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Thfs report contains the results of a two-year study of juvenile detention 
in Wisconsin. The study involved a state~ide survey of agency resources 
available to cope with the problems attendant to juvenile detention. 

The recommendations provide the fraMeWOrk for I concerted effort on the 
part of the state to improve juvenile detention practices and reduce jail 
detention. To accomplish this, the recommendations call for commitment 
and leadership from state and local agencies, support from the legislature, 
and citizen awareness; all must assume a share of responsibility~ 

The report has been designed with the Brief Report providing the project 
history, general findings and recOMlendations formulated by the Project 
Steering Committee. The full report includes the above, in addition to 
staff findings, supportive data, and analysis. 

SpeCial recognition is given to Duant Campbell, Division of Family Services, 
who initiated the effort that re~ujted in financial assistance from the 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Jr"stice to the Division of Corrections and the 
Division of Family Services fOl' implementation of th1s study. Frances 
Scheidel, League of Women Votel'S of Wisconsin, and Robert Ganser, Division of 
Famfly Services, served as co-chairpersons of the Project Steering Committee. 

We wish to thank the Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice, Department of 
Health and Social Services Secretary, Division of Corrections and Division of 
Family Services Administrators for lending their support to the project, 
along with all the judges. law enforcement personnel, county board chairmen, 
social workers, youth, citizens, probfttion and parole agents, social service 
and detention administrators, who participated in the study. 

Special adknowledgment is given Or. Patricia W. Cautley, whose consultation 
contributed immeasurably to the project. Her interest and knowledge pro­
vided the project valuable assistance. Thanks is given Dr. Irving Piliavin, 
Dr. Richard M. Grinnell, Jr., Dr. G!rald P. Fisher, Attorney Peter J. Rubin, 
and Charles L. Brassington, for their help in constructing questionnaires 
and processing data. Special thanks is given Frances Scheidel for editing 
the report. 
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HISTORY (f 1lf WISCOOSIN JlMNIlE. IrnNTICJ: S11JDY 

~TJ(W OF n£ INTERDIVISIONAL. AD ..x: IETENTION OJt1ITTEE 

In the summer of 1972, a staff member of the Division of Family Services ap­
proached administrators from the Divfsi~P\ of Corrections with a concern over 

) an area of mutual interest: the detention of juveniles in Wisconsin. As a 
result of discussions between these two divisions, the Secretary of the 
Department of Health and Social Services approved the formation of an Inter­
divisional Ad Hoc Committee to review juvenile detention practices in the 
state. This Committee was composed of ten members, five from each of the 
divisions. 

At its first meeting, in September of 1972, the following needs were identified 
as key factors which required attention: 

1. A state-wide plan for detention, as specified in the Wisconsin 
Children'S Code (s. 48.32) had not been developed. 

2. Detention standards of the DepartMent of Health and Social 
Services had not been revised since 1955. 

3. Communication and coordination between the Division of FaMily 
Services and Division of Corrections was insufficient for 
meeting responsibilities for the administration of the juven­
ile detention standards (Administrative Order 1.19). 

The initial efforts of this ComMittee were directed at reviewing and assessing 
juvenile detention issues. Literature and legislation was reviewed on local, 
state, and national levels. Policy Makers and direct service personnel were 
invited to further clarify issues that demanded attention. Philosophical 
statements were formulated to reflect the c~ncerns of the ComMittee. 

At the close of the first ~;~ ~~ the C~fttee's work, recognition was given 
to the magnitude and urgency of t~" 9roblem at hand. Therefore, a decision 
was made to work towards the goal of a state-wide study project which,woulo 
examine detention programs and pract1ces. 

FORMATION OF A STEERING COMMITTEE 

A Steering Committee was formed with representation from a variety of public 
agencies and professional and public interest organizations. Efforts were 
made to include persons from different geographic areas in the state. The 
resulting meMbership and the agencies or organizations they represent are on 
the first page of this report. In February, 1974, a proposal was submitted 
by the COMmittee to the Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice. The grant wa~ 
awarded in March, 1974, with matching funds provided by the Divfsion of 
Corrections and the Division of Family Services. Admihistrative supervision 
of the project director was assigned to the Director, Bureau of Planning, 
Development and Research, Division of Corrections. 
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The Steering Committee decided on the roles they would assume in relation to 
the project and its staff. Their primary responsibilities were to provide 
policy direction related to study design, goal setting and progress, and final 
study recommendations. They decided that the product of the study would be 
twofold: a set of recommendations based on data and public hearings and a 
final study report which would include all data analysis and conclusions as 
well as information directed at the implementation stage. 

PROJECT STAFF COMPOSITION 

In the summer of 1974, two people were hired as temporary staff to assist the 
Committee in preliminary background research for the study. In July of 1974, 
~ project director was hired who had an extensive backgrouno in the juvenile 
justice system. T~ research analysts and three research assistants were 
employed to collect and analyze data and provide staff services to the 
Steering Committee. The data collection process began in April and was com­
pleted in'lugust, 1975. 

CONSULTANTS 

Dr. Irving Piliavin, University of Wisconsin-Madison, School of Social Work, 
assisted in constructing the questionnaire. The due process questions were 
reviewed by Attorney Peter J. Rubin, Dane County Legal Services. Or. Gerald P. 
Fisher and Dr. Richard M. Grinnell, University of Texas, Arlington, aided in 
preparing the questionnaire data for computerization. Charles L. Brassington 
and Perry Baker, Bureau of Planning, Development and Research, Division of 
Corrections, provided assistance in data analysis. processing jail and detention 
center data, and prepdration of tables. Dr. Patricf~ W. Cautley, Department of 
Sociology, University of Wisconsin-Madison, provided interview training, 
data analysis, consultation in computerizing and programming questionnaire 
data and assisted with editing of the report. . 

GOALS 

The broad goal of the Steering Committee was to develop recommendations for a 
state-wide plan for the detention of persons under the age of eighteen. These 
recommendations would be prepared for presentation to the Secretary of the 
Department of Health and Social Services. 

Short term goals of the Committee were to (1) assess current detention facil­
ities and practices, (2) develop a plan which would reduce inappropriate 
use of detention. and (3) address the lack of standardization in policies 
and practices across the state. 

The project objectives were defined by the Committee in terms of their assess­
ment of the problem areas which needed a focused study. Recommendations were 
developed to address these objectives and were based on preliminary study 
findings and public hearings. 
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The Juvenile Detention Study Project staff visited and gathered data from every 
detention center and county jail in the state. More than three hundred people 
in the juvenile justice system, including youth, completed questionnaires and 
were interviewed. The analysis of the data led to the following general 
findings: 

1. The county jail is the facility most frequently used to hold youth 
awaiting .court action. The eight counties with the highest rates 
of detention use county jails exclusively for secure detention of 
youth. 

2. Jailed youth are held in solitary confineMent in mQst counties. 
The conditions they are subjected to before any determination of 
guilt are, in general, much more restrictive and punitive than 
those faced by the youth following the finding of guilt. 

3. Secure detention is not being used only for delinquents (those who 
have been charged with cri~inal acts). Well over one-third of 
secure detentions are for status offenses, such as curfew. truancy. 
and running away. Additional juveniles are detained for breaking 
rules of supervision imposed by juvenile court. 

4. Some children who are alleged to be dependent and/or neglected due 
to family problems are still being sheltered and cared for in 
county jails. 

5. Secure detention is frequently used in sOle jurisdictions for 
"therapeutic punishment- and not primarily for the protection of 
the community or to insure appearance of the child in court. 

6. For those youth apprehended for status offenses, the rate of 
detention is three times gr!ater than for those apprehended for 
criminal acts. 

7. Minority youth (black and Native American) are detained dispro­
portionately more than whites in relation to their numbers in the 
total population. 

8. Female youths are detained at higher rates than males following 
apprehension. They are also detained more frequently for status 
offenses than are mules (61% compared to 32% for males). 

9. Over one-half of the juveniles who are held in secure detention are 
released within twenty-four hours. 

10. Over two-thirds of the young people released from secure detention 
go back to the community. 

11. Only five percent of all juveniles held in jail are alleged to have 
committed an offense against another person. 

-3-

1 
! 

... - _ ..... - -



12. Screening of initial detention admissions is either perfunctory or 
nonexistent in most counties. 

13. Criteria and procedures for placement of a youth in detention lack 
uniformity within most counties. In additfon, crfteria and procedures 
va~ wfdely from county to county. 

14. There are no alternatives to secure detention in most countfes. 
Foster care and/or recefving homes are too few in number to provide 
effectfve alternatives. 

15. Many young people are never given a detention hearfng. Many others 
are not given hearings until well after twenty-four hours following 
confinement. 

16. Youth are seldom represented by attorneys at detention hearings. 
When they are represented, thefr attorneys often do not act as 
advocates. 

17. The type of detention infOrMation available varfes from county to 
county, making it difficult to assess actual detention practice. 

18. Youth make up fifty percent of law enforcement apprehensions, yet 
only a small part of law enforcement training is youth-re18ted. 

19. Decision makers in counties with high detention rates hold stricter 
attitudes regarding detentfon than those in countfes with low 
detention rates. 

20. The twelve counties comprising the northwest portion of the state 
contain 45% (5 of 11) of the low detention rate counties and 
62.5% (5 of 8) of the high detention rate countfes, demonstrating 
extreme variability. 

21. Both the attitude and the availability of a youth·s parents sfg­
nfficantly affect the decision to detain. 

22. Fingerprinting and photographing are usual practices when admftting 
youth to jail. 

-4-
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The Juvenile Detention Study Steerfng Committee, after meetfng numerous times to 
review and discuss recommendations, and to consider study ffndings and input 
from open meetings, proposes recommendations for improvement of juvenile 
detention practices in Wisconsin. Definitions are presented, followed by 
recommendations in five areas: detention intake, due process, facilities 
and programs, financing and administration. 

SECURE DETENTION: Temporary care of children, excluding those who are depend­
ent or neglected, in a physically secure facility pending court action. 

NONSECURE DETENTION: Temporary care of children in an unlocked facility 
pending juvenile court action. 

DETENTION INTAKE: The screening procedure foll~fng a request for detention 
and ending with a dec.ision to detain or not to detain. 

IEENTIOO INTAKE 

1. NO CHILD SHOULD BE DETA!NED IN ANY FACILITY WITHOUT SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION 
FROM A JUVENILE COURT JUDGE, JUVENILE COURT COMMISSIONER, OR DETENTION 
INTAKE WORKER(S) DELEGATED THIS AUTHORITY. SUCH AUTHORIZATION SHOULD NOT 
BE DELEGATED TO ANY OTHER FUNCTIONARY IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. 

COII'IIIentary: It.u.impolLtalLt that de:tenei.oJl !JIJ..thoJti.:tlj bt ve.6,ttd orthj .bt 
thou 4ptc.J..aU.y quaU6-ie.d and. t.lr.4intd to 1IIflke. 4u.c.h a dtc.i.4.um. 

2. SPECIFICALLY DESIGNATED INTAKE WORKER(S) SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TWENTY-FOUR 
HOURS A DAY, SEVEN DAYS A WEEK, FOR THE PURPOSE OF SCREENING ADMISSIONS TO 
DETENTION. 

3. DECISIONS TO DETAIN SHOULD BE MADE AS A RESULT OF FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS 
WITH THE CHILD AND CONCERNED PARTIES. 

4. THE DETENTION INTAKE WORKER SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE TO THE JUVENILE COURT 
JUDGE. 

-5-
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5. THE MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE INTAKE WORKER SHOULD INCLUDE THREE 
YEARS EXPERIENCE WITH JUVENILES IN A DIRECT WORKING RELATIONSHIP AND 
EXPERTISE IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. OR THE REQUIREMENTS OF A 
COUNTY SOCIAL WORKER II. 

6. WRITTEN INTAKE POLICIES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED AND UTILIZED BV THE COURT IN 
CONSULTATION WITH INTAKE WORKERS. DISTRICT ATTORNEY. AND LAW ENFORCEMENT. 
THESE POLICIES SHOULD BE REVIEWED AT LEAST EVERY TWO YEARS. 

7. CHILDREN NOT TO BE DETAINED MAY BE RELEASED TO PARENT. ADULT RELATIVE. 
LEGAL CUSTODIAN. GUARDIAN OR OTHER RESPONSIBLE ADULT. CHILDREN FIFTEEN 
(15) YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER MAY BE RELEASED WITHOUT IMMEDIATE ADULT SUPER­
VISION. 

Comnentllry: Chi.t.tlJwt 6i6te.e.n ye.aJt6 06 age. Ol!. oUtIl. .6hould IIOt be. de:t4iJte.d 
.6olehj bWUL6 e. a.duLt .6upeJtv.i.6.ion .i.6 ItOt hrrme.cUatel.y a.va11.abl.e.. 

8. CRISIS COUNSELING SHOULD BE AVAILABLE DURING THE INTAKE PROCESS. 

COIIIIIenta ry: IIIhen 0ne..i.6 de.p1tived 06 h.i.6/ htll. l..ibtJtty, a. pote.nt.ial CJI.i6.i.6 
.6.tt.uat.ion ex.i.6u wh.i.c.h mtI.Jj ne.c.e.6.6U:ate the need 6011. CJI.i6.i.6 c.oWl.6el..Utg. 

9. EACH LAW ENFORCEMENT JURISDICTION SHOULD HAVE BOTH MALE AND FEMALE LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS AVAILABLE WHO HAVE BEEN TRAINED TO WORK WITH 
JUVENILES. 

lXE PROCESS 

1. IF A CHILD IS DETAINED, THE PERSON MAKING THE DECISION SHOULD BE RESPON~ 
SIBLE FOR NOTIFYING THE PARENTS OR LEGAL GUARDIAN. AND THE DETENTION 
HEARING SHOULD BE HELD WITHIN TWENTY-FOUR HOURS. OR THE NEXT WORKING DAY 
FOLLOWING A WEEKEND OR HOLIDAY. 

2. CHILDREN MAY BE FINGERPRINTED OR PHOTOGRAPHED ONLY IF THEY ARE ALLEGED 
TO HAVE COMMITTED A SERIOUS OFFENSE AND WITH PERMISSION OF THE JUVENILE 
COURT JUDGE. 

3. A PETITION SHOULD BE FILED PRIOR TO THE DETENTION HEARING AND THE CHILD 
SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT TO REVIEW THE PETITION PRIOR TO THE DETE~rION 
HEARING. 

4. PRIOR TO THE DETENTION HEARING THE JUDGE SHOULD OETEl~MINE THAT PROBABLE 
CAUSE EXISTS ON THE FACE OF THE PETITION. 

-6-

5. A CHILD SHOULD BE ADVISED OF HIS/HER RIGHT TO LEGAL REPRESENTATION AT THE 
DETENTION HEARING. THE ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A CHILD SHOULV ACT IN THE 
CAPACITY OF AN ADVOCATE. 

6. IF THE DECISION IS MADE AT THE DETENTION HEARING TO CONTINUE DETENTION, 
AN ADJUDICATORY HEARING SHOULD BE HELD WITHIN TWENTY DAYS. 

7. THE JUVENILE COURT JUDGE SHOULD REVIEW CONTINUED DETENTION EVERY FIVE 
WORKING DAYS. ALL INTERESTED PARTIES SHOULD BE NOTIFIED OF THE TIME AND 
PLACE OF THE REVIEW ANr HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO BE PRESENT. 

8. FOLLOWING ADJUDICATION, A DAILY. WRITTEN REPORT SHOULD BE MADE TO THE 
JUVENILE COURT JUDGE REGARDING THE PLAN FOR REMOVAL OF EACH CHILD HELD 
IN SECURE DETENTION • 

Conmentary: Suc.h Ite.poltt .6hould be. made by the agenc.y lte.6polt.6.ibte 6011. 
planning the Itemovai. 06 the c.hUd. 

9. WHEN A PETITION FOR WAIVER TO ADULT COURT IS FILED THE CHILD SHOULD 
IMMEDIATELY BECOME ELIGIBLE FOR BAIL. 

10. THE DISPOSITIONAL HEARING FOR CHII.DREN HELD IN SECURE DETENTION SHOULD BE 
HELD WITHIN TEN WORKING DAYS AFTER ADJUDICATION. 

11. THE DISPOSITIONAL HEARING FOR CHILDREN HELD IN NONSECURE DETENTION SHOULD 
BE HELD WITHIN FIFTEEN WORKING DAYS AFTER ADJUDICATION. 

12. ANY LIQUOR LAW OR TRAFFIC LAW PERMITTING SENTENCING OF JUVENILES TO JAIL 
SHOULD BE RESCINDED. 

13. JUVENILES SHOULD HAVE ACCESS TO ANY RECORDS RELATING TO ~~rr~ DETENTION. 

14. NO CHILD SHOULD BE GIVEN INEQUITABLE TREATMENT DUE TO RACE. COLOR, SEX OR 
RELIGIOUS BELIEFS. IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
COMMENCE PROPER LEGAL ACTION AGAINST LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITIES FOUND 
TO BE IN VIOLATION OF THE WISCONSIN STATUTES WHICH PROHIBIT DISCRIMINATION. 

FACILITIES NID PROGRAMS 

1. IN ORDER TO BE CONSIDERED FOR ADMISSION TO A SECURE DETENTION FACILITY 
OTHER THAN JAIL. A CHILD MUST BE TEN (10) YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, ALLEGED 
TO BE DELINQUENT OR IN NEED OF SUPERVISION, AND PRESENT AN IMMINENT 
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PHYSICAL THREAT TO PERSONS; OR( BE A FUGITIVE FROM A CORRECTIONAL INSTl.­
TUTION OR ANOTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT JURISDICTION; OR. BECAUSE OF PREVIOUS 
BEHAVIOR. IS BELIEVED LIKELY TO ABSCOND. 

2. IN ORDER TO BE CONSIDERED FOR ADMISSION TO JAIL. A CHILD MUST BE FOURTEEN 
(14) YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER. PRESENT AN I .... INENT PHYSICAL THREAT TO PERSONS 
AND ALLEGEDLY HAVE COMMITTED A DELINQUENT ACT AGAINST PERSONS; OR BE 
WAIVED TO CRIMINAL COURT. 

3. FOR A CHILD ALLEGED TO BE DELINQUENT OR IN NEED OF SUPERVISION TO BE CON­
SIDERED FOR ADMISSION TO NONSECURE DETENTION. THAT CHILD MUST BE TEN (10) 
YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER. 

4. CHILDREN WHO ARE SUICIDAL. EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED. OR UNDER THE INFLUENCE 
OF DRUGS OR ALCOHOL SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED FOR DETENTION; MEDICAL CARE 
SHOULD BE PROVIDED FOR THESE CHILDREN. 

CoIIaIentary: UMtJt puaut l.iJI;J, adL&U d.wnItUUlt.66 i..6 not CDru.ideJted /lit 
o66e.rut, but Jtath.eJt /lit :utJttU. ChU..dlwt, hoc«veJt, WI4Ij 6t.Ut bt take.n 
.into CU6tody 601L cIJWtIWtg tutd ptaetd .ill ja.U.. 

5. NO CHILD SHOULD BE PLACED IN A FACILITY WHO DOES NOT MEET THE CRITERIA FOR 
ADMISSION TO THAT FACILITY AS DEFINED BY REGULATION. ANY PERSON RESPON­
SIBLE FOR AN IMPROPER PLACEMENT MAY BE FINED NOT MORE THAN $100, OR IM­
PRISONED NOT MORE THAN THREE (3) MONTHS. OR BOTH. 

6. CHILDREN HELD IN DETENTION FOR THREE (3) DAYS OR LESS SHOULD AT LEAST BE 
PROVIDED THE FOLLOWING SERVICES: 

A. STAFF AVAILABLE TWENTY-FOUR (24) HOURS TO RECEIVE NEW ADMISSIONS. 

B. UPON ADMISSION, MEDICAL INFORMATION SHOULD BE GATHERED FROM THE CHILD, 
OR OTHERS AVAILABLE, REGARDING THE GENERAL HEALTH OF THE CHILD AND 
ANY SPECIAL HEALTH NEEDS. 

C. EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES AVAILABLE TWENTY-FOUR (24) HOURS A DAY, 
AND THERE SHOULD BE WRITTEN PROCEDURES FOR THESE SERVICES. 

D. RADIOS AND CONTEMPORARY READING MATERIALS. 

E. COUNSELING (SOCIAL, BEHAVIORAL OR RELIGIOUS) ON A VOLUNTARY BASIS. 

F. THERE SHOULD BE VISITATION DURING REASONABLE HOURS. PARENTS, GUARD­
IANS, SIBLINGS, AND SIGNIFICANT OTHERS (PEOPLE WHO DEMONSTRATE SOME 
CONSTRUCTIVE INVOLVEMENT IN THE LIFE OF THE CHILD), MAY VISIT AND HAVE 
THE RIGHT TO A PRIVATE CONVERSATION. VISUAL MONITORING, WITH THE 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE CHILD AND VISITOr15. MAY OCCUR. BUT THERE SHOULD NOT 
BE SOUND MONITORING OR RECORDING OF THE CONVERSATION. 
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7. CHILDREN HELD FOR MORE THAN THREE (3) DAYS SHOULD AT LEAST BE PROVIDED 
THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL SERVICES: 

A. A GENERAL PHYSICAL EXAMINATION. 

B. EXERCISE OPPORTUNITIES IN AN INDOOR AND/OR OUTDOOR AREA. RADIO. 
TELEVISION SET AND CONTEMPORARY READING MATERIALS. 

C. PROGRAMS WITH TRAINED COMMUNITY VOLUNTEERS. 

D. EDUCATION OPPORTUNITIES OFFERED IN COOPERATION WITH LOCAL SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS UNDER PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 115. WISCONSIN STATUTES. 

8. A CHILD SHOULD NOT BE ISOLATED IN SUCH A WAY AS TO PROHIBIT ALL SOCIAL 
INTERACTION. 

9. A CHILD SHOUl.D HAVE THE RIGHT TO PERSONAL PRIVACY. 

10. WHENEVER POSSIBLE. PROGRAMS SHOULD BE COEDUCATIONAL • 

. . 

11. ALL DETENTION STAFF SHOULD RECEIVE AT LEAST FORTY (40) HOURS OF ORIENTATION 
TRAINING PRIOR TO WORKING WITH CLIENTS. ADDITIONAL TRAINING SHOULD BE 
MADE AVAILABLE BY THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES. 

12. WHENEVER POSSIBLE, STAFF SHOULD BE GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE 
IN FORMAL EDUCATION COURSES DESIGNED TO IMPROVE THEIR JOB EFFECTIVENESS. 
WHERE SUCH COURSEWORK IS TAKEN AND SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED. THE EMPLOYEES 
SHOULD BE REIMBURSED BY THEIR EMPLOYING AGENCY. 

13. JUVENILES HELD IN JAIL BECAUSE THEY ARE WAIVED TO CRIMINAL COURT SHOULD 
BE HELD IN THE JUVENILE SECTION OF THE JAIL. 

14. "HOME DETENTION" PROGRAMS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO SECURE 
DETENTION. JUVENILES WHO WOULD OTHERWISE BE DETAINED WOULD BE PLACED IN 
THEIR OWN HOMES OR IN HOMES DESIGNATED BY THE COURT AND UNDER SUPERVISION 
AWAITING COURT ACTION. 

Conmentary: Ju.ve.nU.u coll'lllitting 6Miou.6 v.iole.nt c.Wnu 6u.e1t CU IIIIJ.ItdeJt OIl. 
Jl4pe Mt uc.lu.dtd 6Jto111 tht pItOgJUIIII. A6ttJt d-ig.ibil1.ty 60Jt tht pItOgJUIIII i..6 
deteJUll.Uttd by tht jc.ul.gt at the dete.ntiorl heatri.ng, 4 C4U.wo.U.eJt i..6 cu6.iglu!d 
to tht ju.ve.nU.t. Cou.rud.irr.g tUJd .6u.peJtvi..6.iorl Me pItOv.idtd by tht. cu6.iglted 
woUeJi. who uu the youth at lecut Orlee each do.y Clrtd lIIClku a.ddLtiortal 
daily con.tClc.t4 with palte.nU tutd teacheJl6. The poterr..tiCll. be.nt6it6 06 thi..6 
pItOgJUIIII Me rIUIIIeJtOu.6. F.iIt6t,.it. e.n4blu tht c.hll.d to Uve at homt tutd 
pvt.tic..ipate .in 6amUy Clrtd comtrlUll.it.y 466a.iJt6 MtheJt thClrr. i..6o.t.a,ting fWrt 6Jto'" 

-9-

I 

J 
~ 



.. • • 

FItMCING 

1. STATE REIMBURSEMENT SHOULD BE MADE TO LOCAL C(MftJNITIES TO ASSIST IN THE 
DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF DETENTION AND SHELTER FACILITIES. REIM­
BURSEMENT FOR CARE SHOULD BE CONTINGENT UPON MEETING STANDARDS FOR 
DETENTION AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE UNDER FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS. 
THE REIMBURSEMENT FOR CARE SHOULD BE FOR NO MORE THAN FIFTEEN (15) 
CONSECUTIVE DAYS OF CARE PER CHILD PER EPISODE. 

2. COSTS RELATING TO INTAKE WORKERS SHOULD BE REIMBURSED BY STATE AND FEDERAL 
FUNDS AT THE USUAL SOCIAL WORKER RATE. 

AIJUNI SlRATlCJ4 

1. THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES SHOULD REORGANIZE IN SUCH A 
WAY AS TO PROTECT THE NEEDS OF CHILDREN THROUGH SPECIALIZED UNITS HAVING 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR STANDARDS, FACILITIES, AND PROGRAMS. WITHIN THIS 
STRUCTURE A JUVENILE DETENTION SPECIALIST POSITION SHOULD BE CREATED. 

COIIIIIentary: Regul4tia1&6 tUtd ~tItJttI4JUU 60Jt juve.nU.t. de:t.vr.tiorr 6a.dUti,u 
and pJlOglUUl6, .i.l&6pe.et:.iorr tUtd tval.u.4tiDJl 06 6tu!U..it.l£.6 cuu:l pIlog1UUl6, and 
wt.l.601U11 6.ta.te.-w.i.dt. Jtt.poJt:tillg ~houlll bt. devwpt.d and c.aMie.d out. bg 6ta66. 
f660w ~houi.d be. dVr.e.etf.d t.owaItd ut.a.bt.i61Wtg cuu:l ~ wt.l.~01Ull 
6.t:andaJtd6 and enabLing cont.iJwt.d JtUoUJtee. devwprten.t. 

2. THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALlll ~WD SOCIAL SERYICES SHOULD ASSIST LOCAL COMMU­
NITIES IN THE DEVELOPM£Nl OF ALTERNATIYES TO SECURE DETENTION, INCLUDING 
LEGAL ASSISTANCE REGARDING ZONING ORDINANCES~" 

3. THE DEPA~NT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES SHOULD ESTABLISH A STATE-WIDE 
UNIFORM JUVENILE DETENTION INFORMATION REPORTING SYSTEM TO BE USED FOR 
BOTH LOCAL AND STATE-WIDE PLANNING. PERSONAL IDENTIFYING INFORMATION SHOULD 
NOT BE INCLUDED. 

4. THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES SHOULD IMMEDIATELY ESTABLISH 
UNIFORM LICENSING PROCEOURES FOR SHELTER CARE. 
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COIIII'ienta ry : MY 6a.c.iU:tq .intended 60.11. the C4Jte 06 dgh:t c.hU.dlr.en 0.11. le.u 
46 an aUelUl4tive ~ 4ecwte dt:tent.iort ~hou.t.d be. Uee.ru.ed 46 a. ~peeia.l. .type 
06 60~.teJt home.. The V'£v.uiorr 06 FtJIftU.IJ SeJtv.i.c.£.6 ~houl.d Jtegu!aJtly 60Uc.i..t 
.input 6JlOIII countit.6 and local. colllllWl.iti£.6 JtegMding de.tent.ion 6.ta.ndaJul6, 
6adUti£.6 and pJlOglUllrl6, and aUeJUUtti.v£.6 ~ de.ten;t.(on. 

5. EACH COUNTY WITH A JUVENILE POPULATION OVER 10.000 (AGE 12-17) SHOULD 
ESTABLISH CRISIS INTERVENTION UNITS. 

6. LAY ADVISORY COMMITTEES SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED IN EACH COUNTY. WITH SPECIFIC 
RESPONSIBILITIES RELATING IN PART TO THE DETENTION OF JUVENILES. 
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