
23 
4,068 x 12 = 48,816 

70 560 (70 x 4 x 2 = 560) 
25 200 (25 x 4 x 2 = 200) 
5 20 (5 x 4 x 1 = 20) 

62 248 (62 x 4 x 1 = 248) 
70 1 ,680 (92 x 4 x 6 = 1,680) 

4,068 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL MILEAGE 49,000 (rounded from 48,816) 
COST AT 17¢ PER MILE 49,000 x .17 = $8,330 
TRAVEL HOURS PER YEAR 891 (one full time position provides 1,784 hours per year) 
# STAFF FOR TRANSPORTATION .5 full time equated positions (actual .49) 
~ion 4 "Worker Ideal " computed for one regional detention facility in Battle Ct'eek 
area estimated to serve 18 youth per month (formula 2 round trips per youth per month). 
County # of Youth Mileage to Battle Creek Total Monthly Mileage 
St. Joseph 6 40 960 (40 x 4 x 6 = 960) 
Ionia 1 49 196 (49 x 4 x 1 = 196) 
Branch 3 34 408 (34 x 4 x 3 = 408) 

Cass 4 60 960 (60 x 4 x 4 = 960) 
Van Buren 2 36 288 (36 x 4 x 2 = 288) 
Barry 2 25 200 (25 x 4 x 2 = 200) 
TOTALS 18 3,012 
ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT 3,012 x 12 = 36,144 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL MILEAGE 37,000 (rounded from 36,144) 
COST AT 17¢ PER MILE 37,000 x .17 ~ $6,290 
TRAVEL HOURS PER YEAR 673 (one full time position provides 1,784 hours per year) 
# STAFF FOR TRANSPORTATION .5 full time equated positions (actual .38) 

Region 1 "LEAA/ldeal" computed for 1 regional detention facil ity in Marquette 
estimated to serve 17 youth (formula 2 round trips per youth per month). 
County 
Ontonagon 
Houghton 
Baraga 

" 

# of Youth Mileage to Marguette Total Monthly Mileage 
5 115 2,300 (115 x 4 x 5 = 2,300) 

1 100 400 (100 x 4 x 1 = 400) 
67 268 (67 x 4 x 1 = 268) 
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County 
Dickinson 
Delta 
Iron 
Ma rquette 
Chippewa 
Luce 
TOTALS 

If of Youth 
1 

3 

2 
2 

17 

Mileage to Marguette 
79 
66 

88 

12 
165 
105 

ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT 6,204 x 12 = 74,448 

Total Monthly Mileage 
316 (79 x 4 x 1 = 316) 
264 (66 x 4 x 1 = 264) 
352 (88 x 4 x 1 = 352) 

. .144 (12 x 4 x 3 = 144) 
, 1 ,320 (165 x 4 x 2 = 1,320) 

840 (105 x 4 x 2 = 840) 
6,204 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL MILEAGE 75,000 (rounded from 74,448) 
COST AT 17¢ PER MILE 75,000 x .17 = $12,750 
TRAVEL HOURS PER YEAR 1,364 (one full time position provides 1,784 hours per year) 
# STAFF FOR TRANSPORTATION 1 full time position (actual .76) 

Region 2 "LE/;A/Ideal" computed for 1 regional detention facility in Gaylord area 
estimated to serve 22 youth (formula 2 round trips per youth per month). 
County II of Youth Mileage to Gavlord Total Monthly Mileaqe 
Cheboygan 4 49 784 (49 x 4 x 4 = 784) 

Charlevoix 
Grand 'Traverse 
Crawford 10 
Manistee 3 

(.Jexford 1 
Oscoda 1 

loseo 1 

TOTALS 22 

ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT 4,800 x 12 = 57,600 

44 
65 

28 
125 

79 
56 

105 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL MILEAGE 58,000 (rounded from 5i,600) 

COST AT 17¢ PER MILE 58,000 x .17 = $9,860 

176 (44 x 4 x 1 = 176) 
260 (65 x 4 x 1 = 260) 

1 ,120 (28 x 4 x 10 = 1,120) 
1 ,500 (1 25 x 4 x 3 = 1,500) 

316 (79 x 4 x 1 = 316) 
224 (56 x 4 x 1 = 224) 
420 (105 x 4 x 1 = 420) 

4,800 

TRAVEL HOURS PER YEAR 1,055 (one full time position provides 1,784 hours per year) 
# STAFF FOR TRANSPORTATION 1 position (rounded from .6) 
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Region -

-' 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 & 4 

TRANSPORTATION COSTS FOR EACH REGION BASED ON CURRENT CODE OPTION 

Staff Needed Annual 
# Miles Cost @ to Transport Vehicle Tota 1 ,l\nnua 1 
Annually 17¢/Mil e (Youth Specialist) ~'aintenance Operation 

-
119,000 $20,.230 1.5/$24,074 $1 ,000 $45,304 

103,500 $17,595 1.11$17,654 1 ,000 $36,249 

49,000 $ 8,330 .5/$ 8,025 1 ,000 $17,355 

37,000 $ 6,290 .5/$8,025 1,000 $15,315 

TRANSPORTArrON' COSTS FOR EACH REGION BASED ON REVISED CODE OPTION 

Staff Needed Annual 
If Mil es Cost @ to Transport Vehicle Tota 1 Annual 
Annually '17¢1Mile (Youth Specialist) Maintenance Operat'jon 

75,000 $12,750 11$16,049 $1,000 ,$30,799 

58,000 $ 9,860 11$16,049 1,000 $27 ,'909 

Estimate no regional center may be necessary (youth served through existing 
facilities in state). 

96 

-

Vehicle 
Purchase 

$8,000 

8,000 

8,000 

8,000 

Vehicle 
Purchase 

$8,000 
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HOLD OVER FACILITY NEED BY REGION 

I. A limited number of hold over facilities should be established as pilot programs 

in regions of the state where jails are the only available resource for the 

housing of delinquent youth, prior to a court hearing. 

Seven potential sites in rura'j 'cvhlffiunities and/or counties without an existing 

secure detention program have been identified. These sites account for 37% of 

the statewide total of ju~enile·j~tling. 

Consideration has been given to the possibility of counties in the Upper 

Peninsula and Northern Lower Peninsula sha'ting a hold over facility, where two 

or more counties I juvenile jail intake does not warrant a hold ove)~ facility. 

Presel1'tly, it is believed that this l'S not a fG'a;:ihle plnn since the degree the 

'sharing of a facility takes place in these areas depends upon the length of time 

and travel distance involved between the pkk up and drop Q'ff point of a youth, 

the condition of the roads and the availab'ility of personnel for transporting. 

The following chart lists the areas targeted for hold over prograi:1S, the 

number of youth jailed during the survey month, and the monthly average of 

the target population. The youth intended to be served by the new facilities 

are those staying 72 hours or less, listed in column 6. 
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I 
I Secure 

Custody Monthly 
Survey Total # Average 

Secure Secure # Youth Youth # Youth 
Bed Custody Custody Survey Detained Jailed Detained 

Site Space # Youth ~b Statewi de 72 Hours During 72 Hours 
:ounty Location Projection Jail ed Jailing Totl. Or Less 1978 Or Less 

~oughton Houghton 1 2 1. 7% 2 2 
----

)el ta, Escanaba 1 2 2.6% 1 21 1 
-Sault Ste. :hi ppewa Marie 3 t3, 6.9% 5 198 17 

-Traverse ld. Traverse City 2 6 5.2% 5 79* 9 
-

:1 are Harr'ison 3 n 9.5% 11 11 
- •. -

10ntca 1m Stanton 2 7 6.0% 7 27 7 

~ass Cassopo'!; s I 1 6 5.2% 4 4 
I -

\' ' 

* Total # jailed fr'om January - Septe';nber 1978 in Traverse City Lock-up only. 
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Hold Over Facilities For Regions 1, 2, 3 and 4 

Region 1 - Upper Peninsula 

Houghton 

Del ta 

\, 

Chippewa 

Average monthly # needing c~re for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

2 
1 

$ 5,544 

2 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $5,544 yearly operational cost 

Estimated renovation cost 
1 bed x $5,000 = $5,000 cost 

Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Spose 
Projected yearly operational cost 

$ 5,000 

1 
1 

$ 2,772 

1 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $2,722 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
1 bed x $5,000 = $5,000 cost 

Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

$ 5,000 

17 
3 

$47,124 

17 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $47,124 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
3 beds x $5,000 = $15,000 cost 

$15,000 

Region 2 - Northernt Lower Peninsula 

Grand Traverse Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 

9 
2 

$24,948 Projected yearly operational cost 

9 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $24,948 yearly opErational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
2 beds x $5,000 = $10,000 

$10,000 

Region 3 - Mid Lower Peninsula 

Clare Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

11 
3 

$30,492 

11 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $30,492 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
3 beds x $5,000 = $15,000 cost. 

$15,000 
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Montcalm Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 

7 
2 

$19,404 Projected yearly operational cost 

7 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $19,404 yearly operational costs. 

Estimated renovation cost 
2 beds x $5,000 = $10,000 

$10,000 

Region 4 - South West and Mid Michigan 

Cass Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

4 
1 

$11 ,088 

4 youth per month x 3 days (length of stay) X $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $11 ,OS8 yearly operational costs. 

Estimated renovation cost $ 5,000 
1 bed x $5,000 = $5,000 cost. 

II. A hold over facility to be shared by three counties should be established in 
a region of the state where a regional detention facil ity is operational but 
jail continues to be used as a resource for the housing of delinquent youth. 

Three counties in the nine cotlnty catchment area of the Genesee County Regional 

Detention Center have been identified as sharing one potential site. These 
three counties represent 88% of the jailing for the Genesee Catchment area and 
9% of the statewide total for ~~iling of juveniles. 
The following chart lists the areas targeted for hold over pilot programs and 
the number of youth jailed during the survey month, anl.J the monthly average 
of the target population. The youth intended to be served by the new facilities 
are those stayin8 72 hours or less, listed in column 6. 

Secure 
Custody Monthly 
Survey Average 

Secure Secure # Youth # Youth 
Custody Custody Survey Detained Detained 

3ite Bed Space Survey # % Statewide 72 Hours 72 Haul's 
County Location Projection Youth Jailed Jailing Totl. Or Less Or Less 

Tuscola Cass City 4 5 4.3% 5 5 

SanIlac 4 3.5% 2 2 

Huroll 1 0.86% 1 
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Hold Over Facility For Region 6, Flint 

Tuscola 

Sanilac 

Huron 

Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

5 youth x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months = $13,860 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
1 bed x $5~000 = $5,000 cost 

Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 h0urs 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

2 youth x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
X 12 months = $5,544 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renIJi/ation cost 
1 bed x $5,000 = $5,000 cost 

Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

1 youth x 3 days (length of stay) X $77 per di~m cost 
x 12 months = $2,772 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
1 bed x $5,000 = $5,000 cost 

Projected cost on a regional level: 

Average monthly # needing core for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

8 youth x 3 days (l ength of stay) x $77 per diem cos t 
x 12 months = $22,176 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
2 beds x $5,000 = $10,000 

5 
1 

$13,860 

$ 5,000 

2 
1 

$ 5,544 

$ 5,000 

1 
1 

$ 2,772 

$ 5,v'JO 

8 
2 

$22,176 

$10,000 

III. A hold over facility should be established in a high density urban area where 
there is an existing secure detention program (less than 35 miles in travel 

time) but conveyance of the juvenile ~"~ the program presents a probiem. 

Although the issues of transporting juveniles to and from jails and detention 

facilities is crucial for both rural areas and high density areas, this 

recommendation is intended to address the need in \~ayne County. A hold over 

facility is being proposed for the purpose of reducing the period of time a 
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patro1 car involved in the transportation o~ a youth to the detention facility 

would be absent from community response and patrol capability. 

One site identified in western Wayne County as having a high number of youth 

requiring temporary secure custody for less than 72 hours is the City of Westland. 

Westland is a police lock-up normally holding youth for less than 8 hours, 

if a youth requires detention for a longer period of time, he must be taken 

to the Wayne County Youth Home approximately 30 miles away. 

During the survey period Westland reported (Departmont of Corrections - Monthly 

Ad~ission and Release Report) ~uth~rested - 30 males, 12 females -

and released. 

Hold Over Fa,cility For Region 5, Wayne County 

Westland Average monthly # needing care for less than 72 hours 
Projected Bed Space 
Projected yearly operational cost 

42 youth x 3 days (length of stay) x $77 per diem cost 
x 12 months ; $116,424 yearly operational cost. 

Estimated renovation cost 
8 beds x $5,000 = $40,000 cost 
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42 
8 

$116,424 

$40,000 
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General Comments on Detention Standards 
and State Ward Populations . 

The issues related to standards for detention and the overflow of state wards in 
existing facilities have been presented throughout this document. 

We do not intend to make specific recommendations in either of these areas as part 
of this plan. We have, however, attempted to make the legislature's options in 
these areas as clear as possible. 

Standards 
As noted, the issues related to the standards for detention is fundamentally a 
legislative decision regarding the degree of discretion to be permitted by Michigan 
law. If the legislature wishes to change this policy, consideration should be 
given to the various national standards, including the LEAA standards used in this 
p'Jan. 
Our analysis shows that: 
A. Based on the current code there is a need statewide for an additional 81 

secure detention beds requiring $4,050,000 in construction cost and 
$2,128,680 in yearly operation costs. 

B. If Michigan adopted the LEAA standards for detention, this need would drop 
to a total of 53 secure beds. In Northern Michigan the 31 needed beds would 
require $1,550,000 in construction cost and $814,680 in yearly operating 
costs. In Southern Michigan existing secure detention facilities may be able 
to provide the 22 beds necessary to serve neighboring counties with no exist
ing secure resources. A construction cost of $500,000 is included as renovation 
expenditures for Bay County secure facility, but no increase in operating 
expenses is identified. 

We leave Michigan's answerto this situation to the legislative process. Obviously, 
cost and numbers of youth must not be the only factors taken into consideration. 
However, we do not recommend that the legislature mix the options by accepting the 
lower cost figure, while leaving the policy as it stands. The policy and the need 
are directly connected with these two options. 

State Wards 
While not directly part of the mandate established for this plan it is clear from 
our analysis that existing local detention facilities are under considerable pres
sure because of DSS wards in the facilities awaiting transfer elsewhere (primarily 
to training schools). The recently completed Michigan Residential Facilities Pro
ject questioned the need for additional training schools at the present time. 
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However, the training schools are full and there is a two to three month wait for 

entry 'in most cases. 

In addition to taking no action, the legislature has several options related to 
handling this problem, including but not limited to the following: 

1. Fund an expansion of existing training schools. 

2. Fund additional training schools. 
3. Add space to existing or projected Regional Detention Facilities. 
4. Adjust state policies so that fewer youth are brought in to either detention 

homes or training schools. 
The only one of these options discussed in this plan is number 3: adding space to 
detention facilities. Several possibilities exist with this option: 
1. Add a wing for state wards to projected regional facilities; running a 

training school section and ~ detention section under one administration. 
If code revision reduced preadjudicatory detention as shown in the 30 day 
survey period, the Genesee Regional Facility could have additional space 

which could be utilized to serve state wards. 
2. Count the state ward population as part of the detention population and 

build enough beds for both. 
3. Build new detention facilities just for state wards. 

The figures presented in this plan regarding state wards are all based on pre
transfer length of stays, not length of stays in training schools. Therefore, 
building detention beds for these youth is a temporary solution at best. 

Region 

u.p. 

2 Northern 

3 ~1; d Lower 

4 SW & Mid 
5 SE Metro 
6 Flint 
Total 

Number of Additional Detention Beds Necessary to Remove State 
Wards From Existing Facilities 

# Beds 
Needed 

0 
Lower 0 

3 
18 

47 
3 

71 

Estimated 
Construction 

Costs 

° 
° $150,000 

$900,000 
$2,350,000 
(include in Fl int 
$3,400,000 
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Estimated 
Yearly Operational 

Costs 

0 

0 
$ 78,840 
$473,040 

$1,235,160 
Fac; 1 ity) 

$1,787,040 



Phasing of Costs 

The attached charts shows the recommended phasing of expenditures for both options 
from Fiscal Year 79/80 through Fiscal Year 82/83. 

The first three years of these charts are designed as implementation years, with 
the fourth year showing the cost of annual operation of the implemented programs. 

The costs and services needed by region are based on calculations shown in the 
body of the report. The State vs. county expenditures are based on the following 
assumptions: 

A. That the State will be responsible for all construction, renovation and 
vehicle purchase costs. 

B. That the operational costs of all services will be shared equally by 

the State and counties (50% to each). 

With both options 6 re-evaluation is recommended at the end of the second year 

(FY 80/81). A reassessment of the findings of this plan should take place during 
FY 80/81. This reassessment should include recommendations to be submitted to the 
legislature on any adjustments that must be made based on changes in need, changes 
in policy, etc. The FY 81/82 expenditures should be contingent upon findings in 
the reassessment. 
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FOUR YEAR PHASING - NEED BASED ON CURRENT JUVENILE CODE 

- - ~.w· __ _ ~~_. __ ~._ ..... _ ___. 

1979-80 (Fi rst Yea I') REGIONAL DETENTION SUB-TOTAL FISCAL YEAR 
REGIONS Beds Cost HOLDOVER FACILITIES SHEL TER HO~IES TRANSPORTATION SERVICE OPERATION STATE LOCAL TOTAL GRAND TOTAL 

• ----operati~n·-$55 :450"'- ... _ ..... _-._---- -----....- ~ - . ...--. __ .. _ ... -
Regi on 1 IIrchi tect IS Fee 88,708 Services and *283,500 
Upper Peni nsul a 20 n of total Renoy. 25,000 

10 beds expenses do 144,218 97,109 72 ,109 $ 169,218 5 beds cost. 
uperatlon ~4 ,948 not begin 

Regi on 2 - North $283,500 97,645 until Regi ona 1 
Lower' Penil13ula 30 Renoy. 10,500 

2 beds 11 beds Detention 122,593 71,297 61,296 132,593 

Region 3 Operation 49,896 Centers are 
Renoy. 25,000 186,413 in full 

Mid-Lower Peninsula 17 5 beds 21 beds operati on. 236,309 143,154 118,154 261,308 

Reqi on 4 Operation 11 ,088 
133,152 

S.W. & Mid-Michi9an 14 Ranoy. 5,000 
144,240 72,120 1 bed 15 beds 77 ,120 149,240 

Operation 116,424 1----
Region 5 26,631 S.E. ~1etro Area 0 Renov. 40,000 

71,521 8 beds 3 beds 143,055 111,528 183,054 

Region G ~perat.l on 
i6:6bg 79,892 79-80 

Flint Region 0 Renoy. 
102,068 51,034 2 beds 9 beds 61,034 112,068 1,290,981 

!~tlU-!Jl \!:ieCOnd Year) 1. Land purchase Operation -
88,768 144,218 

l~l,/~U,UUU 
72,109 ~ion 1 $400,000 55,450 72,109 144,218 

Region 2 2. 1/3 construc- 24,948 97,649 122,593 61,297 61,296 122,593 

~on 3 .;- tion cost - 49,896 186,413 236,309 118,155 118,154 236,309 
Regi on 4 $1,350,000 11,088 133,152 144 240 72,120 72 ,120 144,240 
Reqi on 5 116 424 26,631 143,055 71 528 71,527 143,055 80-81 -
Region 6 22 176 79,892 102,068 51 034 51,034 102,068 2,642,483 
1981-82. (Thi rd Year) I *T,i uu, uuu ~ 

Regi on 1 2/3 construction 55,450 88,768 144,218 72,109 72,109 144,218 

ReJl.i.£n 2 
cost $2,700,000 24,948 97,645 122,593 61,297 61,296 122,593 

Region 3 4S ,:96 186,413 236,309 118,155 118, 1~4 236,309 

Region 4 11 ,088 133,152 144,240 72 ,120 72,120 144,240 

Regi on 5 116,424 26,631 143,055 71,528 71,527 143,055 81-82 

Regi on 6 22,176 79,892 102,068 51,034 51,034 102,068 3,592,483 ,-
1982-83 (Fourth Year) 

20 525,600 55,450 88,768 
Operation 45,304 

715,122 365,561 357,561 Reaion 1 Veh. Pur. 8,000 723,122 

Regi on 2 30 7R8 400 24,948 97,645 ~peratlon jl?,~~~ 
Veh. Pur. 8,000 947 242 481,621 473,621 95~,242 

Regi on 3 17 446 760 49,986 186.413 
Operatlon 1~ ,355 
Veh. Pur. 8 000 700,514 358,257 350,257 708 514 

Region 4 14 367,920 11,088 133,152 
Operation 15,315 
Veh. Pur. 8 000 527,475 271,738 263.737 535,475 

:,' 

Re2i on 5 -0- -0- 116,424 26,631 -0- 143,055 71,528 71,527 143,055 

Region 6 -0- -0- 22,176 79,892 -0- 1Q2,068 51,034 51,034 102,068 ~;1~~~~j6 
'" - ~'" .. 
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FOUR YEAR PHASING - NEED BASED ON REVISLD JUVENILE CODE 

- -
1979-80 (First Year) REGIONAL DETENTION HOLDOVER SHEL TEA IN-HOME SUB-TOTAL (*CO~~t~~cti~~ costs) FISCAL YEAR 
REGIONS BEDS COST FACILITIES HO~IES DETENTION TRANSPORTATION SERVICE OPERATION STATE LOCAL TOTAL GRP,ND TOTAL - Oper. 55!4~~ 
Regi on 1 (Architect's $ 88,768 $39,000 Services and *143,500 
Upper Peninsula 14 fee 7~l of 

Renov. 25,000 10 beds (1. 5 wrkrs) expenses do $183,218 
115,609 $ 91,609 $208,218 

5 beds 
total cost) Oper. 24,948 not begin un-

Regi on 2 - North $143,500 Renov. 10,000 97,645 52.000 til regi ana 1 
87,296 Lower Peni Ilsul a 17 2 beds 11 beds (2 workers) detanti on 174,593 97,297 184,593 

New con- Oper. 49,89s'"- facil iti es 
Region 3 - ~lid structioll Renov. 25,000 186,413 are in full 
Lower P~l1insula 'A-14 in Regi ons 5 beds 21 beds -0- oper'ati on. 236,309 143,154 118,154 261,308 

1 and 2, Oper. 11 ,088 
Regi on 4 Renovati 011 Renov. 5,000 133,152 26,000 

85,120 SW & Mid-Michigan *8 in Region 3. 1 bed 15 beds (1 workel') 170,240 90,120 175,240 
- See narra- Oper. 116,424 

Regi on 5 ti ve, pages Renov. 40,000 26,631 NA 111,528 71,527 183,055 SE Met ro Area 0 89-91. 8 beds 3 beds 143,055 

Regi on 6 
Uper. -Z2-,176 79,892 39,000 1979-80 

Fl i nt Regi on 0 
Renov. 10,000 9 beds (1. 5 wrkrs) 141,068 80,534 70,534 151,068 1,306,982 

2 beds 
!:~ltly-r.H ,\::.econa year) 1. Land pur- Operati on *883,333-
Reg, on 1 chase -- S 55 450 $ 88,768 $ 39,000 11<3,218 91,609 91,609 183,218 

$200,000 
Region 2 2. 1/3 con- 24,948 97,645 52,000 174,593 87,297 87,296 174,593 

s tructi on 
Regi on 3 payment -- 49,896 186,413 -0- 236,309 118,155 118,154 236,309 

$683,333 
Regi on 4 11 ,088 133,152 26,000 170,240 85,120 85,120 170,240 

Regi on 5 116,424 26,631 NA 143,055 71,528 71,527 143,055 

Region 6 22,176 79,892 39,00lJ 141,068 70,534 70,534 141,068 1980-81 
1 931,816 

1981-82 (Third year) 2/3 payment 
55,450 88,768 39,000 183,218 "l,J~U~~ 91,609 183,218 

ReQi on 1 fi na 1 con-
Regi on 2 struction 24,948 97,645 52 000 174,593 87,297 87.297 174 593 

cost --Reg; on 3 $1,366,666 49 896 186 413 -0- 236,309 118,155 118,154 236,309 
Regi on 4 11,088 133,152 26,000 170 240 85,120 85,120 170,240 
Regi on 5 116,424 261,631 NA 143 055 71,528 71,527 143,055 
Regi on 6 22,176 79,892 39,000 141,068 70,534 70,534 141,068 ?~~~t~iQ 
1982-83 (4th year) 

14 $367,920 55,450 88,768 39,000 Oper. 30,799 581,937 290,969 290,968 581,937 Re~ion 1 Veh. 8 000 

Reg; on 2 17 446,760 24,948 97,645 52,000 Uper. 27,909 649,262 324,631 324,631 Veil. 8 000 649,262 

Regi on 3 *14 -0- 49,986 186,413 -0- -0- 236,309 118,155 118,154 236,309 

Region 4 'k8 .. ' -0- 11,088 133,152 26,000 -0- 170,240 85,120 85,120 170.240 

Region 5 -0- -0- 116,424 26,631 NA -0- 143,055 71,528 71,527 143 055 

Region 6 -0- -0- 22,176 79,892 39,000 -0- 141,068 70,534 70,534 141 068 
1982-83 

1 921 871 
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The following material is takrm from the "Re
port of the Advisory Committee to the Ad
ministrator on Standards for the Administra
tion of Juvenile Justice;'September 30, 1976, 
U.S. Department of Justice, Lav'i Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, National Institute 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion. 

3,15 
Detention, Release, and 
Emergency Custody 

111 

3.151 
Purpose and Criteria for 
Detention and Conditioned 
Release - Delinquency 

WRITTEN RULES AND GUIDELINES SIIOULD BE 
DEVELOPED BY THE AGENCY RESPO~~SIBLE FOR IN
TAKE SERVICES TO GOVERN DETENTION DECI
SIONS IN MATTERS SUBJECT TO THE JURISDICTION 
OF THE FAMILY COURT OVER DELINQUENCY. 

A JUVENILE ACCUSED OF A DELIQUENCY OF
FENSE SHOULD BE UNCONDITIONALLY RELEASED 
UNLESS DETENTION IN A SECURE OR NON SECURE 
FACILITY OR IMPOSITION OF CONDITIONS ON RE
LEASE IS NECESSARY TO PROTECT THE JURISDIC
TION OR PROCESS OF THE FAMILY COURT; TO 
PREVENT THE JUVENILE FROM INFLICTING SERIOUS 
BODILY HARM ON OTHERS OR COMMITTING A SE
RIOUS PROPERTY OFFENSE PRIOR TO ADJUDICA
TION, DISPOSITION, OR APPEAL; OR TO PROTECT 
THE JUVENILE FROM IMMINENT BODILY HARM. 

IN DETERMINING WHETHER DETENTION OR 
CONDITIONED RELEASE IS REQUIRED, f\N INTAKE 
OFFICER SHOULD CONSIDER: 

il. THE NATURE AND SERIOUSNESS OF THE AL
LEGED OFFENSE; 

b. THE JUVENILE'S RECORD OF DELINQUENCY 
OFFENSES, INCLUDING WHETHER THE JUVENILE IS 
CURRENTLY SUBJECT TO THE DISPOSITIONAL AU
THORITY OF THE FAMILY COURT OR RELEASED 
PENDING ADJUDICATION, DISPOSITION, OR AP
PEAL; 

c. THE JUVENILE'S RECORD OF WILLFUL FAIL
URES TO APPEAR AT FAMILY COURT PROCEED
INGS; AND 

d. THE AVAILABILITY 01: NONCUSTODIAL AL
TERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PRESENCE OF A PAR
ENT, GUARDIAN, OR OTHER SUITABLE PERSON 
ABLE AND WILLING TO PROVIDE SUPERVISION 
AND CARE FOR THE JUVENILE AND TO ASSURE HIS 
OR HER PRESENCE AT SUBSEQUENT PROCEEDINGS. 

IF UNCONDITIONAL RELEASE IS NOT DETER
MINED TO BE APPROPRIATE, THE LEAST RESTRIC
TIVE ALTERNATIVE SHOULD BE SELECTED. RELEASE 



SHOULD NOT BE CONDITIONED ON THE POSTING 
OF A BAIL BOND BY THE JUVENILE OR BY THE JU
VENILE'S FAMILY, OR ON ANY OTHER FINANCIAL 
CONDITION. A JUVENILE SHOULD NOT BE DE
TAINED IN A SECURE FACILITY UNLESS THE CRITE· 
RIA SET FORTI-I IN STANDARD 3.'152 ARE MET. 

Sources 

See generally, Daniel Freed, Timothy Terrell, J. 
Lawrence Schultz, Proposed Standards Relating to In
terim Status, Standards 3.2 and 4.6. (IJNABA, Draft, 
September 1975); National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Corrections Sec
tion 8.2(7)(b) (U.S. Government Printing Office, Wa
shington, D.C., '1973). 

Commentary 

Although exact figures are not yet available, it is 
estimated that over '15,000 juveniles are held in Ameri
can jails and detention centers on any given day. S(!e 
Children in Custody: Advance Report on the Juvenile 
Detention and Correctional Facility Census of 
1972-1973 (LEAA, Washington, D.C., May i975); 
Rosemary S,mi, Under lock and Key: Juveniles in Jails 
and Detention (National Assessments of Juvenile Cor
rections, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1974). Recent studies 
have shown that the rate of detention, the person mak
ing and reviewing the initial decision to detain or re
lease a juvenile, and the reasons for detention vary 
greatly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Standards 3.151 
to 3.'158 seek to define and limit the purposes for hold
ing juveniles in custody or conditioning their release 
pending adjudication, disposition, and appeal to clarify 
the responsibility for making and reviewing custodial 
decisions and to specify the criteria on which such de
cisions should be based. It is the intent of these stan
dards that most juveniles subject to the jurisdiction of 
the family court over delinquency, noncriminal misbe. 
havior, and neglect and abuse be released to the cus
tody of their parents, guardian, or primary caretaker 
without imposition of any substantial restraints on I i
berty and, when this is not possible, that the least re
strictive alternative be employed. 

This standard, togt~ther with Standard 3.152, sets 
out the purposes for which restraints may be imposed 
on the liberty of a juvenile subject to the jurisdiction of 
the family court over delinquency and recommends cri
teria to be employed in determining whether such re
straints are necessary. The term "detention" is intended 
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to refer to placement of a juvenile in a facility or resi
dence other than his home pending adjudication, dis
pOSition, or appeal. A secure facility is intended to de
note a facility "characterized by physically restrictive 
construction with procedures designed to prevent the 
juveniles from departing at will." Freed, Terrell and 
Schultz, supra, Standar'd 2.'10. A single family foster 
home is an example of a nonsecure racility. More pre
cise definitions will be included in subsequent stan
dards. 

The initial recommendation in Standard 3.151 is 
that written rules and guidelines be developed in order 
to promote consistency in detention and release deci
sions. See e.g., Florida Department of Health and Reha
bil itative Services, Manual: Intake for Delinquency and 
Dependency Juvenile Programs, Sections 5.4-5.4.8 and 
5.5-5.5.1 (Tallahassee, 1976). The Advisory Committee 
on Standards recommends the development of rules 
and guidelines governing decisions regarding deten
tion and release of juveniles in delinquency cases as an 
action that States can take immediately, without a m,l
jor reallocation of resources, to improve the adminis
tration of juvenile justice. Although the guidelines are 
to be promulgated by the agency responsible for intake 
services of the family court, the police and other af
fected components of the juvenile justice system should 
participate in their development. Cf. Standards 3.143 to 
3.145. Consolidation of administrative control over the 
intake and detention decision making in one agency is 
recommended to enhance accountability and reduce 
the confusion and inconsistency that have occurred 
when several agencies, departments, or units have been 
authorized to make initial detention/release decisions. 
However, decisions to detain should be subject to mail
datol')' review by a family court judge within 24 hours 
and the terms of release should be subject to judicial 
review on the request of the juvenile or the juvenile'S 
family. See Standards 3."155 and 3.156. 

Although emphasizing that most juveniles should 
be released without the imposition of substantial re
straints on their liberty, the standard indicates that such 
restraints may be imposed to prevent a juvenile from 
fleeing or being taken out of the jurisdiction or to pro
tect the juvenile or the community. See, e.g., Standards 
and Guides for Detention of Children and Youth, (Na
tional Council on Crime and Deliquency, 1961); Uni
form Juvenile Court Act, Section 14 (National Confer
ence of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, 1968); 

Model Act for Family Courts, Section 20 (U.S. Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington 



D.C., 1975); Task Force to Develop Standards and 
Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
Standard 12.7 (July '1976); Freed, Terrell and Schultz, 
supra. The criteria set forth in Standard 3.152 are in
tended to limit the circumstances in which juveniles 
may, in furtherance Qif these purposes, be placed in 
secure detention. 

Although preventive detention has been a highly 
controversial issue in adult criminal cases, the imposi
tion of high bail has often been used to achieve the 
same purpose. Preventive detention of juveniles, in one 
form or another, is allowable under the juvenile codes 
of a substantial number of States and has been ap
proved by the National Advisory Committee, Courts, 
supra, 298-299 (to protect person or properties of 
others); the Model Act for Family Courts, supra (release 
presents a clear and substanti2.1 threat of a serious fla
ture to the person or property of others); the Uniform 
Juven ile Court Act (to protect the person and property 
of others); Standards and Goals Task Force for Juvenile 
Justice, supra (to protect infliction of bodily harm on 
others or intimidation of any witness); and the IJA/ABA 
Joint Commission, Freed, Terrell and Schultz, supra 
(prevent infliction of serious bodily harm on others). 
But see National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justic Standards and Goals, Corrections, Section 
8.2(7)('1973). Because of the difficulty of predicting fu
ture conduct, the adverse impact of incarceration on a 
juvenile, and the cost of detention, the standard recom
mends that secure detention should be an available 
alternative in only certain specified situations. In addi
tion, juveniles can only be confined for their own pro
tection in a secure facility if they request such confine
ment in writing "in circumstances that present an im
mediate danger of serious physical injury." See Freed, 
Terrell and Schultz, supra, Standard 6.7(a). 

To provide further guidance, the standard suggests 
four sets of considerations relevant to the decision re
garding what, if any, restraints should be imposed. 
These relate directly to the purposes enumerated above 
and to the criteria for secure detention discussed in 
Standard 3.152. See also Standard 3.143. In order to 
assure that the juvenile's rights are protected, Standard 
3.155 provides that the detention hearing must include 
a judicial determination of probable cause, and Stan
dard 3.158 recommends weekly review of decisions to 
continue detention to assure that confinement is still 
necessary. 

Finally, the standard, in accordance with the posi
tion adopted by the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, Task Force 
Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, 36 
(U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 
1967); the Standards and Goals Task Force on Juvenile 
Justice, supra, Standard 12.12; and the IJNABA Joint 

Commission, Freed, Terrell, and Schultz supra, recom
mends that a juvenile'S release not be conditioned on 
the posting of a bail bond or any other financial condi
tion. As stated in the commentary to the Task Force 
provision: 

A juvenile is unlikely to have independent finan
cial resources which he could use to post bail. 
Even if he did have such resources, he could not 
sign a binding bail bond because a minor is not 
ordinarily liable on a contract. Consequently, the 
youth would have to depend on his parents or 
other interested adults to post bond in his behalf. 
If an adult posted bond, the youth's incentive to 
appear would arguably be defeated, since he 
would not personally forfeit anything upon non
appearance. On the other hand, a parent might 
refuse to post bail and force the youth to remain 
in detention. Finally, financial conditions dis
criminate agains~ indigent juveniles and their 
families. 

State practices with regard to bail vary widely. A 
substantial number, however, by statute or decision, 
provide accused delinquents with a right to bail. It was 
the conclusion of the Advisory Committee on Standards 
that the recommended procedures are more in keeping 
with the purposes of the family court than bail, will 
more adequately protect juveniles against unwarranted 
restraints on their liberty, and will not be subject to the 
abuses and injustices that have occurred in the adult 
criminal justice system as a result of, reliance on bail 
and other financial conditions for release. See National 
Advisory Commission, Courts, supra, Section 4.6; ABA, 
Standards Relatjng to Pretrial Release, Section 1.2(c) 
(Approved Draft, 1969). 
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3.152 
3.'153 
3.154 
3.155 
3.156 
3.157 
3.158 
3.171 



3.152 
Criter'ia for Detention in 
Secure Facilities - Delinquency 

JUVENILES SUBJECT TO THE JURISDICTION OF 
THE FAMILY COURT OVER DELINQUENCY SHOULD 
NOT BE DETAINED IN A SECURE FACILITY UNLESS: 

a. THEY ARE FUGITIVES FROM ANOTHER JURIS
DICTIONi 

b. THEY REQUEST PROTECTION IN WRITING IN 
CIRCUMSTANCES THAT PRESENT AN IMMEDIATE 
THREAT OF SERIOUS PHYSICAL INjURYj 

c. THEY ARE CHARGED WITH MURDER IN THE 
FIRST OR SECOND DEGREEj 

d. THEY ARE CHARGED WITH A SERIOUS PRO
PERTY CRIME OR A CRIME OF VIOLENCE OTHER 
TI-IAN FIRST OR SECOND DEGREE MURDER WHICH 
IF COMMITTED BY AN ADULT WOULD BE A FEL
ONY, AND: 

i) THEY ARE ALREADY DETAINED OR ON 
CONDiTIONED RelEASE IN CONNECTION WITH 
ANOTHER DELINQUENCY PROCEEDlr~Gj 

ii) THEY HAVE A DEMONSTRABLE RECENT 
RECORD OF WILLFUL FAILlJRES TO APPEAR AT 
FAMILY COURT PROCEEDINGSj 

iii) THEY HAVE A DEMONSTRABLE RECENT 
RECORD OF VIOLENT CONDUCT RESULTING IN 
PHYSICAL INJURY TO OTHERS; OR 

iv) THEY HAVE A DEMONSTRABLE RECENT 
RECORD OF ADJUDICATIONS FOR SERIOUS PRO
PERTY OFFENSES; AND 

e. THERE IS NO LESS RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE 
THAT WILL REDUCE THE RISK OF FLIGHT, OR OF 
SERIOUS HARM TO PROPERTY OR TO THE 1'HYSI
CAL SAFETY OF THE JUVENILE OR OTHERS. 

Source 

S~e generally, Daniel Freed, '(jmothy Terrell, j. 
Lawrence Schultz, Proposed Standards Relating to In
terim Status, Standards 6.6 and 6.7 (IJNABA, Draft, 
September 1975). 

Commentary 

This standard describes the circumstances in 
which a juvenil.e subject to the jurisdiction of the family 
court over delmquency may be detained in a secure 
facility. It is intended to limit secure detention to those 
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instances in which no less restrictive alternative is suffi
cient to protect the juvenile, the community, or the 
jurisdiction of a family court. 

Under subparagraph (a), juveniles who have fled 
from a jurisdiction in which a delinquency complaint 
or petition is pending against them may be detained in 
a secure facil ity unless nonsecure detention, coneli
tioned or unconditioned release would be sufficient to 
significantly reduce the risk of flight. 

Subparagraph (b) recommends that protective cus
tody be permitted only on the juvenile'S written request 
coupled with circumstances that indicate that tl1e juve
nile is in immediate danger of serious physical injury, 
Such dangeris intended to be more than being on the 
streets at night or the possibility that the juvenile may 
be harmed if he/she continues to get into trouble. See 
Freed, Terrell and Schultz, supra, Commentary to Stan
dard 5.7. Protective custody provisions have sometimes 
functioned as convenient excus\:!~ for holding a child in 
custody becausA of other re,.l::ions or the lack of less 
restrictive facilities. Such a practice would not be au
thorized under the standard. If the juvenile is en
dangered by h is parents, guardian, or primary caretaker 
in one of the ways set forth in Standard 3,'113, a neglect 
or abuse action may be appropriate. 

Subparagraph (c) recommends that secure deten
tion be permitted but not required when a juvenile is 
charged with first or second degree murder. This provi
sion is somewhat analogous to the statutes in some 
States prohibiting adults charged with a capilcd offense 
from being released on bail. 

Under subparagraph ld), commission of a crime of 
violence short of murder but still equivalent to a felony, 
e.g., manslaughter, rape, or aggravated assault, is not in 

itself sufficient to detain a juvenile. The juvenile must 
also have, for example, a demonstrable record of COI11-

milling violent offenses that result in physical injury to 
others or be on conditioned release or in detention 
pending adjudication, disposition, (\/' appeal of another 
del iquency matter. Similarly, being charged with a seri
ous property offense; e.g., burglary in the first degree or 
arson, must be coupled with a demonstrable record of 
adjudications for serious property offenses. The term 
"den:onstrable (ec?~d" is not intended to require intro
ductIOn of a certified copy of a prior adjudication 
or~ler, but should include more than allegations of prior 
n1lSconducl. In order to protect the juvenile'S rights and 
to assure that the decision to detain a juvenile in a 
secure facility was made in accordance with this stan
dard and Standard 3.151, related standards recommend 
~hat a d:te~'tion hearing be held before a family court 
Judge wlthlll 24 hours ancl, if detention is continued 
that it be subject to judicial review every 7 days. Se~ 
Standards 3.155 and 3.158. 



The standard differs significantly from the Freed, 
Terrell, and Schultz provisions on which it is based in 
four ways. First, it urges that the proposed strict criteria 
be limited to detention in secure facilities. Second, in 
view of the Imge number of burglaries and other seri-
0US pl'Operty offenses ccmmitted by some juveniles, it 
does not restrict detention to juveniles accused of com
mitting violent crimes. Third, the Freed, Terrell, <lnd 
Schultz provision would limit the violent felonies other 
than Illurder, which would warrant secure detention, to 
those for which commitment to a secure correctional 
institution is likely. This added factor is omitted be
cause it involves the type of prediction that the other 
criteria seek to avoid and because it may have a ten
dency to become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Fourth, the 
standard does not restrict the violent or serious propprty 
offenses, which would make a juvenile eligible for se
cure detention, to those occurring whilp. the juvenile is 
subject to the jurisdiction or dispositional authority of 
the (amily court. However, the standard, like those ap
proved by the IJA/ABA Joint Commission, is intended to 
pl'event detention of juveniles in secure facilities be
cause of the lack of less restrictive alternativesi because 
of the unavailability of a parent, relative, or othi!r adult 
with substantial ties to the juvenile who is willing and 
able to provide supervision and carei or in order to 
provicje "treatment." See also Task Force to Develop 
Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency, Standard ·12.7 (July ·1976). 
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The following material is taken from the "National Advisory Committelun Criminal Justice Standards and 
Coals" Report of the Task Force on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Standard 12.7 
Criteria for 
Preadjudicatory 
Detention of Juveniles 
in Delinquency Cases 

A juvenile should not be detained in any residen
tial facility, whether secure or open, prior to a delin
quency adjudication unless detention is necessary for 
the following reasons! 

1. To insure the presence of the juvenile at subse
quent court proceedings; 

2. To provide physical care for a juvenile who 
cannot return home because there is no parent or 
other suitable person able and willing to supervise and 
care for him or her adequately; 

3. To prevent ,.he juvenile from harming or intimi
dating any witness, or otherwise threatening the or
derly progress of the court proceedings; 

4. To prevent the juvenile from inflicting bodily 
harm on others; or 

5. To protect the juvenile from bodily harm. 
A detained juvenile should be placed in the least 

restrictive residential setting that will adequately serve 
the purposes of detention. 

Comme!ltary 

In the criminal justice system, pretrial detention 
serves the purpose of insuring that the accused will be 
present at trial. If an accused can meet bailor satisfy 
other conditions to assure his or her presence at later 
proceedings, he or she may not normally be kept in 
detention. The only exceptions to the right to bail con
cern defendants charged with capital offenses, and de
fendants who have demonstrated that their freedom 
would pose a personal threat to witnesses, or otherwlse 
defeat the orderly progress of tri31. The juvenile justice 
,;ystem, however, ;,as traditionally allowed preadjudi
catory detention more liberally. Some provision usually 
exists for orderin,~ nonsecure, residential care before 
adjudication for youths who require substitute parental 
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care. The law also generally permits detention to pre
vent the youth from engaging in further delinquent or' 
other harmful conduct. Detention for such reasons is 
preventive detention. 

The standard permits the court to order that a yo
uth be detained in secure or open residential care be
fore adjudication in five circumstances. Detention may 
be ordered to insure the juvenile's presence at subse
quent court proceedings, to provide parental care and 
to prevent the commission of certain harms against wit
nesses, the public or the juvenile. 

Paragraph two of the standard permits the court to 
order retention of the juvenile in a residential place
ment when the youth needs the physical care normally 
pwvidd by a parent, but which for some reason is not 
available at that time. Substitute care, which should 
always be provided in an open shelter Of foster care 
set·ling rather than in 2 locked facility, may be neces
sary because the respondent's parent is hostile to the 
youth and refuses to receive the child back into the 
family home. In some instances, the youth may be 
charged with an offense against another household 
member, and the court may decide that the youth's 
interests would best be served by temporary placement 
outside the home. 

The standard permits the use of preventive deten
tion in the situations described in items three, four, and 
five. Item four of the standard is desrgned specifically to 
provide a preventive detention measure for the violent 
or recidivist delinquent who presents a clear threat to 
the community. Though it is to be used sparingly, this 
provision appears necessw,/ to ha"dle juveniles who 
present such a serious threat to society. A court may 
not, however, detain a youth simply to prevent the pre
dicted commission of property offenses. 

Although preventive detention may be justified in 
terms of the State's responsibility as parens patriae to 
protect youth from dangerous conduct or environ
ments, several considerations argue for strict limitations 
upon its LIse. The major argument against detention of 
juveniles before adjudication is that until the allega
tions of delinquency have been tried and proven, the 
youth enjoys the presumption of innocence. Restric
tions upon I iberty at the pretrial stage may therefore be 
premature and unjust. Also, aside from its costliness to 
the taxpayer, detention may have a severe negative im
pact on the child. Separating a youth from home and 



familiar surroundings, even for a short period of time, 
can be quite detrimental to his or her well-being: "The 
indiscriminate use of detention ... is at best extremely 
disruptive to the child's emotional security." (National 
Council of Juvenile Court Judges, Handbook for New 
Juvenile Court Judges, 1972, p.21.) Detention status 
also may hamper the juvenile's opportunity to prepare 
an effective defense to the allegations, and may subtly 
influence the court's final disposition of the case to his 
or her detriment. 

Objections also have been raised regarding the 
premises underlying preventive detention. Critics have 
documented the difficulty of making reliable predic
tions of future conduct and have pointed out the high 
individual and social costs of erroneous predictions. 
They also have exposed the difficulty of discovering the 
incidence of detentions based on predictions of future 
harm or rr)isconduct. 

This standard is meant to govern detention deci
sions by administrative and judicial personnel at all 
preadjudicatory stages of the judicial delinquency pro
cess. Detention for any purpose must be found to be 
necessary. This implies consideration of alternative ar
rangements that might be devised to serve the same 
goals. For example, detention for the purpose of in:;ur
ing the youth's presence in court might be avoided if an 
arrangement for increased supervision by family or 
community resources could be substituted. 

References 
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2. Carbo v. United States, 288 F 2d 282 (9th Cir
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3. Dershowitz, Alan. "Preventive Confinement: A 
Framework for Constitutional Analysis." Texas Law Re
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4. Dershowitz, Alan. "Preventive Detention and 
the Prediction of Dangerousness." Journal of Legal Edu
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The following material is taken from the Institute of Judicial Ad~:~,istration, American Bar Association, Juvenile 
Justice Project,. "Standards Relating to Interim Status: The Release, Controll and Detention of Accused Juvenile 
Offenders Between Arrest and Disposition." 

STANDARDS FOR THE POLICE 

:: ,.; Guidelines for status decision. 
A. Mandatory release. Whenever the juvenile has been arrested for a crime which in the case of an adult would 

be punishable by a sentence of less than one year, the arresting officer should, if charges are to be pressed, 
release the juvenile with a citation or to a parent, unless the juvenile is in need of emergenr.y medical treatment 
(Standard 4.5 A. 1. b.), requests protective custody (Standard 5.7), or is known to be in <l fugitive status. 

B. Discretionary release. in all other situations, the arresting officer should release the juvenile unless clear and 
convincing evidence demonstrates that continued custody is necessary. The seriousness of the alieged offense 
should not, except in cases involving first or second degree murder, be sufficient grounds for continued 
custody. Such evidence should only consist of one or more of the following factors as to which reliable 
information is available to the arresting officer: 
1. that the arrest was made while the juvenile was in a fugitive status; 
2. that the juvenile has a recent record of willful failure to appear at juvenile proceedingsi 
3. that the juvenile is charged with a crime of violence which, in the case of an adult, would be punishable 

by a sentence of one year or more, and is already under the jurisdiction of a juvenile court by way of 
interim release in a criminal case or probation or parole under a prior adjudication. 

Commentary 

Current statutory provisions governing status decisions by the police often lack specificity and fail to separate 
criminal from noncriminal situations. Although oriented toward release, they tend to grant virtually unlimited 
discretion to continue custody: 

Most statutory references to the police suggest a preference for release. The Affluent County (Maryland) 
provision is typical. It directs the officer to release the chiid to the custody of his parents or other responsible 
adult upon his promise to return the child to court for a hearing. However, the po,'iceman's dutv to release is far 
(rom mandator>'. The statutes often provide that he need not release the juvenile if such action would be 
"undesirable" or, as in Affluent County, "impracticable," or not in the best interests of the child or community. 
Only a few statutes, such as Georgia's, express a preference for detaining rather than releasing a juvenile. 
Ferster and Courtless, "Juvenile Detention in An Affluent County/' 77 Fam. L.O. 3, 76-17 (1972). 

The Georgia provision criticized above was replaced in '1971 with language favoring release. See Ga. Code 
Ann. 24A-1401 (1974 Supp.). See also Note, "Juvenile Justice and Pre-Adjudication Detention," 1 UCLA-Alaska L. 
Rev. 154, 166 (1972) (Alaska Stat. 47-10.-140 [1962) permits a peace officer to detain a juvenile in a detention 
facility "if in his opinion it is necessary to do so to protect the minor or the community"). 

Standard 5.6 grants less discretion to the arresting officer to maintain cListody of the juvenile. Detention is 
allowed only if the officer has infcrmation which, under the standards, permits him or her to transport the juvenile to 
a detention facility. if such information is lacking, there is no discretion to continue holding the juvenile. 

The information that grants discretion to the police under Standard 5.6 is identical to the evidence that the 
intake officer may consider in reaching the interim status decision under Standard 6.6. Standard 5.6, thel>efore, 
exemplifies the sort of police-court coordination that should characterize the entire interim process: 

It has been suggested that juvenile courts, in consultation with the police, should formulate written guides to 
govern detention practices; police detention standards should be made to coincide with court standards so that 
a child will be detained initially only in situations where there is a firm expectation that the court will continue 
that detention. D. Freed and P. Wald, Bail in the United States: 7964, at 104. 

See also Virginia Bureau of Juvenile Probation and Detention, "The Study of the Detention Needs of an Eleven 
County Jurisdiction Area in Northwestern Virginia" 32 (1971), which recommends "that probation, court, law 
enforcement and welfare departments should confer to improve communication, services, andmLltLlal understanding 
in establishing uniform detention practices." 
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The term "fugitive status" in this standard refers generally to "escape" from a detention or correctional facility in any 
j urisd iction. 

STANDARDS FOR THE JUVENILE FACILITY INTAKE OFFICIAL 

6.6 Guidelines for status decision. 
A. Mandatory rc:lease. The intake official should release the accused juvenile unless the juvenile: 

1. is charged with a crime of violence which in the case of an adult would be punishable by a sentence of 
one year or more, and which if proven is likely to result in commitment to a security institution, and one 
or more of the following add itional factors is present: 
a. the crime charged is one of first or second degree murder; 
b. the juvenile is currently in an interim status under the jurisdiction of the court in a criminal case, or 

is on probation or parole under a prior adjudication, so that detention by revocation of interim 
release, probation, or parole may be appropriate; 

c. the juvenile is an escapee from an institution or other placement facility to which he or she was 
sentenced under a previous adjudication of criminal conduct; 

d. the juvenile has a demonstrable recent record of willful failure to appear at juvenile proceedings, on 
the basis of which the official finds that no measure short of detention can be imposed to reasonably 
ensure appearance; or 

2. has been verified to be a fugitive from another jurisdiction, an official of which has formally requested 
that the juvenile be placed in detention. 

B. Mandatory detention. A juvenile who is excluded from mandatory release under subsection A. is not, pro tanto, 
to be automatically detained. No category of alleged conduct in and of itself may justify a failure to exercise 
discretion to release. 

e. Discretionary situations. 
1. Release vs. detention. in every situation in which the release of an arrested juvenile is not mandatory, the 

intake official should first consider and determine whether the juvenile 1ualifies for an available diversion 
program, or whether any form of control short of detention is available to reasonably reduce the risk of 
flight or misconduct. if no ~uch measure will suffice, the official should explicitly state in writing the 
reasons for rejecting each of these forms of release. 

2. Unconditional vs. conditional or supervised release. In order to minimize the imposition of release 
conditions on persons who would appear in court without them, and present no substantial risk in the 
interim, each jurisdiction should develop guidelines for the use of various forms of release based upon the 
resources and programs available, and analysis of the effectiveness of each form of release. 

3. Secure vs. nonsecure detention. Whenever an intake official determines that detention is the appropriate 
interim status, secure detention may be selected only if clear and convincing evidence indicates the 
probability of serious physical injury to others, or serious probability of flight to avoid appearance in 
court. Absent such evidence, the accused should be placed in an appropriate form of nonsecure deten
tion, with a foster home to be preferred over other alternatives. 

Commentary 

Standard 6.6 A. represents the heart of the Interim Status vol ume and one of the most controversial of its 
formulations. To some it undesirably authorizes preventive detention because it establishes a category of juveniles 
whose pretrial release is not mandatory. To others it undesirably interferes with community safety by forbidding the 
detention of persons not included within its specifications. On balance, the commission believes it presents a 
reasonable middle ground, characterized by a distinct preference for release, a permissible but minimal category of 
detainees, and a requirement of candor in identifying those who may be detained. 

The categories are (a.) juveniles charged with murder (i.e., formerly capital offenses), (b.) juveniles on CC'1di
tional release (pretrial release, or probation or parole) whose release may be revoked for misconduct, (c.) escapees 
from post-trial placement facilities, and (d.) juveniles whose demonstrated record of flight makes it likely that they 
would fail to appeal in court if released. in none of these categories is detention automatic; the rule instead is that 
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persons not in these categories are automatically to be released. In order to detain those who are detainable under 
6.6A., the procedures of Standard 7.6 must be followed. There is, of course, one additional ground for detention, not 
stated in the standard, upon which courts possess inherent power to deny bail: "a substantial probability of danger to 
witnesses should the applicant be granted bail." Carbo v. United States, 82 Sup. Ct. 662 (Douglas, j. as Circuit 
Justice, 1962) (llrepeated threats of injury to the person and family of the government's principal witness"). 

The first of the stated exceptions to mandatory release, a charge of murder, conforms to the rule and practice 
almost everywhere and permits judicial discretion, rather than a right to bail, to govern the release 01' detention of 
persons involved in capital offenses. The test in such cases, according to most state constitutions, is whether lithe 
evidence is clear or the presumption great." In the federal system, bail in capital cases in 1789 depended on lithe 
nature and circumstances of the off~nse, and of the evidence, and usages of law." See O. Freed and P. Wald, Bail in 
the United States: 1964, at 2-3. So long as the principles in Part III of these standards and the procedures in Standard 
7.6 are followed, the commission believes that the traditional capital exception should remain. 

The second and perhaps most important exception in terms of controlling the conduct of potentially dangerous 
persons is stated in Standard 6.6 A. 1. b. This is the revocation provision, which permits a court, upon the taking into 
custody of a person who is charged with a serious but noncapital charge of violence and is already on some form of 
conditional release -.:. bail, probation, or parole - to review the release conditions and, if necessary and appropriate 
under the standards, to order detention. In terms of identifying the most serious part of the crime problem -
recidivism - this definition focuses on persons who have two or more times been under the jurisdiction of a 
criminal court, and whose conditional release status stands as a warning to remain out of trouble. See "Revolving 
Door justice: Why Cri.minals Go Free," U.S. News & World Report, May 10, 1976, at 36-40. Narrowing the class of 
potential detainees in this manner goes far toward limiting the unfairness of predicating imprisonment on unproven 
allegations of guilt. See Wenk, Robison, and Smith, "Can Violence Be Predicted?" 18 Crime & Df~ling. 393 (1972); 
Diamond, liThe Psychiatric Prediction of Dangerousness," 123 U. Pa. L. Rev. 439 (1974). Standards and procedures 
for revoking Gail, prob<ltion, or parole upon rearrest and a new hearing may be found in Standard 5.8 ABA 
Standards, Pretrial Release; U.S. v. Peters, '8 Cr. L. 2342 (D.C. Sup. Ct., Greene, CJ. 1975) and the adoption of 
judge Greene's probation revocation procedures by the Board of judges, 19 Cr. L. 2091 (April 28, 1976); and Note, 
'~Revocation of Conditional Liberty for the Commission of a Crime: Double jeopardy and Self-Incrimination Limita
tions," 73 Mich. L. Rev. 525 (1976). 

The remaining three exceptions in Standard 6.6 A., i.e., escape status, recent failure to appear, and fugitive 
status, aU deal with flight, the principal risk to be avoided by the bail process. The requirement that the failure to 

I '., ;. appear record' be "'demonstrable" rather than in accord with the rules of evidence is consistent with Standard 7.6 D. 
See Moss v. Weaver, 525 F.2d 1258, 1260,;- 1 (5th Cir. 1976). 

Subsection B. emphasizes that the alleged criminal offense is never sufficient by itself to justify detention. See In 
re M., 89 Cal. Rptr. 33, 473 P.2d 737, 747 (1970); In re Macidon, 49 Cal. Rptr. 861 (1966). 

Subsection C.l., outlawing mandatory detention, is simply the converse of subsection A. 
Instead of attempting to formulate guidelines for the use of various forms of release and control, subsection C.2. 

requires that the characteristics and needs of each jurisdiction determine the development of such guidelines. The 
one exception is that secure detention should be a last resort. Edwards, liThe Rights of Children," 37 Fed. Prob. 34, 
36 (1973); Metropolitan Social Services Department, Louisville and jefferson County, Kentucky, "Analysis of Deten
tion" 25 (1972). Subsection C.3. permits secure detention to b;.: imposed only when there is a serious threat of 
physical injury to others or avoidance of court processes. Unless compell ing indications of those possibil ities are 
present, nonsecure detention, and the least intrusive form thereof, is to be utilized. 

A recent decision by the Court of Appeals of New York illustrates the inadequacy of procedures for the pretrial 
detention of juveniles which these standards would address. People ex rei. Robert Waybllrn .. law guardian, on behalf 
of Charles L. v. Schllpf, 39 N. Y.2d 682 (1976). The court below had ruled unconstitutional a provision of the Family 
Court Act that permitted the preventive detention of juveniles before trial, based on lithe likelihood of committing 
another crime," a ground that the lower court found to be prohibited for adults. The lower court (Brownstein, J. in 
the Supreme Court, Kings County, reviewing a proceeding in the Family Court of Kings County) believed that equal 
protection of the law was violated because there was no compelling state interest or rational basis "for prohibiting 
preventive detention for adults while allowing it for juveniles." People v. Schllpf, 80 Misc. 2d 730 (1974). 
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The court of appeals reversed, upholding detention because "there is a compelling state interest to be served in 
differentiating between juveniles charged with delinquency and adults charged with cd me with respect to preventive 
detention." Such a distinction was said to reflect two fundamental conce/'ns - to protect the community and "to 
protect and shelter children who in consequence of grave antisocial behavior are demonstrably in need of special 
treatment and care." The court said it did not know whether Charles L. had been initially ordered detained to protect 
the public, or benefit the juvenile, or both, because the Act did not specify its purpose tmcl"the record contains no 
recital by the family court judge of the purpose behind the detention of Charles L." 

Several factual assertions and omissions did receive the court of appeals' attention: (,I) that it did "not find 
significant the statistics ... that in New York City ... a larger percentage of youngsters charged in delinquency 
proceedings were held in pretrial detention than were ultimately placed in training schools." It must be apparent, til(' 
court said, "that there is a vastly different body of relevant data on which to make an informed determination as to 
the desirability of placement after the dispositional hearing ... [and] caution and concern for both the juvenile and 
society may indicate the more conservative decision to detain at the very outset"; (2) that, although no empirical 
evidence whatever was adduced on this point, " our society may also conclude that there is a greater likelihood that 
a juvenile charged with delinquency, if released, will commit another criminal act than that an adult chal'ged with 
crime will do so"; and (3) that although no alternatives to prevent further crime were presented, or facts respecting 
them found, the court could nevertheless "conclude that it cannot be said that a less burdensome means could be 
found to achieve that objective." 
The distressing state of juvenile law reflected in the Charles L. case is unfortunate for a number of reasons, First, 
uncleI' ('I), the court offered no explanation in law or in policy, in the interests either of children or of society, why 
prior to trial "the more conservative decision to detain" is either legal or wise, i.e., why the right to I iberty of an 
unconvicted juvenile should be inferior to that of a juvenile found to be guilty. The court seemed in essence to be 
establishing a new rule to the effect that deficiencies in information at the outset of delinquency cases require judges 
to resolve doubts in favor of preferring pretrial cletention over pretrial release. The legislature has made no such 
declaration of policy, and modern standards run the other way. The right to bail for adults and juveniles alike 
dictates a policy preference for releasp" 

Second, under (2), the court cited no legislative finding to the effect that accused juveniles are more likely to 
commit crimes on release than are adults in a similar situation, and there are to our knowledge no empirical studies 
to support such a finding as a general rule. Attempts to predict future criminal behavior have been notoriously 
unsuccessful, wHether at the bail stage, at sentencing, or at parole release. And even if prediction would be possible 
in some cases with some accused offenders, it would require a particularized finding about a specific individual, 
based on a factual inquiry about him or her rather than a court-made assumption about all juveniles. 

Finally, under (3), the court upheld without any consideration of lesser alternatives to reduce the risk of crime, 
and without any findings by the court below, the conclusion that the most burdensome pretrial decision, the 
alternati.ve most detrimental to the interests of the juvenile, i,e., pretrial detention, was a perfectly appropriate ruling 
by a family court. The conclusion runs directly contrary to the emerging public policy, incorporated in this volume of 
standards, favoring the least burdensome and least detrimental alternative. Why the court of appeals strayed so far, 
and so unnecessarily, from that policy is left unexplained. 
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JlNENILE COURT INl1\KE SURVEY 

1. County of Court Jurisdiction: --------------------
2. Nane of Person Completing Sucvey: _________________ _ (1-8) 

3. Identifying Initials of the Juvenile: / / 
first I middle I last 

4. County of Juveniles Residence: ___________________ _ 

5. Sex: (check appropriate box) 10 M3.1u 20 Ferrale 

6. Ethnic: (check appropriate box) 1 0 
40 

7. Age: (years/rronths) / 

White 2 0 Black 3 0 American Indian 

!>Ex. Arrer. SOOther Spanish Heritage 
(Cuban, South Amer.) 

Asian-0riental 7 0 Other 

(11-13) 

(14) 

(15) 

8. 
years/rronths 

Source of Referral: (1) Law enforcenent agency, (2) School, (3) Parents, 
(4) Social Services, (5) Probation/parole, (6) Self-referral, (7) Other 

9. Single Most Serious Offense Charged Against Juvenile on Current Referral: 
(see attached offense code list) 

(16-19) 

(20) 

__ (30-31) 

10. Was the juvenile placed in a secure facility (detention, jail or lockup) (21) 
before court authorization: (1) Yes (2) Ib (3) Don 't Kfla..i 

11. Date of Current Referral (both new and active cases): Write in day am year 
on which the subject was admitted to intale. For example, June 2, 1976 \\Quld 
be coded as 02 76. __ (24-29) 

12. Was oomplaint or r:etition refused or dismissed without intake interview: 
(1) Yes (2) Ib (32) 

13. If interview was held, were parents or guardian present at intake: 
(1) Yes (2) No (33) 

14. Were p:lrents or guardian willing to provide supervision of youth prior 
to oourt hearing? (1) Yes (2) No (35) 

15. Was legal counsel present at intake interview? (1) Yes (2) Ib 

16. Juvenile is ex-oourt case (closed case) who was previously referred for 
criminal type offense. (1) Yes (2) Ib 

17. Juvenile currently on probation or parole status on a criminal-type 
offense: (1) Yes (2) Ib 

18. Juvenile currently an escapee from an institution or other placerrent 
facility for a criminal-type offense: (1) Yes (2) No 

19. Juvenile currently an escar:ee from an institution or other placerrent 
facility for a status offense: (1) Yes (2) Ib 

20. Juvenile currently verified fugitive from another jurisdiction I<.nich has 
requested that the juvenile be placed in detention (oould be Intersl!ate 
Co~r.act) : (1) Yes (2) No 

21. Juvenile has voluntarily requested protective custody or will not return 
hone: (1) Yes (2) No 

22. Nurrber of t:i.nes the juvenile has been adjudicated for offenses against the 
r:;erson during the past 12 rronths: 

23. Number of t:i.nes the juvenile has been adjudicated for serious pror:;erty 
offenses during the past 12 rronths: 

24. Number of times the juvenile has willfully failed to appear for juvenile 
preliminary and/or adjudication hearings during the past 12 rronths: 

25. Actual Intake Disposition: (1) Released to parents with no further action, 
(2) Released to parents and referred to oomnunity youth service agency, (3) 
Released to parent and referred to oourt operated, oonsent or infornal or 
uoofficial program, (4) Supervised release to parent pending adjudication, 
(5) Release on bond pending adjudication, (6) Placed in emergency foster care 
hone pending adjudication, (7) Placed in juvenile shelter hone pending 
adjudication, (8) Placed in juvenile detention or correctional facility 
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(36) 

(37) 

(38) 

(39) 

(22) 

(40) 

(41) 

__ (42-43) 

__ (44-45) 

__ (46-47) 

Complete 
On Reverse 
Side 



pending adjudication, (9) Placed in secure detention facility used for 'the confinement 
of adult offenders pending adjudication, (10) ~ntal Health facility pending 
adjudication, (11) Other pending adjudication: (48-49) 

26. Ideal Intake Disposition: (1) Released to parents with no further action, 
(2) Released to parents and referred to oornnunity youth service agency, (3) 
Released to parent and referred to oourt operated, oonsent or infornal or 
unofficial program, (4) Supervised release to parent pending adjudication, 
(5) Release on l:x:md pendiI1CJ adjudication, (6) Placed in emergency foster care 

hOITE pending adjudication, (7) Placed in juvenile shelter hOrtE pending 
adjudication, (8) Placed in juvenile detention or correctional facility 
pending adjudication, (9) Placed in secure detention facility used for the 
confinement of adult offenders pending adjudication, (1) Mental health facility 
pending adjudication, (11) Other, pending adjudication: 
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Intake Survey General Instructions 

Please complete the survey for every juvenile against whom a petition or complaint is filed eluring the survey period. 
Complete the survey each time a petition or complaint is filed against a juvenile during the survey period, even if this 
occurs more than once to one juvenile. 

The survey period will. cover 30 calendar days. The servey period begins at 8:00 a.m., Monday, October 23, and 
ends 5 :00 p.m., Tuesday, November 21, 1978. If, for any reason, you are unable to begin the survey on October 23, 
please conduct the survey at the earliest possible date for ~o calendar days. Contact Ms. Nancy Kruef!,er at (517) 
373-8225, if you must change the established sLlrvey period of October 23-November 2'1. 

To obtain a valid sample, it is very important that the survey include the most accurate information available on each 
juvenile. If you receive additional or more accurate information after the form is completed, please record this 
addition or correction. 

At the end of the survey period, send the completed survey forms immediately to: Ms. Nancy Krueger, Office of 
Children and Youth Services, P.O. Box 30037, Lansing, Michigan 48909. Ms. Krueger is available to answer any 
questions about the survey at: (517) 373-8225. Thank you for your cooperation and contribution to the Michigan 
Regional Detention Plan. 

Specific Insf.ructions 

Question '10: Classification of Most Serious Offense Charged With at Intake. If you are uncertain of the exact 
felony/misdemeanor/status classification of an offense, refer to the Handbook of Michigan Criminal Law and Proce
dures for clarification. 
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SECIIRE CUSTODY SURVEY 

(for Use in secure juvenile detention, jailor police lockup) 

COMPLETE THIS FORM FOR EVERY JUVENILE ADMITTED TO THIS FACILITY DURING THE SURVEY PERIGlJ. 

1. Name of Fadl i ty :_-,~ __ ----,-~ ______________ _ 
(please print) 

2. Loca ti on of Facil ity: __ -r--,...,-,.,.---:--.".---;-,..".-_______ . ____ _ 

(city, county) 
3. Identifyinq Initials of the Juvenile:_-.=-,-.,.....,-,:--r/'-n".-,-,.,.--/-I.,-:-.-__ _ 

First 7 Middle 7 last 

4. County of Court Juri sdi cti on OVer Juveni 1 e :--T--~-----__ 
(county) 

BLANK 
(1-4) 
(5~7) 

(8-11 ) 

(12-14) 

(15-17) 

5. Sex: (check appropriate box) 1 0 Male 2 U Female (18) 

6. Ethnic: (check appropriate box) 1 0 White 20 Black 3 CI American Indian 

4 0 Mexi can Ameri can 51~ Other Spani sh Heritape 

7. Age: (years/months): 
60 Asian-Ot'iental 70 Other (19) 

I (20-23) 
years / months 

8. Single ~lost Serious Offense Charged Against Juvenile: _______ _ 
(see attached offense code list) on current referral. 

9. Hour and Date of Admission to this Facility: (hour, month, day, year) 

I I I 
hout' / month / day / year 

10. Primary Reason for Detention at Time of Admission: (circle one) 
~.§- Awaiting parents or guardian to take custody ........ . 
§ c- g [- Awaiting contact with juvenile court .......•...... 
~:::: Awaiting transfer to a juvenil e ~ facil ity 01' proqram per 
e'~o "juvenile court authorization before the preliminary hearinq .. 
;;;. ~~ Awaiting transfer to a juveni1e nonsecure facility Ol' program 
.;t.s.~ before the prelinrinary hearing .......... . 

Awaiting court hearing(s), i.e., preliminary and/or 
adjudication and/or waiver hearinqs ....... . 
To receive a requested diagnostic assessment per l5(d) Juvenile 
Code and/or a predisposition investigation .......... . 
Serving a court ordered disposition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Court Awaiting transfer to a post disposition secure facility or program 
Ward c.g., priVate aqency; court operated progl'am ........ . 
Court 
Ward 
DSS 
Ward 
DSS 
Ward 

Awaitinq transfer to a post disposition nonsecure facility or 
program e.q., foster care, group home, shelter home ..... 
Awaiting transfer to a post disposition secure facility or proqram 
e.g., training school or camp .•.............. 
Awaitinq transfer to a post disposition nonsecure facility or 
program e.g., halfway house, (il"OUp home, shelter home, fO$ter 
care, private agency ......•...... , ... . 
Other (please specify) ................ . 

11. Hour and Date of FINAL DISCHARGE: (hour, month, day, year) 

/ / / 
hour I month / day I year 

12. At Time of Discharge, is the Juvenile Beinq Rele'ased to a Secure or 
Nonsecure Settinq? (check appropriate box) 

1 0 Secure Setti n9 2 0 NrJnsecure Setti ng 

Please specify type of setting . 
e. g. parents, shelter oone, detention "-c-en-'t-e,r-, -r-e"""la-:'t-"iv-e-r'-s'"""h-o-ne-,
private institution 
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03 

04 

05 

06 
07 

08 

09 

10 

11 
12 

(24-25) 

(27-34) 

(35-36) 

(37-44) 

(45) 

(46-50) 
uLANK 



Specific Instructions 

1. Na.\l\?o of Facility -- Please print. 

2. Location of Facility -- Enter the city and county. 

3. Identifying Initials of the JUVenile -- Enter the first, middle and last name 
initials only of the Juvenile. 

4. County Of Court Juri sdi cti on ~- Enter the name of the coun'cy \~hi ch has COLII't 
jurisdiction over the juvenile. 

5. Sex -- Check the appropriate box. 

6. Ethnic -- Check the Appropriate box. 

7. Age -- Write in the juvenile's age in years and months. For example, a child 
aged 15 years and 3 months would be code 15 03. 

8. Single Most Serious Offense Charged Against Juvenile on current referral -- Enter 
the code for the offense with which the juvenile is charged using the: codes from 
the attached offense code list. If the juvenile is charged with more than one 
offense, enter only the siQ91e most serious offense. 

9. Hour and Date of Admission to this Facility -- Enter the time the juvenile \~as 
first admitted to the facility. Enter the hour (to the nearest hour, using 01 
through 12 for 1:00 a.m. to 12 noon, and 13 throuqh 24 for 1:00 p.m. to midnight), 
month (01-12), day and year. For example, 2:00 p.m., June 2,1976, would be 
coded as 14 06 02 76. 

10. Primary Reason for Detention at Time of Admission -- Circle the code which best 
describes the reason why the juvenile is being detained at time of admission. 
Circle "1" if active effort is being made to locate parents or guardian of the 
JUVenile with the intent that the parents will assume custody. (Items 2 and 3 
are only choices for jail and lockup. Juvenile detention centers do not check 
these two options.) Circle "2" if the juvenile is beincl held \Ih'ile active 
effort is being made to contact the juvenile court. Circle "3" if the juvenile 
is expected to be transferred from thi s faeil ity to a juvenil e secure facil ity 
to awa; t the pl'elimina)'y hearing.. Circle "4" if the JUVenile is expected to be 
transferred from thi 5 facil ity to a juveni 1 e nonsecure facil ity or proqram t.o 
await tne preliminary hearing. Circle "5" if the juvenile is expected to remain 
at this facility while awaiting the prelimina~'y and/or adjudication and/or 
waiver hearings. Circle "6" if the juvenile has been detained to receive a 
diagnostic assessment or pre-disposition inVestigation, Circle "7" if the juvenile 
is serving a sentence ordered by the court. Circle "8" if the juvenile is a 
court ward (post disposition) awaiting placement in a secure facility e.g., 
private institution, court: operated program. Circle "g" if the juvenile is a 
court ward (post dispOSition) awaiting placement in a nonsecure facility or proqram 
e.g., fostel' nome, group home, shelter home. Circle "10" if the jUvenile is a 
DSS ward (post disposition) awaiting placement in a secure facility e.q" traininq 
school, camp, state or mental hospital. Circle "11" if the juvenile is a DSS ward 
(post disposition} awaiting placement in a nonsecure facility e.C)., halfway house, 
group home, shelter home, foster home. 

11. Hour and Date of Final Discharge -- Enter the hour, month, date and year when the 
juvenile is officially discharged from this facility. lf the juvenile is still in 
custody on November 24 for jails and lockups, or December 6 for juvenile detention 
centers. write "Still in Custody." 

12. At Time of DiSchfirge, is the JUVenile Being Released to a Secure or Nonsecure 
Setting? -- To t e best of your knowledge, indicate where the JUVenile is expected 
to go after bei ng rel eased from your faci 1 i ty. Ci rcl e the appropri ate reSponse and 
please specify the type of setting in the spate provided. 
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Offense 

Alcohol Luw Violalion~: 

Driving Whilt, Intoxic.1lec/ 

Drunk('nnt'SS 

Ot/wr 

* Arson 

As~ault: 

Otl1('r 

* AUlolVehicle Th('ft 

* Burglary/Br('aking & EntNing 

Clwck Offt'nst's 

Disorci(>l'ly Cone/uct 

Drug Offt'nst's: 

Salt' of Controlk'd Substances 
(oth<.>r thall marijuana) 

Sale of Mt1I'ijuana 

Posst'5sion or Controlled 
Subst,1IKt'S (otlwl" than 
marijuanc.11 

Possession of Marijuana 

Otlwr DrLlg Offenst's 

Embt'zzlclllt'nt 

Esc-apt' 

Forgery 01' Counterfeiting 
(not (:hecks) 

Fraud 

Gambling 

Larceny/Theft (not vehicle): 

'" Greater than $'1,000 

'" Less than $1,000 

CURRENT OFFENSE liST 

Code Offense Code 

Municipal Orclinanct' Violations 23 

01 * tV\lI rc/er/Nonncgl igent Mansi t1ughtN 24 

02 Nt'gl igt'ntMans\t1ughll'l' )C: 
~J 

03 ,. Rapt' ((orciblp) 26 

04 ,. Robbt'I'Y 2.7 

Sex Of(t'ns(,5: 

O,S Pro5titlltion/Col11mNCi <11 i zC'c/ 

06 
ViCl' 28 

,. 
Other 29 

07 

08 
Stales Offenses: 

09 Truancy 30 

10 
Incorrigible/Beyond Parental 

3 'I Contl'Ol 

Runaway 32 

1 'I 
Dc'penc/enllNt'glected/Abuseci 33 

12 
Stolen Property: Buying, Re('('iving 

34 or Possessing 

Traffic ,11lCl Vehicle Law Violations 35 

13 TI"C'spassing 36 

14 Vagrancy 37 

15 Vandal ism 38 

16 Violation of Probation/Parole: 

'17 (or elel inquent offense 39 

'18 
for status offense 40 

18 
'" Weapons: Carrying, Illegally 

41 ppssessing 

20 OtherOffcnses Against the Person 42 

Other Offenses Against Property 43 
2'\ 

Other Offenses Not listed Above 44 
22 

NOTE: If an offense not listed above 
occurs frequent/yon your records 
please extend the above list (0 include 
it and attach a Inte explaining what. the 
new codes represent. 

e.g.: Kidnapping 45 

129 * Defined as serious offenses for Item #23. 



Court Operated Child Care Institutions 

FACILITY 

Alpena County Youth HOI11(' 
556 Hubbard Lake Road 
Hubbard Lake, MI 49747 

Allegan County Youth Home - Weston Hall 
Route 4. 33rcl Stre('t 
Alk'gan, MI 49010 

Ba)' County jUVl'nilp Honw 
S20 Htlmrton Road 
Esst'xvilk' , MI 48732 

Bl'f'ri(.'n County juvenilp Honw 
DC'ans Hill Road 
BNrien CpntN, MI 49102 

CCllhoun County Juvenik1 Court 
Horizcn Houst' 
38iO W. Michigan 
B,lltit' Cr('C'k, MI 49017 

Calhoun County juvenile Honw 
14SS.S181/2 Milt, Road 
Mar~hall. MI 49068 

Grt'('1l I-lawn (Clintoll County) 
1004 S. Swt'glc!:> 
51. johm. MI 48879 

Court's Group HOI11l' 
17th Judicial District Probat(1 Court 
<)03 W. Martl'n SU'(I(lt 
(llae/win. MI 48624 

Hillscla!t, County Youth Honw 
Routt' 3. Stpamburg Road 
HilisclalC'. MI 49242 

S - Shelter Care 
IJ - Detention 
PD - Post Dispositional 

Treatment 
CAPACITY TYPE OTHER INFORMATION 

6 beds Shelter Ages '10-17 juvenile 
court wards placed pending 
formal hearing or place
ment in treatment facility 

21 b(lds Detention 15 boys/6 gi rls 

'13 beds Detention 9 bo)'s/4 girls 

40 beds Dptpntion/PD agps '12-'17 
(l4S 
26 PD) 

12 bpds Shelt('r To keep girls who are 
status offenders/out of 
juvpnilp detention home. 

42 beds 

'16 beds 
(2 S) 

6 beds 

18 beds 
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Detention 

SiD/PD 

Shel tel' 

Shelter 

Multi-function instilution 

Primarily for delinquents 

1 0 bo'l~ - 8 girls 
primarily for delinquents 



S - Shelter Care 
D - Detention 
PD - Post Dispositional 

Treatment 
FACILITY CAPA .. ClTY TYPE OTHER INFORMATION 

I ngham County juven i/e Home '17 beds 
100 West Willard 

Detention 10 boys - 7 girls 

Lansing, MI 48911 

Ingham County Shelter Home 21 beds Shelter DependenUneglected 
600 Lesher Place youth only 
Lansing, MI 4891 'I 

jackson County Youth Center 33 beds Detention/I'D Ages '13-'16 
930 Fleming Avenue ('13 S 
jackson, MI 49202 20 PD) 

Autos House Status Diversion Home 18 beds Shelter Gil is, 13-'16, part 
(Kalamazoo Co. Juvenile Court) status diversion program 
729 W, South Street of court. 
Kalamazoo, MI 49006 

Kalam,ilzoo County juvenile,)"-Iome 58 beds D/PD Youth 12-17, Detention 
'1424 (!ull Road (40 D 20 boys, 20 girls, 
Kalamazoo, MI 4900'1 18 PD) Treatment 18 boys 

Kent County juvenile Court Center 45 beds Detention 28 boys - '17 girls 
'150'1 Cedar, N.E. ag(\, I hrul '7 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Kent County Child Haven 42 beds Shelter Dependent/neglected 
'1565 Cedar, S.E. youth only 
Grand Rapids, MI 49503 

Maurice Spear Campus 60 beds D/PD Ages 12-17 
(Lenawee County juvenile Court) (20 D 
29'10 Airport Road 40 PD) 
Adrian, MI 4922 'I 

Livingston County Shelter Home 8 beds Shelter Primarily for del inqucnt 
2'149 W. Grand River youth 
Howell, MI 48843 

Macomb County Youth Home '114 beds D/S/PD Ages thru 17 
400 N. Rose 28bn8*g D Shelter for clependenU 
Mt. Clemens, MI 48043 28bl1 O*g PD neglected children only 

30 S 
*f1uctuates 
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S - Shelter Care 
o - Detention 
PO - Post Dispositional 

Treatment 
FACILITY CAPACITY TYPE OTHER INFORMATION 

Marquette County Detention '12 beds Shelter Open non-secure detention 
County Road 553 for delinquents pending 
Marquette, MI 49855 placement 

Staircase (Mason County) 9 beds Shelter Primarily for delinquent 
106 East Foster Street youth 
Ludington, MI 49431 

Harbour House (Midland County) 8 beds Shelter Dependent/neglected and 
31 '15 E. Isabella Road status offenders 
Midland, MI 48640 

Monroe County Youth Center 45 beds DIPD 
3600 S. Custer Rei. (,180 
Monroe, MI 4816'1 27 PO) 

Muskegon County Child I-Iaven 12 beds Shelter Dependent/neglected 
'1894 Apple Avenue youth only 
Muskegon, MI 49442 

Muskegon County Youth Home 22 beds Detention 12 boys - 10 girls 
1830 Whitelake Dr. 
Whitehall, MI 49461 

Oakland County Children's Village 236 beds DISIPD 7 bldgs., 1 for secure 
'1200 N. Telegraph (540 detention, 1 shelter for 
Pontiac, MI 48053 45 S for status offenders, 3 

status rehabilitation for boys, 
offenders) 1 rehabilitation for 

girls, 1 shelter for 
dependent/neglected youth. 

Ottawa County Youth Home 12 beds Detention Ages 12-'17 
16920 Ferris Street 
Grand Haven, MI 494'17 

Saginaw County Detention 42 beds Detention 28 boys - 14 girls 
3360 Hospitai Road ages 10-17 
Saginaw, MI 48603 

st. Clair County .Iuvenile Center 26 beds Detention 20 boys - 6 girls 
'1503 Kraft Road ages 12-16 years 
Port Huron, MI 48060 
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S - Shelter Care 
D - Detention 
PD - Post Dispositional 

Treatment 
FACILITY CAPACITY TYPE OTHER INFORMATION 

St. Clair County Children's Shelter 16 beds Shelter Dependent/neglected and 
2706 10th Avenue status offenders 
Port Huron, MI 48060 

Sanilac County Group Home 6 beds PO 6 boys, age 13-16, no 
100 knold Road short-term ~helter 
Sandusky, MI 48471 

Shiawassee County Group Home 8 beds PD 8 girls, post-disposi-
1507 Allendale tiona I treatment 
Owosso, MI 48867 

Van Buren County Group I-lome 6 beds Shelter For del inquent youth 
125 First Street 
Lawrence, MI 49064 

Van Burean Cr.Jllllly Juvenile Detention Home 4 beds Shelter Primarily for dependent! 
409 Paw Paw Street neglected youth 
Paw Paw, MI 49079 

Washtenaw County Juvenile Court Center 27 beds Detention 18 boys - 9 girls 
2270 Platt Road ages '12-'17 
Ann Arbor MI 48104 

Wayne County Youth Home 215 beds Detention 185 boys - 30 girls 
1025 E. Forest Avenue ages 12-17 
Detroit, MI 48207 

D. J. Healy Children's Center 45 beds Shelter Dependent/neglected 
(Wayne County Court) youth only ages 12-17 
9200 W. Vernor 
Detroit, MI 48209 

DSS OPERA TED 

Regional Detention Center 72 beds Detention Regional center serving Genesee 
G-4287 W. Pasadena Avenue Huron, Tuscola, Sanilac, 
Flint, MI 48504 Lapeer, Shiawassee, Livingston, 

and Eaton 
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COUNTY SPECIFIC DATA 

Juvenile Court Survey Data 

Collected survey data is displayed for each county. The number of court intakes 

(intake surveyed less cases where the complaint or petition was refused or dis

missed with no intake interview) is displayed in diagram form. 

Intakes are separated into two classifications, LEAA eligible for 

secure detention and not LEAA eligible for secure detention. 

For each classification the actual disposition is shown, i.e., secure 

detention or a non-secure alternative. 

Each actual disposition is further divided into ideal dispositions. 

At the bottoln of the page, data gathered in the secure custody survey is presented. 

Number of cases surveyed and type of detention (secure facility, 

jailor police lod-up). 

Alleged offenses for which youth were detained. 

Reasons given for detention. 

County Profile 

Adjusted survey data and additional needs assessment data are displayed for each 

county on a county profile sheet. The profile includes: 

General needs assessment data. 

Population projections for 1880 and 1985 

Crime statistics for 1977 (most recent statistics available 

at the time of printing) 

DSS delinquency commitments under P.A. 150 for 1977 and 1978 

School youth drop out rates for 1975-76 and 1976-77 (most recent 

data available) 

Current detention (secure and non-secure) rosources. 

Secure detention facility beds 

In-home detention programs (as defined in the text of the plan) 

Shelter beds (including DSS shelter beds, court operated shelter 
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home beds, court operated child care institution beds for delinquents 

in need of temporary shelter care, court emergency foster beds designated 

for delinquent youth) 

Runaway center beds 

Juvenile court intake survey data adjusted to reflect a peak month of intake. 

Either the actual survey data or the adjusted data is used, depending on 

the peak month of intake regionally, in making regional bed space pro

jections for secure detention. 

The adjusted data for shelter care is used in determining need for 

additional shelter beds. 

Macomb County data is excluded per the request of the Macomb County Probate 

Court. The Court asked for an opportunity to review the results of the Macomb 

survey before publication. Since they believe they did not have adequate 

time to complete this review, the information collected from the court is 

not included. 
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Formula for Estimating Detentions Based on Intake 

A formula for estimating the secure detention rate for juveniles is presented here. 
The necessity for a recourse to such a formula arose when the prescribed formula 
failed because an ideal intake disposition of secure detention turned out to be 
zero in a large number of counties during the survey period. 
The mathematical formula is presented below: 
Suppose that the juveniles at intake can be classified into two classes, C and C'. 
C represents the potential candidates for secure detention, and C' those that do 
not. Let, P be the true proportion of juveniles who should enter into secure 
detention. We want to estimate P by p, the proportion of juveniles going into 
secure detention based on the intake survey sample of size, n (say). Suppose that o . 
d = .10, i.e., 10% is the margin or error we are willing to accept between P and p. 
The corresponding risk for doing so, denoted by~is = .05, i.e., 5%. Mathematically, 
this means that: 

Probability (Ip - PI~ d) = ~ 
Then the relation connecting no & pis, (W.G. Cochran, p. 74-75, Sampling 
Techniques, 1963, 2nd Ed.) 
. no =.~ ,where, q = 1 - p and tis the absci ssa of the normal curve 
that cuis off an area a (=.05) at the tails. 

The formula is derived by assuming simple random sampling and approximating Binomial 
distribution by Normal (0, 1) distribution. This approximation is quite valid for 
n > 12 but for n < 12, it is somewhat questionable. In general, the Binomial 
0-0 

distribution converges quite rapidly to Normal (0, 1) distribution according to 
central limit theorem. (See Felier's proof and Barry-Esseen estimates in W. Feller
Introduction to Probability Theory & Applications,Vols. I, II.) 

n d2 
Put, c = _0___ then (1) becomes 

.t 2 

p (l-p) - c = 0 

or, p~-p+c = a solving this quadratic equation, we get, 

p = (1.:!:. J 1-4c)/2 

Our est i ma te 0 f pis, p = 1 - J 1 ~-;;. ... ( A) 

The value of t to be used for computatio~ is = 1.96. 
This estimate p increases or decreases according as n ,the intake sample survey 

o 
size increases or decreases. 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: ALCONA 
/0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 --- -0 Actual in 
Ideally in Secure 
Non·Secure 

LEAA 0 
Eligible Ideally in 
for Secure Secure 

Non·Secure 
Ideally in 

7 Non·Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

o 
-------- Ideally in 

o ~ Seoo~ 

""'6 

_______ Actua~ 
Secure 0 I I II . c ea y In 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

6 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for SecurE,!: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 7 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and IdeallY in Secure: 0 

o 

6 

Non·Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock·up: 
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PROFILE of ALCONA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Yoar Total County Population Youth 12thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth In S~ate 

1980 9/072 818 9.0% 0.0896 

1985 9,853 757 7.6% 0.08% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses T~tal Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 339 Part 1 Crimes 28 Part 1 Crimes 8 

Offense v Person 2 Offense v Person -l -
Offense v Property 26 Offense v Property 7 

Part 2 Crimes 262 Pert 2 Crimes 88 Part 2 Crimes 4 -
Status Offenses 0 

-
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Miettigan Department of 

Michigan Department of Social Services) Educetion) 

Yeur Number of Youth % of State Total Yellr School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 2 0.13 96 1975-76 3.9596 19 

1978 5 0_35 96 1976-77 2 _ 5996 13 

I 
I CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, i March,1979) 

I 
I . 
I 
i 

I 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Fecility Bads Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Sheltllf Homa Beds Runaway Centllf Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 Served by Alpe na 
County Centel' 

JUVENILE COURT I-NTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 15 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 2 youth could be detained. 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and I who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake DilpOlition Non-Secure Intake Disposition O~er Disposition. - - ---

I Forter Home/ Supervised Mental I Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Release/ on I 
I Center Jail Fecility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication AdjudlClrtlon Adjudication Ullknown 

I 

i 
i 

I 
~-~ --- -- ~ ___ J 

0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 

I 
ActUal Intake _ ... -, - ~ - - - ~ - '-'- . ~ .. ._., .. .._--

--- -- ---- -

Worker Ideal Intake 
0 15 0 0 0 0 

~ 
0 0 

- ... .. 
-~ 

I I 
LEAA/Worker Idaal 0 0 

I 

0 0 0 15 0 0 I I .. .. .. --l i - "'- ~ -~ 
- ._ ...... - " -~ ~ .. ~---. - _ .. -~ .. -- .. . -- " ~-~--- . - .. ", --~ .. . 

i 
• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent lind referred to community youth service, or release to parent and I 

I referred to court operated consent or Informal or unofficial program. 
I 

•• Non~ecure dispositions follow ideal (above) \/\lith adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detantion to be served through in-home detention. 
(See L~glslatlv. Options section.) 139 



JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: ALGER 0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
-0 

Secure IdeallY in 
Non-Secure o 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

o 
o ______ ------ Ideally in 
~_ Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

8 

8 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

--Actual in _______ 
Non-Secure ----0 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 5 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible ,tnd Ideally in Secure: 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doe., not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 2 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Delinquent Parole Violation 1 AWaiting Parents 2 

Jail: 2 

Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of ALGER County I POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) I 

Yeur Total County Population Youth 12 thN 16 % of Youth In County % of Youth h\ Statu I 
1980 9.906 779 7 . 8~6 0.08 90 -
1985 10,709 757 7. O~ci 0.0990 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 
-

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

t977 Part 1 Crimes 357 Part 1 Crimes 6Q I Part 1 Crimes 40 

Olfense v Person 3 Offense v Penon 0 

Offense v PropertY 57 Offense v PropertY 40' 

Part 2 Crlmss 
423 Part 2 Crimes 212 Pa~t 2 Crlrne~ 50 

Status Offenses 7 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yuar Number of Youth % of State Total Year SdIooI Youth Drop Out Rata Ac:tual No. of OrG.l Outll 

1977 :2 0 ] 990 1975-76 2.6n 2Q 
1978 6 0.42% , 1976·77 2.5390 19 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March,1979) 

Secure Bed.pace Non-Secure Bed~pace - Secure Detention Fllcllity Bods Hold-over Fac:llity In·homa Detantion Shelter Home Beds Runawa\' Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 2 emergency foster 0 
beds - .... - .... ~-~ .... ~ . ~ - .... " .. ~... ~ - . 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey. October 23- November 21, 1978) 
rhe numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period, The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 21 + , Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention - youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or Ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAANJorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should halle been detained in a secure setting. 

Securelntakt OI."OIltlon Non-Sxure Intaka Disposition 0. Oilposltlonl 
Foltar Homel Supervised Menul 

Dlttmtlon Sheltor Release to Other Health Relea .. /on 
Center ~~;iI Fecility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • ,ending Pending Otherl 

Adjudlc:atlon Adjudication Adjudlc.atlon Adjudication Adjudlc.tion Adjudk:lltlon Unknown 

Actulllintilka 0 3 3 13 3 Q 0 0 
.. _------ - ..... - .. .... - ..... ,.- .... -, .-....... -.- .- ~ .. -""-----,.-.+- ._ ... -------- .. _. - ---.~----- ---_.- .... _..,.. 

Workllr Idael Intake 3 
(O~o LEAA 0 3 13 3 0 0 0 
eligible) .... ._., -_ .... _- f- _ .... - ._-,,_ . - .. .. . ~... ." 

LEAAlWork.r Ideal 
0 0 3 13 3 0 0 0 .. .. • • . . - , ..... -.. - . .. -.. ....... _--- . - - -"""" -_., .. --.. -----,.- 1--._-.---- ,.-------~ .. -.-r-------.-

• Other release to parent Includas: Ralease to parants no further action, release to parent and referred to c:ommunlty youth service, or relaase to perent lind 
referrod to court operatad conaent or Informal or Unofficial program . 

•• Non4acure dlspo.ltion. follow Ideel {above) with adJu.tment for No. youth no longer allgible for sacure detantlon to be IIrved through In-home detarttlon. 
(5." LlIglslative Options sactlon.) 141 .-



CounW: ALLEGAN 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 19,),8) 

4 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

- Actual in 
Secure 

~3~ 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in _________ 
Non-SecUl'e 2 

Court 
Intakes 

38 

34 

Eligible for 
Secure 

2 
_______ Actual in 

_______ Secure 

32 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summarv of above displayed information) 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

32 
Ide(l,lIy in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 4 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 3 Ideally in Supervised Release: 14 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 2 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 29 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 29 

Jail: 
Policll Lock-Up: 

Agg. Assault 1 
Other Assault 1 
Auto Theft 5 
B & E B 
Sale of other Drugs 1 
Sale of Marijuana 2 
Petty Larceny 2 
Truancy 3 
Runaway 1 
Vagrancy 1 
Dellnq. Parole Violation 1 
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DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 2 
AWaiting Hearing 14 
Awaiting Parents 9 
Court Ward Trans Non-Secure 3 



PROFILE of ALLEGAN County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 " of Youth in County " of Youth In State 

1980 77 1243 8,030 10.396 0.996 

1985 84,068 7,751 9.296 0.996 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Vear Total Actual Offenses Total Arraat. Youth Arrelted 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 21 223 Part 1 Crimes 317 Part 1 Crimes 104 

Offen~!! v Person 5J Offense v Person 1 
Offense v Property 266 Offense v Property 103 

Part 2 Crimes 3,937 Part 2 Crimes 1571 Part 2 Crimes 
103 

StatUI Offenses 49 

OSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (50url;e: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 

I 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Yellr School Youth Drop Out Rate Ac:tual No. of Drop lOute 

1977 2 0.1396 1975·76 5.15
g
" 289 

-
1978 2 0 O. J.4-o 1976-77 

0, 5.8'0 333 --
-

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE} RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Invento,ry, 
March, 1979) . 

Secure Bedspaci'! Non-Secure Bedspace - . ,..... 
Secllre Detention Facility Beds Hoid-ovilf Facllitv In-home Detention Shelttlf Home Beds Runaway Centtlf Beds 

I 

21 NONE IN MI. 0 3 0 

I 

UV NI E Y r : CY ... -I J E l COURT INTAKE SURVE DATA (Sou ce 0 S Planning OnIISI(In Survey, October 23 November 21,1978) , I 
I The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions dUring a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak . 
I month's intake of 49+ , Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal I disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only lEAA standards for secure detention 5 youth could be detained. 

The y uth Id t'f' d tu Ily r'd II d t' d t y y t b th th r 'b' f d t f u d th lEAA t d d a en I Ie as ac a 0 I ea y e alne na or ma no e e same you e Igi ,e or e en Ion n er e s an ar s, see 

I 
i 
~ 

percentages in parentheses. LEAA/Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligiblr. for secure detention under the lEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

, - -
Secure I ntaka DilpOlI~ion Non-Secure Intllke Disposition Other DllPOIltlon. ---. Foster Homel Supervised Menul 

Dfltontlon Shelter Release to Other Health Relea,./on 
Center Jllil Facility Parent Relll_to Facility Bond 
PenUng Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjud,cetion Adjudlc:ation Adjudic:ation Adjudic:etion Adjudlc:etion Adilldiclltion Unknown 

4 
Actual lotake 25~6 LEM 0 4 21 21 0 3 0 

;ll;i.gibJ.-e) . .. - .... .. .. . , .. .. . . .. " "~q .. 
Worker Ideal Intake 4 

75 9.; LEAA 0 3 18 25 0 3 0 
~ligible) 

LEAA/Workar Ide.1 3 0 3 18 25 0 3 0 

.. .. •• ... -1 .. -~ ... -. -- ~ .. .. ... • -*,-> ,~, ... . . *"'-- ... , ... . ---_ ...... ""'" ....... ~ -
• Oth&r release to parent includes: Release to parents no further 9Ction, relea~ to pllrent IIInd referred to community youth service. or relellse to parent and 

referred to coUrt operated conlent or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non-sacure dispositions follow idaal (tlbove) with adjustment for No. YOUth no longer eligible for sec:ure detention to be IOrved r..rf)ugh in.nome detention. 
(Seo Legislative Options section.) . 143 
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County: ALPENA 

Court 
Intakes 

56 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

5 -----------LE~ 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0...:::.. ______ _ 

-0 Actual in 
Secure Ideally in 

Non-Secure 

o 
Eligible _____ 
for Secure 5 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Non-Secure 5 
Idealll'in 
Non-! ecure 

_____ 0 

____ Ideally in 

~
secure 

A~ual in _ 0 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

1 

51 _______ Ideally in 

~
secut'e 

Actual in 
Non-S\lcure 50 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

'--------'--'-----------------------, 
JUVENilE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 5 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 6 
Actual Total in Secur'e: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 20 
LEAA Eligible and I,ctual in Secure: 0 :deally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTC"Y SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number 1.'11 cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of ALPENA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michi9fln Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth in StBte I 
r 

1980 33.473 4,026 11.3% 0.4% I 

I 1985 38,005 4,332 11.39" 0.59
" 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests 

I 
Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 1,310 Pert 1 Crimes 
254 

Part 1 Crimes 
152 

I I 
Offense v Person 7 Offense v P6rson 2 , 

Offense v Property 247 Offense v PropertY 
gO 

Part 2 Crimes 1~546 Pert 2 Crimes 
997 

Part 2 Crimes 171 
StatuI Offenses 48 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Micttigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Yaar School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 4 0.26% 1975·76 5.89% 195 

1978 11 0.78% 1976·77 5.37% 172 

··..,.v_ -.. 
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, '979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-8ecure 8edspace 

. Secure Oetention Facility Bods Hold~ver Facility In·home DatentJon Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

0 . 0 8 8* 

* Runaway center ~~NtIN MI. P esque Isle, Otsego, Montmorency, Crawf< rd, Oscoda & A1cona. se ves e oygan, 

JUVENILE CQU'AT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source:OCYS Pianning Division Survey,·O~obeaa".-Nove·mbe; 2'-:-"978') .- .~ .. -~.. ., 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 56 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrav£ the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 5 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting . 

. 
Sacure Intak. Dilposltlon Non-Secure Intake Disposition O~ Diapottdonil 

Folter Homo/ Supervilad Mental 
Dttentlon Shelter Ral_to Other Health Relea_/ on 
Center Jail Facility Parent R.le_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending I Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Inteke 0 0 6 21 29 0 0 0 

-- ---- - .- .'-- .- .. -.. -
Workar Ideellntake 1 

(0% LEAA 0 6 20 29 0 0 0 

eligible) .. ... .. ._0- ... .. __ ._----------.-- "_ .... .-.. ~ .. - "'-,,,,*.,,, -...... - . -
LEAAlWorkar Idlll 0 0 6 20 29 0 0 0 

•• •• • • -.. ... ~ . - .. - -... _- .. -.~ -"' ... - r---' _.- - ..-

• Other reloala to parent Includas: Ralease to parents no further action, release to parant and referred to community youth service, or relaate to p.rant and 
refarred to tourt oparated conlont or Informal or unofficial program. . 

•• Non .. acure dlspolitionl follow Ideal (above) with adJultment for No. youth no lonllllr elillible for sacure detention to be served through In-hom. datention. 
(See Loglsl.tlva Options lectlon.) 145 
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County: ANTRIM 

Court 
Intakes 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

~o 

/ 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
___ --- Actual in _0 

~ 
Ideally in 

O. 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

L~~A -______ 0 
Eligible ---"' __ 0 _____________ Ideally in 
for Secure ~ Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secur& 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
_____________ Ideally in 

o <- Secure 

Actua~ in ___________ 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
1 .--------- Ideally in <:.. Secure 

Actual in -----_____ 
Non-Secure ___ 1 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible fQr Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 ? Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Po!ice Lock·up: 
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PROFILE of ANTRIM County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Totel County Populetlon Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % of Youth In Stete 

1980 17,456 1~892 10.8% 0.296 

1985 19,640 __ .. 1,526 7.7% 0.17% _. 
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arre.tI Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 607 Part 1 Crime! 72 Part 1 Crimes 
22 

Offense v Person 9 Offense v Person 1 
Offense v Property 63 Offense v Property 21 

Part 2 Crimes 576 Part 2 Crlmas 190 
Part 2 Crimes 

10 

I StatuI Offen sa. 7 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Y<lBr School Youth Drop Out Rete Actual No. of Drop Outs 

4 0.2696 1975·76 
3.45% 44 

1977 --' 
1978 6 0.42% 1976·77 5.23% 67 

-
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

I 
March, 1979) 

I Secure BedspaC8 Non·Secure Bedspace 

1 
SecUre Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunawlY Center Beds 

I Served by Grand 

I 
0 NONE IN MI. 0 5 Traverse County 

Center 
I -_._-.- .. ..... - .-. . -.......... - .. 
I JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) ! The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions dUring a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
, month's intake of 12 . Actual Intake portrays current imake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal - .'-

disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA otandards for secure detention - youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake DilPotition Non-Secure Intake D_i~tlon O~er DllPotltlona 

Foster Homel Supervised Mental 
Dottention Shelter Release to Other Health Reloase/on 
Centet Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 

I Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

I Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

I 
I 

0 0 0 Actuel Intake a 0 0 12 0 

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

Worker Ideal Inteke 
0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 

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

LEAAlWorker Idlel 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 

.. .. • • .. . - - -- ... ~ - .-~ .,- -. " .. .... ~- -.~.- ..... ~.~--- .... -... . -

• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth service, or release to perent and I 
referred to coUrt operated consent or Informal or unofficiel program . 

•• Non-secure dispositions follow idael (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-homo datention 
5 e Le Islatlve 0 tlons section. ( e 9 p 147 



County: ARENAC 

Court 
Intakes 

10 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

9 

Eligible for 
Secure 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 

Actual in -0 

Secure Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
1 ________ Ideally in 
~ Secure 

Actual in------___
1 Non-Seculre ----

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
~ Ideallyin 

o ~~ Secure 

~ Actual in _____________ 

~ Secure 0 Ideally in 

Non-Secure 
a 

________ Ideally in 

9 c::::::~ Secure 
Actual in 
Non-Secure 9 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth showll detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of ARENAC County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Yeor Total County Populetion 

1960 14,353 

Youth 12 thru 16 

1,507 

% of Youth in County 

10.590 

% of Youth in Stete 

0.290 

1965 15,618 1,179 7.5% 0.1% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yeer Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 505 Pert 1 Crimes 25 I Pert 1 Crimes 
9 

Offense v Person 0 Offense v Person 0 
Offense v Property 25 Offense v Property 9 

Pert 2 Crimes 534 Part 2 Crimes 459 Part 2 Crimes 23 

StatuI Offensel 1 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Totel Yeer School Youth Drop Out Rete 
7.58% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 

1978 

o 
11 

0% 

0.78% 
1975-76 

1976-77 5.29% 

80 

59 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS P:anning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Fecility Beds Hold-over Fecility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

o NONE IN MI. o o o 

~ .... _-_ ... __ .- - . - -~ .... --.. ..~-- .~-.... - -- ...... _ ...... ,. -
JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23·November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adiusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 16 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile COUI't worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA st~m:.lards for secure detention _-1. __ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not bll the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntaka DisJlOIItion 

ActuDllnteke 

Workar Ideel I nUke 

LEAAlWork., Idul 

Detention 
Center 

Pending 
Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Jeil 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Non-Secure Intake Di-.lCI'&itlon 
Folter Homel 

Shelter 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

2 

Supervised 
Release to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

3 

Other 
Rele_to 
Perent • 

11 

.. --. -. - . ,- - -
3 2 11 

3 2 11 

O~ar DilPOlltioOl 
Manul 
Health Ral_/on 
Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudk:8tion Unknown 

0 0 0 

-.-

0 0 0 
,,_. .• - .. f-- ... 

o o o 

• Other rei elise to perent includes: Release to parents no further action, releese to perent and referred to community youth serviee, or release to parent end 
referrt.d to court opereted conlent or informel or unofficiel program . 

•• Non .. acure diapolltions follow icltal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for lecure detllntlon to be served through in-home detention. 
(Sae L.eglslatlva Options .ectlon., 149 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: BARAGA 

Court 
Intakes 

7 

2 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

5 

Eligible for 
Secure 

~.' , 
JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

0 

Actual in 
Secure 

2 

Non-Secure 

Actual in 
Npn-Securc: 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 .. , Idea'ily in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

.. 

0 

_0 

1 

o 

o 

4 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Dces not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above_ Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties,) 

Number of cases: 0 Typo of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

• 

( 
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PROFILE of BARAGA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total Cnunty Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % of Youth In Stlte 

1980 8 1 686 974 11.2% 

1985 9z373 877 9.3% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Policel 

Year Total Actual Offenses 

1977 Pert 1 Crimea __ ~3_1~O~ _________ _ 

Part 2 Crimes ___ 3_3...;6 _______ _ 

Total Arrelta 

Part 1 Crimes _____ 3-,:6 ___ _ 
8 

Offense v Person 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

28 
78 

0.1% 

o .1~o 

Youth Arrested 

Part 1 Crimes 

Offense v Person 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

Status Offenses 

12 

o 
12 

8 
5 

--------~----------------------------~------------------------~-------------------------I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

5 

4 

% of State Total 

0.33% 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mid1igan Department of 
Education) 

Yeer 

1975·76 

1976-77 

School Youth Drop Out Rate 

2.91% 

1. 67% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

19 

11 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-8ecure Bedspace 

Secure Oetention Fllcility Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunllwllY Center Bods 

o NONE IN MI. o o o 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 'OCYS Planning Division Survey:-O~ober 23:November 21,-1978) - .. 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 7 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 2 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake DispOSition Non-Secure Intake DiqlOsltlon OtWtr DllIJOSltionl - Foster Homel Supervised Mantal 
Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Releese/on 

Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudk-.. tion Adjudication AdjudiC6~ion Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

0 0 1 4 2 0 0 0 
Actual Intake 

.. ---_. -.~- . " . ~- ~- . '. - - - .. -.., . .. -:- .- <-<0 ___ 

.. -- ..... -~-~.--.- --_ .. ---.------- ---.-~, -- L. Worker Ideel Intllke 
50% LEAA 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 

eligible) 
-~ .. -". -~ .. "_. --~ .. . .--. .. .... "- --

LEAAlWorker IdllBl 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 

.. .. .. 
- -.... ----.... -." ---._.-,.... --.------ r-- .. -------· .. -r-·--- .. ~--~ .. -.-. - ... 

\ 

• Other release to parent includes: Release to panmts no further sction. release to perent and referred to community youth service, or release to parent and 
referred to court operatad consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non-ll,,<cure dispositions follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for sac.ure detention to be served through in-home detention. 
(See l.6glslet!veOpt\onssect!on.) 151 _.~. __ ._____ _ ____ ~. - - -
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: BAR;:..:.,:..;R:..:V:..-_________ _ 

/ Ideally in 
Secure 

.~ 
--_- 0 Actual in 

2 Secure Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Eligible 
for Secure 

_ ___0 
____ 1 ~ Ideally in 

Secure 

Actual in ----- 1 
Non-Secure ~ 

Court 
Intakes 

21 

19 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

-----------A~tua~ 
Secure 

18 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Tote,1 LEAA Eligible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 7 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

18 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in COLiilty. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 3 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Other Alcohol Violation 2 Awaiting Parents :( 
Jail: 3 Runaway 1 Court Ward Transfer Secure 1 

Police Lock·up: 

152 
.t , 



PROFilE of BARRY County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

V,ar Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 '" of Youth in County 'l(, of V outh In State 

1980 44,177 5,015 11.396 0.5% --- I 
__ 'F,051 4,590 9.796 0.596 

1985 I 

CRIME STATISTICS (Sourc\l: Uniform Crime Report, Michig6n State Police) 

Year T o\\,al Actual Offenses Total Arran. Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes .. 1:053 Part 1 Crimes 179 Part 1 Crimes 
88 

Offense v Person Offense v Person 11 
Offense v Property Offense v Property 77 

Pert 2 Crimes 1,685 Port 2 Crimes 483 65 
- Part 2 Crimes 

Status Offenses 20 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mic:ttigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Vear NUmber of Youth % of State Total Year ScfIooI Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 2 0.1390 1975-76 7.0896 188 

1978 2 0.1496 1976-77 7.1396 186 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON.SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning DiviSion Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-homa Detention Shelter Hom. Beds RunllWay Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 5 youth served per 0 0 
month 

JUVENILE cOliATINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survei.OCtober·23.Nov~mbOr 21,'1978) 
. 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 21 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 2 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards/ see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for sacure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting, 

Secure InUlke Disposition Non-Secure Intake D~lon Ot", Dltposltionl . 
Folter Homel Superviaed Mental 

[)etention Shelter Rel._to Other H .. lth R.I..,.lon 
Center Jail Facility Parent R ...... to Facility Bond 
P.nding P.ndlng P.ndlng Pending Parent • P.ndlng Pendln" Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

2 
Actuallntak. (5096 LEAA 0 1 7 9 0 0 2 

e.l.i,dhl ~ . - <-, ... .. -- ... "-- - .. -.- -- -.- .. .. - -, .... = 
r:" 2 Worker Id.al Intaka 

(5096 LEAA 0 1 7 9 0 0 2 

eligible .... . . --.- ., .. _.--. -.- f-, _ ",.,,_,._--._ - ~ .. - - _ .. -. ., -. 
LEAAlWork.r Id .. 1 1 0 1 7 9 0 0 2 

•• •• • • - .... .. _ .. -. -. .. -- .- _ ..... - - --- - -.~-.:-

• Other release to parantlncludes: Relaese 10 parents no further eetlon, raleese to parent and referred to community youth service, or r.lease to parent and 
raferred to court operated I!on.ent or Informal or unofficial program. 

00 Non .. ecure dispositions follow Id.al (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer ellilible for secura demntion to be seNed through In-home demntion. 
(SII.' Lel/lll.Qtlve Options IIctlon.) 153 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: B=.A:..:Y:--___________ _ 5 

Court 
Intakes 

51/ 

6 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

45 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

5 

Actual in 0 

SeclJre Ideally In 
Non-Secure 

________ _0 

--------.1 _________ ~ IdeallY in 
<: Secure 

Actual in------
Non-Secure ------1 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

7 

1 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 13 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 5 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 5 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 12 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 12 

.Iail: 
Police Lock-up: 

Auto Theft 1 
B & E 4 
Possession Marijuana 1 
Grand Larceny 2 
Robbery 1 
Truancy 1 
Stolen Property 1 
Status Offense Parole Violation 1 
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Awailing Parents 3 
AWaiting Transfer Secure 1 
AWaiting Court Hearlng(s) 5 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 2 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 1 



PROFILE of BAY County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yeur Total County PrJpulltion Youth 12 thru 16 " of Youth In County "of Youth In State 

1980 121 1 394 12,443 10.296 1. 3% 

1985 122,079 12,673 10.396 1. 49,; 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrelts Youth Arrelted 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes __ , 5,968 Pert 1 Crimes 860 Part 1 Crimes 342 

Offense v Person 100 Offense v Pel'1on 10 
Offense v PropertY 760 Offense v Property 332 

Part 2 Crimes 
5,930 

Part 2 Crimes 2505 Part 2 Crimes 343 
'-

Status Offenses 136 

DSS DEI,,1NQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yuar Number of Youth % of Stete Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rata Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 16 1.069,; 1975·76 5.779,; 551 

1978 19 1. 349,; 1976·77 5.679,; 508 

I CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
1 March, 1979) 

I Secure BedspaC8 Non-Secure Bedspace 

i 
I 

SecUre Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Shalter Home Beds Runaway Center Bads 

I 
! 13 0 2 6 
I NONE IN MI. 

I .' 
JUVENILE COURT'INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, OCtobe~23-N()v~mber 2(1'978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period, The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 66+ , Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed, Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 8 youth could be detained. 
Tho youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 

I percentages in parentheses. LEAANJorker Ideal portnws the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
I_WhO, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

i Secure Intake DlsposltiQn Non-S8CurQ Intake DISIJOSltion O~er Disposition. 

i Foster Home! Supervised Menul 
Detention Shelter Rela_to Other Health Relellse! on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pandlng Pending Pending Pending Perent • Pending Pending Other! 

Adjudicetlon Adjudication Adjudication Adjudicetion Adjudlc:.wtlon Adjudlcetion Unknown 

17 
Actual Intake (38% LEM 0 0 0 47 0 0 3 

el il!ih:.l-e)· -- . - ," .~ .... -- <>-. - " •• .. ~-",,- .. -~ - .... ' .. ¥.<- .. -... ,.- '"""-- .- ..... , -
Worker Ideal Intake 16 

1 (42 9,; LEAA 0 0 0 49 0 0 
eligiblel ,- .. -

LEAA/Worker Idul 6 0 0 0 49 0 0 1 

.. .. •• --. "--." .. _ ..... 
~ ~ .. ""' . , .... _.- ..... _,._. 

& -.- . ---,-~ . -'. ~ ... ---_. ~ ~ ... _- ... - ........ ~ .'- -... _ ... ,. . 

• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, releese to parent end referred to community youth service, or release to parent and I referred to court opereted consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non1acure dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(Sue Legislative Options s8ctlon.) . 155 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23. 1978· November 21.1978) 

County: BENZIE o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0-------- A~tu~a~l-:-in-------- 0 
Secure Ideally In 

Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

11 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

11 

Eliglble for 
Secure 

o 

Non·Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
!deally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in 
Non·Secure ____ 11 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible fOl' Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 8 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doe! not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties,) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention F aci I ity: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of BENZIE County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged I 
Year Tot.1 County Popul.tlon Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth in County " of Youth In St.te I 

n,QoL- 1,076 9. 7~o O.ll~o I 
1980 -
1985 12 I 156 1,083 8. 9~6 0.129,; 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yellr r otel Actual Offensas Total Arreatt Youth Arrested -, 

1977 r~rt 1 Crimes 140 Pllrt 1 Crimes 
26 

Part 1 Crimes 8 

Offense v Person 2 Offense v PIII'won 0 

Offense v Property 24 Offense v Property 8 -
Part 2 Crimes 272 Part 2 Crimes 189 Part 2 Crimes 20 

-'""""-
Status Offenses 0 .",-

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yellr Number of Vouth % of Stllte Totel V •• r SctIooI Vouth Drop Out R.te Actu.1 No. of Drop Ouls 

1977 3 O. 1996 1a7!)·76 5.9390 52 
-------

1978 3 O. 21 ~6 1976-77 6.599.; 58 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AN'o NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning DiVIsion Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure BedspaC8 Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Fac'tllty Beds HoldoO'I8t' Facility In-home Detention ~helter Home Beds Run_.y C"nter Beds 
~~ 

, 
2 foster 0 0 NONE III MI. 0 emergehcy 

beds 
, ----~-.-

OCYS Planning Division Survey, OCtober'2i-Novem~; 21,1978) JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
The numbers below show juvenile court ir1take dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of YOl/tll has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 22 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the vouth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention ___ - _ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth ~ligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAANJorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's Ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I nukl OIlpCllltlon Non-Secure Intakl OlllJOS/tlon O~ iii' DiIpotltlohl 
Falter Hamel Supef'llsed Mlntal 

Detention Shelter Rel ... ~o Other H .. lth RII ... /on 
Center J.iI Facility Parent Rele.-to Facllhy Bond 
Plndlng P.ndlng Plndlng Plndlng Perent • Plndlng Pending Other/ 

AdJudlc.tlc'" Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adludlcatlon Adjudication Unknown 

Actuallntake 0 0 0 20 2 0 0 0 
,. . . .. - , -- - .. ...... _-"" ..... .- .... 00'"' -._ . -- ..._ "-<0_*" -'~. ~ 

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

VVorker Idl.1 Intlke 
0 0 0 0 0 2 16 4 

.' , . .. -- .. _,. --_-.,._.- .. ~. __ .. 'c --.. - _. . . '" -~ . .' - , -
LEAAlVVorklr Id .. 1 0 0 2 16 4 0 0 0 

•• •• • • . ... .. _ ..... ... .. _- " . _. . - - --,- - - r--' -. --r' -.--

• Other release to partlnt Includes: Relella to perentl no further action, reteose to parent and referred to community youth servlca, or release to pllrent end 
referrad to court opanrtad consent or Informal or unofflcll' program . 

•• Ncn .. acure dlapoaldona follow Ideal labove) with adlu'tmlnt for No. youth no lonllllr eligible for ncure dltltntlon to be .. rveci throuqh In-hornl detltntlon. 
(Seo L."gl.I.Uve Optlonilletion.) 157 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

r-=unty: BERRIEN 
i 

8 

/cEAA 

/ 

Eligible 
for Secure 

64/ 
~ Court 

Intakes 

56 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

7 

Non-Secure 

6 
________ Actual in 

________ Secu re 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

:::-0 

Ideally in 
SeCUre 

7 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

5 

Idelllly in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 
o 

50 ~ ~~~~':~ in 
Actual in _____ 

Non-Secure ~ 50 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 8 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 7 Ideally in Supervised Releasa: 7 
lEA A Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure:1 . 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (D..Jes not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 53 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility; 11 

Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 42 

Aggravated Assault 2 
Other Assault 2 
Burglary 13 
Disorderly Conduct 4 
Escape 1 
Petty.Larceny 8 
Municipal Ordinance Violation 12 
Robbery 1 
Incorrigible 4 
Runaway 1 
Stolen ?roperty 1 
Traffic Violation 1 
Trespassing 1 
Vandalism 1 
Weapons 1 
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Awaltiny Parents 39 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 3 
Awaiting Transfer NDn-Secure 2 
Awaiting Court HeaJlng(s) 7 
Court Order Di~positlon 1 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 1 

~ 



PROFILE of BERRIEN County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Mana98ment and Budged 

Yeor Totel County Popuilltion Youth 12 thN 18 % of Youth In County 

10.2% 

% of Youth In Stllte 

1980 172,393 17,710 1. 9% 

1985 175,722 18,029 2.0% .----------------
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total A(;tuai Offenses Total Arrelts Youth Arrested 

1977 Pllrt 1 Crimes 12.973 Part 1 Crimes 2.Q6~ Part 1 Crimes 842 
Offense v Person 238 Offense v Person 29 
Offense v Property 1 1 825 Offense v Property 813 

Part 2 Crimes 
7,331 

Part 2 Crimes 642 Part 2 Crimes 
17,489 

Status Offenses 207 

--------'!..-.---------, .. -----.!..----------------'-------------,---I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS. 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 
SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Micttigan Department of 

Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Y81Ir Scttool Youth Drop Out Rete Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 

1978 

20 

12 

1. 3% 1975·76 

1976·77 

7.16% 

7.48% 

903 

933 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

--------~----------.-,,--..------------.---------------------~ 
Secure Bedspace Non·Secure 8edspace -----.. -----.-----~---------~~-----------_r--------~---~----------.----

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Bods Runaway Center Bods 
-,----------------4---------------~----------------+_----------------4-------~------__4 

14 NONE IN MI. Yes (If served 
monthly unknown) 

o 

JU'VENILE coiiRT·INT'AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Divisior. Survey, O~ob8r·23 .. Novembe~ 21,-1978) 

12 

The numbers below show juvenile COUrt intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjuswd to reflect a peak 
month's intake Qf 76 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the YOLith seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 10 YGttth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the sam;;' youth eligible for detention under \\he LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAJWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under thf, LEAA standard~ and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

I----------,----------------------r----------------------------,-------------------------------~ 

Actual Intake 

Workar Ideal Intake 

LEAA/Work.r Idllli 

Detention 
Center 
Pending 

Adjudication 

8 
(14% LEAA 

.eli(Tihlp.1 

7 
(7% LEAA 
eligible) 

1 

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Non-Secur6 •• ltake Disposition 

Foster Home/ SuperJiled 
Shelter Release to Other 
Facility Parent Release to 
P"nding Pending Parent • 

Adjudication Adjudication 

0 65 2 
.. -

0 64 2 
. ~ .. ~ ~ -- ... 

0 64 2 

.. .. • • 

Manul 
Health 
Fac:illty 
Pending 

Adjudlc.tion 

o 

1 
-.. " -.. 

1 

Od\er Disposition. 

Relea58/ on 
Bond 

Pending 
Adjudication 

o 

0 

..' ... 

0 

Other/ 
Unknown 

o 

1 

1 

- .-.• -* . ,.- _ .. --,.. --_. ,"'''_._- ~ .... -.---- .. -.... ---- , ... -- - .. -- -

• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth service, or release to parent and I 
referred to court operated conaent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non-sacure dispositions follow Ideal (above) With adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be serv9d through In-home detention. 
(Se~ Legislative Options section.) 159 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: BRANCH 

Court 
Intakes 

14/ 

o 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

14 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o~ __ 

Actual in 
Secure 

o 

Non-Secure 

o 

-------0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in· 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_0 

___________ Ideally in 

o <-. Secure 
Actua~ in ___________ 

Secure °ldeallY in 

14 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

2 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

-12 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number,of cases: 0 Typ& of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of BRANCH County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 
I 

Veor Total County Population Vouth 12 thru 18 % of Vouth In County % of Vouth In State 
I 

1980 38,660 3,831 9.9% 0.4 96 

I 
7.0% 0.3% 1985 40,998 2,886 

I 

CRIME STATISTICS (Sourr.e: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 
.. ~ 

Year Tll>tal Actual Offenses Total Arrosts Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crlmel: 1,278 Pert 1 Crimes 135 Pert 1 Crimes 
40 

I -
Offense v Person 28 Offense v Person 1 I 

Offense v Property 107 Offense v Property 39 

Part 2 Crimel 1,699 Part 2 Crimes 940 Part 2 Crimes 28 
Status Offensel 31 

I I I 
I 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
I 

Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of YI~uth % of State Total Vear School Youth Drop Out Rata Actual No. of Drop Outs 

0 - 5.57% 140 
1977 1975-76 

1978 0 - 1976-77 5.09% 131 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-8ecurl! Bedspace 

Sec!ure Detention Facility Bods Hold'~lVer Fecility In-home Detention Shelter ht.me Beds Runaway Cant", Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 0 

JU-VENILE cau'RT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Sourai: OCYS Pianning Division Si.lrvey~·OC:tober2i:No~~,,;~; 21,-1-978') 
~- ~. ........ 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of _ 18 . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention - youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secura Intaka Disposition Non-Secure Intake I?1 .. lOSition OtWw Dilpolitloni 
Falter Homel Supervised Ment.I 

Detention Shelter Ral_to Other Health Rele_/on 
Canter Jail Facility Parant Rele_to Fecility Bond 

Pending Pandlng Pandlng Pandlng Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 
Adjudication Adj.jc:/catlon Adjudication Adjudic:atlon Adjudication Adjudlc:ation Unknown 

Actuallntaka 0 0 0 3 15 0 0 0 I 

.. --~ -.... ~.- - .-- -- - -- ._--
VVorkarldeallntaka 3 

(0% LEAA 0 0 1 14 0 0 0 

eligible) . . - . _ .. , .. .. - ...... - -- -- . - - - .- - -~~ .. . - - . 

LEAAlVVorkar Idul 0 0 0 1 14 0 0 0 

•• .. •• i - ... - - .'- .. ~ .. , .. .... - ... - .,-

• Ott;;:r r~!"ale to parent Includes: Release to perents no further action, releese to parent and referred to community youth urvlc:a, or relellt8 t.O parent and 
referred to court operetrd conaant or Info""al or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. acure dlspo.ltions follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for aecure de .. ntlon tCi be served through I"-home detention. 
(See Legislative Options •• ctlon.) 161 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: CALHOUN 

Court 
Intakes 

91 

5 

Eligible 
for Secure 

86 

Eligible for 
Secure 

-

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 ____ 

Actual in 0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Secure 

___________ 
0 

Ideally in 
~ Secure 

Actual in ________ 

Non-Secure ----- 5 

.---
6 

Secure 

80 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

5 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 5 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 6 
Actual Total in Secure: 6 Ideally in Supervised Release: 40 
LEAA Eligible and Actlial in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 34 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 34 

Jail: 
Police Lock·up: 

Drunkeness 1 
Other Assault 3 
Auto Theft 1 
B & E 9 
Possession Other Drug 1 
Possession Marijuana 1 
Petty Larceny 7 
Robbery 2 
Runaway 4 
Traffic Violation 3 
Delinquent Parole Violation 1 
Other Offense/Property 1 
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Awaiting Hearing 6 
Court Ordered Dlspl)sltlon 24 
Court Ward Transfel- Secure 2 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 2 

/ 



PROFILE of CALHOUN County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Yeor Total Cour;:yo Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in County % of Youth In State 

1980 140,553 12,410 8.8% 1. 3% 

140,263 12,232 8.7% 1.4% 
1985 ..... ~'" 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 8.618 Part 1 Crimes ____ -"'1:...1,..,:;3;..:6:.,:9:...... __ Part 1 Crimes 577 

Offense v Person 226 28 Offense v Person _______ _ 

Offense v Property 1,143 Offense v Property 549 
Part 2 Crimes 7,914 Part 2 Crimes 5,044 Part 2 Crimes 450 

StatuI Offenses _____ 2_2_5 __ _ 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (SourCil: Midligan Department of 
Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total 

2.66% 

Year Scttool Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 

H178 

40 

25 1.77% 
1975-76 

1976-77 

4.58% 460 

5.15% 509 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non-Secure 8edspace 

In·home Detention Secure Oetentlon Facility Beds Hold-over Facility Shelter Home Beds Runewey Center Beds 
--------~--~~--+-----------~-+----------------+----------------+--------

42 NONE IN MI. 
Yes (If served 
monthly unknown) 

12 

JUVENilE COURTINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey~ O~ober 23:Nov~mb8r 2-1, '1978) 

o 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 196+ . ~ctual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 11 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. lEAA/\Norker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal. should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Actual Intake 

Secure I nuka DI,pOlltion 

Detention 
Center 
Panding 

Adjudication 

13 

Non-Secure Intaka Disposition 

Foster Hamel 
Shelter 

Jail Facility 
Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudication 

o 13 

Supervised 
Release to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

82 

Other 
Release to 
Parent • 

78 

O~ar Dltposltlon. 

Mental 
Health Release/ on 
Fecility Bond 
Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudlc.'1ion Adjudication Unknown 

0 7 4 (0% LEAA 
el-i~e-) 

11 
.. -.... -. __ -...... - -_ ... -.-.. -------:;;:'r::--- .... -.-.-- ,., -... . 

VVorker Ideel Inteke 

LEAA/WQr~!lr Id .. 1 

(0% LEAA 
eligible) 

o 

o 

o 
.. 

13 86 

13 86 .. •• 
~-.- -.'- -._.- ------. 

78 o 7 1 

78 0 7 1 

• • b--··-----· '1-::-'--'- ..... ---. 1--'---' --- ._._ .. . 

• Other releale to parent includes: Release to parents no further 8Ction, relea59 to parent and referred to community youth servica, or relea58 to parent and 
referred to court opereted consent or Informal or unofficial program • 

•• NOn-i8CUre dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in·homa detention. 
(See l.eglslatlve Options section.) . • 103 

-



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: CASS 0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
-0 Actual in 

12 Secure Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

3 

for Secure 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 9 
Ideally in 

43 Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes Ideally in 

Secure 

0 
Ideally in 

31 Non-Secure 
0 

30 Ideally in 
Eligible for Secure 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 12 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 11 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 23 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 3 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number 01 cases: 3 Type of Offense!: 
Secure Detention Facility: Burglary 1 

Jal'l: 3 Runaway 1 
Weapons 1 

Police Lock-up: 
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Reason Given for Detention: 
Awaiting Parents 1 
Court Ordered Disposition 1 
Other (not specified) 1 



PROFILE of CASS County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth in State 

1980 49.323 5 1 533 11. 2% 0.6% 

1985 53,217 5,368 10.0% 0.6% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yeor Total Actual Offenses Total Arralu Youth Arrerted 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 8,618 Part 1 Crimes 298 97 
Part 1 Crimes 

Offense v Person 57 Offense v Person 9 

Offense v Property 241 Offense v Property 88 

Part :2 Crimes 7,914 Part 2 Crimes 1434 Part 2 Crimes 102 

StatuI Offense, 43 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Midtigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yeer Number of Youth % of State Tota! Ynr SctIooI Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

4 0.26% 7.72% 203 
1977 1975·76 

1978 2 0.14% 1976·77 9.15% 254 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Bads Hold1:lvet' Facility in-homa Datentlon Shelter Home Beds Runaway Centor Beds _.- ....... 

0 NONE IN MI. 
. 3 youth served per 0 0 

month 

JUVENILE COiiRTINTAKE SURVEY DATA -(Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake C:ispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 43 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention )2 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntekl DIspOlitlon Non-Secure Intaka Disposition Oti~ DlIpowltions 
Foster Homal Superviaed MIft1aI 

Detantion Shelter Rei_to Other Health Rein_Ion 
Center Jail Facility Parant Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Panding Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudl~lon Adjudlc:atlon Unknown 

1 
Actuallnlllke 0 (0% LEAA 11 26 0 0 0 5 

_. ., . . hl-e+ - . .. - ""- -. ----
VVork.rld.al Intake 4 

4 75% LEAA 0 11 24 0 0 0 

elillible - - . __ .. - _ .. b _ .. ~-.... . .... - .. - . 

LEAA!VVorker Id .. 1 
3 0 11 24 0 0 0 4 

•• •• • • --f< -~... . - _ . . - .. ---' - .- , 

• Other relell.e to p9rent Includes: RalellSl9 to parents no further action, releese to perant and referred to ~ommunity youth servico, or ralease to parent and 
referred to court operated consent or informel or unofficial program. , 

•• Non-tacure diapo.ltions follow ideel (abov,) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secura detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(Sle L.eglslltivi Options aectlon.) 165 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: CH~R_LEVOIX 

Court 
Intr,kes 

4 

2 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

2 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 

Actual in 0 

Secure Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

1 
__________ ideally in 

2 ~secure 
Actual in 
Non-Secure 1 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

o 
~ Ideallyin 

o ~ Secure 

Actua~o 
Secure Id II . ea Yin 

2 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

o 

2 

Non-Secure 

IdeallY in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 2 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECURE CUSTODY :;URVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of CI;JARL.EVOIX: County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Vear Total County Population Vouth 12 thru 16 " of Vouth In County " of V, ~th In St81a 

1980 20,795 2,016 9.6% O.LVa 

1985 23,400 1,487 6.39,; 0" 16% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Vear Total Actual Offenses Total Arra.U Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 845 

Pert 2 Crimes 1,049 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMliPMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Voar 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

13 

1 

" of State Totel 

0.8696 

Pert 1 Crimes 138 Part 1 Crimes 43 

Offense \I Person 17 Offense \I Person 1 
Offense \I PropertY ] 2] Offense \I Property 42 

Part 2 Crimes 352 Part 2 Crlmes 23 

Status Offenses 33 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Micnigan Department of 
Education) 

Var 

1975-76 

1976-77 

School Vouth Drop Out Rato 

4.10% -- -------
3.8S% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 
63 

63 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON,SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure BedspaC8 Non-Secure Bedspace 
--------------------~----------------~---------------.,----_r--------------~----~---------------.,-----

Secure Detention Fecillty Beets Hold-ovllt' Facll\ty 

o NONE IN MI. 

In-home Dmntion Shaltllt' Homa Beds Runaway Centlit' Beds 

o 2 Served by Grand 
Traverse Center 

JUVENILE C6UR'iINTAKE SURVEV DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, OCtober 23'Nov~mber 21,'1978) 
The numbers below shoW juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 10+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portray:t the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 5 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA.tWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal. si1;:;uiJ have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntakl Dltpotltion Non-Secure Intake DI~tion Omer DiIpotltlonl 
Foner Homel Supervised Menul 

Dltentlon Shelter Rele_to Other Haith Releasa; on 
Centel' Jail Facility Parent RalaaM to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending Pending Pandlng Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 
Adjudication Adjudlcatlun Adjudlcallon Adjudication Adjudic.tlon Adjudication Unknown 

Actuallntaktl 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 

-'~"'-----' --- ~,_ k .. .- .. - .- ..... -- -"" "'-- . ...... --.~. --.... - -.. . .. ~ .... - '- ._' 
3 

(1009,; LEJI ~ 0 3 
Worker Idaal Intake 

5 0 0 0 0 

eliQ:ib1e .. ., .... . .. ~ . -,. ~ .... , ~ - ,- -, 
LEAA/Worker Ideal 

3 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 

•• •• • • 

,. 

-." --'-,..' -- ..• ---~~:;;.,;.. •. '!..t-._' .----,;;..-;;;:,-.;..---._.-_-.-_ •• _.'-L-'._-_"._'''_ .• -----~-.. -. -'"-'--' _' __ '1 
_ .. _.-.... .. ----- . 

'" 
.. • .."..- ~~ ...... <~ 

• Other release to parent includes!, Release to perents no further Betion. release to parent end referred to community youth lervlce. or release to parant and 1 
refarred to coUrt operatad conlent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non.,ecure dispositions follow id.al (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longar allgible fol' secure detention to be served through In-home detention. I 
(See Legislative Options taction.) 167 



County: CHEBOYGAN 

Court 
Intakes 

26 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

LEAA __________ 

o 
Actual in 
Secure 

Eligible __________ 
for Secure 1 

Actua! in 
Non-Secure 

o~ 
______ Actual in ___________ 

~ Secure 

25~_ 
NotLEAA _____________ 25 
Eligible for 
SecU\'e Actual in 

Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 4 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

25 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above, Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties,) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

168 
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PROFILE of CHEBOYGAN ._ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Managamenf. and Budged 

Year Totll County Populltlon Youth 12 thru 16 " of Vouth In County " of Youth In Stete 

1980 20,888 2 1 301 11.09" O. 24~" 

1985 22,286 2,203 9. 8~o O. 24?" 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 1z044 Pert 1 Crimes 160 Part 1 Crimes 59 

Offense v Parson 13 Offense v Per10n 2 
Offehse v Property 147 Offense v Proparty 57 

Part 2 Crimes 1,191 Part 2 Crlmas 685 Part 2 Crimes 103 

Statui Offenle. 21 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Sourca: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number Df Youth % of State Total Yeer Scttool Youth Drup Out Rltl ActuII No. of Drop Ollts 

1977 5 0.3396 1975·76 5.659" 91 

1978 2 0.1496 1976·77 4. 61 90 73 
, 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) , . 

. -
Secure Bedsp8ce 

-,.- .- . Non·Secure Bed.pace 

Secure Detention Flcllity Beds Hold-over FIJcllity In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunawlY Cent .. · Beds -

0 
, 0 0 Served by Alpena 

NONE IN MI. C::nter 

• • • __ n __ 
h 

•• _. 

OCYS Planning Division Survey;O~ober '23. Novemoo; 21, '1978) 
.. 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 58 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for~ecure detention 2 youth could be detained .. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been detained in a secure setting. 

Sec:ure I ntekl Dlspotltlon Non-Secure Intake DlaposItknn Otl~ DilpOlltlon, 
Folter Home/ SUpilrvil8d Mental 

Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Hulth Re! •• /on 
Center Jell Facility Parent Rete_to Fecility Bond 
Pendlll9 Pendlll9 Plndlng Pending Perent • Pending Pending Other/ 

AdjUdication Adjud~tlon Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlcetlon Unknown 

ActuellntiiKe 0 0 0 2 54 0 2 0 
.. , . -- .. .... -- "cc_··· - ... ,-- ... _.;-- ,,- .~.-,- . -- ...... - . 

Worker Id .. llnteke 
0 0 2 9 40 0 0 7 

.. .. .. _ .•. __ .. _- '---_._- .... -.'- _.-"'- .... -... '" 0" • d 

LEAAlWorker Idlll 0 0 2 9 40 0 0 7 

•• •• I • • .. ... .. .. .._ •• R_", .. - ••• >& -- . - -"' .... -. ....... a·_ - -r-- - .-.. -

• Other release to parent Includas: RalaBle to parants no furthar a::tlon, rele_ to parent and referred to community youth service, or rele_ to plrent Ind 
raferred to court operated conaent or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non4ec:ure dispositions follow ldaal lll)ove. with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for sacure detention to be aerved through In-home detention. 
(s •• L.egll'ltlvl Option •• ectlon.1 169 



JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: CHIPPEWA 

Court 
Intakes 

28 

6 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

oL 

o 

/ldeallYin 
/ Secure 

Actual in ---------- 0 
Secure Ideally in 

Non·Secure 

u 
_______ ----- IdeallY in 

6 ~_ Secure 

Ar.:tual in -....,--..... 
Non.Secure---.-- 6 

Secure 

Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Non·Secure 
o 

Not LE,;;-____________ 22 __ "------ Ideally in 
Eligible for ~ <_______ Secure 
Secure Actual in _____ 

Non·Secura _____ 22 
Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

JUVENilE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 2 
LEAA Eligible r-'d Actual in Secure: Q Ideally in Merltal Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible a"d Ideally in Secure: ;) 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown cl:atained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of casee:: 4 Type of Offenses: 
Secure Detention Facility: Arson 1 
Jail: 4 B & E 3 

Police Lock·up: 

170 

Reason Given for Detention~ 
Awaiting Parents 1 
Awaiting Court Contact 2 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 



PROF!LE of CHIPPEWA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 '" of Youth in County '" of Youth In State 

1900 28,242 2,583 9 .196 0.396 

30,259 2,303 7. 6~,; 0.396 
1985 , 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

-
Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arretltf Youth Arrested -

1977 Part 1 Crimes 1,598 Part 1 Crimes 263 Part 1 Crimas 104 ,-

Offanse v Person 3S tJffense v Person 1 

Of1ense v Property 228 Offense v Property 103 
Part 2 Crimes 2,625 Pert 2 Crimes 1194 Pert 2 Crime. 98 

~ 

StlitU. Offenses 48 

DSS OELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Depertment of 
Michigan Depar-tment of Social Services) Education) 

Vear Number of Youth % of Stata Total V •• r School Youth Drop Out FI,t. Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 18 1.290 1975·76 4.9696 134 

1978 14 0.9996 1976-77 3.2996 96 
I' . 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planni.,g Division Inventory, 
March, 197'9) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bed,pace - -
Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. v 4 4 

JU'VENILE COU'RT<j'NT'AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, Octob6r 23-November 21.1978) 
rhe numbers below show juvenile COUrt intake dispositions during a 30 day p<!riod. The number ()f youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 28 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. l.deal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 4 youth could be detained. 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligibie for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for securtl detention under the LEAA ~tandards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Sec:ure I ntake Disposition Non-Secure Intake DI~tlon Ott¥lr Dlspo.ltlonl 
Foner Home/ Supervised MIIft1III 

Detention Sheltef Rela_to Other Health Relaasa/ on 
Centor Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudicatioil Adjudication Adjudicetlun Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actuel Intake 0 0 2 2 24 0 0 0 
.. -- ,--+- ,~ -. .. .~ ~ .,. .. 

--"- $"-- _.--- .. ".- -. ...... ,,_. >h •• --- -- -
Worker Ideel Inteke 

0 0 2 2 24 0 0 0 
_·_e --- ... -

LEAAlWorker Id .. 1 
0 0 2 2 24 0 0 0 

.. .. . . ---- - .. -~---., -, ., ... a _ . ....,... .. --'""" .... --.. -. "" ........... --~-' - < - "'.~-.-. .. - ...... ~ 

• Other releille to parent Includes: Aelfiosa to parents no further action. release to parent end referred to community youth servl~. or release to perent end 
referred to cour~ operated conlent or Informal or unofficlel program . 

•• Non-cecure dispositions follow Ideal (aboll8) with adjustmsnt for No. youth no longer elillible for secure detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(See LaS/lslall,ve Options section.) 171 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: CLARE o 
......... 

0 __ _ _____ ------_0 
Actual in 

o~ Secur,) 

LEAA -------_________ 
Eligible 
for Secu,e ° 

_0 

Non-Sec'Jre 

5/ 

'deally in 
Secure 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

~ .0 

~, __________ Ideally in 

~ _______ A~l"'~ So"" 
~ __________ • Secure °ldeallyl in 

"'-5 c:::-- 1 Non-Secure 

Eligible fer 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

5 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: ° Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 IdeallY in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 !deally in Mental Health' 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

4 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained ih county. including youth residinR in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 11 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 11 

Police Lock-Up: 

Burglary 8 
Disorderly Conduct 1 
Runaway 2 

172 

Awaiting Parents 11 



PROFILE of eI.ARE County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (SoLirce: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % of Youth In State 

25,060 2,002 7.9% '. 0.21% 
1980 

28,918 1,821 6.2% 0.20% 
1985 ,)~ 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yeer Totel Actuel Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crime. 1,932 Part 1 Crimes 159 Part 1 C,'imes 
50 

Offense II Person 10 Offense II Per10n 0 
Offense II Property 149 Offense II Property 50 

1,417 Part 2 Crlme~ 
637 35 

Part 2 Crimes Part 2 Grimes 

I StatuI Offenses 58 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michig,m Depertment of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Year Sci-.ool Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 1 0.06% 1975·76 
6.35% 109 

1978 4 0.28% 1976·77 5.41% 94 
-

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

-
Secure Bedspece Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In·homa Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Bads 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 0 
, 
l 

t~~. ,"II~v.l?r ~-:l!'JyUK[\1A.llUN . . f\yJ'd· ... ~F.LC - •. ;) ~Jll.Cl.K.I;!J . , 
JUVENILE OURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Sour~: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's ir,ake of . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intak!:, portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
dispositicln for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention Q youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Seeure lotakll Disposition Non-Secl!re Inteke D~lon 0., Dlaposltlolll 
Foster Homal Superv!nd Mental 

Detention Shalter RI!I~to Other Health Rein_Ion 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rille_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pandlng Pending Pending Perent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudicetlon Adjudication Adjlldlcatio'll Adjudication AdJudlcetlon Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Intake 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 
-,- ~.--. - .... - -- -- -- -. - ._- • 'h-,. .... ----

VVork.r Ideal Intaka 1 
0 (0% LEAA 1 0 3 0 0 0 

e1ig~ble} . . -- ~ ._ ... ----- '.- ~-. -. --.- ...... 

~ LEAA/Work.r Id .. 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 
: 

•• .. • • ... - .. 4··', . -.. ,- _H ..... -. - .-. 1--- , ._-

• Other raleele to parent includes~ Releosa to parants no furthitr action, release to perant and referred to commun!1V youth service, or release to perent end 
referred to court operated con lent or Informal or unofficial program. , 

I •• Non .. acure dlspo.ltlons follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth n~ 1."~lIIIr eligible for secure detention to be I8rvad through In-home datentlon. 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: CLINTON 
/' 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o __________ 

O~ _____ . 

--Actual in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

15 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

15 

Eligible fv\' 
Secure 

0~
0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in--------
Non-Sec~re ------- 0 

o 
_____ Actual in 

______ Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Sec:ure 

_0 

15 _______ Ideally in 

~
secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 15 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Elig,\e for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 4 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey abolle, Number rllfle~ts youth 
detailled in county. inch.lding youth residing in other countlfJs.) 

Number of cIIses: 10 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 10 

Jail: • 
Police Lock-up: 

Burglary 2 
Incorrigible 3 
Runaw&y 4 
Delinquent Parole Violation 1 

AWaiting Parents 7 
Court Orderod Disposition 3 

L_, 
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PROFilE of CLINIOtli County I 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Ye8r Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Vouth In County % of Vouth In State 

56,836 7,885 13.8% 0.8% 
1980 

61,526 6,578 10.6% 0.7% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arretted 

1977 Pllrt 1 Crimea 1,289 Pert 1 Crimes 226 Part 1 Crimes 
78 

Offense v Parson 34 Offense v Person 4 
Offense v Property 192 Offense v PropertY 74 

920 -
Part 2 Crimes 1,816 Part 2 Crimes Part 2 Crimes 56 

I StatuI Offenses S4 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Vuar Number of Youth ~" of Stete Total Vear Scttool Vouth Drcp Out Rete Actuel No. of Drop Outs 

1977 2 0.13% 1975-76 ,.29% 12S ---
1978 4 0.28% 1976-77 3.46% 133 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: 
March, 1979) 

OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

---, 
Secure 8edspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold~yer Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Boos 
« 

2 detention rooms in NONE IN MI. 0 14 0 

she1 ter hone 
.. - .. - .. 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21, 1978) 
',he numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 25+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if ail ~rvices existed. Applying only LEAA standards fOT secure detention ~ youth l:ould be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideil!!V detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAMlorker id~a'- portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntake Disposition Non-Sooure Intake Dispositlo" Omer Dilposltionl -I. Foster Homel Supervised MMltIIl 
Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Relellse/on 
Centor Jail FaciUty Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending PGlnding Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other! 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

A"tual Intake 0 0 2 7 17 0 0 0 

p,.~----- -.-- -. - ... ,. -. .. - - -. ----.-~ . . ------- ---_ .. __ .. -
r-~-'-'---'-- --.---

Worker Ideallntllke ., 

0 0 2 I 7 17 0 0 0 

- _.- ........ -_.--. -.. "'0- .. - --.... - .. -~ . .. . ---.- , 
LI1AA/Workar Ideal 

0 0 2 7 17 0 0 I 0 

J ... •• •• .------L-4----- -. . - . . .... - _ . - -- - -, 
" --"-- ~- .. - . -.- - -'---r-- -- ~~----.---- ------_.,---, f----

• Other reloase to parent includes: Releasa to parents no further ootion, releese to parant lind re!erred to community youth service, or relaase to parent and 
rtlfl!rred to court operated consent or informal cr unofficial program. 

H NonJ~e<:ure disposition5 follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secura detention to be served thrOUgh i"-home detention. 
(See Legislative O')tlons St.ctlnn I 1.,r:: 



County: CRAWFORD 

Court 
Intakes 

26 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

9 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

17 

Eligible for 
Secure 

----- Actual in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

------_- 0 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

4 (2 Foster Home) 

Ideally in 
Secure 

4 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

1 (1 Delinquent Parole) -.----
~ 

Ideally in 
1 Secure 

Actual in _____ 

Secure Old II . ea Yin 
Non-Secure 

4 ---______ Ideally in 
--- 16 c::::::::- Secure 

Actual in ---------
Non-Secure _________ 12 

IdeallY in 
(1 Supervised Release N S 
2 Other) on- ecure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 9 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: ° 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 5 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above .. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: ° Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of CRAWFORD County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year 

1980 

1985 

Total COUI11V Population 

9,875 

11,483 

YGuth 12 thru 16 

1,047 

1,021 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

% of Youth in County 

10.6% 

8.8% 

% of Youth In S18te 

0.11% 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimea 710 

Part 2 Crimes 1,680 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Yeer 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

7 ---'---"--
4 

% of State Total 

0.46% 

0.99% 
-.-~-"'-"'-=---

Part 1 Crimes 92 Part 1 Crimes 36 

Offense v Person 20 Offense v Person 0 
Offense v Property 12 Offense v Property 36 

Part 2 Crimes 222 Part :7. Crimes 
22 

Statu~ Offenses 3 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976·77 

SctIooI Youth Drop Out Rate 

5.19% 

7.69% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

37 

S2 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECUP-E) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

-

Securn 'Jedsp!l~ Non-Secure Bedspace -----------.---- ---------------+------------------r------------~----_,~----------------_4 
Secure Detention Facility uads Hold-over Facility 

o NONE IN MI. I 

In·home Detention Sh(ffter Home Bida 

o o 

RunawlY Call1er Beds 

Served by Alpena 
Center 

JU-VENILE co"iiRT INT'AKE SURVEY DATA (So·urce:OCYS Pianning Divi~·i"on S~;yey,-OCtobei·23.N-ovemb8r 2:C1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during ti 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 50+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portniYs the juvenile court worker's ideal 
dis~osition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 17 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible fnr detention under the LEAA stahdards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intaka Olspotition NonoSecure Intake D~ion Otl~ O~ltlonl 

Folter Homel Superviled Menu! 
Detention Shelter Releaeto Other Health R.I .... lon 
C.nter Jan FacilltV Parent R ...... to Facility Bond 

P.ndlng Pending Pending P.ndlng Parel11 • Pending Plllldlng Othllrl 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

4 
Actual Intake (50% LEAA 0 6 12 23 0 0 6 

~. ·le-I-' " ~ , \ -..,..- . -.. - ~ -_. .. .. -- --- --_. --::;- - -.. --
Worker Idaallntake 19 

(50% LEAA 0 4 2 21 0 0 4 

eligible) " ... .. .. -. .. ._ .. - - .. 
~-" - .", .. .... ,,_ .. -. 

LEAAlWorker Idlll 10 0 4 2 21 0 0 4 

•• •• • • .. -"""'" .. . .. .. - ... --

• Other release to parent Includes: Relell$e to parents no further action, release to parant and referred to community youth .. rvlca, or rele_ to parant and 
referred to court operated conlent or Informal or unoffiCial program • 

•• Non .. ecure dltpQlltions follow ielaal (abow' with adJus"",ent for No. youth no longer eligible for aacure dlltl!ntion to be IeIVed through In-homa detention. 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: DELTA 

Court 
Intakes 

21 

2 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

19 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

A ------_0 
ctual in 

Secure Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

2 

Non-Secure 

o 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

_0 

_---- Ideally in 
Secure 

2 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

19 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA E!igible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 4 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actua! in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Idealiy in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Auto Theft 1 Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 

178 



PROFILE of DELTA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % ot Youth In County % of Youth In State 

1980 41, 919 3,909 9.3% 0.4% 

1985 44.189 4,386 9.9% 0.5% .-

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offense, Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 1,785 Part 1 Crimes 399 Part 1 Crimes 216 
~ 

Offense v Person 17 Offense v Person 3 
Offense v Property 382 Offense v Property 213 

Part 2 Crimes 1,906 Part 2 Crimes 744 Part 2 Crimes 151 -
Status Offenses 56 -

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Sourc:e: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Y8lIr Sc:f1ooI Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

24 1.6g6 3.30% 115 
1977 1975-76 , 

1978 33 2.3% 1976-77 4.07% 145 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON.SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) , 

Secure BedspaC8 Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Holdo()ver Facility In-homa Detention Shelter Home Beck RunllWey Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 5 0 

--
JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23- November 21, 1978) 
The numbers below sho':Y ~uvenile court intake dispositions dUring a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of.6 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 3 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker IdeaL portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
whQ, according to the worker's ideal. shOUld hav,e been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Dllpotltion Non-Secure Intake DlsposItlo" o~ Dilpositioni 
Foster Home/ Supervili$d Mllltol 

Datentlon Shelter Rele_to Other Hoalth RelaDse/ on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rela_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudlc:iltio!', Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlc.tlon I,djudication Unknown 
-' 

Actual Intake I 0 0 5 0 38 0 0 0 

., .. ~------ . ' .. - ... '"'~ - .' < 
-.- - ---- -- ... -_.-_. ___ "0 _____ ,- --- • __ 0 __ - --. .,.-

Worker Ideal Intake 
0 0 0 0 6 2 25 0 

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

LEAAlWor~ar Ideal 0 0 6 2 25 0 0 0 

.. ~~ •• .. . -_. - -. _. -- - . -. . _.- .. .... -- --""T--- --.-~-. ...,.---- . --.. --_.- ... -.. -~ 1--_ .... - -- - ~.~ .. - ... ~ ... .. 

• o.~her release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release ta parent and referred to community youth service, or relee~ to parent and 
referrad to COU" operated consent or infurmal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. ecure dispositions 1ollow idalll (abovel with adjustment for No. youth no lana ... AlinihlA 1ft • •• ~ ... ft .. -~-.,-- •• L_ 
.. 



PROFILE of DICKINSON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 '" of YI)uth In County % of Youth in State 

1980 26,320 2.353 8,,996 0.39" 

1985 27.758 2,056 7 . 495 0.2% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Totel Arrests Youth Arresrted -
1977 Part 1 Crimes Q49 Pl.lrt 1 Crimes 185 Pert 1 Crimes 95 

Offense v Person '7 Offense v Person :3 
Offense v Property 178 Offense v Property 92 

Part 2 t:::rimes 747 Pert 2 Crimes 243 Part 2 Crimes 26 
2 

StatUI Offenses 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Sourco: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Veer Number of Youth % of State Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 13 0.86% 1975-76 2.81 96 56 

1978 13 0.92% 1976-77 3.39% 65 --
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 
" 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secu~e BedspaU 

Secure Dlltention Facility Be~ Hold-ov8f Facility In-hom.Dlltentlon Shelter Home Beds RunawllY Center Beds -. 

0 . NONE IN MI. 0 2 0 

JUVENILE CQU-RTINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
... -~ .. ~ 

OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 2', 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's Intake of 50+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention l Q youth could ba detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention und~r the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

, 
Secura I ntak. Disposition Non-Secure Intake DIspc;ili1lon Ot! ~ Dilpcqltlon. 

Foner Homol Superviled Menul 
Dttentlon Shelter Release to Other Health Ral_/on 
Canter Jail Facility Parent Rete .. to Fecliity Bond 
Pandlng Pending Pending Pandlng Parent • Pending PlJIldlng Other/ 

Adjudl~loi' Adjudlcetlon Adjudication A'1,judicatlon Adjudl~lon Adjudlcatiqn Unknown 

2 
Actuallnta,l:a 50% LEAA 2 0 9 24 0 0 14 

i---- el-i2:.:i- " .'\ -~ "'." -- ....... ~-. -- .-~- .- .- .._-_._- -- - " ... .. -
VVork.rld •• llntaka 2 

50% LEAA 2 0 9 22 2 0 14 
eligible) - . -. ..--.~. .------r---"---"- . - ..... .- - . ",," .. -. . . 

LEAAlWorker Idlll 
2 0 () 9 22 2 0 14 

•• •• • • .- . - - .... ~ ..... - .. - .. _ ............. _- .. -.----- .M __ , --,- ~-- .: , 

• Other rele818 to parent Includes: RelellSe to parenti no further action, releel8 to parent and referred to community youth service, or release to parent and 
referr.d to court operatad conlAnt or Informal or unofficial program . 

I •• Non .. ecure dlapll.ltion. follow Ideal labove) with adjustment for No. youth no !onoar elillible for sacure datentlon to be se~ through In-home detention. 
IS .. Laalslatlv, ODtlon •• '''tl"" I H:tn 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: DICKINSON 

Court 
Intakes 

29 

6 
/ 

/

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

23 

Eligible for 
Secure 

•. IUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

~" 1 IdeallY In 

~ ~,"re 
----_0 Actual in 

Secure 

5 

Non-Secure 

Secure 

22 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

o 

5 

_____ 1 

o 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
-------- Ideally in 

Secure 

22 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 2 IdeallY in Supervised Release: 5 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure:i Ideally in Mental Health: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

rECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other countil's.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 



County: EATON 

Court 
Intakes 

34 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

5 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

~ 
~-

Actual in --------

Secure 

4 _________ ---

Actu~ 
Non·Secure--

-------A~tua~ 
Secure ----

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
IdeallY In 
Non·Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

4 
IdeallY in 
Non·Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non·Secure 
o 

Eligible for 
Secure 

------ IdeallY in 
28 <=--- Secure 

,<\cWal in _________ 
Non·Secure ____ 28 

rUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 5 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 7 
Actual Total in Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 16 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 

I LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock·up: 

L-.-.--.. -----------_________________________ -..J 
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PROFILE of EATON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth In County "of Youth In Steta 

1980 81.826 10 1 658 12.59,; LIP.; 

1985 93.225 9,152 9.896 1.090 

CRIME STATiSTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Polic/t) , 

Year Total Actual Offenses Tntal Arre~t1 Youth Arr13sted 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 2 1 215 Pert 1 Crimes 227 P"rt 1 Crimes 70 
Offense v Percon 20 Offense v Pel'1on 1 
Offsnse II Property 207 Offense II Property 69 

~ 

Part 2 Crimes 21 408 Part 2 Crimes 1,020 Part 2 Crimes 39 

StatuI Offenses 25 _ .. "'"' I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Sourco: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Departmen~ of 

Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Vouth % of State Total Vear Sc:ftool Youth Drop Out Rete Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 4 0.2696 1975·76 4.57 9,; 272 

1978 6 0.429,; 1976,'/7 4.5296 262 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON,SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March,1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility I n,hume Detention Shalter Home Beds RunllWay Canter Bads 

Served by Genesee NONE IN MI. 
8 youth 4 0 

Regional Facility served per month 

JUVENILE COUR'':'j'NTAl<E SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey,-OCtobe;-23"Novem~r 21,1978) 
. 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 44 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake poltrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth Sfien if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for7eru~e d;t~tion 6 youth could be detained. 
The youth Identified as clctuall." or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parenthesEls. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been det~ined in a secure setting. 

, 
Sucure Intake Dilposition Non-Sacura Intake Dist>Osltlon Omur Ditposltionl 

Fofter Homel Supervised M8fttII1 
D,nantion Shalt"r Rele_to Other Health Ruleete/ on 
Center J~1l Facility Parant Rele_to Fncllity Bond 

Pel1ding Pending Pending Pandlng Pllrant • Pending Pending Other/ 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

., 
~ 

ActulIl Intake (509,; 1EM 0 6 22 5 0 0 H 

e.1 ici.Qle~- +. - ,- , . " -,. - , _. ~ ~ L , 
.~. ... ~~. -

~-- ~ .... ~, '" -. 
Worker Idelllintake 3 

0 8 (5090 1EAA 0 9 2lt 0 
eli.dble) 

I 
• ! I 

LEAAIWorkur Id .. 1 1.5 0 9 21 L, 0 0 8 

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

---~ -- '-' -.. - . - .. . ~ ... - ... ---_._-.... ~ - ","".", .. "'- ~- I' -
. 

• Oth&r releese to parent includas: Release to parents no further 8C~ion, release to parent lind referred to community youth service, or release to parant and 
referrad to cOUrt operated consant or Infornial or unofficial program . 

•• Non1ecure diSDolition. fnllnUl IrI ..... I.a.-..,_\ .... :.~ _ ... u .... ""---- ... ~-- .. I 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: EMMET 

0---____ _ 

Actu.:~ in 
Secure 

o 

_ 0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 1 

~EAA 
/ Eligible 

/ for Secure ----------- 1 

o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

7 / 

6 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of abOVll displayed information) 

Non-Secure -_1 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
-------- Ideally in 

o ~ ~oore 
Actua~o 
SecUre Id II . ea Yin 

Non-Secure 
o 

6 ------------- Ideally in 
~_ Secure 

Actual in _____ 
Non-Secure _____ 6 

IdeallY iii 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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..-----
PROFilE of EMMET County 

POPULATION PROJECnONS (Source: Michigan Department of Manclgement and Budget) 

Vea, Total County Population Vouth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in Stato 

0.2% 

I 
! 

1980 23,140 2,143 

1985 25,179 1,929 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uni10rm Crime Report. Michigan State Police) 

% of Vouth ilf County 

9.296 

O. 2~6 

- I 

Year l' otal Actual Offenses Total Arralts Youth Arrelted 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 929 Pert 1 Crlm&s 279 Part 1 Crimes 134 

Offense v Person 7 Offense v Pel'1on 2 

Offense v PropertY 272 Offense v Propert'l 132 

Part 2 Crimes 588 Part 2 Crimes 82 
-- _M ... ____ Part 2 Crimes ....... 1 ..... .::2:.-"5:..>0'-___ _ 

Status Offenses 25 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS ~Source: OCYS. SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

-
,~ 

Michigan Depllrtment of Social Services) 

Ve., Number of Vouth % of 3tll1e Total Yur School Vouth Drop Out Reto Actual No. of Drop Outs 

9 0,5990 3.7396 70 
1977 ------- 1975-76 

1978 11 0.7896 1976-77 4.11% 76 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON.SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory. 
March. 1979) 

Sec-.lre Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Haid..oYBr Facility 

o NONE IN MI. 

Non-Secure Bedspooe 

In-home Detention Shelter Home B~ 

o o 

Runewey Conter Bods 

Served by Grand 
Traverse Center 

JU·VENILE couRYTN";-AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division S~rvey, Octobe;'23:Nov~mbe; 2;,-'978) ---
The numbers b':1li.1w show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of lO . Actual Imake portray~ current intake practice. Ideal Intak.9 portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
dif/losition for the youth seen if all st\rvices existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 1 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or itleally detained m~y or may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Idea! pOl'trays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and .. 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intakl DIspOlitlon Non-Secur" Intake D~lOSItlon o~ Ditpolitiona 
Folter HOMel Superviaed M.mal 

Detention Shelter Rei_to Other Health RelN.lon 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele .. to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Perent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudlc:etlon Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlc:etlon Adjudication Unknown 

ACWlllnteke 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 
~ 

.. -~ ..... TO'_ .~. '.- . _-.-- -..."'~-"" ·_-c= ..-.. -... _. - --: ......... 
VVorka"dlal Intake 

0 0 a 0 0 3 0 7 
.. ......... - , . __ .. _-- - ---.----.... - --~ -- .- - ._ ....... -_ .. _.- ... 

LEAA/VVorker Ideal 0 0 3 0 '1 0 0 0 

•• .. • • . . . ~ U· .. -- ....... ,._---- . =.----"- -. - - ---.- -- r----~ -

, Other relee.e to perellt includes: Release to parents no further action, releese to parant end referred to community youth .. rvlre, or release to parent and 
raferrld to court operatad conaant or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non4acure disposition. follow Ideel (aboVll) with adju.tment for No. Ylluth no longer al!31ble for secure detention to be larved through In-homl dlltentlon. 
(S.e Legl'l.tI~·. O,Hion ••• ctlon.) 185 



County: GENESEE 

Court 
IntakiJS 

104 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

____ Actual in 

8~ Secure 

/LEAA _________ 
/ Eligible _________ 

for Secure 6 

Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

---__ 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

6 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

2 

__________ Ideally in 
2 ~ Secure 

________ Actua~'~' _____ 0 

~
~ Secure Ideally in 

96 Non-Secure 
1 

Not LEAA ______ 94 Ideally in 
Eligible for Secure 
Secure Actual in 

Non:Secure 93 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: B Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 7 
Actual Total in Secure: 4 Ideally in Supervised Release: 4 
L EAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 2 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 2 

r-;-CURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown d~ained in juvenile court survey above. 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number reflects youth 

Number of cases: 58 Type of Offenses: 
Secure Detention Facility: 58 

Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

Arson 2 
Aggravated Assault 6 
Other Assault 3 
Auto Theft 6 
B & E 9 
Possession Other Drugs 
Forgery 1 
Grand Larceny 3 
Petty Larceny 4 ' 
Truancy 1 
Incorrigible 1 
Runaway 12 
Stolen Property 2 
Trespassing 1 
Delinquent Parole Violation 3 
Status Parole Violation 1 
Other Offense Not Specified 
Coding Error 1 

186 

Reason Given for Detention: 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 
Awaiting Transfer Non-Secure 4 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 40 
Diagnostic Assessment 1 
Court Ordered Disposition 3 
Court Ward Transfer Secure 4 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 3 
DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 



PROFILEof ____ G_EN_E_S_EE ____________ _ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Totel County Population 

1980 444,056 

1985 448,447 

Youth 12 thru 16 

50,555 

46,525 

% of Youth In County 

11. 3% 

10.3% 

% of Youth In State 

5.4% 

5.3% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 35,678 

Part 2 Crimes 19,908 

Total Arraln 

Part 1 Crimes _____ 4.,<.,_5_3_0 __ _ 

Offense v !>e"on 

OHense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

1,146 
3,38~ __ 
8,659 

Youth Arrested 

Part 1 Crimes 

Offense v Penon 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

Status Offenses 

1,426 

157 
----,,---;;.;,..=---

1,269 
647 

1,013 

----------~------------------------------~----------------------------~----------------------------I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services' 
SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mictligan Department of 

Education) 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (So,urce: OCYS Planning Oil/ision Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace 

Secure Detenltion Facility Bads 

72 
Regional Facility 
serves 9 counties 

Hold-over Facility 

NONE IN MI. 

In·home D8t'IIntioil 

o 

Non-Secure Bed.pace 

Shelter Home Beds RllnllWlI~' Center Beds 
-,----~----~--------~ 

9 12 

JUVENILE COURTINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Suryey:·O~obe~·23:Nov8mbe; iCiS78)- ... __ . 
The numbers below show jUIJenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 334+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake pr6ctice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 1] _ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standard5, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAiWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the lEAA standa.rds and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

SllCure Intake Dilpotltion Non-Sacure In~aka Disposition 

Foster Homel Supervised 
Detention Shelter Rele_to Other 

Center Jail Facility Parent Rela_to 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • 

Adjudication AdjudIcation Adjudication Adjudication 

13 
Actual Intake 50% LEAA 0 3 35 263 

-eliQ~g~.-f-~ . - -. . - --- _. 

Worker Idallllntake 16 
~4096 LEAA 0 22 
~ligib1e) ~ 

13 263 

- ... ~~ ... 

LEAA/Worker Idalll 
6 0 22 13 263 

.. 

MIIIttIII 
Health 
facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

0 

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

0 

0tWtr DllfJOIltlonl 

Release/oil 
!lond 

Penr.llng 
Adjudication 

o 

0 

... --
0 

-

Other/ 
Unknown 

19 

19 

19 

---- .. -. --t- --.-.. - . 

• Other release to parent inctudes: Release to parents no furthar eetion, release 1.<> parent and rllferr(ld to community youth servica, or release to parant and. 
referred to cOUr! opereted consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non~ecure dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. 
[See Leg/s/at/ve OptIons sectton.) 187 



JUVENIL.E COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: GLADWIN 

Court 
Intakes 

10 

3 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

7 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

A~tu-a~l~in-----------------o 
Secure Ideally in 

Non-Secure 

3 
Secure 

Non-Secure' 3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

__ 0 . 

_________ Ideally in 

° <:::'- Secure 

Actual in----______ 0 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Seture 

____ 0 

7 ~ Idea,'tIy in 
_________ Se(~ure 

Actual in _________ 
Non-Secure ____ 7 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA i;ligible fOI Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in ~ecure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 2 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: Q 

LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth ~hown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Burglary 1 Court Ordered Disposition 1 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of Gl ClDwnil County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) I 
YODr Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in CountY % of Youth In Stato 

19,259 1,560 8.096 0.1696 
1980 

1985 21,859 1,637 7.4% 0.1896 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Poli.-:e) 

Year To~al Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 936 Part 1 Crimes 92 I Part 1 Crimes 27 

Offense v Person 12 Offense v Parson 0 

Offense v Property 80 Offense v Property 27 

Part 2 Crimes 1:167 Part 2 Crimes 473 
Part 2 Crimes 16 

Status Offenses 11 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Vllar Number of Youth % of Stato Tota' Y",ar School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1 0.06% 6.00% 77 
1977 1975-76 

1978 1 0.07% 1976-77 1.8190 24 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

, 

--
Secure BedspIlce Non-Secure Bed,pace 

Secure Detention Fal:illty Bods Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Harne Beds I Runoway Center Bads 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 6 t 0 

I I 

- -
JU·VENllE co"uifilNTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Pianning Division Suryey~-O~obe;23~Nov~m~r' 21:-'978") 

- ...... 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 1 D . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only lEAA standards for secure detention :3 _ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA/Work~r Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

SlICure Intaka Dllpoaltlon Non-Sec:urelntake D~ion Oti~r Dilpolitioni 

Fc:t=r Hemal Supervised I Mental 
Detontion Shelter Release to Other Health Relll8./ on 

Center Jail Fecillty Purent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pllnding Pandlng Pending Parent * Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actuul I ntuke 0 0 1 2 7 0 0 0 

--- ---- [--. -- -. - . -- ---- - • - .-..c:=- .- .-.. - - . "--- r--

Worker Idaullntake 

0 0 0 2 8 0 0 0 
. - . . ~. ~ - ....... ~ .- .. ........... _- ._.- . .--.- - . - - .. , ... '.' .. -.. 

LEAA/Work13r Idlll 
0 0 0 2 8 0 0 0 

•• .. •• .. ... .. - .-.. - ... -., -, ...... _ .. - - .- .. - -" .- -

• Other release to parent includes: Releese tt> parants no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth servica, or release to parent and 
referred to COil" opereted conllnt or informel or unofficlel progrem. , 

•• Non-tacure dispCl:itlons follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer elillible for ~re c1etantlon to be aerved through In-hom. detention. 
(See Leglslltlv. Options section.) 189 -' 



County: GOGEBIC 

Court 
Intakes 

3 / 

· JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

/0 

O 

~ Id"lIyle 

~ ________ So,"" 
___ -- Actual in -0 

~ 
Ideally in 

1 Secure Non-Secure 

LEAA 0 

Eligible ________ ~ Ideally in 
for Secure 

2 

Eligible for 
Secure 

'____.., Secure 

Actual in ---_______ 
Non-Secure _______ 0 

o 

o 

Secure 
____ 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_0 

2 c:::------ Ideally in 
- ~secure 
Actual in 
Non-Secure 2 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 'j Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligibl.; end Ideally in Secure: 0 

~URE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doi<$ not include youth shown detained in ju~enile court"survey above. Number reflects youth I d;t~ined in county, in&luding youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 3 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 3 

Police Lock-up: 

flunaway 2 
Vandalism 1 
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AWaiting Parents 2 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 



PROFILE of GOGEB .. I.C .. - County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

V.or Total County Population Youtll 12 thru 18 % of "outh in County % of Youth in State 

20,615 1,737 8.4% 0.2% 
1980 

20,575 1,693 8.2gb O.2go 
1985 - ---
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

-~ 

\ Year Total Actual OffeY/ses Total Arralt. - I 
Youth Arrerted_, 

1977 Part 1 Crimes __ . 434 Pert 1 Crimes 39 Part 1 Crimas 15 -
Offense v Parson L-,_ Offen!!! v Person 0 -
Offense v Property 34 Offense v PropertY 15 --------

Part 2 Crimas 1,140 Part 2 CrImes 239 Part 2 Crimes 25 
-

StatUI 0 ffenses 2 
,.-

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yeor Number of Youth % Ilf St8te Total Year School Youth Drop Out nate ActulIl No. of Drop Out~ 

1977 9 O. 6~6 1975·76 1. 81% 26 

1978 3 o ?~ ._0 1976·77 2.24% 30 - -
I CURRENT DETENTION (SECUFIE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planl1ing~iVisi::'n\lentorYt 

March, 1979) 
-

Secure 8edspaC8 Non-Secure 8edspace -- .-
Secure Detention Facility Ba~ Hold-ov8f Facility In·home Detention Shelter Homa Beds RunawlY Cer,lter Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 2 0 

---
JUVENILE COURT ,'NTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23· November 2', ",'978) 

-

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to refitlGt a peak 
I month's intake of 7 . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal (ntake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 

I 
I , 

disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 2 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actuallY or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percen tages in parentheses. LEAANVorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secUre detention under the tEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

SecUfe 1 ntake DiapOlition Non-Sacure Intake DISflClsltlon Other DitpOIitlon. 
Foster Homel , Supervised Menta. 

Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Release/ on 
Center Jeil Facility Parilnf Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Panding Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Inteke 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 
~ ~"_-"'~7 , -, . - ' ~ ~- ~ .. ,-- . - -_ .... -.... - . .,,_"- e- ..... -. ~ .~~ ~ .. - ...... ~ ., -\ 

Worker Idea. Intake 
2 I 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 

2.l ~ ~." " 

L.EAA/Worker Idell 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 

.. .. •• . . --- ~,-..... - ...... .. .... ., . .. ......,.. .... 
--'~~~-'-- - ~ ~ ........ _ .. -...-.." . . ," ... .... -,."., . -- , ,.,-

• Other release to porent includes: Release to pafants no furthar action, release to parent and raferred to community youth aervice, or felaese to paront end 
referrad to coUrt oparatad conlent Of informlal or unOfficial program . 

•• Non-secure dispositions follow ideel (above) with adjustment for No. youth no lonllllr eligibla for seCUre detention to ba aervad through In·home detention. 
(s •• Leglsl,tlve Options section.) 191 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: GRAND TRAVERSE 

______ 
-- Actual in 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
!deally in 
Non-Secure 2 c::::::: Secu re 

LEAA ________ 0 

Eligible _______ _________' IdeallY in 
for Secure .... 1 ~- Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

38 

Eligible for 
!3ecure 

JUVENilE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Actual in ________ __ 

Non-Secure ---

4 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

1 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

____ 0 

______ Ideally in 

~ ~_ ~oore 
Actual in ____ 
Non-Secure _____ 32 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 5 Ideally in Supervised Raleas!;: 24 
LE,: .. A Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY {Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.} 

"lumber of cases: 4 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure I:letention Facility: Other Alcohol Violation 1 Awaiting Parents 1 
Jail: 4 Delinquent Parole Violation 3 Court Ordered Disposition 3 

Police Lock-up: 

, _______________________ -J 
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PROFILE of GRAND TRAVERSE County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In COlJnty % of Youth In State 

1980 49,641 5,033 10.196 0.596 

1985 55,878 5,120 9 .l~o 0.696 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

_____ y~e~ar~ __ ~------~T~0~ta~I~A~c~t.~,u~8~I~O-ff~e~n~s~es----____ 1-___________ T~o~t~81_A~rr~8_.u~ ________ ~----,-----Y~o~u~t~h~A~rr~ene~~ 
1977 Pl'lrt 1 Crimea 1,523 Pert 1 Crimes _____ 2_3_6 Part 1 Crimes ___ ~==-I 

Part 2 Crimes ),374 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Yeer 

1977 

1978 

Number of You~h 

1 

1 

% of State TGtal 

0.06% 

0.07% 

1 r~ 1 Offense v Person v Offense v Parton ,--::-'"7------
221 56 Offonse v Property Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 502 Part 2 Crimes _ , __ 5_1 ____ _ 
Status Offenles ____ 1_0 _____ _ 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mic.higari Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975-76 

1976-77 

Sc:hool Youth Drop Out Rate 

7.94% 

7.30% 

Actulll No. of Drop Outs 

268 

260 

-----------------------------------------------~--,----------
CURRENT DETENTION (SECl1RE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planninrl Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 

" 

-------------------'---------------,--------~-~----------------------------------------~ 
Secure 8edspace Non-Secure Bedspace I ~~~~OO~~~--H-O-~-~-V-M--F-K-I-I~-y-~----I-~-h-~--e-n-~--n-ti-on---~I--S-h-~-t-M-H-O-~--B~~---~--R-U-~--a-y-C-e-n-~--B-~-s--.~ 

--------O------------+---N-O-N-E-I-N--M-I.----~-------O---------~-------O----------~-------4--*-------~~ 

*Rullaway center ser es Emmet, Charle oix, Kalkaska anu qrand Traverse. 1 

JUVENILE COURTINT"AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Divisiorl Survey~O~~obe;·2i:Novem~~il:·,-978) 
The numbers billow show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 38 . Actual Intake portra~/s current intake practice. Ideal Intake portfays tt;~ juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards fer secure detention 2 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be ~he same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAANJorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible fO( securs detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

-
Non-5acure I nb.tka OItposi;1~n Ot ¥II' Dilpositloni 

Folter Homel 
1 ____________ Sac.~u~re_I~~keO~~~ou~t~io~nr_--------+_--------~----~--~r_~------~r----------~T-~~~----r_--------~ 

Actual Intake 

O .. entlon 
Canter 

Pending 
Adjudication 

o 
20% LEAA 

J;iI 
Pending 

Adjudication 

5 

Suporviaed 
Shelter Ralease to 
Fecllity Parent 
Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudication 

o 2L1 

Mental 
Othllt Health 

Reta_to Faeility 
'F'Ment • Penellng 

AdjudlcatllHl 

o o 

RelH_lon 
Bcmd 

Parldlng 
AdjudlQtion 

o 

Otherl 
Unknown 

9 

~w-o-rk-e-rl-d-.a-I-I-nm--ka---"+~~:ijg~i~b~J~e~~=-;~~-~""~" ~.~-~~.-=-~= .. ~".~"~"~.=+-.=-=--~.~-~."---==~"="=--= .. ======~============*=========-~-F=====-~.~"= .. --~ 
25% LEAA 3 0 24 1 0 0 9 
~ligible) 

1 o o 24 1 o o 9 LEAAlWorker idul 

• Other release to parent Includes: Raltlase to perenU no further action, releese to parent and refelTtld to community youth service, or release to parent and 
refa"ed to court operated consent or Informal or unofficial program • 

•• Non.ecure dlspolltlons follow Ideel (ebove) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for IBCUre datentlon to be .. rved through In-homa datentlon. 
(SIO Logilletivi Options Ilction.) 193 
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CountY: GRATIOT 

Court 
Intakes 

10 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

o~ 
Actual in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

o 

_~ Ideallyin 

-_0 

o 

---____ 1 

Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

___ 0 

_______ . ..------- Id'3ally in 

o ~ Seoore 
_______ Actual In ___ 

9,

..-------.:-.----- Secllre -- 0 Ideally in 

~ Non-Secure 
o 

~ldeallYin 
9 ~. Secure 

ActUi\1 in _________ 
Non-Secure _______ 9 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 IdeallY in Shelter/Foster :-lome: 2 
Actual Total in SeCUre: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in SeGure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

" SECURE CUSTODV' SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 7 Type of Offenses: Rea$on Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-Up: 7 

Disorderly Conduct 2 
Petty Lart;eny 3 
Incorrigible 1 
Traffic, Vehicle Law Violation 1 
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'Awaiting Parents 6 
Awaiting Transfer to Secu re 1 



PROFILE of GRATIOT County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and BudgO't) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth In County "of Youth In State 

1980 40 1 171 4,233 10.5% 0.,5 96 

1985 41,130 3,847 9.396 0.496 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 
~ 

Year Tntal Actual Offens8s Total Arrest., Youth Arrested 

1977 Part' Crimes 1 1 081 Part 1 Crimes 252 Part 1 Crimas 108 

Offense v Person 25 Offense v Parson 4 
Offense v Property 227 Offense v Property 104 

Part 2 Crimes 1,932 Pert 2 Crlmas 847 Pert 2 Crlmas 54 

Status Offense. 13 
, 

,of .... 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Departmlmt of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

~88r Number of Youth % of State Total Vor School Youth Drop 0\\ \ Rate Actual No, of Dr'~p Outs 

1977 3 0.1996 1975,76 4.4796 146 . --.1.-- -
1978 7 0.4990 1976,77 5,97% 199 -

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
I March, 1979) 

I Secul'S Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace --, 
I Secure Detention Facility Seds Hold,(wer Facility In,home Detention Shelter Homa Beds RunllWay Center Beds 

, 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 4 0 

I . 
JUVENILE COURT ,'NTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, OCtober 23.Novem~r 21, "978) 
Th b b I h 'I t' k d' '( d' 30 d ' d Th b f h h b d' d 

:J . I 
fl k e num ers e ow.s ow Juvenl e 'cour Inta e ISPOSI Ions urlng a ay peno , e num er 0 yout as een 1'1 JUste to re ect a pea 

month's intake of 26+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the voutn seen if all servi~s existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secur-; detention _1. __ youth could be detained. 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the sam~ youth eligible for detention under the LEAA ,standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for se\:um detention ul1der the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure (;etting. 

-~-
Secure Intake Dilpoeltion Non-Secure Intaka DI~tlon Om.r Dispoeitionl 

I foster Homel Supervised Mental 

I Detention Shelter Reieaseto Othor Health Ralellse/ on 
i Center Jail Fbei:lty PlIrent Rela_to FBClllty Bond 

Pending Pending Pending Pending Perent • Pendlnv Per,dlng Otherl 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication AdjutJication Adjudlwion Adjudication Unknown 

, 
Acturllntake 0 0 3 5 16 0 0 3 

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

Worker Ideal Intake 
0 0 5 0 21 0 0 0 

I ., '. 

LEAAlWorka, Ideal 0 0 5 0 21 0 0 0 

J .. .. . . .. -_. . . " 
-_ .. ~ .' , .- ~. _i- .~. ... ... --. •• _'_0_·"_,," ... ~- _.-- -.-- ~ ........ , 

I 
I 

I 
I 

• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action. release to parent end referred to community youth lervice. or release to parent and i referred to court operated consent or informal or unofficial progrem. I •• Non.ecure disposi'lions follow ideal (above) with adlu~tment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. : 
(See Legislative Options section.) 195 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: HILLSDALE 

Court 
Intakes 

11 

2 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

9 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

o --:-:---____ 0 
Actual in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

IdeallY in 
Non-Sec;ure 

o 
2 ~ Ideally in 
~ Secure 

Actu~lln ______ 
Non-Secure -- 2 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

,----0 
____ --- Ideally in 

___ Secure 
o ~ 

Actual In --__ 0 
Secure ----- Ideally in 

Non-Secure 
_0 

9 ________ Ideally in 

~
secure 

Actual In 
Non-Secure 9 

Ideally In 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible tor Secure: ? Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total In Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervisod Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above_ Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Numbor of cases: 2 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Burglary 2 Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 2 

Jail: 2 1' .. 

Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of HULSDALE County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source; Michigen I)epartment of Mana~ment and Budget) I 
Yoar Totll. County Populltlon Youth 12 thru 16 '" of Youth In ~~ounty " of Youth In 51 Ito I 

42, U8 4,570 10. 890 0.590 I 1980 . 
43,656 4,315 9.8 90 0.59

" 1985 --, 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yeer Total Actual Offens'ls Total ArlralU I Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crime, 1 1 198 Part 1 Crimes 165 I Pert 1 Crimes 58 
0 .--,;)ffense v Peraon 13 Offense II Person --

Offense II Property 152 Offense II Property 58 ------
Part 2 Crimes 1,515 Port 2 Crimes 696 Part 2 Crimes 52 

StatUI Of/cnles 16 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source; OCYS, SC~'}OL DROP OUT RJ\TE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) , 

Yoar Number 01' Youth " of St1!.Ja Total Year Scf100I Youth Drop Out Rita Actu.1 No. of DrolJ Outs 

1977 a 0 1975-76 
6.23 90 167 

1978 0 0 1976-77 5.7790 158 
~ 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March 1979) , 

, 
Secure Bed§pllce Non-Secure Redspece ~l Secure Detention F.clli~y Beds Hold-ovtlt' Facility In-home Detention Shllttlt' HOIII" Beds ~ur.IW'y ContIII' Bad~ . 

0 NONE IN MI. a 18 0 

--
.-.. , 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (S(larce: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23- November 21, 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of YOljth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
motHh's intake of 2Q . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the Juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for sacure detention 1 youth could be detained. 
The youth ldentlfifld as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the samla youth eligible for detenUon under the LEAA standards. see 
percentages In parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards Dnd 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

- --
SlCure lnuke Dilposltlon Non-Secure Inteke Disposition O~~ DlIpoehlonl 

Funer Homel SuparviMd M!lnVj 
Detention Shelter Rele_to Other HfIlIIlth Rella_Ion 
Cente, J.II Fecility Parent Rele_to F"'.:lIh'y Bond 
Plndlng Pending Pending Pending Plf'ant • Pending Pending Oth.r/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlc:lltlon Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Intakll 0 0 5 0 15 0 0 0 
.,.,., ___ ,.0_ _.- . 4 __ .... . -_. . ~, ... - -,- . . ''''-.~'''--' ._.-- '- .•.•. __ .- -,- -- , . ";0,,-.. , 

VVorker Ide.1 Inteke 
0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 

- . . . .. ... - ... -_ .. _--- .~ 
_ .... ," " "-"--- .-. . ...... ~ - .. ' . - .. t . 

LEAA/Worklf' IdHI 

L o 0 J 0 0 0 0 0 20 
•• .. .". . . , . -. - . ...... _-- . - ""--~" -, ..... •• -.----,....-f.- ... ---. -- =----,----.l:::--- --- ------.---.-

• Other release to parent Incluc:ies: Aele.e to parents no furth.r ICtlon. raieese to perent and raferred to community youth IIrvlce, or rele_ to p.,ent and 
r"ferred to court opsret.d conlent or Informel or unofflcl.1 program . 

•• Non .. IICUrti dllposldonl follow Icltal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longe, allglble for I&CtIre detention to be IIrved through In-hom. detention. 
(s .. Le;lsIIUvI Options lIetlon.) 197 



CountY: HOUGHTON 

Court 
Intakes 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21 i 1978) 

o 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

1 

~ __________ Actual in 
_______ Secu re Ideally in 

Non-Secure 

LEAA ---_ 1 

Eligible ________ 1 ________ - Ideally in 
for Secure ~_ Secure 

Artual in ________ 

o 

Eligible for 
Sacure 

i\lon-Secure ____ 0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_0 

__________ Ideally in 

o ~ Secure 

____ Actual~ 0 

Secure Ideally in 

o 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

.--- Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

• JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
To~al LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Id'.lally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECUAE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
det!1ined in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Num!ler of cases: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Other Alco1lO1V'!!lhlltoll 1 Awaiting Court Contact 1 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 
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PROF I LE of _--"'H .... O ...... lI .... GH ..... T .... O"'-'N _____ _ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yeor Total COUn1y Population 

38,311 

Youth 12 thru 18 

2,484 
% of Youth in County 

6.4% 
% of Youth In State 

0.3% 
1980 

1985 40,559 2,611 6.4% 0.3% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigen State Police) 

Veer Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 799 Part 1 Crimes ___ 1 __ 1_4 ____ _ Part 1 Crimes 43 

13 Offense" Per10n 1 

Offense" PropertY 4 2 
Part 2 Crimes 2,267 

Offense IJ Person 

Offense IJ Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

101 
608 Part 2 Crimes ___ -'7....;3'--___ _ 

Status Offenses 3 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DI~OP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Yoe,r Number of Youth % of State Total Yellr Sc:f1ool Youth Drop OrJt Rata Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 

'1978 

5 

6 

0.33% 1975-76 

1976··77 

2.90% 

3.18% 

67 

71 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8tldspace Non-Secure 8edspace 

Secure Detention Facility Bem Hold-over Facility I n-home Detention Shelter Home ~~ Runaway Center Beds 
-----+---------------+--------------~~--------------~~---------------~ 

o NONE IN Ml, 
o 3 o 

JUVENILE COURT','NTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 2;J-November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show Juvenile coun intake dispositions during a 30 day period The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 5 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for"';ecure detention 5 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA!Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and I who, ,,"o,d' 0, to th' wo,ke<', Idee I , ",o"d h", b"o det" oed 'n , ""'" ""'''fl, 

Secure Intak. Disposition Non-Secure Intake D~~tlon O~er Disposhlonl 

I 
~~~~ ~ 

Datention Shelter Release to Other HtIlllth R.'ellsel on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Release to Facility Bond 

I, Pending Panding Pending Pending Paren1 • Pending Pending Other/ 
\_ Adjudicetion Adjudicstion Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

~ ::::::~::~"qb lOO;'-::AC

: _.:.':. - .;--> .. --~-.- < 
eligible) - ..... . .. 

--------~~-----------+.-,--------~--------~ 
LEAA/Worker Ide-'ll 

5 o o o o o o o .. . . 
• Othor release to parent includds: Release to parents no further action, release to parent end referred to communitY youth service, or rei sase to parent and 

referrad to cOUrt operated consent or informal or unofficial prosrr.m . 

•• Non~ecure dispositions follow ideal labove) with edJustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. I 
(Sec Legislative Options section.) 199 



County: HURON 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - NiDvember 21, 1978) 

6 

A~tl-Ia-:-I-:in--------
Secu,re 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

2 

6 ____ ---- IdeallY in 
~ Secure 

Actual~ 
Non-Secure '-- 4 

Court 
Intakes 

30 

24 

o 
____ Actual in 

________ '-- Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

24 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 3 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 7 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 2 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

24 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTQDY SURVEY (Does not include YQYth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other cO<Jnties.) 

Number of cases: '1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Drunk Driving 1 Awaiting Parents 1 

Jail; 1 

Police Lock-up; 
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PROFilE of HURON County 

POPULATION PROJECTION~ (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yeor Total Coullty Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth In Stllte 

37,104 4,497 12.196 O. S~o 
1980 

191!5 38,951 3,412 8.796 0.4 96 -
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrest1 

I 
Youth Arrested 

1977 P~rt 1 Crlmas 914 

Part 2 Crimes 1,738 

Pert 1 Crimes ___ -'-7.:..;1 __ ~ __ 
Offense v Person 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

4 
67 

469 

Part 1 Crimes 16 

Offense v Person 1 

Offense v Property IS 

Part 2 Crimes 51 

StatUI Offenses 8 

----,-.-~-----------------------~---------------------~-------.-.w 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Senlices) 

Year 

1977 

1918 

Number of Youth 

5 

3 

% of State Totll 

0.33% 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mic:ttigan Department of 
Education) 

Yelr 

1915·16 

1916·77 

Scnool Youth Drop Out Rate 

2.57% --------_. 
2.57 

Actual No. of Drop Ollts 
76 

75 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure BlldspaC8 

Secu re Detention F Icll Ity Beds 

Served By Genesee 
Regional Facility 

Hold-over Facility 

NONE IN MI. 

In·home Detantion 

o 

Non·Secure Bedspace 

Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

2 o 

I 

I 
I 
I 

JUVENILE COU·RTINT·AKE SURVEY DATA (Source': oeys PI~nning Division Survey~-Odob';i23:Novem~r 2';-1978) I 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 30 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention __ 6 ___ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Dllpotltlon Non-Secure Il'ttake DI~lon O~er D .. ltlonl 
Folter Homel Supervited M~ 

Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Ralea./on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rale_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Perent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Intake 0 0 4 5 18 0 0 3 

.. . - --... - - . ~ . .--.-.-----... -- -_. 
.~--:=. 

-_. --f--- .. --- ... -
Worker Ideal Intake 2 

100% LEAA 0 4 7 16 0 0 1 
elil!ible) ... -. .. _._--- - --_ ... _--- ... - - .•. - .- " . -

LEAAlWorker Idul 
2 0 4 7 16 0 0 1 

•• •• •• - _._-_ ... -. ~ ...-._' . .. - ... . - -" "- -

• Other releele to parent Includes: Release to parents no further action, releese to parent and referred to community youth IIrvlca, or release to parent and 
referred to court operated conlent or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. acura dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer elillible for secure detention to be aerved through in-home detention. 
(See Leglslltlve Options soctlon.) 201 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

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

County: INGHAM 

Court 
Intakes 

Eligible for 
Secure 

/5 

5~-__ _ 

Actual in 
Secure 

---5 ~----

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in __________ 
Non-Secure -___ 2 

-----------7 <.--
Actual in ________ 

Secure --------

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

7 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

~ ____ 5 

_______ ~ Ideally in 
43 ,~_ Secure 
Actual in ~ _____ 
Non-Secure 38 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 10 Ideally in Shelter/!=oster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 12 . Ideally in Superviwd Release: 6 
LEIA.A Eligible and Actual in Secure: 5 Ideally in Mental Health: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 8 

SEcunr CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile r,:'ourt survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 15 Type of Offenses: Reasorl Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention F aci I ity: 14 
Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 

Other Assault 2 
Auto Theft 2 
B & E 2 
Robbery 1 
Runaway 1 
Stolen Property 1 
Delinquent Parole Violation 4 
Other Not Specified 1 

202 

Awaiting Parents 2 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 
AWaiting Transfer Non-Secure 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 7 
Court Ordered Disposition 1 
Court Ward Transfer Secure 1 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 1 



PROFILE of INGHAM.~ __________ __ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 

1980 275,091 19,906 

1965 286,310 20,615 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

% of Youth In County 

7.296 

7.2% --.:-'.,--------

% of Youth In State 

2.1% 

-----·-----,------------------------------,----------------------------,---------------------------1 
Year Total Actual Offenses 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 15,869 

Part 2 Crimes 16,158 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

39 --------
28 

% of State Total 

2.5996 

Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

Part 1 Crimes 1,862 Part 1 Crimes 6~8 

Offense v Person 279 Offense v Pe"on 33 
Offense II Property 1,583 Offense II Property 605 

Pert :2 Crlmas 7,650 Part 2 Crimes 304 

Status Off8111es 159 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mid1igan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975-76 

1976-77 

School Youth Drop Out Rate 

5.8496 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1,056 

1,043 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979~ 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

I n-homa Detention I Secure Detention Fe.~ility Beds Hold-over Facility Shelter Home Beds Runaway Canter Bads 
I----------------------+-----------------+--------------------r------------------~r_------~--------~ I 

I 17 NONE IN MI. ° o 6 

JUVENilE COUR'-r-INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) • 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 114 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
dIsposition for the vouth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 19 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not Pe the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 

I 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a seCUre setting. --------------------1 

Secure Intaka Diaposltion Non-Secure Intake Disposition Other Oiapoaitionl 

I 
Foster Home! Supervised Mentel 

Detention Sheltllr RalellSl to Other Health Release! on 
. Center Jail Facility Parent Rela_ to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending . Pandlng \lendlng Parent • Pending Panding Othal/ 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknowil 

-23 
15 42 96 LEAA 0 0 21 55 0 ° Actual Intake 

a 1 igibl,eJ- . . - - - . . - -. .. - -- .- .. .. .... ~ - *--- ~, .... .-.. --.~ . .. .~ .- . .. , --
38 

17 4096 LEAA 0 I 0 11 46 2 0 Worker IdaBllntake 

~ligible) "- - ~'- .. 

15 0 ° 11 L 
46 2 0 17 

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

LEAAIWorkar Idlll 

I 
• Other rel!lBle to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth S8rvice, or release to parant and I 

referred to coUrt oparated conlent or informal or unofficial program • 

•• NOll-lecure dispositions follow Ideel (ebove) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for sacura detention to be S8rviBd through in·homa detention. I 
(See Legislative Options section.) 203 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: IONIA . ____ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

19 

3 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

16 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

~ Ideallyin 
~ Secure 

o~/ 
------___ 0 

Actual in 
Secure Ideally in 

Non-Secure 

----
~ 

Ideally in 
3 Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure ___ 2 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o ----_____ Ideally in 

~ Secure 
A~tual in _____ 

-____.. 0 
Secure Id II . ea Yin 

Non-Secure 
_,0 

~
- Ideally in 

16 Secure 
Actual in 
Non-Secure __________ 16 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 
I>.ctual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised R("lease: 1 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure:. 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECURI:; CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Of-t'nnses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of IONIA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Popuilltlon Youth 12 thru 16 

1980 49,978 4,739 

1985 52,820 4,603 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

% of Youth In County 

9.49
" 

% of Youth In Stllto 

0.590 

Yeer Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests I Yo~th Al'rerttld 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 1,390 

Part 2 Crimes __ --=2'"'-. Z.~O"",-6 __ _ 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Yeer 

1917 

1976 

Number of Youth 

6 

2 -----,---

% of State Total 

0.3996 

Part 1 Crimes 172 Pert 1 Crlmes 43 
! 

Offense v Person 14 Offense v Person 0 
Offunse v Property 158 Offense v PropertY 43 

Part 2 Crimes 902 Part 2 Crimes 49 

Statu. Offenses 29 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976·77 

Scftool Y;luth Drop Out Rate 

5.6296 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

219 

219 

CURRENT DETENTIOI\! (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedsl')ace Non-Secure Bedlpace 

In·home Detention 

-

-

Secure Detention Fllcility Beds Hold-<lver Fllcllity Shelter Homll Beds RunllWlY Center Beds 
I----------------------~-,----------------~--------------------~------------------~------~----------~ 

o NONE IN MI. o 3 o 

JUVENILE COURTINTAKE SUAVE'/ DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division SurveY
f 

Octobei'23-Novamlte, 2-;:~"i·978) .. '. .-~ .. , 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period, The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 31+ . e:,.ctuallntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
dlspo~ition for the youth seen if all service~ existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 5 youth eQuid be detained. 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses, LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal. should have been detained in a secUre setting. 

Scurf. I maka DlspOlltlon Non-5ecure Intakl DlipOSItlon 
Foster Home/ SuperviHd 

Oatentlon Shelter ReI_to Other 
Canter Jail 'Facility Parent Rale_to 

Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication 

Actual Intake o o 5 18 8 

Menul 
H.lth 
Facility 
Pandlng 

AdjudlC8tlon 

a 

O~ Oitpolltlon. 

Ralea.lon 
Bond 

Pending 
Adjudlcailon 

o 

Othlr/ 
Unknown 

o 
-----.--.-------~~.=--~====~.=-=-~~. ~~.~-~.-~-~.~--~-~-~.~.;-+.~-~. =.~.~.-~.~-.=.--~.-~ .. ~.~.==-~.~-~.~-=-~.==~ .. ===.-~~==.==.======~==~-= .. ~ ... ~-~ 

Worker Ideal Intake 

LEAAlWorker Ideal 

,.. .. . 

'2 
100% LEAA 
elil!ible) 

2 

o 2 

o 2 

•• 

16 10 2 o o 

16 10 2 o .. •• 
-- --- ---r- 1--------

• Other releeM to perent includes: Releese to parents no further action, releese to perel'lt end referred to communitY youth IIIlVlce, or relellSll to plrent lind 
referred to C'<:lllrt operated conlent or Informal or unofficllli program . 

•• Non.acure dispositions follow Ideel (ebove) with edJustmlmt for No. ",outh no longer eligible for secure detantlon to be IIIlVed through In-home detantlon. 
(510 Legl,l.tlve Options .lIctlon.) 205 



County: loseo 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

4 

~ 
oL ------Actual in 

Secure 

/

EAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

/ 
4 

36 

GOIJrt 
Intakes 

Non-Secure 

____ Actual in 
_________ Secure 

32~ 
NotLE~ 
Eligible for --- 31 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Sacure 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

28 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

L-____________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

/ 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure; 4 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 10 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detail1ed in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention,f-'acility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 

/'1 
~--------------------------------------------.--------------~ 
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PROFH.E of laSeD County 

POPULA'TlON PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

VeBr Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % ot Youth In County % of Youth In State 

1980 31 z388 2,420 7 . 7~o 0.3% 

1985 35,510 2,235 6.296 0.3% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimea 1,355 Part 1 Crlmas 15.3 Part 1 Crimes _ 35 

Offense v Person 8 Offense v Per10n 0 
Offense v Property 145 Offense v Property 35 

Part 2 Crimes 1,510 Part 2 Crimes 711 Part 2 Crimes 35 

Status Offenses 6 

DSS DELINOUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan DePllrtment of 
Michigan Department of Social ServiC9s) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of Stale Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rate Actuel No, of Drop Outs 

1977 4 O. 26~o 1975·76 4.149" 103 

1978 7 0.4996 1976·77 5.3496 140 
I 
I CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN CO~NTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non,Secure 8edspace 
Secure Detention Facility B~ds Hold<lver FaCility I n,home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runawey Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 2 Served by Roscommon 
Center 

JUVENILE COUA'TINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survev, 'OCtobei'23. Novambe; 21, '1978) 
. 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 36 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed, Applying only L EAA standards for secure detention 4 youth could be detained" 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA/Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntake Disposition Non-Secure Intak!! Disposition Omer DllPOIltlonl 
Foster Homel Supervised MInUII 

Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Relea,./ on 

I 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending Pending Panding Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

I 
1 

0 2 Actual Intake (096 LEAA 0 2 11 20 0 
,eI i-i!-ib-l·el· - . . . - . ,- .. .. ~~ . -'''~ , ......_'-0 .. ----.,.~- . .... - .. '-'""'- ..... ""- . .. 

Worker Ideellnt.ke 5 
(20% LEAA 0 1 10 20 0 0 0 
eli2:ible) H ' .. 

LEAA/Worker Ide.1 
1 0 1 10 20 0 0 0 

• * .. •• ._-+ . . . .. -..... .-. .- .. ., --.... ~.~, .. ,,-..... .... __ ._. -of- - ._ .•..••. W· _ • __ --...-

f--- . .. ... -- ~ . . 

• Other release to parant includes: Release to parents no further eetion. re!!!!lse to perent end referred to community youth service. or releese to parent and 
referred to coUrt operated consent'or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. ecure dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for sacura datention to be I8rved through in-home detention. 
(See Legislative Options section" 207 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1918 - November 21,1978) 

County: :.,:1 R:,.=.O.=:.;.N=--__________ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

17 

3 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

14 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENilE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

~ Ideallyin 

oL 
~ Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

_0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_0 

3 __________ Ideally in 
~ Secure 

Actual in __________ 

Non-Secure ----- 3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
___________ Ideally in 

o ~ Secure 

Actual in _________ 0 

Secure Id II . ea Yin 
Non-Secure 

o 
14 ~ Ideallyin 

~
secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 14 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 11 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offen§es: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFilE of IRON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yeor Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % of Youth !Il State 

19(10 14,698 1,089 7.4% O.H; - -
1985 15,081 1,239 8.296 0.1% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: UNiform Crime Report, Michigan Sta~e Police) 

Yeer Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 322 Part 1 Crimes 23 Part 1 Crimes , 9 

Offense v Person 2 Offense 1/ Person 0 
Offense v Property 21 Offense v Property 9 

Pert 2 Crimes _~3.::0..::3 _______ __ Part 2 Crimes 146 Pert 2 Crimes 21 

Status Offenses 4 

DSS DELINOUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Midtigan Dep!lrtment of 
Education) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Vouth 

9 

10 

% of State Total 

0.696 

Vear 

1975·76 

1976·77 

Sehool Vouth Drop Out Rite 

2.52% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

26 

40 -.-------------
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 
1---------------------"------------------~--------------------------------------------------------_4 

Secure BedspaC8 

Socure Detention Facility Bech! Hold-over Facility 

o NONE IN MI. 

In·home OBtention 

4 youth served per 
month 

Non-S",cure Bedspace 
--~----~------------"----~ 

Shelter Home Bods Runaway Center Beds 

o o 
I _____________________ L-______________ ~ _______ "' _____ " _______ ~ _________________ ~ ________________ ~ 

JUVENilE COUR"TlNT"AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS pj'enning Division Survey:Ottober-2i-November 21.-1978) -- ..... 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 19 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intak.e portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 3 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as attually or ideally detained mayor may not be the s,!me youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting . 

. ' 
Secure I ntakl Dilposition 

Detention 
Center Jail 

Pending Pending 
Adjudication Adjudication 

Actuallnteke 0 0 
" - .. 

Worker Ideal Intake 
0 0 

.. 

LEAAIWorkar Id .. 1 
0 0 . 

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

Non-Secure Intake Disposition 

Folter Homel Supervilad 
Shelt,r Rei .... to Other 
Facility Parent Rele_to 
Pending Pending Perent • 

Adjudication Adjudication 

0 12 4.5 

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

0 12 4.5 
....... - ~ .. ." ... -" 

0 12 4.5 

•• .0 • • 
~ - f-- , 

Otl~ Dltpotltlonl 

Mental 
Health Rel ... /on 
Facility Bond 
Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudication 

0 0 

-=' f-. 

0 0 
"''''''0- _ "'-- - - ,- .~ 

0 0 

. -

Otherl 
Unknown 

2 

2 

2 

• Other releele to perent Includes: Release to par.ents no further action, release to parent and refarred to community youth service, or release to parent and 
referr.d to cou~ ooaretad conlent or Informal or unofficial program. . 

•• Non .. acure dilpolitlonl follow Ideal (above) with adJu:we!"lt for No. youth no longar elillible for secure detention tn be IOrvadlhrough In-hom. detention. 
(SIO L.ogl.lltlvl Optlonl seCtion., 209 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: ISABELLA 

Court 
Intakes 

18 

3 

LEAA 

15 

Eligible fer 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o 

~~ 
/ 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o~_ 

----------------__ 0 Actual in 
Secure 

3 

Non-Secure 

o 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideallv in 
Secure 

3 
Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

o 
Ideally In 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_ 0 

15 ______ Ideally In 

~
socure 

Actual in 
Non-Secllre 15 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 5 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 2 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. includin\) youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offense~: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

210 



PROFILE of ISABELLA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (So"rce: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Vear Totel County Populeti!)n Vouth 12 thrc 18 " of Vouth In County "of Vouth In Stete 

52,686 3,471 6.596 0.37 9• 
1980 

57,568 3,361 5.8
g
" O. 37~o 

1985 --' 
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Pollca) 
1-----"....----------------,-----,-,------------,--------------I 

Year Total Actual Offensas 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 2,124 

Pert 2 Grlrl1eS 3,510 

Total Arrtltl 

Pert 1 Crlm~s _____ 3_9_9 ___ _ 

Offense v "erson 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

22 
377 ---------
930 

Youth Arrested 

Par', 1 Crimes 131 

Offense v Person 4 
Offense v Property 127 

Part 2 Crimes 66 --------,--
StatuI Offenlfll 12 I -----..!..-----,-------------!-----------------'-----------------

oss DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Sourca: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Voar 

1977 

1978 

Number of Vouth 

3 

8 

" .,f Stete Tottll 

o .19~6 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Sou~: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

VHr 

1975-76 

1976-77 

Scftool Vouth Drop' OUt Reta 

3.95% 

2.90% --------------

Actual No . .:If Drop Outs 

84 

63 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

'

1_, March, 1979) _ ----------.--l 
Secure Bedspace Non-Secure 8edsp8ca 

I Secure Detention Fllcility Beds Holdo()vBr FacUity In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunawlyCenter Bads 

o NONE IN MI. o 2 o 

----------.----------~--------------~-----------------~---------.--------~--------------~ 
JUVENILi! couR""i-iNT'AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, OCtober ·23-No·Jem~r 21, ~1·978-) .. > o· 

The numbers below shoW juvenile court int .. ke dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of ----1..8 . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure dete~tion 3 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth .:lligible for detention under the LEAA standzrds, see 
percentages In parenthj~les. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA sr;'lndards and 
who, a.::cording to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been detained in a seCUre setting. 

I-------------------------------------T--------------------------'----,---------------------------------~ 

" 
Suc:ure I ntakl DIq,OIItio!,l Other DilPQll1ionl Non·Secur. Intake Disposition 

Fostor Homol Superviled MlfttAll 

! Detention 
Clnter Jeil 

I Pending Plndll1t1 
I Adjudication Adjudication 

I 
0 Actual Intake 0 

Health Rlla.SI/ Oil 

Facility Bond 
Pending Pendinil Other/ 

Adjudic.tion Adjudication Unknown 

a 0 2 

Sholtor Rol,,_ to Ot~er 

Facility Parent Rllil_ to 
Pending Pending Plrent • 

Adjudicetion AdjudiClitioll 

5 2 9 
.,-. __ ... "". .... "~ -

Worker Idlll Intake 

o 9 o o 5 2 o 2 

1---------·----+--------1--------+-------~--------+_------~r_---------+--------·~·------__4 

o 
LEAAlWorkar Idlll 

9 o o 5 2 o 2 

.. ... .. 
I----------~~-~--~·~'-~-~-'--~~~~-~·~-~~~~~-·~~~~---~·~--'~-~-,~.-.-.~.-.. -"---.-.. -.~--.-"-.----------.----.--~.----.-'--.---.--.~-------'-. -'-'--~ 

• Other releele to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, releasa to parent end referred to community youth .. rvice, or reloase to parent lind 
referred to coUrt opareted consent or informal or unofficilll program, 

•• Non-sllCure dispositions follow Idell (abovel with edjustment for No, youth no iongtlr eligible for secure detention to be 5Ilnilld through in-lloml detention, 
(S8e LeglslatlYe Options section.) 211 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

---------------_."----------, 

/~ 
9~ 

County: JACKSON 

112 

__ ,-- Actual in 

2~. Secure 

/~;~. ---------
for Secure· 15 

/ N 0"-"'" " 

Court 
Intakes ~ '~ 
~ .. ---- :~~:; ;" ---------.. ~ 

Not LEAA <>-. ______ 83 
Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA 2ligible for SeGure: 24 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 5 
Actual Total in Secure: 14 Ideally in Supervised Release: 56 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 9 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 8 

8 

ideally in 
Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, im:luding youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 9 'Type of Offenses: 
Secure Detention Facility: 9 Other Assault 1 

Auto Theft 3 
Jail: Possession Marijuana 1 

Petty Larceny 1 
Delinquent Parole Violation 1 
Other Orrense/Property 1 
Coding Error 1 

Police Lock·up: 

212 

Reason Given for Detention: 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 5 
Court Ordered Disposition 3 

-l 

.::.. 

'. 



PROFILE of JACKSON County 

POPULATION PROJECTiONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Y()!Jth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth in State 

151,140 14,449 9.596 1.5% 
1980 -. 

155,409 13,817 8.896 1.69.; 
1965 -

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigilin Stata Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 8,894 Part 1 Crimes 1,171 Pert 1 Crimes 536 

Offense v Person JS6 Offense v Penon 40 
Offense \I Property 1!015 Offense V Property 496 

Part 2 Crimes 8,219 ?art 2 Crimes 3,706 Part 2 Crimes 436 

StatUI Offenses 180 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Depertment of 
Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Year Scnool Youth Drop Out Rate 

6.4496 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 

1978 

15 

16 

0.99% 

1.13% 

1975·76 

1976·77 6.92% 
--,-.~----

657 

687 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility I In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunawlY Center Beds 

13 NONE IN MI. o o o 

JU\/ENILE col.i~r iNl:AKE jURVEY [lATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division S~ryey, October 23· November 21, 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 113 . Actual Intake portrays current intake I'ractice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court workei's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only lEAA standards for secure detention 24 youth could be detainl.'d. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal pOrtillYS the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
Who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intakl Disposition 

Detention 
Center 
Pending 

Adjudication 

14 

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudication 

Aetuallntaka 64% LEAA 0 
. '. :1-' "., .)-f-----

Work.r Id.allntake 11 
73% LEAA 0 
~liQ:ib1e) 

LEAAlWorker Idal 
8 0 

. - .. -.- .... .. - .. _ ...... -

. . 

Non-Secure Intake Disposition 

Foster Hume/ 
Shelter 
Facility 
Pending 

A!:Ijuci!cetion 

4 

5 
. -.. . .. 

5 .. 
-.-= 

Supe,..,ised 
Release to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

59 

Other 
Rele_to 
Plrent • 

19 
..... -- .-."-

57 24 
...... ~ ...... ~ . , .. , -. 

57 24 

.. • • 
f=-- -"-

ot' 'IW Disposition. 

Man1IIl 
Health Rel ... / on 
Facility ROO1r.i 
Pending Pending 

Adjudlcatloo Adjudk:ation 

0 0 

-

0 0 
_. .-- . . . - ., 

0 0 

~ 

,. 

Otherl 
Unknown 

17 
-.---

16 

16 

- .-

• Other release to perllnt includes: Release to parents no further action, raieese to parent and referred to community youth IIrvlce, or release to parent and 
refarred to coUrt opereted conlent or Infonnal or unofficial progrem . 

•• Non.ecure dispolltions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for lecure detention to be aervad through In-home detention. 
(Sao Loglslltlve Options lectlon.) 213 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: KALAMAZOO 6 

6~ Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in 0 

8 Secure Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

LEAA D 
Eligible Ideally in 
for Secure 2 

Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 2 

Idelllly in 
72 Non-Secure 

Court 

~ Intakes Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in _______ 
0 Secure 
Ideally in 

64 Non-Secure 
0 

63 Ideally in 
Eligible for Secure 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure 63 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 8 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in !?ecure: 7 Ideally in Supervised Release: 6 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 6 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 6 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cales: 35 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 35 

Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

Auto Theft 3 
Burglary 8 
Other Drug Offenses 1 
Petty Larceny 3 
Incorrigible 1 
Runaway 1 
Vandalism 1 
Delinquent Parole Violation 16 
Weapons 1 

Awaiting Parents 1 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 30 
DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 
Coding Error 3 



P'ROFILE of Kt\I,AMt\ZQO County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total Countv Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in County % of Youth in State 

1980 204,513 16,809 8.2% 1.8% 

1985 211,066 16,162 7.6% 1. 8% 

CRIME ~~ATIST\'CS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrolts Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crime. 14 1 919 Pert 1 Crimes 2,356 Part 1 Crimes 1,210 
Offense v Person 389 Offense v Person 122 
Offense v Property lz967 Offense v PropertY 1 z088 

Part 2 Crimes 12,504 Part 2 Crimes 6,503 
Part 2 Crimes 999 

Statl!S Offenses 995 
-

DSS DElINQUENGY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Micttigan Department of 
Michigan Cepartment of Social Services) Educanon) 

Yoar Number of Youth % of State Total Year School Youth' Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 25 1.60% 1975-76 6.48% 793 -
1978 21 1. 49% 1976-77 6.28% 753 

CURRENT DETt:NTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
Marchi 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure 8edspace 

I 
Secu re Detention Facility Beds Hold~ver Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunawltV Center Bads 

40 NONE IN MI. 0 8 8 

OCYS Planning Division Survey, October23-N'ovem~r21:'1978) 
. .. 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 72 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 8 youth could be detained. 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained may cr may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntake Disposition Non-Secure Intake DiSl)Qsition Omsr O~ition. 
\ Foster Homei Supervised Mental 

Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Relellse/on 
Centar Jail Facility Parent Release to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

7 
Actual Intake (8695 LEAA 0 2 6 56 0 1 0 

',",l'~ .. ~+-n4·· . -- - _ .. - -- ... -- . ·4_ ~ __ .... ... ,.., -~ -.... - .~~ ..... --.- .. -.. -._---. ---- ........ ~ -.. - .. 
Worker Ideal Intake 

'0

7 
(86% LEAA 0 2 6 55 0 1 0 
P 1; a; hlp) -. - -... .., -... ~ ~ - .. .- .. 

LEAAlWorll.er Idaal 
2 6 5S 0 1 0 6 0 

.---J .. .. •• .. .. .. .- . ..... -- -~ ... -. - "" ----,.-. - -.- ~ ~-,-.-- r-'" •. _-_.- .... --- ~ .. - ...... ~. --- ....... 
I 

I 
• Other releese to parent includes: Rele8!le to parents no further action, release to parent end referred to community youth service, or release to parent and 

I referred to coUrt operated consent or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non'iecure dispositions follow ideal labolle) with adjustment for No. yc>uth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. 
(Seo Legislative Options section.) 215 
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.IUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: KALKASKA 0 

~ Ideally in 
Secure 

O~ 
Actual in 

0 

0 Secure IdeallY in 
Nan-Secure 

o ___________ --
0 

Eligible Ideally in 
for Secure Secure 

A"U~ 
Non-Secure 0 

Ideally in 

9 Non-Secura 

Court 0 

Intakes 

-------------
Ideally in 

~A~tua~ 
Secure 

0 
Secure 

Ideally in 

9 
Non-Secure 
0 

9 
Ideally in 

Eligible for Secure 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure 9 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 2 

LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Runaway 1 Awaiting Parents 1 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 

216 



PROFILE of KALKASKA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and 6udged 

Yoar Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 

1980 10,713 1,112 

1985 12,850 1,020 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

% of Youth in County 

10.39" 

% of V outh in State 

0.11~6 

0.1190 
.. _-------

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 596 Part 1 Crimes 

Offense v Person 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 368 Part 2 Crimes 

57 

11 
46 

229 

Part 1 Crimes 

Offense v Pel'1on 

OHense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

StetulOffenses 

15 
___ J ____ _ 

14 
21 

6 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: i\~idtigan Dapartment of 
Education) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Vouth 

4 

o ---'='-----

% of State Total 

0.26% 
V.ar 

1975-76 

1976-77 

ScfIooI Youth Drop Out Rate 

7.1396 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

49 

55 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Belb Hold-ovllt" Facility In-home Datantion 

o NONE IN MI. o 

Sheltllt" Home Beds 

3 

RunawlY Centllt" BDds 

Served by Grand 
Traverse Center 

JUVENILE CO"'iRT INT-AKE S¥URVEY DATA (Source: OCYS PI'anning Division Survey~··O~obe, 23'" .. --Nov~mber 2i,~-1978) ..... - -~"' 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 13 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention -- youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtNorker Ideal portrays the number of you~;.h eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, accordi~g to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Dltpotltion 

Actuellntllke 

Worker Ideal Intake 

LEAAlWorker Idul 

Detention 
Center 

Pending 
Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Jail 
Pendhlg 

Adjudication 

o 

o 
-- -

o 

Non-Secure Intake Disposition 

Falter Home/ 
Shalter 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

1 

1 

1 

•• 

Supervised 
Release to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

9 

Other 
Rele_to 
Parant • 

3 
.-... ---. -- ..... 

3 3 

3 3 

.. •• -. - f-=-

Mental 
Health 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Ot ¥If DilPOlitionl 

Relea./ on 
Bond 

Pending 
Adjudk=tion 

o 

o 

o 

Other/ 
Unknown 

o 

6 

6 

-- .-

• Other rei eels to perent includes: Release to perents no further eetion, release to parent lind referred to community youth service, or release t;) parant lind 
referrad to court operatad conaant or informal or unofficial program. , 

•• Non.acure dispositions follow idael lebovel with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligibla for secure detention to be served through In-home datention. 
(Seo Leglslatlvl Options section.) ? 17 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: .:..;K:.:;E;;.;N...:;,.T..:...-_____________ _ 

4~ 
Actuali~ 

15 Secure 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

o 
___ 11 _________ Ideally in 

~- Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

105 

90 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Actual in ___________ 

Non-Secure ----11 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

5 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
1 

82 . ------- Ideally in 
~ Secure 

Actu al in _________ 
Non-Secure _________ 81 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 15 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 8 
Actual Total in Secure: 12 Ideally in Supervised Release: 29 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 4 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 3 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey aboye, Number reflects youth 
detained ,in county. including youth residing in other counties,) 

Number of cases: 89 Type of Offenses: 

Secure Detention Facility: 57 Aggravated Assault 
Jal'l: 5 Other Assault 1 

Auto Theft 11 
Police Lock-up: 27 B & E 24 

Disorderly Conduct 1 
Possession Marijuana 1 
Other Drug Offense 1 
Grand Larceny 1 
Petty Larceny 11 
Forcible Rape 1 
Robbery 2 
ProstltutionlVlce 2 
Other Sex Offense 2 
Incorrigible 1 
Runaway 7 
Stolen Property 1 
Traffic Violation 1 
Trespassing 1 
DelinqUent Parole Violation 4 
Status Parole Violation 11 
Other Offense/Property 3 
Coding Error 1 
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Reason Given for Detention: 

AWaiting Parents 25 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 8 
Awaiting Transfer Non-Secure 1 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 34 
Court Ordered Disposition 4 
Court Ward Transfer Secure 3 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 4 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 3 
Coding Errors 7 



PROFILE of KENT County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Totel County Population Youth 12 thru 16 ')(, of Youth In County ')(, of Youth III State 

436,687 39,644 9,090 4. 2~6 
1980 --

453,629 37,295 8,290 4,296 
1985 - --
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

__ y.;..e_a-'-'r_.-+ ____ ~T_o..;.;ta;;.;.I.;...A.....;ct;..;.u~a;...I_O"_ff;..:.e_n....;$_"e.;...s ___ -+ ______ T_o_t:.;:;8_1 _A,,-rr;.,;;;e_'b~ ____ -+-~___ Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crlml!s 23,975 

Part 2 Crimes 22,456 

Part 1 Crimes _____ 3..;;.,_9_4_0___ Pert I Crimes _-",1~'c...:I_'8:....,3:-. ___ _ 

Offense v Person 

Offense v Property 

Part 2 Crimes 

519 
3,421 

10,317 I 
Offense v Per10n _1_3_4 _____ _ 
Offense v Property --h§:l2.._. __ 

- -
I 

Fart 2 CrImes 1,198 
Status Offenses _~"",/.1-()-::,-·2-----

~--.---~-----------------------~------------------- ~/' 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

19';7 

1978 

Number of Youth 

49 

63 

% of State Total 

3.26% 

SCHOOL DRO? OUT RATE (Source:, .rildtigan Department of 
Educa~rif 

'Vear 

1975·76 

1976·77 4 :9'196 
--,~/-----------

Actual No. (If ,Drop Outs 

1,601 

1,365 
,,/ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------I 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCE.S IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non·Secure 8edspace 
I-----------------------,,---·--------------;-----~--------------_T--------------------_r---------·------.-----4 

Hold-oVIlf Facility In-nome Detention Shaltllf Home Beds RUllaway cen~ 

45 NONE IN MI. 7 youth served per 23 12 I 
______ ._ month I . ~ 

Secure Detention Facility Beds 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, Octobltr 23·NO'tlember 21,1978) I 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adiusted to rorlect il peak 
month's intake of 105 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the iuvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the '{outh seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 15 YOlnh could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth elioibie for detention under the LEAA standards, seC 
percentages in parentheses, LEAAiWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intaka D;,potltlon Non-Secure Intake Oispor..itlon Other Dispotltion, 

Foster Homel Supervised Mental 
Detention Shelter RelellSll to Other Health Release/ on 

Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pendlnll Par:1nt • Pending Pending Otherl 

AdjUdication Adjudication Adjudlcatiun Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

11 
Actual Intake (33% LEAA 1 9 26 54 o o 4 

~ 1 i u'ilrl-e-)- 1-' .. - .. .. '.. _ .. . .-. ,..... - . -._._. __ . ....;, •. _',;" .. _'--+-, .. ,;,,--......; .. ....;, . ..;;.-,;" .. .:..-'-~.~-.;.,' ";;.'---~ 
Worker Ideal Intake S 

43% LEAA 2 8 29 57 o o 4 

slilIible) 

LEAAlWorkar Ideel 
3 0 8 29 57 o o 4 

, __ ~~~~~~~~~.~-~:-~.~~L_,.~_~-_.-.-~-._.--_--_ ... _.-.-~._--._ .... _-~._-~ .. 
. _ .. _-- . .. . -- ... _. . .--..... ., 

• Other release to parent includ95: Release to parents no further action, releasa to parent and refarred to community youth servlca. or relea~ to parent and 
referred to court operatad consent or informal or unofficial program • 

•• Non .. ecure dispositions follow ideel (ab.:!ve) with adjustment for No. youth no Irmger eligible for secure detention to be served through In·home detention. 
(Seo LegIslatIve Optlons ,action.) 219 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978· November 21,1978) 

County: --.:K.;.:E=..W:...:..::E-=E:.:..;N:.:.A.:..:.W--=--_______ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

/ 
o "-

" 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

Secure 

.~ .------
Not LE~~ _______ ~ 
Eligible for 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure -_____ 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: IdeallY in Shelter/Foster Home: 
Actual Total in Secure: Ideally in Supervised Release: 
l..EAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: IdeallY in Mental Health: 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

IdeallY in 
Secure 

Ideally In 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey abo,e. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

220 



PROFILE of KEWEENAW County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Managementsnd Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of '(Quth In County % of Youth In Stllte 

1980 2 .. 311 183 7.990 O.02 Yo 

1985 2 ,437 143 5.8 96 0.02% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 
- r-. ," 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrest. i Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 93 Part 1 Crlme~ 6 ! Port I Crimes 2 

Offense IJ Person 2 Ol'fensl! IJ Person 1 
Offense IJ Property 4 Offense IJ Property 1 

Part 2 Crimes 143 Part 2 Crimes 73 Part '2 Crimes 19 

Status Offenses 0 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Sourca: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Year School Youth Drop Out Ratl! Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 0 - 0 1975·76 N/A 
1978 3 Q.21% 1976-77 NLA 

CURRENT DETENTlot" (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCVS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-8ecure Bedspace ----Secure Detention Fecility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Datention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

a NONE IN MI. a 0 0 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey. October 23· November 21, 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA stanciards for secure detention youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

-
Secure I ntake Disposition Non-Secure Intak. DlOi ::>:ftkm Od\« DlIposltlonl 

Folter Homel Supervised Mantal 
Detention Shelter Rei_to Other Health Reln./on 
Center Jill Facility Parent Rela_to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending Pandlng Pending Param • Pending Pending Otherl 
Adjudication Adjudication AdJudlcetlon Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actuallnteke N 0 I ~ T A K E R E P 0 R T E 0 
- .. --, .- --.--- -" - -:- ----- ._----- .. -.. ~ .. , .. ~ ----; , ... --

Workar Ideallnteke 

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

LEAAlWorker Idlll 

•• .. •• -.. -. . - - ,. -- - -- - t-- --,- --
I 

• Other rel8ele to parent includas: Rillease to perents no further action, relaase to parent and referred to community youth service, or rale858 to parant and 
referred to cOlin operated consent or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. ecura dlspo,ltlona follow ldeel (ebove) with sdJustment for No. youth no lonllllr eligible for I8C\.lre detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(Se. Legls'lthlS Options sectfon.) 221 -- - --- --~---
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: !:::L:!:A~K!..!E=-_____________ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

12 

6 

Eligible 
for Secure 

6 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

A~tu-a~l~in----------------
Secure 

Non-Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 IdeallY in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 2 Ideally in Mental Health: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 5 

2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

1 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

1 

Ideally in 
Secure 

5 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above_ Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties_) 

Number of cases: 2 Type of Offenses: 
Secure Detention FacilitY: Burglary 2 

Jail: 2 

Police Lock-up: 
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Reason Given for Detention: 
Awaiting Parents 1 
AWaiting Transfer Secure 1 



PROFILE of LAKE County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Vear Total County Population Vouth 12 thru 18 " of Vouth In County " of Vouth In Stata 

7,621 673 8.896 0.07% 
1980 

9,035 547 6.0% 0.0696 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yeor Total Actual Offenses Total Arreltt Youth Arrelted -
1977 Pert 1 Crimea ___ 1,135 Part 1 Crimes 105 Part 1 Crimes 64 -

Offense v Person 11 '::lf1ense v Perlon 0 
-~. 

Offense v Property 94 Offense v Property 64 

Part 2 Crimes 509 Part 2 Crimes 127 Part 2 Crimes 19 

Statut Offenses 6 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Servic&s) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Vouth 

o 
6 

% of State Total 

o 
0.42% 

Vear 

1975-76 

1976-77 

School Vouth Drop Out Rata 

8.05% 
Actual No. of Drllp Outs 

26 

9 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure BedspACe 
----------------------~----------------+_------------------_r------------~------r_-------------------Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-horne Datention Shelter Home Beds Runewey Center Beds 

--+------------------r--------------------+---------------------+-------------------~ 

o NONE IN ML o o o 

JUVEN I L E COUR"i-'NT'AKE SU RVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, -O~obe;23- Novem~r 21, '1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 18 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention __ 9 __ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA!Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention unger the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure lotakl Disposition Non-Socuro Intake Disposition 
Foster Home/ Supervised Mentall 

Dltentlon Shett.r Releasa to Othlll' Health 
-t Center Jail Facilitv Paront Rele_to Fecility 

Pending Pending Pending Pending Parlnt • Pending 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication 

Actual I nteke 6 1.5 
3 

o (Meet LEAA. 0 
" ~-----__.-tnndawh:;\·-·· . 

6 
--

Worker Ideal I nteke 9 
1t8396 LEM 0 0 o 6 1.5 
eliQ:ible l '. . ' • r·~ - . .-

LEAAlWorkif Idell 
7.5 o o o 6 1.5 

•• .. .. 

Od¥tr Disposition. 

ReleaSll/ on 
Bond 

Pending 
Adjudk-.ation 

o 

Other/ 
Unknown 

1.5 
. .. -- .. -.~-- -- ---, 

0 1.5 
"._-

0 1.5 

--- - -,.. - _ ..... __ ._" --,-._--- - . ~~- -- .. - ..... -. --f- . __ ... - " 

• Othar releese to parent Includes: Release to parents no further ection, releese to parent lind referred to community youth service, or releese to parent and 
referred to coUrt operated conaent or informal or unofficial program, 

•• Non-tecure dispositions follow Ideal (abo\'\I1 with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. 
(See LeglslatiVI Options section.) 223 



County: LAPEER 

Court 
Intakes 

20 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978· November 21, 1978) 

6 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 

o 

-------A:tU~ Secure 

Non,Secure ___ 5 

---------------

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

______________ 
A~tua~ 
Secur~ '" _______________ 0 

Ideally in 

14 
.... 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

14 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 6 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: Ideally In Mental Health: 3 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

Non-Secure 
a 
Ideally in 
Secure 

14 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Ty'pe of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Polict! Lot.:k-up: 
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PROFILE of LAPEER County 
I 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and EkJdQldt) i 
I 

Year Total County Population Youth 17. thru 16 ')I, of youth In County " at Youth In State I 
I 

----29 ,438 9,694 13.996 1 . O~p I 
1980 

1 
77,784 8,356 10.790 0.99p 

1985 ---, -- I 
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

I Year Total Actual Offenses Total Am;;ts I Youth Arreste<L, 

1971 Part 1 Crlmas 2 1 059 Pllrt 1 Crimes 220 Port 1 Crimes ___ ~5 I 
Offente v Person 30 Offense v Perlon 3 
OffOMe v Property 190 Offense v Property 52 

Part 2 Crimes 
3,147 

part 2 Crlmes 1/430 Port 2 Crimes 103 
I 

StatuI Offenses 8 . 1 ------------
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (S!,)urce: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OllT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 

Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Vear , Number of Vouth % of State Total Vaar Schaal Youth Drop Out Altl Ac1uII No, of Drop OUts 

1977 16 1.096 1975·76 4.739" 20:; 

1978 11 o . 78 96 1976·77 6.1596 280 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OC¥S Planning Divisiol' Inventory. 
March, 1979) ,.-

Secure 8edspace Non·Secure Bedspace 
Secure Detention facility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detentlon Shllltot Home Beds AunawlY Center Bed, 

Served by Genesee NONE IN MI. 0 4 0 

Regional Facility 

JUVENILE COURTTN~TAKE SURVEY DATA iSource: OCYS Planning Division Survey, OCtober 23· November 21,1'978) 
The numbers below shoW jU\lenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's Intake of 38 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays tl)c jU\lenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed, Applying only' LEAA standards for secure detention ]] youth could be detained. 
The youth Identified as actuallY or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages In parentheses. LEAA/Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure d2t9ntion under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's Ideal. should ha\le been detained in a se<;Ure setting, 

Secure I nteka Dlspotition Non-Sec:ure Intake DlipOlitlon _ Omer DiIposltlonl 
Folter Homel SupeNiled Mentlil 

Detention She/te, Aele_to OthtJr Hee/th AI',ta./ on 
Clnter Jail Facility Perent Aete_to Fecillty Bond 
Plndlrtf Plndlng Plndlnu Pendll1\l Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

AdJudic:etlon Adjtldicetlon Adjudicetl~I'j AdjudiClltion AdjudlClitlon Adjudlcetion Unknown 

2 
Actulllntike (10090 LEAP 0 0 17 15 4 0 0 

" ,1';· o';--h-l-P~~ ... ~~ ... '" '-' --... -, .. , .. _-- ,'-'- .~.---..,.,.. --I-- - -"" -- r--' -- .. , ," ~ 

VVork,rldll/'ntlkl 
0 0 0 11 23 4 0 0 

... -"--,,,----- ~,o_,,_ .... -.- ,- .... ~ ... -
LEAA/Worlce, Ideel 

0 0 0 11 :~3 4 a 0 

•• « .• •• . . .... , . - - . _. ... -~- > -- ---..... , <r~.~:" i~ .. - ... ' ._--'-,.-" 1-- "-_ .. -,-

• Other releele to parent Includos: Releasft to parenti no further action, release to parent and r.ferred to commu,..lty youm IIrvlce, or release to plrent and 
referred to coUrt opereted conllnt or Informl\! or unofficial program. . 

•• Non .. ecure dlspolltlonl follow Ideal (above) with adjultment for No. youth no longer allglble for sacufl detention to be liNed mrough In.teom. deten,lon. 
(SIO Legl.t.tlvi Opilonl Slctlon.) 225 



County: LEELANAU 

Court 
Intakes 

8 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

o 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

A~tu-a~i -:-in--------

Secure 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

o 
__________ Ideally in 

o ~ Secure 

Actu [II in "---------
Non-Secure ~ 0 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secur'1 

...--0 

-

Actual in 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

1 

Ideally in 
Secure _7 ~-------

Non-Secure 6 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 7 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown cl.,~ained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 2 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: incorrigible 1 Awaiting Court Hearlng(s} 1 
Jail: 2 Traffic Violation 1 DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 

Police Lock-up: 

226 

l 



PROFILE of LEELANAU County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yoor Total County Population Youth 12 thoi 16 % of Youth In County % of Youth In Stata 

1980 13 1 781 1,318 9.5% 0.14% 

1985 15 1 321 1,292 8.4% 0.14% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offer~ses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Ci'lmes 5Q2 Part 1 Crimes 65 Pert 1 Crimes 43 
Offense v Person 6 Offense v Penon 0 
Offense v Property 59 Offense v Property 43 

Part 2 Crimes 626 Pert 2 Crimes 206 Part 2 Crimes 21 

Status Offenses 25 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of Stst& Total Yaar School Youth Drop Out Ratll Actual No. uf Drop Outs r 
1977 4 0.26% 1975·76 3.08% 22 

1978 1 0.07% 1976-77 3.01% 23 

r 
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURI: AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Ulvislon Inventory, 

March,1979) 

Secu re Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Fecilit,.,aeds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Bods Runaway Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 0 

JUVENILE COU"RT-IN'TAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
-~. - --. ~ -- - -- - ~ ~ .. -- -- . "- . 

OCYS Planning Division Survey, Octl;il'lr 23-November 21,1978) 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 

month's intake of 9 . Actual Intake portrays current intillke practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 

disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention -- youth could be detained. 

The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 

percentages in parentheses. LEAAiWorker Ideal portrays the number of ycuth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA stand(lrds and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intaka Disposition Non-Secure Intake Disposition Omer DllfJOSitionl 

I 
Foster Homel Supervised Menul 

t Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Relaam/on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending Pending Pending Parant • Pending Pending Other/ 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

1 
1 Actual I nteke (0% LEAA 0 0 7 0 0 0 

.1 +o·;hl-~+-, ... ~-~ . - .. - ... ,_.,- - .... _ 'T_'~" 

_& ________ ~ __ 4_ ._ 
,.--'.- ... _-_._-- ---_ .. -

VVorker Ideal Intake 1 
0 

J 
(0% LEAA 0 0 8 0 0 0 

elildb1e) -- -_.--.... <--- . ---- . .. - .. ~ ...... -. -. 
I 

L EAAlWorkar Idaal 
0 0 0 8 0 0 0 

I 
0 

.. .. • • . , .. -.- - "" . - - -- .. - - .-- -.- -_ ..... _. -""-----r-- -----_ .. .----.-.-~-- 1----.. --.. _, ... --_., •.• .. -

• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to paNl!lt end ~'31erred to community youth service, or release to parent and 
referred to court operated conlent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non-tBCure dispositions follow Ideal (ebove) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for sacure detention to be lerved through In-home detention. 
See Legislative Options section.) 227 



County: LENAWEE 

Court 
Intakes 

35 / 

JUVENILE COURT SURV':;V 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

5 

'for Secure 

30 

A:tlJ~',a-:-l-:-in-------
Secure 

Non-Secure 

8 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

2 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

7 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 

Not LEA~------ ________ Ideally in 

Eligible fOI' ------ 22 ~ Secure 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure 22 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 5 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 4 
Actual Total in Secure: 13 Ideally in Supervised Release: 10 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 5 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 3 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does n,ot include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFI LE of ___ L_E_N_A_WE_' E _____ _ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12thru 16 % of Youth in County 

1980 89 1 932 8,873 9.8% 

1965 93 1 505 8,720 9.3% , 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

~ of Youth In State 

1.096 

1. 0% 

I----------~----------------------------_r-----------------------------._--------------------------I 
Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

,----~~--+-------~~~~~~~~~------~----------~~~~~--------~--------~~~~~~---------I 

1977 Pert 1 Crimea ____ 3.,:.,_2_5_6______ Part 1 Crimes _____ 4-'-9~7 ____ _ Part 1 Crimes 194 

Part 2 Crimes 4,027 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

o 
1 

% 'of State Total 

o 
0.07% 

Offense" Person 

Offense" PropertY 

Part 2 Crimes 

67 
430 

2,238 

Offense" Person 3 
Offense" PropertY 191 

Part 2 Crimes 198 

Status Offensll5 76 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976·77 

School Youth Drop Out Rata 

5.02% 

5.25% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

338 

347 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCVS Planning Division Inventory, 
March,1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non-Secure 8edspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-o"er Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds Run_ey Center Beds 

20 NONE IN MI. o o o 

JU'VENILE cO'liRr INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planninp, Divi"sion S~;yey:·O~oba;_23,.~-N-ovembe; 2i~-1~978') -- ~.. H~~ ••• _ 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 35 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 5 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Disposition 

Ac,ulllinteka 

Worker Ideal Intake 

Detention 
Center 

Pending 
Adjudication 

13 

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudication 

38% LEM 0 
. ··el-i-!!4hl:e-' f--- .. 

10 
o 

Non-Secure Intake Disposition 

Falter Home! 
Shelter 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

4 

Superviled 
Rei_to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

11 

Other 
RelelMto 
Parent • 

11 
.. - "- .-._--

10 11 

Ot ~ Dilpositloni 

Mental 
Health Rei .. ! on 
FecUIty Bond 
Pending Pending Other! 

Adjudication Adjudlc8tlon Unknown 

0 0 0 

-_ .. -
0 0 0 

r-

30% LEM 
eligible .------r--.--.---- '-" - -. ,.-

L.EAAlWorker Idul 
3 o 4 10 11 o o o 

•• •• •• 

• Other releale to parent includes: Release to parents no further eclion, release to perent end referred to community youth servica, or release to parent end 
referred to court operated conlent or Informal or unofficlel progrllm . 

- '- .. 

•• Non .. ecure dllpolitions follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for lecure detltntlon to be served through In-home detention. 
(Sell Leglsl.tl". Options .ectlon.) 229 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: LIVINGSTON 

Court 
Intakes 

14 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of abova displayed information) 

o 
Actual in 
Secure 

o 

Non-Secure 

Secure 

14 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA EII'~ible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total In Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 12 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEi~A Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 0 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

14 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doel not Include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of Cllles: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Delinquent Parole Violation 1 Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 

Jail: 
Pollee Lock·up: 1 

L ______________________________________ ~ 
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PROFILE of L.IVl[JGSIQ~ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Mi~higan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth In County % (l.f Youth In State 

1980 99 1 551 12 z260 12.3% 1.3% 

1985 124,697 11,165 8.9% 1.396 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses T~.al Arr,ltt Youth Arrerted .,,-

1977 Part 1 Crime. 3 1 903 Part 1 Crimes 377 Pert 1 Crimes 167 

Offense v Person 63 Offense v Perlon 6 
Offense v Property 314 

Offense v Property 161 

Part 2 Crimes 5 z946 Part 2 Crimes 2,021 Part 2 Crimes 255 

Status Offenses 54 
.. 

oss DELINOUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yeer Number of Youth % of State Total Year Scftool Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 10 0.66% 1975-76 4.88% 280 --_ .... 
1978 30 2.13% 1976-77 4.26% 253 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (So'~rce: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non·Secure 8edspace 
I Secure Oatention Facility Btlds Hold-over FaCility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

Served by Genesee NONE IN MI. 0 12 0 

Regional Facility 
" .... -.. ... _ ...... . - . - ~ .. ..-, .. 

. JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23- November 21, 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 30 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention -- youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

~ 

~acure Intakl Dispotitlon Non-Sacure Intake Disposition O .. r OllPOlitl~n. 

Foster Homel Supervised Men1a1 
Oltentlon Shelter Release to Other Health RII.lliIII/on 

Center Jllil Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parant • Pending Pondlng Other/ 

Adjudication AdjudlClttion Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Intake 0 0 2 26 2 0 0 0 

-. -- -... ._- .- . -. -- - ,,- --- -. - ---",. __ ._. ----- --------- t"""'-_. ._-- --""--' ..-
Worker Ideal Intake 

0 0 2 26 2 0 0 0 

- - -- ... _._._-- 'O ... _ ---., .. -... 0/<-, .. ,-

LEAAlWorkar Ideal 0 0 2 26 2 0 0 0 

•• .. •• t--- .-.. _-- '. - .. . .- - .. -'- - . -- .... -- - .- ---- - ,----._----, ~.-------- .--. .. -... , ..... . - -- . 

• Other release to parent includes! Ralaase to parents no further action. release to parent and referred to communitY youth ;erviee, or release to parent and 
referred to coUrt operated consent or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non11lCure dll!lositions follow Ideel (above I with adlustmant for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in·home detention. 
(S88 Leglsl.tlye Options sactlon.) 231 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: =L-=U~C:;.:E=--__________ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

9 

4 

/

EAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

/ 

5 

Eligible for 
Secure 

A~tu-a-:-I ~in-------
Secure 

4 

Non-Secure 

o .---------Actua~ 
Secur~ '" ------

-------Ac:ual~ ______ 
Non-Secure ___ 

[ JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
. Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 4 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 5 

Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 3 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

5 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doel not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. NlIm\Jer reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of calal: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jell: 
Police Lock·up: 
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PROF IlE of ___ . __ -.....L ..... U,....CE""--___ _ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yoar Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % of Youth in Stllt8 

0.0596 
1980 7,624 478 6.2% 

1985 8,478 389 4. 2~o 0.04% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses 

1977 Part 1 Crimes ___ 3=9:::;3 _____ _ 

Port 2 Crimes 557 

DSS DE.LlNQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

11 

11 

% of State Total 

0.73% 

0.78% 

Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

Part 1 Crimes 73 Port 1 Crimes 26 

Offonse v Person 5 Offense v Pe~on 0 
Offense v Property ....DlL. Offense v Property 26 

Port 2 Crimes 272 Part 2 Crimes 57 

Status Offenses 7 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan DeP'!rtment of 
Education) 

Year 

1975-76 

1976-77 

SdIooI Youth Drop Out Rite 

6.15% 

7.05% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

35 

39 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non-Secure Bed.pace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds HaldoOv8t' Facility In·home Datantion S!1e1t8t' Home Beds Runaway Cent8t' Beds 

o NONE IN MI. o 2 o 

JUVENILE Co'U·RTINT·AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Pi'anning Division Survey-:-O~ober-2i:Novem~r i;:-;978) 

-

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted 1:0 reflect a peak 
month's intake of 22 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 10 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA ~tandards and 
who, accorriing to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure lotake Disposition 

Detention 
Center Jail 
Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudication 

Actulllinteke 0, 0 
-- t-- -- ---

Worker Ideal Intake 2 
100% LEAA 0 
eligible) 

LEAAlWorker Idllli 2 0 

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

Non-Secure Intake Disposition 
Folter Homel Suparviaed 

Shelter liilleae to Other 
Facility Parent Rela_to 
Pending Pending Perlnt • 

Adjudication Adjudication 

5 15 2 

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

12 7 0 
- .... .., -- .-- . "- ~ ... 

12 7 0 

•• •• •• - - ...---

Mental 
Health 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

0 

0 
.--

0 

Otl~ Dispoeitioni 

Rella_Ion 
Bond 

Pending 
AdJIldlcation 

o 

o 

o 

Otherl 
Unknown 

o 

o 

o 

--
• Other releasa to parent includas: Release to parents no further action, release to pa!'ant and referred to community youth aarvlce, or relelll8 to parent and 

refarred to court operated conlent or informal or unofficial program. . 
•• Non.acure dlspOlitlons follow Ideal (abow) with adJultment for No. youth no longer eligibla for I8CUra datention to be aarved through In-hom. detention. 

<Sle Le2!slltlvl Options section.) 233 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: MACKINAC 0 

~ Ideally in 
Secure 

oL 
Actual in 0 

2 Secure Ideally in 

~EAA 
Non-Secure 

0 
Eligible 2~ Ideally in 
for Secure Secure 

Actualin~ 
Non-Secure 2 

Ideally in 

9 Non-Secure 

Court 0 

Intakes Ideally in 

0 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 

7 Non-Secure 
1 

7 
Ideally in 

Eligible for Secure 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure 6 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for SeCUt<3: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total In Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doel not Include youth Ihown detai!,ed in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detelned In county, Including youth relldlng In other counties.) 

Number of cOlel: 0 Type of Offenlel: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jell: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of MACKH1AC County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Yeer Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in '~ounty % of Youth In Stete 

1980 11,120 1,042 9.3% 0.1% 

1985 1l,676 1,111 9.5% 0.190 

CRIME STATISTICS ISource: Uniform Crirne Report, Michigan State Polic/J'/ 

I 
~-

Year Total A~tul!l Offenses Ttltal Arraats Youth Arreltod 

1977 Part 1 Crimes . 685 Pert 1 Crimes 97 Part 1 Crimes 39 

Offense v Person 8 Offense v Penon 1 
Offense v Property 89 Offense v Property 38 

Part ~ Crimas 1:035 Port 2 Crimes 513 Part 2 Crimes 61 

Statut Offensel 8 

DSS DELINOUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Dep&rtment of Social Service!) Education) 

Vear Number of Vouth % of Stato Total Veer Scmool Youth Drop Out Rite Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 1 O. 06~o 1975·76 3.77% 32 

1978 3 0.2H 1976-77 3.04% 26 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

-~ 
~~- ---- --

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 
-~- - - ----- ~~- ---- -- - -- -- -- ~- - - -

Secure Detention Fllcillty Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunewlY Center Beds .-- ---- ---- ----- --- - - - -- ~-- -- ~--

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 0 

JUVENILE CQU'RTINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCVS Planning Division Survey:O~obe'a3-Novembe; ;2-(-1978) 
rhe numbers below show jUl/enile court intake disjJositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's int8.ke of 28 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the jUl/enile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all serl/ices existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 6 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should hal/e been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntakl Disposition Non-Secura Intake Disposition 
Folter Homel Supervised 

Detention Shelter Rele_to at"er 
Canter Jail Facility Parent Rela_to 
Pending Pending Pending Panding Parent • 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication 

Actual Intrlke 0 0 0 9 19 
_ ... _--- -- ~.- -- ... .. . ~ .. - . 

Workar Ideal Intake 3 
(0% LEAA 0 3 0 22 
eligible) . "., 

LEAAlWorklr Ida.1 0 0 3 0 22 

.. .. • • 
----.~ .... 

O~r DiIpotltlonl 
M8ft1II1 
Health Ralee_lon 
Facility Bond 
Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudication 

o o 

o o 

o o 

- .-. ----- -- .. -. >-._--

... 

Otherl 
Unknown 

o 

0 

- -

0 

• Other rei sese to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, ,,'lease to parent and referred to community youth service, or rele_ to perent and 
referred to court opereted cor"ent or. Informel or unofficial program. 

\ 

•• Non4ecure dispositions follow ideal (abovel w!th adlustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served througtlln-home detention. 
(S"e Legislative Options section.' 235 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: MANISTEE , ________ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

31 

3 

Eligible 
for Secure 

28 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Actual in 
Secure 

2 

Non-Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total In Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual In Secure: Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 0 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

2 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

1 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 
o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

27 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Dcus not Include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained In county, Including youth re.ldlng In other counties.) 

Number of ca.e.: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jell: 
Pollee Lock-up: 
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PROFILE 0'1 MANISTEE County I POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yoar Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % ot Youth in State 

1980 22,782 2,399 10.5% 0.25% 

1985 24,123 2,148 8.9% 0.2490 

CR IME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests 

! 
Youth Arrested I -

1977 1,105 134 56 Part 1 Crimes Part 1 Crimes Part 1 Crimes --
Offense II Person 13 Offense \I Per10n 6 

121 
~ 

Offen5e \I Property Offense II Property 50 
Part 2 Crimes 1 1 329 Part 2 Crimes 489 Part 2 Crimes 92 

StatUI Offense. - 9 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Edw;:ation) 

Yoar Number of Youth % ot Stato Total Year Scttool Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 7 0.4690 1975·76 4.53% 66 

1978 5 0.35 90 1976·77 3.02% 44 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Deteiltion Fecillty Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Dllttlntion Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 0 

JU'VENILE coiiRT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Piannillg OivisionSurvey:-O~obea3:N~v~m~; 21,--1978-) . - . , .. ~ . 

rhe numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of ~1 . !'-ctual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 3 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA/Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been dp.tained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntek. Dispoaltion Non,Secure liltake DI'position Otl~ DiIposltlon. 
Folter Homel Supervised Mental 

Detentlor Shelter Releasetn Other Health Rel.e./ on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Perent • Pending Pending Oth.r/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

2 
Actual Intake (50% LEM 0 0 2 27 0 0 0 

.- _,1- • '-'.' .. ~ .. - .... -.. - - .,,"-- -. -~ -- - --- .-- --~ -- --r-- --' ,.. r 
~ 

VVork.r Ideal Intake 
0 a 0 1 3') 0 a a 

... ~ ... ...._- --> '- - ._, '-- ...... - - - .- - - . "" .... ... -.-
lEAA/Worker Ideal 

0 0 0 1 30 0 a 0 

•• .. ., 
- - . -.... . _. . -, _ .......... --- " ..... - - --

• Other releese to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent and refelTlld to community youth service, or release to parent and 
referred to COUrt operated conlent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. ecure disposition' follow idea' (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure deUintion to be served through In-home detention, 
(s". LegI6i.t1ve Options section.) 237 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23/ 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: MARQUETTE 2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

7 ___ .. --------

2.~ ______________ _ 

Actual in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

68 

Eligible 
for Secure 

61 

Not LEAA 
Eligible for 
Secure 

5 _---------

Actu~ 
Non-~~~~Jre ---------

1 
Actual in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

5 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

1 
Ideally in 
Non-SeclI,e 
o 

'______ ------ Ideally in 
60 ~~secure 
Actual in 
Non-Secure 60 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (SIJL'nmary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 7 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 3 Ideally in Supervised Release: 18 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 2 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 2 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doa. not I"cl~de youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
d.taln.d In county, Including youth relldlng in other counties.) 

Number of c .... :' 31 
Secure Detention Facility: 30' 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock·up: 

• Marquette "detention" facility Is not secure 

Type of Offen.91: 
Arson 1 
Auto Theft 4 
Burglary 2 
Petty Larceny 4 
Truant 1 
Incon:lglble 3 
Runaway 7 
Dependent/Neglectedl Abused ;l 
Delinquent Parole Violation 2 
Status Parole Violation 4 

238 

Reason Given for Detention: 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 19 
Court Ordered Disposition 1 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 6 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 1 
DSS Ward Trl.lnsfer Non-Secure 3 



.. 
PROFilE of MARQUETTE ___ _ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management IJnd Bud99t) 

Year Totll County Populltlon Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth in County " of Youth In Stete 

1980 72 t 333 6,011 8.390 0.6% 

1985 77,560 5,369 6.996 0.690 

CRIME STATIS'TICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actu,1 Offen.es Total Arreltt Youth Arrelted 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 2,568 Part' Crimes 707 Part 1 Crimas 325 

Offense v Person 41 OffenslI 'J Person 3 
Offense v Propeity 666 Offenle v Property 322 

Part 2 Crimes 3.675 Part 2 Crimes 1,235 Part 2 Crimes 182 
StatuI Offenses 24 l-~-----=--------,------

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

6 
-----~"! 

17 

% ,f State Totll 

0.496 ._-'-----

SCHOOL DROP oU'r RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Vear 

1975-76 

19'16'77 

~,I Vouth Drop Out Rite 

3.4890 
--",------~--

ActuII No. of Drop OUlI 

165 

253 ---------------
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Soutce: OCY~ Planning Divisioni,1Ventory, 

March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bad,poce 

, , 

Secure Detention Flcillty Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention S~altllf' Homll Beds Run_ey Centllf' Beds 
---+------------~--------~-------+-----------------,~~-----'------------~ 

o NONE IN MI. o 16 o 

JUVENILE CQURT"I-NTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey; O~ober"23-"Novemb8r 2-',"'978)· " 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjustt.d to reflect a peak 
month's Intake of 93 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice, Ideal Intake portrays the juveniln. court worker's ideal 
dispositic'1 for the youth seen If all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for sEt·cure detention 10 '''" youth could be detained" 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible fo( detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrBYs the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

=-------------------------------------r------------------------------r---------------------------------~ 
Secure Intekl Disposition Non-Secure Intllke DI~lon O~r OllPOll:ionl 

Foster Home/ Supervised Mental 
Detantl,"n Shelter Rale_to Othllf' H.lth R.lealle/on 
Clnta;- JliI Facility Parent Rell_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pendir.;; Plnding Plrent • Pending Pending Othlr/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjurt~ ... -"tion Adjudication Adjudication Adjudk:e1lon Unknown 
-3 

Actual Intake 66P" LEAA 1 3 23 61 0 0 1 

el i.J!.i+).~e 'l --.-<>- . ~ " 

VVorker Ideel Intake 3 
100Pci LPAA 0 3 24 59 o o 4 

e1 igi1' J.t) 
~, 

24 59 0 0 

-"'"'""-"" --". :.:.---.. " . -.. -.---- ...... -,.l .. --.-
3 0 3 

"" .. . --- .. ............... - .. 

LEAAlWorklr Id .. 1 

.. -- " ."._- .. 
4 

\ 

"Other relell.e to parent Includes: Release to parents no further action. releese to parent and referred to community' youth service, or re'elJ18 to plrent and 
refe,'red to coUrt operlltad conlent or Informal or unofficial program. 

"" NQn .. ecure dispositions follow Ideel (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for sac;ure detention to be served through In-heme detention, 
(See Leglsi.tlve Optlon5 .ectlon.) 239 



County: MASON 

Court 
Intakes 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

o 
---- Actu-a-:-I i:-n--------

1~ Secure 

LEAA _________ 
Eligible ________ 
for Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

o 
_____ Actual in 

...--- Secure 

6 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actua! Totolln Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
fI' :m-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

6 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in ,,"'unty, including youth reliding In other counties.) 

Number of CIIIIII: 2 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Runaway 2 Awaiting Court Contact 1 
Jail: 2 Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 

Pollee Lock·up: 

240 



, . 

PROFILE of MASON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Vear Tetal County Populetion Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County " of Youth In State 

25,809 2,338 9. O~o 0.25~o 
1980 -. 

27,932 2,086 7.4% O. 23~o 
1985 

~, 

CRIME STATiSTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Rllport, Michigan State Police) 

I----------T------------------------------r-----------------------------T---------------------------I 
1 Youth Arrested Year Total Actual Offen,es Total Arrests 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 1,176 Pert 1 Crimes _____ 1_3_9_. __ _ 

Offense v Person 14 Offense v Perton 0 
Offense v Property 125 Offense v Property 66 

Part 2 Crimes 1,648 Part 2 Crimes 274 Part 2 Crimes 39 

Status Offenses 8 

DSS DELINOUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Yual' Number I:!f Youth % of State Totel Veer Scttool Youth Drop Out Rite Actuel No. of Drop Outs 

1977 9 0.59% 1975·76 4.80% 88 

1978 2 0.14% 1976·77 3.92% 75 
'"-

------------------------------------------~----------------~----------------------.. 
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Fecility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runawey Center Beds 

o NONE IN ML o 9 o 

JUVENILE coiiRT INT'A'KE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS PI~nning Divi'si'on Survey:OCtober-ii-Novembe; 21,-1978') 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 35 . ActUal Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition f(Jr the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only lEAA standards for secure detention 5 youth could be detained. 
The youth id~ntified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the lEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. lEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the lEAA standards and 
who, according to the work6r's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Dilposltion Non-Secure Intake D~MJSition 

Foster Homel Superviud 
Detention Shelter Release to Other 
Center Jail Facility Parent Ret;a.,to 
Pending Pending Pending Pending P5l'1Int • 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication 

Actuel Illteke 0 0 0 0 35 
- .' ~-. -- ,.- .'-'-' -= -- .-= -

VVorklr Ideel Intake 
0 0 0 0 3S 

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

LEAAlWorker Id .. 1 o o o o 3S 

•• •• • • 

Mentel 
H .. lth 
Fecility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Ot! ~ Dilpolitioni 

Rel .. "/on 
Bond 

Paneling 
Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Other/ 
Unknown 

o 
_.-

o 

o 

-.. - . ,._.. . .- .. ..- ;;:;'-":;':' .==±===:=l====:d~======±======::::::::t:========:t::===='=;.-

• Other releese to perant Includes: Releese to parents no further action, relaa18 to parent and referred to comlTlil!llty youth Arvlea, or release to parent end 
referrad to court opereted conlilnt or Informel or unofficlel program . 

•• Non .. acure dllpolltlonl follow Ideel labow) with adjustment for No. youth no longar eligible for IlCUre datllnti\)n to be ANad through In-homl detention. 
(S,O L.oglilltivi Options Ilction.) 241 



County: MECOSTA 

Court 
Intakes 

23 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

3 

Eligible 
for Secure 

1 ..c-:. 
Actual in 
Secure 

2 

Non-Secure 

1 
____ Actual in 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

2 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 

~ 
Secure 

Non-Secure 
20 0 

NotLEAA~19 ------ Ideal'yin 
Eligible for ~ Secure 
Secure Actual in _______ 

Non-Secure _______ 19 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total In Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 12 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doel not Inch,de youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained In county, Including youth relldlng in other counties.)· 

Number of calel: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock·up: 

242 
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I 

---------------------------PROFILE of MECOSTA County 

POPULA TlON PROJECTIONS {Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budgod 

Vear Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth In County "of Youth In State 

1980 37.959 11989 5.2% 0.21% 

1985 43 1 900 1,832 4.1% 0.21% 

" 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses 
~-----r--------~~~~--------~--·~~~~~~~------I 

1977 Pllrt 1 Crimes 1.596 

Pert 2 Crimas l l 710 

--------~~---------------·------------~----------------------------~--------------------------I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Vear 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

6 

" of Stll1e Totlll 

0.39% 

_-.0..07% 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

YllIr 

1975·76 

1976·77 

School V outh Drop Out Rllte 

6.00% 

5.45% 

Actulll No. of Drop Outs 

122 

114 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1919) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure De~ntion Facility Bed: Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

o NONE IN MI. o 5 o 

j------------~~--------~------------~----------~----------~ 
JUVENIL~ COU'RT'INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey: October-23.-November 2-1, 1978') 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period, The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 23 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenili1.court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA ,:;tandards for secure detention ____ 3 __ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA/Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secura I ntakl DilpOlition Non~ecure Intake Disposition O~r Dispositions 

Foster Homel Supervised Mental 
Dltention Shelter Role_to Other Health Ralease/on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Relll_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending PlIndlng Pending Parent • Pending Pllndlng Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

0 
Actual I nteke 50% LEAA 2 2 17 0 0 0 2 

.. ~J.;i.{;!-P" 1 <> 'I .. . - .-~ .- .- .. .. .. - ..... ....,. ... - .- -_ .. - ._- - ,---'-" 
_. __ . . . .-

Workllr Ideal Intake 1 
100% LEAA 0 1 12 9 0 0 0 

sligib1e) _ ... ,---_ .... -.. _ ..... •. --.. " . --... -. ~ .' 

LEAAlWorkar Idlll 1 0 1 12 0 0 0 0 

.. .. •• . . . . - .. _ . 
-~-- ... - - .. -.--- --- ~, .. --~ -----r- -"-----_ .• ->_._--- ---~ 1----- - .-.-- r-"---' . 

• Other releas:! to parent includes: RelaBSa to parents no further action, releese to parent and referred to community youth service. or rela8S8 to parent lind 
referred to court operated con lent or Informal or unofficial program . 

.. Non .. acura dispositions follow Ideel (above) with adj~stment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to ba served through In-home detention. 
(SIO Legislative Options section.) 243 
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County: MENOMINEE 

10 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

o 

Eligible 
for Secure 

A~tu-a~l~in----------------
Secure 

-------- 0 

Non·Secure 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

________ 
0 

IdeallY In 
~- Secure 

A~tual in ________ 
Secure - .. , 0 

IdeallY in 

10 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

10 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total In Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 5 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideaily in Secure: 0 

Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

"""' 10 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in Juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained In county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of eelel: 1 Type of Offenles: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Fecillty: Traffic Violation 1 Awaiting Court Contact 1 

Jail: 1 

Pollee Lock·up: 

244 



MENOMINEE County PROFilE of --------,"----------------
POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Mltnagement and Budget) 

Yuar Total County Population Youth 12 tnru 18 % of Youth in County % of Youth In State 

26,722 2,915 10.9% 0.3% 
1980 

28,088 2,496 8.8% 0.396 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimea 815 Part 1 Crimes _______ 1_1_1 ___ _ Part 1 Crimes 
58 

Offense v Person 14 Offense v Person 2 

Offanse v Property 97 Offen.e v PropertY 56 

Part 2 Crimes 892 Part. 2 Crimes 390 Part 2 Crimes 93 

Status Offenses 10 

---------~------------------------------~--.------------------------~.--------------------------.-
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITr~ENTS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 
SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 

Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Year Sc:ttool Youth Drop Out Rate 

1.79% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 

1978 

o 
5 

o 
0.35% 

1975-76 

1976-77 3.07% 

35 

61 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold~ver Facility In-home Datention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Canter Beds 

o NONE IN MI. 7 youth served per 
month 

2 

JUVENILE CO·U"RT lI\if'AKE SURVEY DATA ·(Source: OCYS Planning Division S~rvey:O~obe-~·23--November 21,1978) 

o 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 18 . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seeo if all services existed. Applying only LEAA staod£!rds for secure detention - _ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actu~IIY or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I nteke Disposition 

Actual Intake 

Workar Idelll I nteke 

LEAAlWorker Id .. 1 

Detention 
Center 

Pending 
AdjUdication 

o 

o 

o 

Jell 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

Non-Secure Intake Dliposltion 

Foster Homel 
Shelter 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

4 

Superviaad 
Rei_to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

9 
-_.'-"-'. .. --. -- .-- --. -- - ,-

o 4 9 

5 

5 

Ot er DiIpoIitlcm, 

Mental 
Health Rein_Ion 
Facility Bond 
Pending Pending 

Adjudication AdjudiQtion 

0 0 

0 0 

.- ........ -------f-.--.--.- ---

o 4 9 5 o o 

•• •• . .-

Otherl 
Unknown 

0 

_."--

0 

o 

• Other releele to parant includes: Release to parents n() further IICtlon, release to parent end refarred to community youth servlca, or relelll8 to parent and 
referrad to court oparated conaant or informal or unofficlel program . 

.. Non .. ecure dlspOlltions follow Ideel (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eUgible for lecure detantlc;n to be served through !n-homt detention. 
'I, (See L.eglslltlve Option. section.) 245 .. 



County: ,MIDLAND 

23 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

7 

~EAA 
/ ~Iigible 

for Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

6 

Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

4 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes ________ IdeallY in 

~ Secure 

A~tual in _____ 0 
Secure 

16 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

15 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 7 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 3 
Actual Total In Secure: 2 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual In Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 3 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

.15 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

I------------------------------------------"---------~--------------------------------------~ 

SECURe CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not Include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detllned In county, Including youth relldlng In other counties.) 

Number of c.lel: 2 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Burglary 1 Awaiting Court Contact 1 
J.all: 2 Runaway 1 Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 1 

Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of MIDLAND County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thN 18 %, of Youth ,In County " of Youth In St .. e 

71,448 8,616 12.0~ 0.9% 
1980 

74,788 7,840 10.4% 0.99• 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arr •• ts Youth A,~~lted 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 2 1 726 Part 1 Crimes 261 Part 1 Crimes 56 

Offense v Penon 39 Offense v Person 1 
Offense v Property 222 Offense v Property 55 

2,583 670 54 Part 2 Crimes Pert 2 Crimes Part 2 Crimes 

Status Offense. 95 

-
DSS DELINOUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Midtlgan Department of 

Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth " of State Total VllIIt Scftool Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop OutS 

1977 6 0.39% 1975·76 
4.71% 275 

1978 6 0.42% 1976·77 ;.53% 258 

I CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
. March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Bods Hold-ovor Facility In·home DBtIlntlon Shaltor Home Beds Runaway Cantor Beds 

0 NONE IN Ml. 0 8 0 

i:::<<<a .... _ -. 
'---'- bCYS PI~nning Division Survey~O~obei'2i:Novem~r 21,1978) JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 

The nIJ.Jmbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a p'dak 
month's intake of 33 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention .. lQ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portraYs the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal,should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Securelntak. DilpOiltlon Non-Sec:ure Intake DISlMKition Omar Diapoaltlonl 

Fostar Home! Superviled MentIIl 
Detention Sheltar Rela_to Other Health Relsase! on 

Center Jail Facility Parent Rell" to FacUlty Bond 
Pending Panding Pending Pending Parent • Pandlng Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudic:a~;on Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

3 
Actual Intake 33% LEAA 0 4 3 22 0 0 1 

el,j· ". , ~- 1-. -- . - . .. - ... ..... -.- -. .-.~ ... -~ -- .. ..... "' ...... _ ..... - _ .. - -~. --= .... _ ... --.. ' -" . 

Worker Idelll Intake 6 
1 75?" LEAA 0 4 0 22 0 0 

:lligible) . _. ... ·~W.. __ . -.. ..... -~. -.,-. .,--

LEAAlWorkar Ideal 
4 0 4 0 22 0 0 1 

.. .. •• - . - . ..... ... _--- - .. - ...... '_A ...... ------,.-.. -~---.-- 1-.---_ ... _-- r---" -._--1-'-'-- •. .. -
• Other release to parent inclUdes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth IIIrvice. or rele_ to parent and 

referred to cOUrt operated consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non"8f,ure dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustmant for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be aarved through in-home detention. 
(sao Legislative Options section.) 247 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: MISSAUKEE 

Court 
Intakes 

3 

o 

~EAA 
/ e:iigible 

for Secure 

o 

o ~ldeaIlY;" ~ _ s.,,"," 

Actual in 0 
Ideally in Secure 

o 

Non-Secure 

Non-Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
------- Ideally in 

<~ Secure 
_______ A~tua~ 

Secure °ldeallY In 

3 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

3 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foste; Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Doas not Include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. ~Iumber reflects youth 
detalnad In county. including youth rellding in other counties.) 
~ Number of calal: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given fOl' Detention: 

Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of MISSAUKEE County 

I POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Departr.nent of Management and Budget) 

Yeur Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 " at Youth In County % of Youth In State 

1980 10,237 982 9.596 0.196 

11; 571 741 6.5% 0.0896 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 
-

Yoar Total Actual Offenses Total Arteltl Youth Arrested 

1977 Pllrt 1 (';rlmel 327 Part 1 CrImes 43 Part 1 Crimes 17 

Offense II Person 5 Offense v Penon a 
Offense v Property 38 o Itense II Property 17 

Part 2 Crimes 487 Part 2 Crlmas 232 Part 2 Crimes 33 

Status Offenses 1 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mid'tigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Y08r Number of Youth % of State Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rata Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1 0.06% 1975-76 
4.63go 29 

1917 ~, 

1978 3 0.21 g6 1976-77 4.5096 29 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runawey CantIN' Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. a 1 0 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23· November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 10 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Jdeal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention -- youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for de'(ention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in panmtheses. gAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure dt)tention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secur. Intak. Disposition Non-Secure Intake DillMlSitlon Ot ~ Oilposltlont 
Falter Hamel Supervisad M8fttII1 

Oetentlon Shelter R.11IItI8 to OthlN' Health Rel ... /on 
Center Jail Facility Par.nt R ...... to FecUIty Bond 
Pending Pending P.nding P.ndlng Partnt • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudicathm Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

a a 0 3 7 a 0 0 
Actuallnteke 

, - - " 
.. 

~--- ... ... .-. - . .. -.- . . . ..... -
VVork.rlde.1 Intake a a 0 3 7 0 0 0 

. -. '"-,""p ._-----1-----.. -_._ .. - - ......... .~~ "'" .,..- .. - -~ .. ... . 

LEAAlVVorkef Id8l1 
0 a 0 3 '7 a 0 0 

•• •• •• .-. " .... - . ~ .... - . -,. _., .. - "'-, - '--'. . 

• O\ner releelJa to parent includes: Rel.ase to per.tnts no further action, raleese to parent and referred to community youth service, or release to parent and 
referred to COlJrt operated coneent or informa' or unofficial program . 

.. Non .. acura dispo.ition, follow ideal 'above) with adju.tm,nt for No. youth no longer eligible for IlCI.Ire detention to be served throl,lgh in-home detention. 
\S" I.aglll,tlv. options 'action.) 249 



JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: MONROE 0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

2 
Actual in 2 

6 Secure IdeallY in 
Non-Sel~ure 

0 
Eligible Ideally in 
for Secure 4 Secure 

Non-Secure 4 
Ideally in 

95 Non-Secure 

Coul~t ---------
0 

Intakes Ideally in 

-A~tua~ 
Secure 

3 Secure --- Ideally in 

89 
Non-Secure 
0 

Eligible for 86 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Secure Actual in 
Non-Secure 86 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 laeally in Shelter/Foster Home: 4 
Actual Total In Secure: 5 Ideally in Supervised Release: 19 
LEAA Eligible and Actual In Secure: 2 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not Include youth shown detaln$d in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained In county, Including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of clles: 7 Type of Offenses: R~ason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 7 Burglary 1 Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 5 

J II Petty Larceny 1 Diagnostic Assessment 2 
a : Other Sex Ollens;;' 1 

Police Lock.up: Incorrigible 1 
Runaway 1 
Stolen Property 2 
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PROFILE of MONROE County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Vlar Totll County Por/ulltlon Youth 12 IhN 18 " of Youth in County "of Youth In Stetl 

1980 138! 133 16,946 12.2% 1. 8~6 

1985 152;576 16,000 10.4% 1.896 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Tot8! Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimea 4.500 Part 1 Crimes 672 Ptlrt 1 Crimes 297 
Offense v Person 94 Offense v Perton 21 
Offense v Property 578 Offense v PropertY 276 

Part 2 Crimes 5,746 Part 2 Crimes 3,329 Part 2 Crimes 338 

I StatuI Offonses 269 

DSS DEliNQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

17 

11 

% of Stete Total 

1.1% 
Year 

1975 .. 76 

1976-77 

School Youth Drop Out Rate 

5.51% 

6.66% 

Actual No. of Drop OUts 

492 

614 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace 

Socure Detention Flcility Beds Hold-over Flcllity In·home Detention 

18 NONE IN MI. o 

Non·Secure Bedspace 

Shalter Home Bids 

2 emergency foster 
beds 

RunawlY Center Beds 

o 

JUVENILE COURTli,iTAKE SURVEY DATA '(Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, O~ober'23:November i';'1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 125+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile cOllrt worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for~"'dete"ntion 8 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youtlv eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA!Worker Ideal portray! the number of youth eligible for SA;!Cure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Dispotltion Non-secure Intake Disposition O~er PitpOlitlon. 

",'oster HORle/ Supervised MentIIl 
Detention Shelter Rala8SB to Other Health Ralea_/on 

Center Jail Facility Porant Rola_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adju!fic:ation Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication AdJudlc.tlon Adjudication Unknown 

7 91 o 1 13 

25 91 o o 4 

25 91 o o 4 
I 

\ ______ ~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.~.-~,~-~.=.= ... ~ .. _~_-'_-_--~._-_,_ .. ~_._-__ .. _.-~ .. -_. __ ._ .. _.-_-1~._.-.. _-._. ___ ~ 

• Othar releese to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to perent end referred to communitY youth service, or release to parent and 
referred to celUrt operated conlent or I,.formal or Unofficial program . 

.. Non .. acure dispositions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth nCllonger eligible for sacure detention to be served through In·home detention. 
\see Legillatilve optloniliction.) 251 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: MONTCALM 

Court 
Intakes 

15 

o 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed Inf.ormation) 

0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o~_ 
Actual in -------

Secure 

0 

Ideally tn 
Non-Secure 

0 

o Ideallv in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 0 
Ideall~, In 
Non-Secure 

0 

IdeallY In 
Secure 

Secure 0 
Ideally In 
Non-Secure 
o 

~ Ideallyin 
15 c::::::::._ Secure 

Actual in _____ 
Non-Secure ______ 15 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 6 
Lf.AA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 7 Type of Offenses: 
Secure Detention Facility: Burglary 2 

Runaway 4 
Jail: 7 other Not Listed 
Police Lock-up: 

252 

Reason Given for Detention: 
Awaiting Court Contact 4 
Court Ward Trunsfer Non-Secure 1 
Other Not Spe(llfled 2 
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PROFILE of MONTCALM County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Yuar Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth in Stale 

1980 47,548 5,393 11. 39• 0, 6~o 

') 1985 51,320 5,858 11. 490 O. 7~6 

CRIME STATISTICS ~S ource: U 'f ",orm C' rtme R eport, M' h' IC Igan S tate PI') o Ice : - - i ] Yoar Total Actual OffenscJ Total Arrasts 
, 

Youth Arrested . I 1977 ParI 1 Crimes 1.539 Part 1 Crimes 161 Part 1 Crimes 52 I I 

Offerlse II Person 14 Offense II Person 0 , 
i 

Offense \I Property 147 Offense II Property -R,_._~ I - I Part 2 Crimes 855 Purt 2 Crimes 578 Port 2 Crimes 34 ----- I I Status Offenses h . 
I , I 

I 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
; 

Michigan Depertment I)f Social Services) Education) ! 
Ye8r Number of Youth % of State Total Yuar School Youth Drop Out Rata Actual No. of Drop Outs 

! 1977 1 0.06 9.; 1915·76 5.6990 231 

i 
1978 , Q, l~Fsl 1976·77 5. 94 90 237 < -

r;:;;RENT DETENTION (SECU~E AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY ~Source: OCYS Planning 'Division Inventory, 
I March, 1979) 

I - .- -
Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

1-" ---
! 

Secure Datention Facility Beds Hold-ovar Facility In-homa Detention Shalter Home Seds Runaway Center Beds 

0 NONE IN \O~I. 0 6 0 
I 

I JUVENILE COURT'"I"NTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23·November 21, 1978) 
I The numbers below show juvenile court Int3ke dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 

month's intake of 23 . Actual Intake portrays current intahe practice. Ideal Intake poi1rays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposlti()n for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention __ ~ __ youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may flot be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, sec 
perccntatJes in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standarus and 
Who, acc()rding to the worker's idoal, shOUld have b~n detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intaka Dllpotltion Non.sacure Inuke DllpOSItlon O~r DiIpotltlonl 
Foster Hamel Supervised Menul 

Detention Sheltar Rele_to Oth" Health Ralea.1 ~i\ 
Canter Jail Fecillty Parent Rele_to F.:lllty Bond 

Panding Pending Pending Pending Parant • Pending Pending Other/ 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudicetion Adjudication Adjudication 

I 
Unknown 

0 0 2 9 12 0 0 a Actuallntah I 
"--"'''_-_' .. ~ ,. .. .. - .. " - -- . .- ----'" ,~ ......... - .. -~.-.- ... - .-=.' - ........ ------, ........... _.,' -0' 

VVorkar Ideal Intaka a 0 2 9 12 0 0 a 
.... . - --"" .. .,,--- ~, --... ~-~ .. - ,.....~ . '-

LEAAlVVorkar Ideal a a 2 9 12 0 fi 0 

•• .. • • r-.-.-- ... ---... - -.. _ .. ... - .. _ .. - . - .. ...." ...... .~-~ - ._'-,....-~------- f----- --~-- r----·· .. ·· --
• Other relaalj, to parent Include.: Rahlese to parents no furthar action, release to parent and refemd to community youth I4Irvlce. or rela_ to perant and 

referred to c.ourt operated conlent or Infonnal or unofficial program . 

•• NOn4KUrf. dispositions follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no lonlllr eligible for lecurt detention to be IIfrvr.l thl'O'.lgh In-home detention. 
\St.I. ... I.I.l!'v. Options .actlon.) 253 ~. --



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: MONTMORENCY o 

4 / 

o 

/

EAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

~-----__ O 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_____________ ______________ °ldeallY in 

O~secure 
Actual in 
Non-Secure 0 

. Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

o 
Ideally In 
Secure 

~4 
Eligible for 
Secure 

o 
.--_.--- Actual in 

Secure o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

______ 0 

____ 4 -c:------ Ideally in 
---- _______ Secure 

;\ctual in - _______ 
Non-Secure ~ 4 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure I 

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

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Etigihle for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 4 
LEAA Eligib~e and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Rea .. on Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

L 
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PROFILE of MONTMORENCY County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 'J(, of Youth In County 'J(, of Youth In Stete 

8,019 832 10.3% 0.08% 
1S80 

9,240 595 6.4% 0.06% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan Statti Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrelts Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 452 

I Part 2 Crimes 1,549 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

1 

____ ,1"--__ 

% of State Total 

0.07% 

Pert 1 Crimes 38 Pert 1 Crimes 11 

Offense v Person Z Offense v Person 0 

Offense v Property 36 Offense v Property 11 

Part 2 Crimes 129 Part 2 Crimes 10 

StatUI Offenses 5 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975-76 

1976-77 

SctIooI Youth Orop Out Rate 

4_96% 

5.52% 

Actual No_ of Orop Outs 

24 

27 

1 

----------------------------~--------------------------------------------------------------------I 
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 

Secure f:Sedspace 

$1lCure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention 

o NONE IN MI. o 

Non-8ecure Bedspace 

Shelter Home Beds 

o 

R unllWlY Center Beds 

Served by Alpena 
Center 

JU·VENILE CO·URT IN1:AKE SURVEY DATA (SourCe: OCYS PI~nning Divi;i·on·Su;v·ey~-OCtobe-r23:No·v·emb8·r 21:-'978) -- -- -.. _ ... 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 9 _ Actual Intake portrays current intake practice_ Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the YOllth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standard~ for secure detention -- YI)utl\ could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not llf! the same youth eligible for detention under t/,le '.EAA standards, see 
perr-entages in parenthases_ LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention u!1dl!~ thO! LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 
---,--------------,--------------r--.--------------i 

Sacurelntake Dispodtion Non-Sacure Intake DI.positlon Omer Di1pcaltlonl 
Foster Homel Supervised Mewtal 

Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Rella./on 
Center Jeil FacUity Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pandlng Pendr.ng Pending Pending Pal'ent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlcat~n Unknown 
-

Actual Intake 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 

... -~.----- r=--" - -. - -.. - - ~.--. - .... ---. - - -. - .-'" ._-- - --.-------- ---.-.-.----- -- ---

Worker Ideal Intake o o 0 0 0 9 o o 

-. 
LEAAlWorker Ideal 0 0 0 9 o o o o 

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

•• --.----.. ----- ,--... ---t----.--.-. 

• Other release to perent includes: Release to parents no further action, releese to parent end referred to community youth service. or release to parent and 

\ 

referred to court opereted consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non1BCure dISPositions follow ideal (above with ad ustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. 
lSee l.oglslatlve Options loctlon.) 255 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: MU:,.::S:.!.,K:.:E:.,:G::..;O:::...:..:N:..--______ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

46 

11 

Eligible 
for Secure 

35 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above dj~played information) 

3 
Actu~a-:-I-:in--------
Secure 

8 

Non-Secure 

2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

5 

Ideally in 
Secure 

3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

3 

IdeallY in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
3 --'-~ Ideally in 

32 Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure ' ___ 29 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 11 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 6 Ideally in Supervised Release: 9 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 3 Ideally in Mental Health: 2 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secur,,: 7 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 16 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 15 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 

Drunkeness 1 
Auto Theft 1 
Burglary 4 
Robbery :, 
Runaway 1 
Delinquent Parole Violation 2 
Status Parole Violation 1 
Weapons 1 
Coding Errors 2 

256 

Awaiting Parents 1 
Awaiting Court Hearing(s) 13 
Court Ordered Disposition 1 
Coding Error 1 
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PROFILE of MUSKEGON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in County % of Youth In State 

157,494 14,155 8.9% 
1980 

1. 5% 

157,764 13,943 8.8
g
" 1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimea 10,751 Part 1 Crimes _____ 1...;.,_5_8_2 __ _ Part 1 Crimes 
712 

Offense v Person 236 Offense v Person 43 
Offense v Property 1,346 Offense v Property 669 

Part 2 Crimes 11,128 Part 2 Crimes 4,198 Part 2 Crimes 606 
Status Offenses ___ 4_6_0 ____ _ 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Serviees) 

Year !'.Iumbar of Youth % of State Total 

1977 11 0.7% 

1978 16 1.13% 
.' 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Educetion) 

Year School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1975·76 
5.50% 644 

1976-77 5.86% 707 
, 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secu~~ Bedspace 
-------------.----,-------<I----------~---.. --,--~--_._---.------___l 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-homl Detention 
I--------------------~----------------~----~' 

Shelter Home Beds RunawlY Center Beds 

22 NONE IN MI. o 4 12 

JUVENILE COl'RT INTAKE SURVEY ·DATA(SOurce·:·OCYS PI~nning Divi~io'" Survey:'OCtobe;-ii:No'vembe; 21',1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 46 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 11 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in p'3rentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for recure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntakl OilpGlltion Non-Secure tntake Disposition Otl~ D/Ipolitioni 

Folter Homel Superviled Mental 
Detention Shelter Reteaseto Other Health Rella.lon 

Center Jell Facility Perent Rete_to Facility Bond 
Plnding Pending Pandlng Plnding Plrent • Pandlng Pending Otherl 

Adjudic:.mion Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

6 
2 

Actuellntake 50% LEAA 0 0 16 22 0 0 
,. . .-!ill-in; h 1 01 - . -- .. - -- .- ---= . -.. -

Work.r Ideal Intake 13 
2 54% LEAA 0 1 9 19 2 0 

~ligible) -, .. .~ ...... "' -- '- - .- -. "-- ..-~ _ ... -- - .... - ... -.. . 

LEAAlWorklr tdlll J __ 7 0 1 9 19 2 0 2 
, 

•• w. •• . . - ... .. '0··_- .~. 

• Other releale to parent includas: Ralease to parents no further BCtion, release to parent and referred to community youth IIrvica, or relaase to plrant and 
referrld to court operated conlllnt Qr informal or unofficill program . 

-

•• Non .. ecure dilpOlition' follow idall (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer aliglble for lecurl detention to be IIrved through in-hornl detention. 
\ (Sill L.eglslatlv. Options IBctlon.) 257 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: NEWAVG-=O~ _______ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

15 

8 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

~7 

Eligible for 
~cure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Actual in 
Secure 

7 

Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

6 
ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
________ Ideally in 

o ~ ~oore 
- Actual in ________ 

'-:---0 
Secure 'Ideally in 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

7 
• IdeallY in 

Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 8 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 4 
LEAA Eligible and Actlt~1 in Secure: Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 2 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY ([lIoes not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention FacilitY: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of NEWAYGO County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Delpartment of Management and Budget) 

Year Totel County Population Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth in County % of Youth In State 

34,170 3,815 11.19" 0.4% 
1980 

37,606 3,021 8.0% 0.3% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yaar Total Actual Offenses 
---~~---r------~~~' 

Total Arrest1 Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crime. 1,020 Part 1 Crimes 138 Part 1 Crimes 54 

Offense v Person 9 Offensa v Person 1 
Offense v Property 129 Offense v PropertY 53 

Part 2 Crimes 1,021 Part 2 Crimes 427 Part 2 Crimes 33 

StatuI OffenDSS 23 

-----------~---------------------,-----------~------------------------------~-----------------------------I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Vear 

1977 

19']8 

Number of Youth 

4 

2 

% of State Total 

0.26% 

0.14% 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976·77 

School Youth Drop Out Rate 
4.79% 

4.03% 

Actual No. of Droll Outs 
125 

114 

--"--------------------------------------------1 
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Securll Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runawey Center Beds 

o NONE IN MI. o o o 

I--------------------~-----------------~------------------~------------------~----------------~ 
JUVENILE COliRTiNTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS PI-anning Division Survey~OCt~ber23.-Nc)vember;i1, 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 30 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 16 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the lEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA!WI:>rker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secura I ntak. Disposition 

Actual Intake 

Worker Ideellnteka 

LEAA/Worker Id .. 1 

Detention 
Center 
Peneing 

Adjudication 

2 
(100% LEAP 

. el-i-"'~ 1h.l 0. ... 

4 
(100% LEAA 
t;l1igib1e) 

4 

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Non-Secure Intake Disposition 
Foster Homel 

Shelter 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

Supervised 
RelellS8 to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

Other 
Rele_to 
Perent • 

2 8 16 
'--' .... -<---- ---<--<_ .. -

2 8 16 

2 8 16 

._-

Ot1~r Ditpolition. 
Mental 
Health ReInsel on 
Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

0 0 2 

---- -- --:::--- --<- -- --
0 0 0 

o o o 

• Other releese to perent includes: Release to par9nts no further action, releasd to perent end referred to communitY youth service, or release to parent and 
referred to court operated consent or Informsl or unofficial progrem . 

•• Non-tecure dlspo.ltions follow ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to bel8rved through In-home datention. 
(See Legislative Options sectlon.1 259 
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

~------------------------------------------------------------------------'-' 
County: OAKLAND 

Court 
Intakes 

92 

6 

Eligible 
for Secure 

86 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

---~'"~ 
Non-Secure ------

4 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

5 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

4 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 

82 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
1 

~ldeallYin 
~_ Secure 

Actual in ______ 
Non-Secure _____ 81 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Totai in Secure: 5 Ideally in Supervised Release: 11 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 127 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 71 

Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 56 

Drunkeness 1 
Other Alcohol Violation 2 
Aggravated Assault 1 
Other Assault 12 
Auto Theft 4 
Burglary 8 
Disorderly Conduct 1 
Possession/Other Drugs 1 
Possession Marlluana 3 
Petty Larceny 31 
Municipal Ordinance Violation 1 
Murder/Non-Negligent Manslaughter 1 
Robbery 5 
ProstitutlonlVlce 1 
Other Sex Violation 2 
Truancy 24 
Incorrigible 1 
Runaway 1 
Stolen Property 7 
Vandalism 3 
Weapons 1 
Other Offense/Property 9 
Other Offense Not Listed 4 
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Awaiting Parents 52 
Awaiting Transfer to Secure 2 
Awaiting Court Hearing(s) 29 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 37 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 1 
DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 2 
Coding Error 4 



PROFILE of OAKLAND County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Vier Totll County Populltlon 

1980 1,006,084 

Vouth 12 thn. 18 

115,058 

% of Vouth in County 

11.4% 
% of Vouth In Stlte " 

12.3% 
--------------------

1985 1,047,266 105,924 10.1% 12.0% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

I---------~--------~----------------------T_----------------------------,----------------·---------
____ Y~e8~r __ _+--------~'·~o~ta~I.~A~c~tU~a~I~O~ff~e~n~s~e~s------_+ ___________ T~o~t=a~I~A~rr~a~.b~ _________ I~ YouthArre~ed 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 58,798 Part 1 Crimes _. _____ 7;...L., 7,;...;;;..9,;:..5__ Pert 1 Crimes 2,810 
Offense v Per$on 1 ,102 Offense v Person 182 
Offense v Property 6 I 693 Offense v Property 

"2";628-

Part 2 Crimes 64,580 Pert 2 Crimes 20,781 Part 2 Crimes 3,086 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Vouth 

44 

72 

% of State Total 

2.9% 

5.11% 

Status OffensSI _____ 2_7_2 __ _ 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Ve .. ' 

1975-76 

1976-77 

School Vouth Drop Out Rite 

4.52% 

5.76% 

Actual No. of Drop OUt$ 

3,182 

3,958 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning DivisiCln Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure BedspaC8 Non-Secure Bedspace 
-.----------~--~_T~~----------+_--------------_r----------~~--~---------------~ 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold~ver Facility In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds Run_IY Center Beds 

54 NONE IN MI. o 47 8 

JUVENILE cOliRT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (SourCe: 'OCYS Planning DivisionS~rvev:O~obei23-'-Novembe; ii,-1-97ii) 
rhe numbers below show Juvenile court intake d:iposlti,:;)ns during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjullted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 558 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for~det;ntion 36 youth could Ix detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LE,t\A $tandards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for oocure detention under the lEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

I----------------------------------,----------------------------~--------------------------------~ 
1 ______ ...;S:.:IC;:.u:.:r..:.e..:..:lntII-r:.:k.;.::.~D:...;Isp=:OIi=tlo..:.n::._----+_---N-o....:.n:&ecure Intake D/ttlOSitlon 

Actual Intake 

.. - -
Work.r 'dell 'fltllke 

LEAAlWork., 'dul 

- . _ .... ..... - . 

Detention 
Center 

Pending 
Adjudii:ltlQn 

30 
(17% LEAA 
e-l-i .1 • \ 

36 
(17% LEAA 
eligible) . 

6 

. _ . ----

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudlcatlon 

0 
- .. ~"--

0 
-

0 

Folter Homel 
Shelter 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudication 

0 
.- .-

6 
- --._-. 

6 

•• .... - --I--

Supervised 
Release to 

Parent 
Pending 

Adjudication 

55 
- --' 

67 
.. - .. 

67 

•• 

Oth. 
Ra .... to 
P.r.nt • 

412 

388 

388 

•• 

Oti~ Dilpoeitionii 

Menul 
Hulth RelelSl/on 
FacUlty Bond 
Pending Pendlnll 

Adjudication AdJudicatio" 

0 42 

-
0 42 

- ._- . - -.~ _ . .- --
0 42 

Otherl 
Unknown 

18 

18 
f-- ._ .... -- .~, 

18 

• Othor rolealo to plrent Includes: Release to perents no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth saNI.:., or relellSe to parfil'lt and 
"ferred to court opareted conlent or Infom'·el or unofficial program. 

It Non.acure dl!f':/).Itlon. follow Ideal (aboVe. with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for IIWre detention to be sarvad through I"",,ome detentlcm. 
\ (See Loglsl.tlVI Options section.) 261 
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County: OCEANA 

Court 
In!"Kes 

23 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

o 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

23 

A~tu-a~l~ir-l -------

Secure 

o 

Non-Secure 

------------.-A~tual~ 
Secur~ '" ------

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 

Eligible for 
Secure -------23 ~ Secure 

Actual.~~ .. _ _________ 
Non-Secure ___ 23 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 3 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 6 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflect~ youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock·up: 
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PROFILE of OCEANA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total Cou,"y Population Youth 12 thru '18 " of Youth in County "of Vouth In State 

1980 23,253 2,992 12.8% 0.3% 

1985 25,720 2,095 8.1% O.29p 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

-
Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arre.ts Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 595 Part 1 Crimes 115 Part 1 Crimes 18 
Offense v Pel'1on 16 Offense v Pel'1on ° 
Offense v Property 99 Offense v Property 18 

Part 2 Crimes 1 1 °19 Part 2 CrImes 597 Pal't 2 Crimes 46 
StatuI OHenle. 5 

OSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mldtigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Ye.r Number of Youth % of Stllte Total V .. r ~I Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

3 0.1996 1975·76 
4.07% 60 

1977 

1978 8 0.56% 1976·17 5.98% 90 -
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE} RESOURCES IN COUNTY ~Source: OCYS Planning Divisioi'llnventory, 

MarCh, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non-Secure Bed.pace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-ovlIf Facility In·home Detention Sheltllf Homa Beds Runaway Centat' Beds 

° NONE IN MI. 0 ° 
0 

JUVENILE COU'RTTN1:AKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Pienning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 40 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention -- youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideallY detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAlWorker Ideal portrays th~ number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I "take Dlspotltion Non-Seeure Intake Disposhion O~r DllPOtltion. 

Falter Hamel SupaNised Mental 
Detention Shelter Release to Other Health ReI ... /on 

Center Jail Fac:llity Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pandlng Pending Pandlng P.re," • Pending Pending Oth.rl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actu.llnteke 0 0 5 10 24 0 0 0 

--.. -._---_. -- - ,- •• _ M. ..... ~ --... .. -_ ..... .. . .... _ ..... -."'-'" . __ ~ .. _,_ .. _____ .. ·__....4·.,,0_ -- ._ .... -- .•.. -:-- -".- .,. -,"-

Work,r Ide.llnt.ke 
0 ° 5 10 24 0 0 0 

.. . - ... .. -.. ~ .. .......... -- . - . '. --
L£AA/Workar Ideal 0 0 5 10 24 0 0 0 

•• .. •• 0.- .... __ \-, ..• _ ..... . . , .. ~ --_ .... .. 0" . .. ~~--- .. - . .... , ._--. . -. ------,.-. .... -_ .... _- ... ' .. ~--. -~---~ 

• Other relll~se to parent includEII: Relesss to parants no further eetion, relea$8 to parent end referred to community youth IONlce, or release to parent and I 
referred to court opereted consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. ecure dispositions follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for HCur. detention to be seNed through in-home detention. , (Se, Logl.lltlv, Options section.) 263 
------ - -- --- - -- -
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County: OGEMAW 

CoUrt 
Intakes 

6 / 

" 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

________ Actual in 

3~ Secure 

LEAA -----
Eligible _________ 
for Secure 2 

Non·Secure 

o 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

IdeallY In 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Socure 

Ideally In 
Non-Secure 

___ 0 

_____ •. ...- Ideally in 
o ~' Secure 

3 

EliYlble for 
Secure 

Actual in _______________ 

SeCUii:: 0
1

, Ily' cea In 

3 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

o 

3 

Non·Secure 

Ideally In 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

-----_ .. - .. _-_._------,,------
-------------------•.. -1 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home; 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in SUPOI vised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligib!e and Actual in Secure: Ideally in Mental Health; 1 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

---------. ---"----------, 
SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
dotained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Burglary 1 Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 1 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 

~---------.------------------------------------------
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PROFILE of OGEMAW County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and .Budgetl 
I 

Vear Total County Population Vouth 12 thru 18 % of Vouth in County % of Vouth In State 

17,228 1,345 7.8% 0.14% 
1980 

19,688 1,369 6.9% 0.15% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offensas Total Arralt. Youth Arrested 

1977 Pint 1 Crimes 886 Part 1 Crimes 137 Part 1 Crimes 
56 

Offense II Person 22 Offense 1/ Person 3 
Offense II Property 115 Offense II Property 53 

Part 2 Crimes 1,305 Purt 2 Crimes 873 Purt 2 Crimes 42 

StatuI Offen~e. 
,",0:: 

6 

OSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Sour~: Michigan Department (If 
Michigan D"partment of Social Services) Educatioy,t) 

Vear Nurrlber <:If Youth % of State Total V.lr Scttool Youth Drop Out Rat" Actull No. of Drop Outs 

1977 --1 0.06% 1975·76 
12. 63~o 108 

1978 0 0 1976·77 9.9696 90 

CURRENT DETENnON (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secu reBedspac& Non-Secu~e Bedspace 
Secure Detention Flcillty Beds Hold-over Flcillty In-homl Detention Shelter Home Beds RunllWlY Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 Ser,,'ed by Roscommor 
Center 

JUVENILE COURT INliAKE SURVEY DATA (SOurce:OCYS PI~nriing DivisionSurvey·;·Oi:tobef23·-Nov~mber 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions dUring a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 12 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 6 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as al~tually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for dettintion under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheSl'!s. LEAAtWcrker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the work-ar's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

... 
_ . 

Secure Intllke D,IlpOlition Non.secure Intak~ DlipOSItlon Ot \8f Dilpoeitloni 

Folter Homel Supervised M .... I 
Oete'ntiorl Shelter Rei ... to Other Health Rein_Ion 

Center Jail Fecllltv Perent Rete_to FecUIty Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlcetlon Adjudicatlo!'l Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actullinteke 0 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 

- -. . . ._- ,,- - .. .. "--- ,.-.~ ..... _. .... -.. 
VVorklr Ideal Intake 

0 0 2 0 8 2 0 0 
. -."' s .. _~." _ .-.. _--'-.--. __ .... - _ .... ..,_ .. - , _~.4 .. -. .. 

LEAA/VVorker Id .. 1 
0 0 2 0 8 2 0 0 

•• •• •• 
e '. ...' _" ,_ .. - .. .. -"'--- 1--, - - , ,-

• Other release to parant Includes: Rallllle to parants nii further action, ralea .. to pantnt and refalTld to community youth IIrvlee, or rel88111 to parent and 
referred to court operated conaant or Informal or unofficial program • 

•• Non48Cure dllPoaltlonl follow ideal (abovei with edJultment for No. youth no lonlllr aliglble for secure detlntion to be IIrvad through In-home detention. 

\ ISII l.egls1ativi Options .. ctlon.1 265 



CountY: ONTONAGON 

Court 
Intakes 

5 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

2 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

1 

..,// Ideally in 
... "'" Secu re /'-

Actual in 
Secure Ideally in 

Non-Secure 

o 

1 ____ . -"'---- IdeallY in _______ Secure 

Actual in ----- ..... _____ 1 
Non-Secure ---

Ideally In 
Non-Secure 

o Secure 

_________ . Actual in 
_________ Secu re o 

Idoally in 
Non-Secure 

1 

Eligible for 
Secure 

3 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

__ -----.----- Ideally In 

2 

Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 1 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible ( '1 Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Deten\lon FacilitY: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-Up: 
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PROFILE of' ONTONAGON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Totll County Populltlon Youth 12 thru 18 "of Youth In County "of Youth In Statl 

11)80 12 1 548 1,143 9.n 0.1 96 

1985 13,741 1,149 8.396 O.g --
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arraat1 Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crime. 321 Part 1 Crimes 

Offense II Person 

Offenl8 II Property 

Part 2 Crimes 321 Part 2 Crimes 

53 

0 
53 

142 

Part 1 Crimes 

Off~nse II Pel'1on 

Offense'll Property 

Pert 2 Crimes 

StatUI Offen sal 

31 
o 

31 
30 

6 

----------~------------------------------~~--------------------------~---------------------------
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENlS (Source: OCYS, 

Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number ;)f Youth 

7 

5 

% of State Tot.1 

O. 46~o 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Sourcll: Mic:nigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976·77 

Scttool Youth Drop Out Rita 

1. 8096 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

15 

18 

----------------------------------------------------------------------,'",----------------I 
CURRENT DETENTION (~ECURE AND NON-SECURE) RF..S,p .... mCES IN COUNTY (So~F(:e; OCY8 P~tlm'lf1g Division Inv(/ntory, 

IV/arch, 1979) 

Secure BedspaC8 Non-Secure Bedspace 

In·home Detantlon Secure Detantioli Flcility Beds Shllter Home Beds Rlm_IY Center BedJ ---------------------+----------------;--------------------+-------------------+--

o NONE IN MI. o o o 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (So uree: OCYS PI annlng D' .. S IVISIon urvey, October 23 -Novem be 2j 1978) r , 
The numbers below show jUlienile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 25 . :<'ctual I ntake portrays current intake practic&. Ideal Intake portrays the jUt/enile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all servj·ces existed. Applying only lEAA standards for secure detention 10 youth could be detJined. I The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Id~!L portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 

/_ who, accordirlg t~ the w~rker's ideal, should have been detained in a S(lr,ure setting. 

I Secure I makl Diapoaltion Nc:m-Set;uro '/lt~pi~tlon omer Dilpolitioni , 
I Foster Home' Supervised Menul 

Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Rele •• ' on 
Center Jeil Facility P.rent Rele_to 1:-=1I1ty Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending PerIJnt • Pen':inQ Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Ad,ludlcati{"~ Adjudication Unknown 

5 
Actual Intake 10090 LEAA 0 0 0 25 0 0 5 

~,. 
1 iEih·lel .. -. ' . ~._ e . '. - .. - .. .. ·0" ._". .0'-- .. " .. ..,._,.._ ... -- -. ._ .... -- . .... o • 

Worker I.deellntake 10 
5 509• LEAA 0 0 0 10 0 0 , 

3ligib1e) .. .. .. '" •.. . ... 

LEAAlWorker Idlll 5 0 0 0 10 0 0 5 

.. .. •• ..--.. ' . ' .. -. . -." .. _ .... - - ~.- ~ . .. .. - _. __ .---r-- -, ......... ----_. , _.- -~--_ .... "".--- ... -" .. ~ . r- _'_.·0 -

• Other relee.e to parent InclUdes: Ralease to parents no further action, releale to parent end referred to community youth IIrvice, or rele_ to porent and 
referred to court oper"ted conlent 0, Informal O~ unofficial program . 

•• Non .. ecure dispo,ltlons follow ideal ,.bolill with edjustmant for No. YI'l'Jth no lonlllr eligible for secure detlnt!!)n to be IIrvod through In-home detantion. 

\ (Sea LeglslatiVI Options Ilction.) 267 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

COUnty: OSC,EOLA 

/~ 
o 

G L. ____ ~ 
----_0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

_______ Actual in 
t'\ __ - Secure Ideally in 
<. '«:: Non-Secure 

~EAA~ _0 
/ Eligible___ __________.-- Ideally in 

/ 

for Secure 2 ~. Secure 

Act'Jal in --- 2 

Ideally in 

/ 

Nrln-Secure -----

B Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

~ 0 

~ 
______ Ideally in 

~ Secure 

______ A~tua~ in ________ 0 

'" _------ Secure Ideally in 
'" _____ Non-Secure 

6<--. 0 

Not LEA~-------- _------- Ideally in 
Eligible for ----- 6 ~ Secure 
Secure Actual in ---------- 6 

Non-Secure ~ 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 2 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Horr.e: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Superviseo Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Prod'lce Lock-up; 

L--. __ .. ______________ . ______________ _ 

?hA 



PROFILE of QSCEQIJA County I 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) I 

I 

Year Total County Popurc>tion Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth in State I 18,885 1,630 8.6go O. 17 90 I 

1980 ; 

20,982 1,245 5.9% 0.14 96 I 
1985 

I CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 695 Part 1 Crimes 81 ! Part 1 Crimes 
19 

Offense v Person 13 Offf'nse v Person 1 
Offense v Pr~"erty 68 OffeNe v Property 18 

Part 2 Crimes 935 Part 2 Crimes 259 Part 2 Crimes 
30 

Status Offenses 13 
! 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigs,n Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 2 0.13 9
" 1975·76 4.399" 84 

1978 0 0 1976·77 5. 25gci 100 
_.-

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March,1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Holc:l-over Facility In-hom;! Detention Shelte. Home Beds Runaway Center flads 
,. 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 2 0 

--
JUVENILE COURT-INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23-November 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The nur:nbar of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 10 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the jUlienile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA stand<irds for secure detention ;2 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained meIY or may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAM'orker I'deal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detilined in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntake Disposition 
~ 

Non-Secure Intake Di~sition O~er Di;poaitionl 

Foster Heme/ Supervised Mental 
Detention Shelter Release to ather Health Release/ on 

Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending I Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudicatir.m Unknown 

Actual Intake 0 0 1 1 6 0 0 1 

.--""~----=c- ~. - ---- '-' "~ - --.-... -~~ ,-- . - ...... -.--- . __ ._---
-~,-"----

_._--..... ,-
VVork.r Ide@1 Intake 

0 1 

I 
0 0 1 1 6 0 

•• T- o _-<. "~_ ,- ,-.. _-- ------ .... ' --- . ,- --~ ."' ' .' _. ~--. .- ~ -
.$ 

LEAA/Worker Ideal I 0 0 1 1 6 0 0 J 1 

J. •• .. • • . .., ... - -. _., - - - ... -,..,. .... -_.-" . ., 
I -I-- - -. -

-----~,-. 

• Other release to parent Includes: Release to parents no further action, release to parent lind re1erred to community youth servlClt, or relee58 to pllrent lind 
raf6rred (;:> cO\Jrt opBrated conlant or informal or unofficial program . 

•• • , __ • __ •• __ .-Il .. ___ f .... ! ___ ~_Jl_ . . . , . . . 



County: OSCODA 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

o 

o - __ 
Actual in -------0 

1 

/cEAA 

Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

/ 

Eligible 
for Secure 

_____ 0 

1 _____ Ideally in 
~ Secure 

Actua lin _____________ 

Non-Secure ---1 

Court 
Intakes 

3 / 

o 
______ Actual in 

____________ Secure 

2~---Not LEAA __________ 2 
Eligible fbI' 

Secure Actual in 
Non-Secure 

I JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA E,!)ible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Igeally in Supervised Release: 2 

LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

o 

o 

2 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

I 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 

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

SECURE CUSTODY SUnVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
d::tilined in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for De~ention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

270 

I 
'f 

1. 



PROFILE of OSCODA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Sourc:e: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Tot.1 County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth In County % of Youth In State 

1980 6,987 -- 740 10.5% 0.07% 

1985 7,940 504 6.3% 0.05% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total ArreltS Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimea 519 Part 1 Crimes 53 Part 1 Crimes 18 

Olfense v Person 9 Offense v Perlon Q 
Offense v Property 44 Offense v Property 18 

Part 2 Crimes 383 p,~rt '2 Crimes 154 Part 2 Crimes 11 

StatuI Offenses 11 
f 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth i(. of iJtate Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 0 0 -- 1975·76 5.43% 25 

1978 0 0 '1976"77 5.71% 25 
,. 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: 
March, 1979) 

OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 

Sacure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace --
Secure De11lntion Facility Beds Hold-over Faci1lty In·home Datantion Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 Served by Alpena 
Center 

JUVENILE CaU'AT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
. ~ _... . - .. -

OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23· November 21,1978) 
Tho numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been aO,iusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 8 . Ac-.ual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's Ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all St3rvices existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure d<itention ;3 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention '.:"der the LEAA standards, see 
percen tages in parentheses. LEAAtWork&f Idea! portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

--
Secura I ntaka DilPotition Non..secufe Intake Disposition Ott\er Ditpoaitionl 

Foster Home/ Supervisod Mantal 
Dttentlon Shelter Release to Otthw Haalth Release/ on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 

Pending Pending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ I Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Intake 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 
, 

- ... - - ~-~ ..... .- . ~-.- .. .-- - ~-.~- ~-, . ..... ---- - -' - ' -~~ . - .. __ .-._-- --- -

~ VVorker Idaal Intake 
0 0 0 0 5 3 0 

. ,-- -----.-- ....... -- ......... ,_ . ... .. 

LEAA/Workar Ideal 0 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 

.. ... •• . .. . - -... - .... - .. - .-. _.'" .-~- ._ -0" ----,.- .....--~ .. -----..-..------ ..--- .. --- ~-- ........ - ... 

• Other release to parent incluoes: Release to perents no further action, relea59 to parent and referred to community youth servic:::. or !!!!e:3e to parent and 
referrecl to coU rt operated conlent or informal or unofficial prQgram. 

•• j'(on-lacure dispositions follow ideal (abovel with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. • (~~U I.aglsllttve Options sectIon.) ?71 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: OTSEGG 

Court 
Intakes 

5 

o 

~EAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

~5 
Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

/0 

./ IdeallY in 
./ Secure 

o~_ 
Actual in 
Secure 

Non-Secure 

------_0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

-0 
Ideilily in 
Non-Secure 

o 
____________ I dea II yin 

o ~' Secure 

Actua~ in _______ 

Secure °ldeallY in 

Non-Secure 
o 

5 ------- Ideally in 

~ 
Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure _ 5 

Ideally in 
Non-SeGure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total In Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth !ihown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

?7? 



PROFilE of OTSEGO County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 

1990 15,815 1,523 

1985 19,341 1,531 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

% of Youth In County 

9.6% 

7.9% ----------.. 

% of Youth In State 

0.2% 

0.2% 

I----------~----------------------------_r----------------------------~-----------------------~ 
Yeer Total Actual Offenses 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 747 

Part 2 Crimes 1,277 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

5 

o 

% of State Total 

0.33% 

o 

Total Arrelt. Youth Arrested 

Part 1 Crimas 62 ._-Port 1 Crimes ______ 1_3_2_ 

Offense v Person 6 Offense v Person 0 

Offense v Property 126 Offense v Property 62 

Part 2 Crimes 629 Part 2 Crimes 91 

StatuI Offenses 25 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mienlgan Departmant of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976·77 

School Youth Drop Out Rate 
2. 42~.; 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 
28 

62 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

-

------------.---------.----------~r_---------------------------------------------------.,--
Securo 'i3edspace 

Secure Detention Facility Seds Hold-over Facility 

o NONE IN MI. 

I n·home Detention 

o 

Non-Secure Bedspace 

Shelter Home Beds 

o 

Runaway Center Beds 

Served by Alpena 
Center 

JUVENILE CO-U'RT INTAKE SURVEY -DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division-S~rv~y~O~ober23"--N·o~~"i~; i .... 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 18 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disl~.)sition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention - - youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal. should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intaka Disposition Non-Secure Intake D~»OSit!on t}t!/i'lr DiIpoIltloM 
Foster Homel Supervised MBftUI 

Petention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Relea./ on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to F&eliity Bond 
Pandlng ~ending Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudlc~t!on Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlcetlon Unknown 

Actual Intake 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 

-.. -- _.- - .. - .- .--.~ . - - -.-
Worker Ideal Intake 

0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 
.. .. -~ ~ .-. - ......,...... .- '- - ., ... - . -.- --. ~ .... - . 

LEAA/Workar Ideal 
0 0 0 0 18 O. 0 

1 

0 

•• .. • • . - ... -.... .. --~ 
....... _- ~ .. 

• Other rel8alle to perent Includes: Aeleese to parents no furthar action, releaSll to parent end referred to community youth saNlee, or release to peront end 
referred to court operated consent or Informel or unofficlel progrem . 

•• Nonof9Cure dilpol!tlons follow ideel (above) with edjustment for No. vouth no lonallr AIl .. lhIA 1ft • • _ ••• ".-_.,-- -- '-. ---.-~ ~ 

. 04 •• 

.-



JUVENILE COURT SUR',/EY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: OTTAWA 

Court 
Intakes 

33 

4 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

29 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

o~ ______ _ 

Actual in 
Secure 

4 

Non-Secure 

o 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 4 Ideally ill Shlliter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual TO~<l1 in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 7 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

4 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secur£l 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

29 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other countias.) 

Number of cases: 22 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 19 

Jail: 2 

Police Lock-Up: 1 

Auto Theft 7 
Burglary 4 
Robbory 1 
Vandalism 3 
Delinquent Parole Vlol!ltlon 3 
Status Parole Violation 3 
Other Offense Not. Listed 1 

274 

Awaiting Transfer Secure 3 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 16 
Court Ward i'ransfer Secure 1 
Other Not Specified 2 



PROFILE of OTTAWA County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yeur Total Coumy Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth In County % of Youth In State 

154,716 19,484 12.5% 2.1% 
1980 

170,224 17,263 10.1% 1. 9% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year T etal Actual Offenses 

1977 Part \ Crimes 4,619 

Part 2 Crimes 7,580 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Servicas) 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Departmant of 
Education) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

14 

5 

% of State Total 

0.939" 

0.35% 

Yellr 

1975-76 

1976-77 

Scf100I Youth Drop Out Rate 

4.65% 

5.00g6 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

433 

469 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non·Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Fllcility Seds Hold-ovllt' Facllit.y In-home Dlfl:ention Shelter Home Beds RunllWay Centlit' Beds 
1---------------------~--------------_T----·--------------~-------------------4------------------~ 

12 NONE IN MI. o 4 10 

JU'VENllE COU'RrINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Sour~: OCYS Planning Division Survey,-OCt()bei-23':N'ov~mbe; 21,1918) 
rhe numbers below show juvenile r.ourt intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intaka portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only lEAA standards for secure detention youth could be detained. 
The youth identifi~6 as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the lEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the lEAA standa.rds and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake DIspOlltion Nun-Secure Inta~e Disposition OtWir Dispositiona 

Foster Home/ Suparvilfld Mental 
Detention Shelter Release to Other Hestth Ral ... /on 

Center Jail Facility Parllnt Rale_to Fecility B(md 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Parant • Pending Pending Other/ 

AdjudicatIon Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication AdjudlClitlon Adjudication Unknown 

Actual Intake ADEQUAT~ SURVEY ~AMPLE NOT OBTAINED UNABLE TC MAKE PROJEC:rIONS OF N ED. 

1---------~-' ....... -..... -;:..-=-::..-:...-_1-~-........... '---+_-....... --."-----'.-t_.-"---"-' ....... -.-.-"--+-------.- ... ,- .... -:-... - .. ---.-
VVorker Ideal Intake 

1--------------+-------~-----'--_+--------4--------+-·----·-·-·--.. ~·~----·---·------.--~-------~~------~ 
Le.o.AlVVorker Idlllli 

.. .. 
I_--'------=--=-...:..·~":..-..::..;-"=-:..-..":"'-..:t • ...:-:c..-......;·:.;;:·-:.,;;-,;:-_L..:;." ":';";".;.,;;"~" ___ -'1.+_-_' --"-."-;;;..-..... ~~:.=......:..::; .---- - .• ----" " •. -

•• . __ .- ..... -_. --.... ' .. 

• Other release to parent includes: Release to parents no further &Ction, release to parent end refel7ed to community youth "rvlee, or rei ea. to pllrent lind 
referred to court operated conlent or Informal or unofficilll program. 
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JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: PRES:.;:Q:..:U::...:E=-::.I.=.S=L=E ______ _ 

Court 
Intakes 

2 

o 
Actual in 

Ideally in 
Secure 

---___ 0 

Secure Ideally in 
1 Non-Secure 

LEAA~ 0 
Eligible ____ _________ Ideally in 
for Secure 1 <- Secure 

Not LEAA 
Eligible for 
Sacure 

Actual in --_____. 
Non-Secure - 1 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
___________ Ideally in 

o <- Secure 

Actual in __________ 0 

Secure Id II . ea Yin 
Non-Secure 

o 

_________ 1 ~------ Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 1 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 0 

LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number r~flects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

PRC 

POP 

CRI 

OS 

Vel 

19: 

19' 

Cl 

I 
1-

Jl 
TI 
m 
dl 
TI 
pi 
W 



PROFILE of PRESQUE ISLE County 

POPULAT'?N PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Total County Population 

! 'it}CO ---.' 

Youth 12 thru 18 

1,329 

% of Youth In County 

8.996 

9.89
" 

% of Youth In State 

0.1496 

0.179" 

I 

1985 15,984 1,573 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arr8ln Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 539 Part 1 Crimes 72 I Part 1 Crimes 26 

Offense v Person 14 Ofteme v Pel'1on 0 . 
OHeMe v Property 58 Offense v PropertY 26 

Part 2 Crimes 540 Part 2 Crimes 340 Part 2 Crimes 69 -
Statu. Offenses 5 .--

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Micttigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of Strite Total Year School Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. I)i Drop Outs 

1977 2 0.1396 1975·76 
3.0896 40 

.<---
1978 0 0 1976·77 2.45% 33 

. CURRENT DETEN'rtON (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) . 

Secure BedspaC8 Non-Seeure Bedspace .-
Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold~ver Facility In·home Dtttenticin Shelter Hom. Beds Runaway Canter Beds 

'.-

0 NONE IN MI. 0 0 Served by Alpena 
Center 

JUVENtlE coiiRT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS pranningOivi5ion'SurveY:OCtob~r-23·."Nove'mjX;; i( 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 5 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 2.5 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained may ot may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, ~3e 
percentages in p8rentheses. LEAAJWorker Ideal porVays the number of youth eligible for secure detllntion under the LEAA standllrds and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Disposition 

Actusllntake 

VVork,rldeal Intake 

LEAAlWorker Ideal 

Detention 
Center 

Pending 
Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Non-Secur8 Intek. Disposition 

Folter Homel 
Shelter 
Facllltv 
Pending 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Supervised 
ReI ... to 

Par.nt 
P.ndlng 

Adjudication 

o 

o 

o 

Other 
R ..... to 
P.rent • 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

Mental 
Health 
FacUlty 
Pend':--I\J 

Ad',,"ci.I~lon 

0 
~, 

0 

o 

om- DIIpot~ion. 

R., ... /on 
Bond 

PendIng 
Adjudlcltlon 

0 

--_...-. 

0 

o 

Otharl' 
Unknown 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

.- .. .. 
--. -O .... th-e-rr..;.:::..le.:..u..:.:..;.:.:...o "':.::"',;':';"b'';''"':''O'=~::';:d:;;::I)'::'':':'''O R.::;·:;';'O'.±as..:::;; .... ;..;:· .';:;O.=a:=.;:;;n=tt":,hO=':";'Urth::':-~e::':r=tK:t;:;;:=lo:::nd. r=e::':'~~8: .. =to=pa:::::~::::;!t::fI:::nd=re==fe=rred==:::to:;::c!::o=m=m::u:::n=lty=y=OU=th=S8ij1Vl:I::ce=,=or=rel=.=ae=~=OItp::.::re:n:::t =an=:=-~l 

referred '\Jrtop'~ted conaant or Informal or unofficial program. 
..nam. dr;lII".I"n 



CountY: ROSCOMMON 

11 

Court 
Intakes 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21,1978) 

o 

~ Ideallyin 
~ Secure 

oL __ __ 
______ Actual in 

3~ Secure 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

LEAA ___ 

------ o 
Eligible ________ 
for Secure 3 

Ideally In 
Secure 

Non-Secure 3 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

o 
~ Ideallyin 

O ~ . Secure <--.. . 
Actual in - ______ 0 

Secure Id II . ea Yin 
8 Non-Secure 

Not~. __________ °ldeallY in 

Eligible for ~ 8 <=--------- SeGure 
Secure A.r::tual in 

Non-Secure 8 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 

Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 11 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SUHVEY (Does not include youth shown dotained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other oounties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

?7A 



PROFILE of ROSCOMMON County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Totll County Populltlon Youth 12 thN 18 " of Youth In County % of Youth In State 

'1900 16:622 1,341 8.0% 0.14% 

1985 18,762 1,486 7.9% 0.16% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year I Total Actual Offenses Total Arrllt1 Youth Arrestad 

1977 Part 1 Crimes 1. 2:lS Part 1 Crlmas 223 Part 1 Crimas 106 

Offense v Person 16 o !<~nse v Person 2 -,. 
Offense v Property 207 Offense v Property lQ~ 

Part 2 Crimes 1,999 Part 2 Crimes 737 Part 2 Crimes 114 

StatuI Offen lei 13 
. 

DSS DELINQUENCY COrllMtTMENTS (Sourca: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth % of State Total Year S:hool Youth Drop Out Rite Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 11 0.7390 1975·76 5.62% 64 

1978 5 0.35 96 1976·77 4.80% 54 
-

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY ISource: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure BedspaC9 Non..secure Bedspace 

I Secure Detention Facility Bads Hold-over Facility In·homa Datllntion Shalter Home Beds RunewlY Center Beds 
' __ A 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 2 4* 
*Runaway center se ves lasco, Ogema , and Roscommon. 

,_ ............ -... __ ._---.... "' 

OCYS Planning Division Survey~OCtobe;23~Novem~r 21, 1978) JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions dUring a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 11 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 1 youth could be detained. 
Thtl youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

-
Secure Intakl Disposition Non-Secui'e Intake Disposition Omar Dltpotltion • . ' 

Foltar Homa/ Supervised Menul 
Dltentlon Shelter Rele_to Other Health R eleaMI on 
Center Jeil Fecillty Parant Rele .. to Facility Bond 
Pendin!! Pending Pandlng Pending Perant • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 
, ~"~~, •• <,1 .... 'I 

Actual Intake 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 
..... ~------. --' ,.,... ... . ~ - .~ ... , -."-- . 

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

VVorkerldoal Intake 
0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 

. ~_s .... ....,-... ... ~- " . .- - . 

LEAAlVVorke, 1&: .. 1 
0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 

I .. .. • • 
, ,. ... - '- .,- .- . - -- - ....... .. _, ~--. _ .... _--,.-.... f-o----'-"-'-'" ~.----- . - .. ,- •. _- fo---- .- --- '''.-~,~ 

• Other releese to pllrent Includes: Releasa to parents no further action. release to parant end referred to community youth lIervleft, or relene to ~~'fIHl-~ lind I 
referred tQ court operatad conlent or informel or unofficial p rog rem . I •• Non1ecure dispositions follow idaal (above) witli edJustment for No. youth no lonr~er eligible for secure detentloll to ba served throu~ ~~,ho"", detention. 
(586 Legislative Options lectlon.) ?7Q 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: SAGINAW 

Court 
Intakes 

68/ 

6 

~
EAA 

Eligible 
for Secure 

62 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

3 
Actu'-a~l-:in--------
Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

2 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

_____ 0 

"",."_.~"", ... - Ideally in 3 

Non-Secure 

Secure 

3 
Id(1ally in 
Non-Secure 

'13 
____ 

---------- Ideally in 
15 .- SecUre 

ActL!'l~ 
Secur~ III _______________ 2 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

47 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally In 
Secure 

_ 47 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 7 
Actual Total in Secure: 18 Ideally in Supervised Release: 18 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 3 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally In Secure: 1 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 50 Type of Offense!: Reason Given for Detention: 
Sacure Detention Facility: 49 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-Up: 

Auto Theft 6 
Burglary 4 
Sale Marijuana 1 
Possession Marijuana 
Petty Larceny 2 
Robbery 1 
Truancy 1 
Incorrigible 2 
Runaway 13 
Vandalism 1 
DelinqUent Parole Violation 1 
Status Parole Violation 15 
Weapons 1 
Other Nut Specified 1 

~RO 

Awaiting Parents 1 
AWaiting Transfer Secure 1 
Awaltlny !.;ourt Hearlng(s) 13 
Court Ordered Disposition 21 
Court Ward Transfer Secure 1 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 7 
DSS Ward Trllnsfer Secure 1 
DSS Ware Transfer Non-SeCUre 2 
Coding Error :J 
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PROFilE of SAGINAW County 

POPULATION PRO,.ECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Managemen~ and Budget) 

VIa, Totti County Populetlon Vouth 12 'hru 18 % of Vouth In County % of Youth In State 

2.996 229,738._ 26,649 ll.S% 
1980 

233,047 26,130 ll.2% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert' Crime. 16 , 040 Part 1 Crimes ____ 1-.:...,9_8_5 __ _ 705 Part 1 Crimes ________ _ 

Offense v Person 

Offense v Property 

384 
1,601 

Offense v Person __ ;;;,5;;;,3 __ < __ 

Offense v Property 652 
Part 2 Crimes 24,658 Port 2 CrImes 6,160 Pert 2 Crimes 1 , 193 

StatuI Offenses ___ 6_0_0 __ . __ 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Soume: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Serviees~ 

Vear 

1977 

1978 

Number of Vouth 

IS 

34 

')(, of StlltE! Totel 

0.99% 

2.41% 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Vn, 

1975·76 

1976·77 

School Vouth Drop Out Rete 

5.72% 

6.92% --.-------------

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

949 

1,164 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCVS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace 
Sac:ure Detention Facility BecU Hold-over Facility 

42 NONE IN ML 

In·home Detention 

7 youth served per 
month 

Non-Secure Bedspaca 

Shelter Hom. Beds RunllWay CeMer Bees 

o 12 

JU'VENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA(Sour'~: oeys Pianning Division'S~rvey:OCtober·23.No~~mbe; i;, 1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 68 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
dispa~itiol'1 for the youth sesn if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 6 youth could be detained. 
The 'youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible fOl' secure detention under tt:e LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Securelntakl Dilpoaltion Non,sacure Intak. DisllOSltlon O~ Dilpolition. 
.'.~ 

FOllIn Homel Supervil8d MIntIII 
Detention Shelter Rei_to Other Health Rein_Ion 

Clnter Jell Facility Perant Rale .. to F.cUIty Bond 
Pending Pending Plndlng Pending Perent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudlcltion Adiudlcltion Adjudication Adiudlcatlon Adjudication Unknown 

18 
ActuII I ntekl 17% LEAA 0 17 10 19 0 0 4 

-~. ."'~ .. ..,. .. --el-i.~'; h1 <> ') _H_ .-= ----=- - ~-- ---
VVorklrldl.llntakl 1.4 

7% LEAA 0 18 7 25 0 0 4 
eligible) .. - .,.. .. .. -. .-.-- .-, - "-' . - -- ..... .. . .......... -~ 

LEAAlWorker ' .. 1111 1 0 18 7 25 0 0 4 

.-.. J. •• .. • • -- ... . . '. - .... _ .. -- -' - -
• Other release to parent Inclu';,1I: Relellle to parents no further action, reiease to pe!'llnt and referred to community youth service, or release to perent and 

referred to CCIJrt operated c\)n.ent or Informel or unofflclel program . 

•• Non4acura dllPolitlon. follow ldeallabow) with adJultment fOf' No. youth no longer eligible 'for .ac:ure detention to be served through in-homa detention. 
(5" L.ell"'at"" Options lIetion.) 281 

-
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JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21,1978) 

County: ST. CLAIR 

Ideally in 
Secure --_0 .------6 

/cEAA 
Eligible 

--- Actual in 
Secure Ideally in 

Non-Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

30 

for Secure 

24 

Eligible for 
Secure 

5~
0 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Actual in------

Non-Sec~re --------

3~~ 
_____ Actual in-'----------

_____ Secu re 

21 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

5 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

21 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above di1played information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 6 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 4 Ideally in Supervised Release: 18 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cas&s: 43 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 43 

Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

Aggravated Assault 1 
Other Assault 2 
Auto Theft 4 
Burglary 6 
Possession Controlled Substance 1 
Possession Marijuana 1 
Grand Larceny 1 
Petty Larc!lny 4 
Negligent Manslaughter 2 
Incorrigible 1 
Runaway 9 
Status Parole Violation 10 
Weapons 1 

282 

Awaiting Court Hearing(s) 22 
Court Ordered Disposition 2 
Court Ward Transfer Non-Secure 12 
DSS Ward Transfer Secure 4 
DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 3 
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PROFilE of _____ S .... T;;.....;.---..;.C=LA..o...I_R __ _ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management anti Budged 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 "of Youth In County "of Youth In State 

141,301 15,293 10.8% 1. 6% 
1980 

156,056 14,319 9.1% 1.6% 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Yaar ! Total Actual Offenses Total ArrBln Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 7,734 

Part 2 Crimes 11,845 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Departmant of Social Service~) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

18 

17 

% of State Total 

1.1% 

1.20% 

Pert 1 Crimes 689 Part 1 Crimes 352 

Offense v Person 95 Offense v Person 19 

Offense v Property 594 Offense v PropertY 333 -
Part 2 Crimes 3,022 Part 2 Crimes 611 

~tatu. Offenses 195 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Midtigan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975-76 

1976-77 

Scttool Youth Drop Out Rllta 

5.93% 

4.95% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 

570 

478 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Noo..secure Bedspace 
-.-------------------T~--------------;_--------,----------._---

Secure Detention Fllcllity Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Sholter Home Beds RunawllY Center Beds 

26 NONE iN Ml. o 16 12 

JU'VENILE COi,iRT INTAKE SURVEy'DATA (Source: OCYS Planning DiviiionSurveY·;'O~ober23".~No,;embe;i1;-1-978) 
I The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
I month's intake of 54+ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 

disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention ...l.L._ youth could be detained. 
I The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 

percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
Who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

~ 

! 

I 

I 

i 

f 

Secure I ntoke Disposition Non-Secure Intake DllIl)OSitlon Omar DiIposltioRi 
Foster Homel Supervised Mental 

Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Release/on 
Center Jail Facility Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending j)ending Pending Pending Perent • j)andlng Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlc:.tion Adjudication Unknown 

7 
4 Actual Intake 25% LEAA 0 4 29 11 0 0 

eli-l!-i-hl-e+- r---- . -_.-- - -_ ... -.. ... .- ._--_ .. " .. _.- .- ... 
-~.---. ---------- .- .---_._"---- _ .. - •... . .,.. 

Worker Ideallnteke 5 
339

" LEAA 0 0 32 13 0 0 4 

eliRible) ., 
~ .... -- ~ 

._-.. _ .. _ .... .-.-- ... -.- . -.-- -.. 

LEAAlWork.r Idell 2 0 0 32 13 0 0 4 

•• •• •• 
I----~----~'~·~·~·~·~·~-~··~~~-~··~=-~ .. ~··~~-~-~~~-~-~·~--='~'~-=-~'~~~-~~~~-~~-='-----~~=--~~---"~~~=-'-----~--~---------.. -.--.-----~.-------.---.--~ 

• Other releale to parent includes: Haleese to parents no furthar ection, releese to parent end referred to community youth lervice, or release to parent and 
referred to coUrt operated C()Rlent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non.ecure dispositions follow idaal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to ba serVed through in-home detention. 
(See Legislative Options section.) 283 
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County: ST. JOSEPH 

Ccurt 
Intakes 

31 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

9 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

2~_ 
Actual in 
Secure 

7 

Non-Secure 

-- ----

2~ 

2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
SecUie 

7 
Ideally in 
Non-Sacure 

2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

___ Actual in _____ 

Secure ---- ~deallY in 

22 

Eligible for 
Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Non-Secure 
o ________ 
Ideally in 

20 -

~
secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 20 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 9 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 4 Ideally in Supervised Release: 17 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 2 Iceally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 2 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above_ Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

284 



PROFILE of ST. JOSEPH County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Vear Total CO!Jnty Popuilition Youth 12 thru 18 

1980 54,374 5,445 

1985 58,359 5,543 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police} 

% of Youth in County 

10.0% 

9,4% 

% of Youth in StatB 

0.696 

:~====Y~e:a=r===:========T=o=t:a=IA==ct:u:a=I=O=ff=e=n:se=s========:==========-J.:o:t~·a~I~A~r~r·~e=st=.==========:I========Y=~o-u:t=h=A==rr=-e~n~~'~d~~~~~~~~~~1 
1977 Part 1 Crimes 2; 041 Part 1 Crimes _____ 49_3 _____ j Part 1 Crimes 163 

Part 2 Crimes 3,741 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Yeur 

1977 

1978 

Numbl'l! of Youth 

5 

1 

% of State Total 

0.33% 

0.07% 

I 

Offense v Person ~Q Offense v Person 6 
Offense v Property 367 Offense v Property 157 

Part 2 Crimes 1,368 Part 2 Crimes 226 
Status Offenses 46 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Education) 

Ynr 

1975-76 

1976-77 

School Youth Drop Out Rate 

6.63% 
Actual No. "f Drop Outs 

282 

271 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Invent.;;ry, 
March,1979) 

--------------------------------------,----------,.------------------------------------------------4 
Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-ovor Facility In·home Detention Shalter Home Beds Runaway Center Bads 

o NONE IN Ml. o o o 

JUVENILE COUFn INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source:OCYS Planning Division Survey~-OCtober 23-Nol,ember 21,1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of _, 45 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. !deallntake portrays the juvenile collrt worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for7e'i:ure detention 13 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have bt'en detained in a secure setting. 

SlICure Intake Dispolition 

Foster Homel 
Non-Secure Intake DiIlJOSitic?::.:n __ ___1I-------0::.h:.t¥H'l::.,.;D=iIpOI=:.:.ltw=n';..,.-------I 

M..ul 
Health 
Facility 
Pending 

Superviaed 
Detention Sheltsr R allllllll to 

Center Jail Fallillty Parent 
Pending Pending Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication 

0 6 0 
Actual Intake 5096 youth in j ail ~EAA 25 

Other 
Rale_to 
Parant • 

12 

AdJudlc.tlon 

Rein_Ion 
Bond 

Pending 
Adjudlation 

Otherl 
Unknown 

003 

1:-__ .--:...:.-_;,......;.-*. ~e:;!·:V:!· g':!';;)..!t" l!::"~~.o:r - secu-r ~..de.t.en.tiQt:L) ______ -==;':::===::;::========~====~====-':::' =l 
Worker Ideal Intake 6 

LEAAlWorker Id .. 1 

50% LEAA 
eligible) 

3 

0 
... 

0 

1 
- ... .. 

1 

•• 
~- --' 

25 10 o 0 3 
, . ., . .... "-

25 10 o o 3 

•• • • 

• Other relea.e to perent includas: Relaase to parants nO further action, release to parent and raferred to community youth urvice, or releasa to parent and 
referred to cOUrt oparetsd con.ant or Informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. acura dispo.ltlonl follow idea' (abow) with adlultment for No. youth no longer eligible for secura detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(See L.egl.l,tlve Options lactlon.) 285 
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County: SANILAC 

Court 
Intakes 

24/ 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23,1978 - November 21 r 1978) 

3 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

1~-
Actuali~ 
Non-Secure ---

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

IdeallY in 
Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

2 ----~ 
Ideally in 
Secure 

A~tual in 0 
Secure -----...... Ideally in 

21~ 1Non-Secure 

Not LEAA _____ _____-;--- IdeallY in 
Eligible for . 19 ~ Secure 
Secure Actual in ' ____ 

Non-Secure -----. 18 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 4 Ideally in Supervised Release: 16 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 2 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 2 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including 'youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 2 Type of Offenses: neason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 2 

Police Lock-up: 

Drunk Driving 1 
Burglilry 1 

286 

Awsltlng Parents 2 
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I PROFILE f 0 S tlI LA oun 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

A T r. c ty 

Vear Total County Population Vouth 12 thru 16 % of Vouth In County % of Youth In Stete 

42,542 4,964 11.6% 0.596 
1980 

1985 46,470 4,659 10.096 O. 5<~ 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrelt1 Youth Arrested 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 1 2 415 Pert 1 Crimes 442 Pert 1 Crimes 144 

Offense v Person 
32 

Offense v Person 8 
Offense v PrClperty 410 . Offense " PropertY 136 

Part 2 Crimes 2,661 Port 2 Crimes 1z209 Port 2 Crimes 104 

Status Offenses 45 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS. SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Voar Number of Youth ~ of Stete Total Year Sc:ttool Youth Drop Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 3 0.19% 1975-76 5.92% 194 

1978 2 Q.H9!i 1976-77 3.7796 125 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOU'l~Ci:S!N COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure 8edspace Non·Secure Bed.pace 

Secure Detention Fecility Beds Hold-ovlt' Facility In-home Detention Shaltit' Homo Beds RUi'l4Way Centet Eleds 

Served by Genesee NONE IN MI. 0 2 0 
Regional Facility 

JUVENILE CQU'RT"ji\iTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey: OCtober 2i:Novembei 2'1,"1978) 
ihe numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 2!1 . Actual I ntake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 3 youth could be detaine(;. 
The youth Identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAM'orker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure I ntaka Disposition .- Non-Secure Intake Dill)Oiition Other Disposition. 
Foner Homel Supervised MetWtal 

Detention Shelter Rele_to Other Health Rele.se/ on 
Center Jell Fecility Parent Rela_to Facility Sond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending Perent • Pending Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

4 
Actual Intake 5096 LEAA 0 2 18 0 0 0 0 

. e li-Q'ihle:}·-· - . ~ .. - ... . .... -0.--.. .• _, ,_. - " ~ - --_ .. .. _-' .. . -.~-, ... --- --- -- , ....... _--... -- ----"" -- -
Worker Ideal Intake 6 

0 5090 LEAA 0 1 16 1 0 0 
i;llidb1e) «. - >-". ." .. , . ~ ... . .. .. . .- .. 

LEAAlWorker Id .. 1 
3 0 1 19 1 0 0 0 

.. .. •• ~-- .. -.. "--- '-"'--' . -- ' 
.. ." . ~--- . - ~. ~...o- .. -... . ",'- -_.,--,..- -.. ~ - _.<0 -- -- ..... ---.. -

I 
• Other rei elisa to parent includes: Release to parents no further action, release to pllrent lind refarred to communitY youth service, or relea. to parent and 

I referrad to court operated consant or Informal or unofficlel program . 

•• Non.ecure dispositions follow Ideal (above) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through in-home detention. I 
(S8e Legislative Options section., 287 



CountY: SCHOOLCRAFT 

Court 
Intakes 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

,.-----
L:~ 
Eligible ______ 
for Secure ' 

. ~ O'd"ilV '0 I 
~ Secure 

oL -----_0 
Actual in 
Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

o 

1 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

Ideally In 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
~ Ideallyin 

o ~ Secure 
___ ActLla~ 

.---- S _____ 0 

o 

Eligible for 
Secure 

ecure Id It ' ea y In 

o 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

___ 0 

o 

Non-Secure 

Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 

Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 1 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 1 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 IdeallY in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure; 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties,) 

Number of cases: 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
SecuI'e Detention FacilitY: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 

2.88 



PROFILE of SCtlOQLCRAFT County 

POPULATION PROJf:CTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Yea, Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in County % of Youth In Stllte 

I 1980 9,077 669 7.390 0.190 

1985 9,621 869 9.0?o 0.1% 

CRIME STATISTICS (Sourr.e: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested 

1977 Part 1 Crlmas 424 Part 1 Crimes 147 Part 1 Crimes 56 

Offense v Person 14 Offense v Pel'1on 6 

Offense v Property 133 Offens" v Property 50 

Part 2 Crimes 572 Psrt 2 Crimes 850 Part 2 Crimes 106 

Status Offenses 16 

.---- ~ 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mic:nigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Educetion) 

Yaa, Number of Youth % of State Total Year School Youth Droll Out Rate Actual No. of Drop Outs 

0 0 4.55 9" 32 
1977 H375·76 

1978 1 0.079" 1976-77 5 .1295 37 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Datention Facility Been Hold-over Fllc!lity In-home Detention Shelter Home Beds R!Jn8WIlY Center Beds --- _. 

0 NONE IN MI. 0 4 0 

JUVENILE COURTINr'AKE SURVEY DATA (So-urc8: OCYS PI~nning Division Survey ~-O~obe-r-2i.Nov~mbe; 2';-'97&) 
The numbers below show juvenilo court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted 10 reflect a peak 
month's intake of 2 _ . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detontion _, __ youth could be detrAined. 
The youth IdentifiGd as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAA/Worker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal. should have been detained in a secure setting. 

-
Secura IllUIka Disposition Non-Secure Intake DllpOSitlon Oli¥", D~ltioM 

Folter Homel Supervised Mental 
Detention Shelter Rei_to Other Health Reln./on 

Centor Jail FecUity Parant Rale_to Facility Bond 
P,!Odlng ~~andlng Pending Pending Parent • Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjud!catlon Adjudicetlon Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudtc:.tion Unknown 

Actuallnt.ka 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

-- " .- -. " .. .... --.- ... --~, .. . ~~, ----..,., . .... --- ,_.",-- ... ,--. - < 

Workar Ide.I Intake 
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

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

LEAAlWorker Idul 
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

•• •• • • 
~.. ... . -,'- -.. <0 _ ... -- - --- .-

• Other relea.e to parent Includ4s: RalaBle to parents no further ectlon, release to parent and referred to community youth service, or rela8S8 to parent end 
raferrad to court apareted con"nt or Informel or unofficial program . 

•• Non-teclJre dlspo.ltlons follow Idaal (above) with adjustmant for No. youth no lonllllr eligible for IlCUrt detentlOli to be served througtlln-home detention. 
(5" Leglst.t!v, Options Slctlon.) 289 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

CountY: SHIAWASSE=E _______ _ 

~ 

Court 
Intakes 

27 / 

0/ 
_____ 

- Actual in 
o~ Secure 

LEAA _________ 
Eligible _________ 
for Secure 0 

Non-Secure 

-------------~A~tua~ 
Secur~ Ifl _______ 

27~ 

Not LEAA '-----____ 24 
Eligible for 
Secure Actual in 

Non-Secure 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 0 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 0 
Actual Total in Secure: 3 Ideally in Supervised Release: 3 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

o . 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
IdeallY in 
Non·Secure 

3 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

24 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

I. SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include you~h shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties,) 

Number of caS8': 0 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
.Jail: 
Police Lock-Up: 
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PROF.LE of ____ "'--.;;;SIJ.JH.J..I~AWwA~Sl.l;Su;E~E __ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Tot.I County Popul.tlon Youth 12 thru 18 "of Youth In County "of Youth In St.t. 

1980 
73,928 10,213 13.8% 1.1% --

1986 78,961 8,953 11. 3~~ 1. 0% --
CR'ME Sl'ATISTICS (Source: Unit'orm Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 
I----------~---------------·--------------_r----------------------------__ r_--------------------------~ 

Yeer Total Actual Offenses Total Arr.lts Youth Arrested . 
1977 Part 1 Crime, __ --"2:..0>"...:0'-4:....:6=--____ .-- Part 1 Crimes 128 Part 1 Crimos 47 

Offense v Penon 21 Offense 1/ Penon 2 
Offense 1/ P~operty 107 Offllnltl v Property 45 

Part 2 Crimes 2,772 Part 2 Crimes 953 Part 2 Crimes 60 
Statu, Offense, 23 

----------~------------------------,--~~--------------------------~--------·-------------------I 
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Sotlrce: OCVS, 

Michigan Department cf Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

8 

15 
--"'-'!::--~ .. -

% of Stet. Total 

0.5396 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (~'ource: Mid'ligan Department of 
Edut.ation) 

Year 

1975-76 

1976-77 

Sc:ttool Youth Drop Out Hlte 

4. 36~6 ----------------
5.59% 

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

Ac:t\.!.1 No, of Drop Outs 

248 

331 

-.--------------,-----.--------------------------------------------------1 
CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS !Planning Divj,jon Inventory, 

March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace 

Sacu\,o Detention Facility Beds 

Served by Genesee 
Regional Facility 

Hold-ov,er Facility 

NONE IN MI. 

I n·home Detention 

o 

Non-Sf/cure Bed.pace 

Shelter Homo Beds Rlll18W.Y Center Beds 
.---------r------~------,,--

4 o 
J ____________________ ~ ______________ ~ __________________ ~ ____ • ____________ _J ______ • ________ • ____ 

JUVENILE COliRTINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, OI:tobe;-23:N<ovember 21,;978" 
The numbers below show juve-nile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period, The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 47 . ~ Intake portrays current intake practice, ~JI Intt3ke portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for sec!ure detention 0 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the l.EAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAIWorker Ideal !lortrays the number of youth eligible flor secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

'. -
Secure/ntak. DItpOildon Non-Secure Intake DilflOSltlon Ofl\er DiIpotlltio~. 

Foster Homel Supervised Menul 
Detention Shelter Rel __ to Other HtlBith R.I .... ' on 

C.nter J.II Facility Parent R.te_to Facility B(jnd 
P.nding Pending P.ndlng Pending Per.nf. • Pandlnu Pending Other/ 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudieetion Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

5 
Actuallnt.ke (09,; LEAA ° 0 5 37 0 o 0 

eli Mhl·€l4- _ .. . .. 
Worker Id •• 1 Intlke 5 

(09,; LEM 0 ° 5 37 0 0 Q 

~ligible) .~ .. ... ~ _. .. -.. . . 

LEAAlWorker Id .. 1 o ° 0 5 37 0 ° 0 

.. - .. .. I •• -J .... -.- .. ~ .. -_ .... ,---,.. . . _- ~,.----.- . .., ... ~'" .. __ .- . .... -. . .. _.- ". " 

I 
• Other reloase to parent inclUdes: Release to parents no further action. relea58 to parent and referred to community youth service, or relellhl to porent and I 

referred to coUrt operated consent or Informal or unofficial program • 

•• Non-tccure dispositions follow idelll labove) with adjustment for No. youth no lonoer eligible for secure detention to be .. rved through In.norne detention, 
(Soe Legislative Options section.) 291 



County: TUSCOLA 

Court 
Intakes 

30 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 . November 21, 1978) 

3 

Eligible 
for Secure 

Actual in 
Secure 

1 

Ideally In 
Secura 

o 
Ideally In 
Non·Secure 

o 
Ideally In 
Secure 

2 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

____ 2 

_____ Ideally In 

~
secure 

2 ' 
Actual tn 
Secure 0 

Ideally tn 
Non·Secure 

27 0 

Not LEA;-------_____ ~ Ideally in 
Eligible for 25 <:::.._ Secure 
Secure Actual in ________ 

Non·Secure ______ 25 
Ideally in 
Non·Secure 

JUVENI I.E COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 3 Ideally in Supervised Release: 25 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 1 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 1 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not ihelude youth shown detahled in juvenile cuurt surlley above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 5 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Runaway 5 ,I\waltlng Court Contact 2 
Jail: 5 I~waltlng Trans/er Secure 3 

Police Lock·up: 
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PROFILE of TUSCOLA County I 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan [)epartment of Management and Budged I 

I 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 18 % of Youth in C.),unty % of Youth,.!n State I 57,679 7,234 12.596 O. 8~ci 
1980 " -' -_0'-

63,265 6,642 10.496 0 790 
1985 - - --
CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Polir,e) 

-
Year Total Actual O~enSGf Total Arrast. Youth Arrested - - . 

1977 Pert 1 Crimes 1 1 637 Pert 1 Crime, 160 Pert 1 Crtme. 69 

Offensu v Perlon --, H! - Offense v Person 4 
Offense v Property B1 Offense v Property 65 

2z 02,9 655 46 I 

Part 2 Crimes Port 2 Crimes Part 2 Crimes 

Status Offense. 22 
, 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, ~CHOOL DROP OUT RATe (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Year Number of Youth %.1;lf Stete Totel VeEr Scttoc.I Youth Drop Ollt Reta Actual No. of Drop Outs 

1977 3 O. 1996 1975-76 
5.11go 259 

1978 3 0.21 90 1976-77 5.359,; 2Y9 
----

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURC,F.S IN COUNTY (SourCfJ: OCYS ,Planning Division Inv'!Intory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bcdspace Non-Secure 8ed'space 

Secura Detention Facility Bads Hold'-ovar Facility In-homa DlItentlon Sh'''!", Homa'IBeds RunawlY Centlit' Beds - -
Served by Genesee NONE IN MI. a 4 0 
Regional Facility 

JUVENILE COU"RTINTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: OCYS Planning Division Survey, O~ober 23-November 21,1978) , 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 30 

".. ..... - • Actual Intake portrays current intake pldctice. Ideal Intake pol~trays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 3 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be 'the seme youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. !,EAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention undar the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

._-
SlCurl I ntakl Dltposltlon Non.s.curelntake DI~MKitlon - Ot~D"""o", 

Foltor Hamel Supervised MIft1IaI 
Dltentlon Shelter Rei_to Other .... ,ttlI RII •• /on 
Clnter Jill Facility Parent Rete_to FllClltty Bond 
Pending Plndlng Pending Pending Plrent • Pending ""':11ng Othlrl 

Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudlcat~n Adjudlclltlon Adjudication Unknown 
-3 

Actual I ntllte 33go LEAA 0 2 25 a 0 0 0 

ligible.). f-- .. " ". - .... - .. -.~ ... - , .. _-.': .'-- - ~." "'" ....... -----.. --_._-=\= "".", _ .... ,,-
Work.r Idlllinteke 3 

33% LEAA a 2 I 25 0 0 0 0 
'1 ; (1; h 1 e) ~... ,. ..~ -'";., ."-,, -~--"- ...... -"_. --.. -",,- .-.... ~ ... '" ~. ,~ . --

LEAA/Work.r Idlll , 
0 0 0 1 

, -.1 -, ... ~--1 
~ 25 0 

•• .. I •• -----"- . - . ... - -...:..\.;.~~ --=: .... , r---' 
.-~-

o Othar relea .. to perent Includes: R.I.es. to parents no furthlr action, r.'.a .. to parent and ,.feme! to cl)mmunlty youth service, or relelSl to plrent and 
refarr.d to court opereted conlent or Informal or unofficial program. . 

00 Non .. ecure dlepl)sltlons follow Id.al (above' with Idj .... tm.nt for No. youth no longer IlIglble for secure detention to be .. 1* through In~om. detention 
(See Legislative Options IIctlon.) 293 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: VAN BUREN 2 

/~ 
IdeallY in 
Secure 2L -----_0 

Actual in 
Secure 

Court 
Intakes 

12 

AEAA 

/ 

Eligible 
for Secure 

54 '/ 

42 

10 

Non-Secure 

'1~ 
___ Actual in ~ 

Secur6 -------

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

10 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

Ideally in 

Eligible for 
S!lcure 

Non-Secure 
o 

______ 
---------- Ide,,!ly in 

41 <_ Secure 
Actualln ------________ 
Non-Secure ___ 41 

JUVENI LE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 12 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 4 
Actual Total in Secure: 3 Ideally in Supervised Release: 25 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 2 Ideally in Mental Health: 3 
LEAA Eligible and IdeJlly in Secure: 2 

IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above, Number reflects youth 
detained in county, including youth rosiding in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 6 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 
Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 6 

Other Alc-lhol Violation 1 
Burglary 1 
Petty Larc\lnY 2 
Runaway 2 
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Awaiting Parents 6 



PROFILE of VAN BUREN County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Year T otel County Populetlon Youth 12 thru 18 " of Youth In County "of Youth In State 

1980 66,935 7,383 J 1. 0% 0.8% 

1985 72,980 7,022 9.6% 0.8% _. 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Tntal .~rr •• tI Youth Arrested 

1977 Pltrt 1 Crime. 3t 282 Part 1 Crimes 469 Pert 1 Crimes 193 

Offense v Person 100 Offen.e v Person 8 
Offen'e v Property 369 Offense v Property 185 

Part 2 Crimes 5,613 PI!\'t 2 Crimes 2,046 Part 2 Crimes 215 

Statu. Offen.e. 79 

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMn'MENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Department of Social Services) Educetion) . 

Yllar Number of Youth " of State Totlll Ylar School Youth Drop Out Rete Actuel No. of Drop Outs 

1977 11 0.73% 1975-76 6.36% 334 

1978 9 0.63% 1976-77 7.01% 370 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Fllcility In-home Detantlon Sheltor Home Beds Runoway ~entor Beds 
,-, 

a NONE IN MI. a 6 0 

t --
JUVENILE Co'URTINT-AKE SURVEY DATA (Souri:6: 

... ". , .. ~ __ ... __ .. ~ ._.~ .. ~ _ u_··. 
OCYS Planning Division Survey, October 23- November 21, 1978) 

The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositiohS during a 30 day period. The mlmber of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 58 . 8.£.tual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all serl/ices existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secura detention 13 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to the worker's ideal, shOUld have been detained in a secure setting. 

Secure Intake Dltpotltlon Non.secure Intake Disposition O. Di~ltlon. 
Foster Home! Supervised Men181 

Detention Sheltor Release to Othor Health Release/on 
Center Jail Fecllity Parent Rele_to Facility Bond 
Pending Pending Pending Pending P.rent - Pending Pending Other! 

Adjudication Adjudlcatioh Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknowr. 

3 
Actuallnteke (66% LEAA a 9 26 16 2 a 2 

- k;lLi*i-hl-e-b r-- ... , - . --"- -- ~ .. ,<.,. ., .... - - - _.- -- .... ---~-~ 1---'-----'-,--------_ .... __ ..- . _. 
Worker Ideal Intake 2 

(100% LEAJ 0 4 27 19 3 0 2 
eligible) - . 

_'T __ _____ .• ___ 
~ -_., .. '--"'- - _ .. - - . 

LEAAlWorkar Idlll 2 0 4 27 19 3 0 2 

,1-. - .- •• .. • • --~-. - . - . _ .. "- . - - . ..... ~~ -_ .. --- - ~. .. ~ t-, ~ --r- -_ .. - .. -

• Other release to parent ;nc.ludes: Release to parents no furtnar action, release to perent and referrad to community youth servica, or releese to parent and 
referred to court operated consent or informal or unofficial program . 

•• Non .. acure dispositions follow ideel (ebove) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for secure detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(see \.egi"aUve Opt/ons sectIon.) 



County: WASHTENAW 

Court 
Intakes 

41 / 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

12 

for Secure 

29 

Eligible for 
Secure 

4 
Actu~a~l~in------------------
Secure 

-8 

Non-Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENilE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 12 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1 
Actual Total in Secure: 5 Ideally in Supervised Release: 22 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 4 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 4 

4 

Ideally in 
Secure 

0 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

0 

IdeallY in 
Secure 

8 
IdeallY in 
Non-Secure 

0 

IdeallY in 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
2 

Ideally in 
Secure 

26 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

SECURE CUSTODY SUnVEY (Does not include vouth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county. including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 21 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: 10 

Jail: 5 

Police Lock-up: 6 

Other Assault 2 
Burglary 3 
Dlsord&rly Conduct 2 
Petty Larceny 5 
Truancy 1 
Incorrigible 2 
Runaway 1 
Stolen Property 1 
Delinquent Parole Violation 3 
Status Parole Violation 1 
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Awaiting Parents 10 
Awaiting Transfer Secure 1 
Awaiting Court Hearlng(s) 6 
Court Ordered Disposition 3 
Court Ward Transfer SecUre 1 

/,;;,,: 
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PROFILE of WASHIEtY.AW County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 " of Youth In County % ot Youth In State 

1980 270 z189 18,426 6.8% 2.096 

304,095 20,576 6.7% 2.396 
1985 

CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrestad =1 1977 Part 1 Crimes 17~838 Part 1 Crimes 2,214 Pert 1 Crimes 
719 

Offense v Person 32Z Offense v Person 77 
Offense v Property 1.887 Offense v Property 642 

I 
Part 2 Crimes 12,497 Part 2 Crimes 5,526 Part 2 Crimes 537 

StBtus Offenses 399 

-
DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 

Michigan Department of Social Services) Education) 

Yaer Number of Youth % ot State Totel Year SctIooI Youth Drop Out Rata Actual No. of Drop Outs 

8 0.5396 1975·76 
4.44% 598 

1977 

1978 1 0.0796 1976·77 3.7796 506 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secu~ Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

Secure Detention Faclll1y Bads Hold-ovllt Facility In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds Runaway Center Bads 

27 NONE IN MI. 0 0 10 

JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEy'DATA '{Souree-;'OCYS Pianning Divis'ion S~~vey:OCt~ber23°-Nov~"mb;i;2-;-:-197il 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 65 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideai Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detent,ion 19 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAI'Norker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
Who, according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

-
Secure I nteka DIJpOlitlon Non-Secure Int~ke DI'1~lon Otl¥H'Dltpotltloltl 

Folter Homel Supervised Mental 
Datentlon Shelter Rei_to Other Health ReIH_/on 
Canter Jeil Facility Parant Ra .. aeto Facility Bond 
Pandlng Pending Pending Pending Parent - Pending Pending Otherl 

Adjudication Adjudiclltlon Adjudlcetion Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Unknown 

8 
Actu,l Intake 33% LEM 0 2 41 11 0 3 0 

."" <- .... ~1'; n-'; h 1","\ - "-: 0 '--'C--:- - -- .-
Work.r Idaallnteka 10 

66% LEM 0 2 35 16 0 0 3 
~ligible) - . -'" .. - •••. _ .~"~T . .- - - -00 .. _ 

.-.,~ ~ -- « • 

L£AAlWorka, Id .. , 6 0 2 35 16 0 0 3 

---L .. ·· •• •• . .- . - ..... -~ . o _ - ...---- .-

• Other relelll8 to parent includes: Release to parents no furtnar action, release to pllrent lind referred to community yOYth IIIIYlca, or release to parent and 
referred to court operated conlant or Informal or unofficial program. 

\ 

•• Non .. acure dispolitlons follow Ideal (above) with edjultmant for No. youth no longer ahgible for secure detentll)fl to b1l8rvad through in-hom, detention. 
(Sto Leglslatlva Options •• ctlon.) 297 



JUVENILE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

County: WAYNE 

Court 
Intakes 

290 

48 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

242 

Eligible for 
Secure 

33 ___ -----_ 
Actual in 
Secure 

33 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure --~ Ideally in 

15 Secure 

Actual in 
Non-Secure ----- 141 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

?R 

____ ------ -1~eaIlY in 

33 ~ Secure 

_________ Actual in -----_____ 7 
Secure 

.~ Ideally in 

209 

Actual in 
Non-Secure 

Non-Secure 
o 
Ideally in 
Secure 

209 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary of above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 48 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 1n 
Actual Total in Secure: 66 Ideally in Supervised Release: 27 
LEAA Eligible and Actual in Secure: 33 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 34 Release on Bond 7 

GECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in i:Ounty, including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 826 Type 'If Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secllre Detention Facility: 536 

Jail: 
Police Lock-up: 290 

Alcohol Law Vlolatfon 2 Awaiting Parents 243 
Arson 2 Awaiting Court Contact 5 
Assaults 50 AWaiting Transfer Secure 34 
Auto Thefts 40 AWaiting Transfer Non-Secure 23 
Burglary 106 Awaiting Gourt Hearing(s) 455 
Disorderly Conduct 32 Diagnostic Assessment 5 
Drug Offenses 31 Court Ordered Disposition 18 
Escape 15 DSS Ward Transfer Secure 13 
Forgery 5 DSS Ward Transfer Non-Secure 14 
Larcenies 146 Other Coding Errors 16 
Municipal Violations 44 
Murder/Non-Negligent & Negligent Manslaughter 17 
Forcible Rape 8 
Robbery 59 
Sex Offenses 2 
Status Offenses 112 
Stolen Property 25 
Traffic Violations 7 
TrespasslnglVagrancylVandalism 30 
Violations Parole 5 
Weapons 29 
Other Offenses/Person/Property 19 
Coding Errors 39 
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PROFI LE of _______ W_A_Y_N_E_ County 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budget) 

Year Total County Population Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth in County % of Youth In State 

2,441,315 207,474 8.4% 22.2% 
1980 

1985 2 2 379,842 221 ',?09,._ 9.296 25.0% 

I CRIME STATISTICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses 

1977 Part 1 Crimes __ 203.063 

Part 2 Crimes 103,631 

DSS DELINQUENCV COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, 
Michigan Department of Social Services) 

Year 

1977 

1978 

Number of Youth 

669 

552 

% of Stllta Total 

44.5 96 

39.2% 

Total Arrests Youth Arrastad 

Part 1 Crimes _ 25~378 Part 1 Crimes 7,812 

Offense v Pftrson 6,498 Offense v Person 1,646 
Offense v Property 18,880 Offense v Property 6,166 

Part 2 Crimes 82,108 Part 2 Crimes 8,090 

Status Offenses 3,628 

SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Mictligan Department of 
Education) 

Year 

1975·76 

1976-77 

SctIooI Youth Drop OlAt Rate 

8.82% 

9.03% 

Actual No. of Drop Outs 
12,662 

12,328 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON-SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

1--------------------------------------,--------------------------------------------------------------
Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bed,pace 

Secure Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In-home Detention Shelter Horne Beds 

215 NONE IN MI. o 44 55 

JU'VENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source:OCYS Pianning Di~ision' Su.:vey-:-OCtober-23.N"Qv~m~r i1:1978) 
The numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 655* . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 108 youth could be detained. 
The youth identified as actually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. lEAAIWorker Ideal portrays the number of youth eligible for sec~re detention under the LEA~ s.tand8~s and 
who according to the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. *Detentlon & release on bonu base 

1 __ '__ linn (lffi{"ial netitions of 489. 

Actual Intake 

Secure Intake Disposition Non.secure Intake Disposition Otl~DbpOIltlon. 

Detention 
Center 
Pending 

Adjudication 

Jail 
Pending 

Adjudication 

0 

Foster Home/ 
Sh.lte, 
Facility 
Pending 

Adjudlcatic.ln 

7 

Supervised 
Rei_to 

Perent 
Panding 

Adjudication 

66 

Mental 
Other HBllth Rel.a./ on 

R ..... to FIlClIIty Bond 
Parent • Pending Pending 

Adjudication Adjudlatlon 

400 0 12 

Other/ 
Unknown 

18 III 
50% LEAA 

.9ligib1e) -- .- .' -- ,_.", --
Worker Ideal Intake 

LEAAlWorke, IdBlI 

lUI 
57% LEAA 

eligible) 

57 

0 
.. . -- -

0 

23 61 

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

23 61 

•• •• 

400 0 12 18 

.. - ~-- -. --.- - ~ .. ~" , .. -- -. 
400 0 12 18 

• • --.. .-

• Other relea.e to parent Include.: RalaHSa to parenti no further action, release to parent and referred to community youth service, or relaase to parent and 
referrad to court oparetad con.ant or Informal or unofficial program . 

.. NOn4BCUre dlapo.1tlon. follow Ideal eabow) with Itdjultment for No. youth no longer eligible for secur. detention to be served through In-home detention. 
(Sle l.egl.lltivi Options section.) 



County: WEXFORD 

Court 
Intakes 

13 

JUVENilE COURT SURVEY 
(Survey period October 23, 1978 - November 21, 1978) 

3 

LEAA 
Eligible 
for Secure 

OL 

Actual in 
Secure 

---------- 3 

Non·Secure 

o 

Ideally in 
Secure 

o 
Ideally in 
Non·SecLire 

o 
IdeallY in 
Secure 

3 
Ideally in 
Non-Secure 

o 
Ideally in o~ 

Actuali~- 0 
Secure " ----------

10 

Eligible for 
Secure 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure 
o 

10 -------- Ideallyin <______ Secure 
Actual in ----..... _____ 
Non·Secure ----. 10 

Ideally in 
Non-Secure I 

1..-.--______________ _ 

JUVENILE COURT SURVEY (Summary ot above displayed information) 
Total LEAA Eligible for Secure: 3 Ideally in Shelter/Foster Home: 2 
Actual Total in Secure: 0 Ideally in Supervised Release: 3 
LEAA Eligible a'ld Actual in Secure: 0 Ideally in Mental Health: 0 
LEAA Eligible and Ideally in Secure: 0 

SECURE CUSTODY SURVEY (Does not include youth shown detained in juvenile court survey above. Number reflects youth 
detained in county, Including youth residing in other counties.) 

Number of cases: 1 Type of Offenses: Reason Given for Detention: 
Secure Detention Facility: Robbery 1 Awaiting court Contact 1 

Jail: 1 

Police Lock-up: 
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PROFILE of WEXFORD County , 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS (Source: Michigan Department of Management and Budged 

Ve.r Tot., County Popul.tlon Youth 12 thru 16 % of Youth In County " of Youth In State 

1980 24.061 2,434 10 .1~6 O. 26~ci 
~ 

1985 26,587 2,490 9. 3~ii 0.2890 
-

CRIME STATIStICS (Source: Uniform Crime Report, Michigan State Police) 

Year Total Actual Offenses Total Arrests Youth Arrested - 1,288 -
1977 Pert 1 Crimea Part 1 CrIme' 311 Part 1 Crlmas 140 

Offense v Person 11 Offanse v Person 
1) 

Offense v Property 300 Offense v Property ~O 

Part 2 Crimes 
456 

Part 2 Crimes 477 83 Part 2 Ctlmes 

Statu, Offenses 52 
) - -

DSS DELINQUENCY COMMITMENTS (Source: OCYS, SCHOOL DROP OUT RATE (Source: Michigan Department of 
Michigan Departmen·t of Social Services) Education) 

Vear Number of Youth % of State Total Vn, ScNIoI Youth Drop Out Rate Acto.1 No. of Drop Outs 

6 0.39% 1975·76 
5.36% 102 

1977 

1978 0 0 1976·77 7.0696 128 

CURRENT DETENTION (SECURE AND NON·SECURE) RESOURCES IN COUNTY (Source: OCYS Planning Division Inventory, 
March, 1979) 

Secure Bedspace Non-Secure Bedspace 

SIII'!'Jre Detention Facility Beds Hold-over Facility In·home Detention Shelter Home Beds RunawlY Center Beds 

0 NONE IN MI . 

1 
0 0 0 

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

OCYS Planning Division Survey, 'OCtobe':·23·Novem~; i1,'1978) JUVENILE COURT INTAKE SURVEY DATA (Source: 
the numbers below show juvenile court intake dispositions during a 30 day period. The number of youth has been adjusted to reflect a peak 
month's intake of 30 . Actual Intake portrays current intake practice. Ideal Intake portrays the juvenile court worker's ideal 
disposition for the youth seen if all services existed. Applying only LEAA standards for secure detention 2 youth could be detaIned. 
The youth identified as lIctually or ideally detained mayor may not be the same youth eligible for detention under the LEAA standards, see 
percentages in parentheses. LEAAtWorker !.Qlli portrays the number of youth eligible for secure detention under the LEAA standards and 
who, according to 'the worker's ideal, should have been detained in a secure setting. 

S!lCure Intak. DIspOlition Non-8ecure Intake Disposition Other Ditpotitions 
Folter Homel Sup.lrvised Mentel 

Detention Shelter Release to Other Health Release/on 
Center Jell Facility Parent Rele_to Fecillty Bond 

Pending Pending Pendi/lQ Pending Perent • PendIng Pending Dtherl 
Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudication Adjudic:.tion Unknown 

Actuallnteke 0 0 2 9 18 0 0 0 

--,----:- --_ .... .. - .. ~ .. " ~ . .. -~ . ... ':::: . ~ -,~-- .... -.-~.,-.-- ..... -""-- ---- . ..- ~-., .. -.-.-~-= -'..-._ .. 
Work., Id .. 1 Intake 

0 0 5 7 18 0 0 0 
. -... " ~ -~~ ....... - - -.. ... • r·_ , ........ ,. .. 

LEAAlWorka, Idlll 0 0 5 7 18 0 0 0 

.. •• •• -----r-"-'[ . . . _.,. ... -- ." . -- - .0_ ..... ~ .... ' .e . ---.... ,~ -~.-----. _____ '"'0 ....... __ · 
1---"-

• Other relellll! to parant InclUdes: Release to parents no further action. releose to parent end referrad to community yOUth "rvlco, or relellss to plrent enc I referred to court opereted con.ent or Informal or unofficlel program, 

•• Nonofacure dispositions follow Ideal (abow) with adjustment for No. youth no longer eligible for .acure detention to be IGrved through In-hom" detention. 
(Seo L.eglslatlve Options section., 301 
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

MONTHL Y HOUSING REPORT 
(See instructiohS on reverse side before completing report.) 

GENERAL HOUSING (A) HOLDING (B) OTHER (D) 

DAY 1 ___ ...:.A...:.d::.;u::..:l.;.:ts:.....-___ 1 Juve. 1-__ --:A..:;d::.;Uor'.:.:tsc-_-l Juve. 1--___ .:..A:.::d:t=u:.:.;lt:.::.s __ .., Juve. 1-__ ..!..A..!!d~u~lrts~ __ ~Juve. 
niles Male Female niles Male Female niles Male Female niles 

US US US US US US 

Male Female 
U S U S 

TOTAL 

COUNT 

(E) 

HOLDS (F) 

1--__ ~A~d~u~lt"'_s __ _j j uve. 
I--...;M.:.;;a::.;l.:..e _._._ .... Le~ niles 

U SUS 

2 ___ :=~~ -== ~= =-.:.'.=~~ '.:~_~~~.~_~ =:~~-=-. _ ~ ~:= .... -.-. --~-. '-~f-~~~ =~ _._ .. ___ ~~ =-_-::I~_-_-::_-_-_ -_-_ -_-_-"'-I~_-_-_-_-~-f_-_' __ ,-_~~'~ __ ' __ '-'+-f--'~=~~-=--=--=--= 
__ 3 __ f----.._ • ___ ._I--__ ~ ~- ----.---- -"--{---I--' --I-------.---f...---------I---I----l _--!e.........--! __ _ 

4 

5 ±--J-.-+--J._-- < ____ ~ __ ••• _ .......... ___ ~. __ ~. ,,~, __ 0., ' .. ~.~ __ ._ ....... _. ____ ... ___ ~ ___ ....... _ --.-•••• -f-- !--.--I-------J--.-f-----.. ---I---l---

---.:6=--_1 __ ~ __ -J.._ .. _./__1--_I~_-__ -... , ... , .. -_ .. f--.. "" -_ .. f__.- ... ,-.- '--''''''- --f---I---'------' ... -f-----.~ ..... ,~ ... --~---I--+--+--+---
_7:......--l-__ .J-_-+ __ 1-. ,,~-- -----,.---.--... --~ -.~-~~. 1---- ~-I--~~-- .. ----.----f--- --------I-~+--I__l--l---
_8_1-____ . I---- f>- 1-' 1-- -- 1------. 

~ --.-l-----'I---.---l-----.~--~ -=r-:.~--~,.-.~-- -'---r-'~r- =:=- -.. -------+-~,.c_- --=-~=-~-.-.~- -~--+--
-.:.1.;:0_I-_-l-__ ./_---I--.- - 1---- ---1-----1---- -- -- -- _._--!--,,_ .... --f----f_. -----f----

W --.;,.1,;...1 -4- --1--.-+---1--1--_. ---/-- --+- - 1------- ,.--_. r-- -~ --t---1--- --- ----I---f---.+ .. _-\---
o 12 
w 13 --- !--·-·---····-I----·--'I-----r-~------c~AMnil -~-- --------f---.--I----l---I---

14 -l----l----I---+--l------- ~ . -~---.I..- tW''-''' 1""-"'-; ---1---1--4--
--~ I----,-!--.. r-'~ .-- --~--,_+-._l--,_f_-..;:;..~-......;..I_""_..;:c.=j-""'--I-!=:~=----I--,--.--+---I..---I---I--l---

15 ' 
--1--1-.------1--- ---f--.-. --+-~-I---+--+_--

! ~ .----.--- "~---'-·--l-·-----·-·~-I---l-'-~·--· _~:_--_--+' _-_-.. -+f--_.~_=_ .. ___ I--__ --l __ -I-_-_._-..j..f--_._.,,_-..j.I-.:._ -__ -~-_~'-~_ -_-__ -J..I--__ .c...-.-l--+--+--
18 ) - __ I-__ ~ __ -.~. --1-'-1--- ----+--,-1---1---+---1---

~f-.-~-+- =l-"" -f-.-~-- ~--I------- _._-1-----
~ ---I - ~.-- --~ ... - """" ---e- ---+--+----+--+--~I--.I___I-.- ----1-------1---1----1---1---_1_--

~~ ---.----- --·-----~t .. ·-·-· -.--1-----
---I---f--"'~--f---r--I---' -_'1- .... - .. _-f--- .,---!--+_--!----4-.-+--.-I---!--+-----Ir----,----1_- ---- ---I---!----

...E_I-____ .---- ---·------I-----I---I---I----I---/---J 
24 1--. --__ -,--l---I---+_--~---f_--!---I,--+__-_f_-~f___------~ _. _____ 11-__ 1-___ 1_-1-_-1-__ 
25 
,~--I-----~----4-·---f---I__---r----I--'--+--+---I---+----I---+--_f_-_+·---_4---+_---+---r---f---·'~----------~~--+_-~~-+--..J..----

1L-I----I----I-----I----f...--.. ----1----1---1----;- ---I----I---+---_!_--_!_--I_-__!_--1--/--I--- -------1---
27 

~28~~_-------~-~ "--------r--.--~---1---~--_+-~---+_~~_+----+_--~--_+--~-+---_+---------~--_+----~_+-~---
~2~9 __ 1--___ ~--__ 1 __ _+_-1_---- ___ .--_---4 __ ~.--_+---+---_+---+_-1_-1_--~---1_-_+--__!_-_!_---/----------+---+ ___ -+-__ .\--__ +--__ _ 
.......o!.3!!!...O_I __ .-!-_,_-I-_,· "---'- --'-r---' --+_--+--·-l---Ir----l--+--j---+--l---j---+--I--+-----+.---f--+--I--I~--

31 



/VIOfHHLY ADMISSIOI\l AND RELEASE REPORT 
(See instructions on reverse side before completing report.) === .===::;,CA:=. =~=='l,;,32lJ R~V.:.J.L?,Q".== 

C'.TV~~~'-~.N~~·,~:._. '=-·--"~=·==:~~--=-=_""']=c=~~,~~~ .. ~tN~". .... =, .. '=r~~=-~ ] "A§J'.L~~'~\"I:,"'~"'Y \u,):,,1!5 L.J.1, \~')~'~ r'''I~c:,.~'. T_Y_C_A_M_P .. __ _ 

ADMITTED RELEASED 

~'------------------'-T 
DAY ADULTS (A) JUVENILES (8) 

------·.---·~··--__+I-------- -,---.------i 
TOTAL 

ADMITTED 
(e) 

ADULTS (0) JUVENILES (E) 
~--------~--~~---~---

TOTAL 

RELEASED 
If) 

IG 

17 
18 

19 

20 
21 

22 
23 

Male I Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

.. _-.. --.---.- .---.. -----............. -.----- t----.--... --+---.----!----- ---1------·-+-------

'-'" -.. _--.,._._-- -... _ ... -... _ ... ' +-_._.- ~ C '~l IIAI! ft) ~ 
_ •• ,.. . ...... _ •• ---- .- ... -'">'" "-" ,-... _" .. ---.- 1_. 1' .. R-l-~RWt---~+.-.---- .. -. -
" ~ .. _-._ .... _ ·_-·.···0-·-····-·· __ .... _--····-· __ ··_·- --.. _._~~~_~!'I __ .. -=~ _________ .... __ •.. __ 

- ·-- .. -i----~--·-··- --------~-----------.~~~~-~.~~----~-~.-----------.----~------~----~~~--~--~~~--.---~~.~--~~~~~--
:.-' ... , '" "~~J-'" .... ~~_ ... ~=-.~ .. -~ ~~:.=-.----I_-.---- ------+------- _____ . _____ 1 ___ ----\---------

...... - -.-----..... --.-t------.-.-.l-------l---.---~~I-.----..j'-------I-----.. --_I--.-.---1__------
_...3~_ ... ___ ._ ._. __ .. __ .. _.. ___ .... _. -... -00 ...... -.-.-- ---,-_.-I'--___ . __ ~ t---------t--------l--------I-------f--·----

25 . .... .' .,~ ·· .. ·---·-\-------I--------i 1---------.. ---- -------1--------1------
-__ ~~ - -_. . ....... _ ..... -00---_. ___ --.-----!------+-------!j-.----.-!-----.---.------l--------l-------
-.~?- .. -.. -- .--. --- .... -- ...... _-.-._--. ---.----i---------i---------I-----
_._.2? ..... -------.. -.---.-----.f-------4----.- -l------lr-------+-------l---------f------~-----
_211. __ ",. __ 00 •• ' .. ___ ... _ ----... --.. --------+--------1----.--.- r-------- --------l--.-----.--~-----
-.~..Q ... ' .. , .. -...... --.---------. ~-----_+------ .~-----_4 --------4-------+---------1------- -.-------
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