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Thank you very much, Mro Chairman, for inviting, the 

Department of Justice to testify this morning on the Missing 

Children's Act and on the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act. I am here, as the 

Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention (OJJDP), on behalf of the Department of Justice and 

the Administration. 

Missing Children 

The Department supports, with minor modifications, the 

portions of the proposed Missing Children's Act which would 

establish a national resource center and clearinghouse on missing 

children information and which would provide other services 

relating to missing children. This Committee has heard, as has 

the House of Representatives, considerable testimony regarding 

the missing children issue and what can be done about it. We 

believe that the federal government can be of greatest assistance 

in dealing with the problem through the establishment of a 

National Center for Missing and Exploited Children. 

My office is now in the process of developing a plan for a 

National Center for Missing an~ Exploited Children which we hope 

to fund and have operati~g soon. That project is designed to 

accomplish most of the things envisioned by 8.2014. We hope to 

provide first-year funding of $1.5 million, which we believe will 

be adequate to establish the Center, hire a competent and 

suffi~ient staff, fund a hotline, prepare and distribute 

materia.Js, information, and data to the public, assist law 

enforcement, the public, and citizen groups concerned with 
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missing children, and orchestrate a prevention campaign. 

Alttough data and statistics are not definitive, estimates 

indicate that as many as a million-and-a-half children are 

missing from their homes each year. Approximately one million of 

these children are runaways or, in some cases, throwaways -­

ch,ildren forced out of their homes. The results of a three-year 

study by the Missing and Exploited Child unit of Louisville, 

Kentucky, revealed that as many as 85% of the exploited children 

they encounter.ed were missing from their homes when they were 

subject to exploitation. 

The most critical point is this: any child who has lost his 

or her home is in significant danger from emotional, physical, 

sexual, or criminal exploitation. The existence of a national 

resource center will help identify the relationship between 

missing and exploited children and the link between exploited 

children and later delinquency. 

A federal response to these issues is both critical and 

appropriate. The striking mobility of our society means that the 

case of a missing child or an investigation into child 

pornography quickly moves beyond local law enforcement 

jurisdictions. There is a definite need for national 

coordination and dissemination of information concerning missing 

and exploited children. Furthermore, we have learned that the 

search for a missing child is often a lonely search -- conducted 

by the parents and relatives themselves. TheDe dedicated 

individuals have expressed, even before this Subcommittee, their 

critical need for help. A National Center for Missing and 
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Exploited Children will provide the active assistance needed in 

dealing with this national problem. 

S.2014 calls for an authorization of $10 million with which 

to fund Missing Children's activities. We support assisting 

missi~g children along the lines suggested by S.20l4, but we urge 

that the activities contemplated in S.20l4 be performed under the 

grant program contained in Title VI of S.1762, the 

Administration's Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1983. This 

legislation, which would establish the Office of Justice 

Assistance, would authorize appropriations for grants related to 

criminal justice assistance and has already received an 

appropriation contingent upon enactment of authorizing 

legislation. 

We would be pleased to work with the Subcommittee staff on 

the other modification I referred to previously, such as a 

clarificati~n of the telephone hot-line function, because of the 

absence from the bill of any authority for the utilization or 

dissemination of the information reported by individuals through 

the telephone reporting &ystem. (Section 273 (b) (1). Further 

the proposed definition of the term "missins child" appears to be 

excessively narrow by eliminating from consideration under the 

program children aged fourteen through seventeen, unless 

circumstances indicate the child was abducted. We also suggest 

additional language be incorporated to reduce the potential for 

misunderstanding the nature of the resource center and confusing 

its role with operational investigative or law enforcement 

agencies. 
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Reauthorization 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Administration supports the 

reauthorization of Title III of the JJDP Act, known as the 

Runaway and Homeless Y(lmth Act and administered by the Department 

of Health and Human Services, but opposes reauthorization of 

Title Ii, relating to the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention. Those functions of the office which have 

proven to be worthwhile and successful, in addition to the 

missing children aspects of the bill before you, would be carried 

·forth instead by the proposed Office of Justice Assistance. 

Other functions of the JJDP Act have been adequately tested, we 

believe, to indicate whether they either work or do not; those 

activities that have demonstrated their effectiveness can be 

continued and funded by state and local governments, if they so 

desire. Other functions of the office which have proven to be 

counterproductive should no longer be funded by the federal 

government. We believe that the programs of the 

sort required by the JJDP Act should not be mandated to the 

states. 

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 

One of the primary purposes of the Act was to 

deinstitutionalize status offenders (those juveniles whose 

offenses would not De offenses were they adults), diverting them 

from the judicial system and out of secure detention facilities 

and into community-based, non-judicial settings. 
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Deinstitutionalization of status offenders has largely been 

accomplished as a result of the JJDP Act, at least to the extent 

that juvenile status offenders are now only rarely held in secure 

detention facilities. The effects of deinstitutionalization, as 

I wili indicate later in my testimony, are not as positive. 

Forty-six states and the Distr ict of Columbia no,., 

participate in the JJDP Act by, among other things, 

deinstitutionalizing their status offenders in order to get JJDP 

Act money, in accordance with Section 223 {a} (12) (A) and {B} of 

the Act. Each of these states has submitt&d a plan and submits 

annual reports to wy office containing a review of its progress 

made to achieve deinstitutionalization. The other four states, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyoming, and Nevada, indicate at the 

present time no desire to participate in the Act. 

We believe that the states which now participate in the 

program will continue to deinstitutionalize without the federal 

gove aent's money, and will be able to do so more successfully 

without the unyielding and strict requirements q~ federal law. 

Each state has a different set of circumstances and, without th~ 

need to comply with federal mandates, will be able to adjust its 

programs to meet its own local problems and conditions. Since 

the funds OJJDP provides to states are insufficient to cover the 

full cost of deinstitutionalization, the individual states must 

have shown a commitment to deinstitutionalize status offenders in 

order to participate in the program. More than federal money, in 

other words, was required for the states to join the program; 
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with the relatively small amount of OJJDP money going to each 

state, there is no reas~n to believe that the states will now 

retreat from their commitment, with the exception of perhaps 

amending the statutes to more nearly conform to local conditions. 

The JJDP Act also provides that in order to participate in 

the program, delinquent juveniles shall not be held in 

institutions in which they have regular contact with adults. 

Section 223 (a) (13). Those states participating in the program 

have made sufficient progress under this section to deem these 

separation requirements an almost total success. 

In 1980, the JJDP Act was amended to mandate that, beginning 

in 1985, no state participating in the program may detain 

juveniles in jails or lock-up~ for adults. Section 223 (a) 

(14). Because this mandate is not fully in place, it is not 

possible to report precisely what each state has doneQ However, 

OJJDP, through its state representatives, does monitor the 

stat~s' progress and is generally aware of whether each state 

~ould be able to be in compliance by 1985 in the event the Act 

were reauthorized. See Appendices A and B for a summary of 

states' compliance with Section 223 (a) (12), (13) and (14). 

Again, because of the relatively small amount of federal 

money involved, the states are not undertaking the jail removal 

requirements because of federal money, but because they believe 

it is the right thing to do. Those that have adopted the 

philosophy of the Act ~1ill continue this mandate without the 
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federal governmei'~t telling them to do so; those which cannot, or 

do not wish to, carry out this mandate may cease participation in 

the program~ We believe that the states will be abl~ to perform 

these functions better, in fact, without the federal mandates, 

because the state legislatures wi~l be able to respond more 

creatively to their own individual problems. 

Impact of Deinstitutionalization 

Because the Act places such emphasis on 

deinstitutionalization, and because one of the purposes of the 

mandate, when the statute was passed, was to £educe criminality 

among juveniles, it is worthwhile to examine the impact 

deinstitutionalization has had on recidivism. 

We have done so by commissioning a study, done by the 

American Justice Institute, which reviews virtually all existing 

empirical studies on deinstitutionalization. These independent 

findings are startling. They show that comparisons of 

deinstitutionalized status offenders and non-deinstitutionalized 

status offenders generally show no differences in recidivism. Of 

the fourteen p~ograms in which recidivism rates could be 

com~ared, no differences were found in eight, in three, the 

deinstitutionalized status offenders did bet'ter, and in three, 

they did worse. 

Further, although commitment of status offenders to public 

correctional institutions has declined since the beginning of the 

federal effort in 1974, it has not been ended, and there has been 

a substantial increase in commitments to private correctional 

institutions. 
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We have found that both of the major strategies for reducing 

or eliminating the secure confinement of status offenders 

(developing alter.native programs or issuing absolute prohibitions 

against confinement) produced unintended side effects. Many 

jurisdictions that developed alternatives without prohibiting 

confinement e,~perienced "net widening" effects in which the 

alternative programs were used mainly for juveniles who 

previously had been handled on an informal basis and the status 

offenders who previously had been detained continued to be held 

in secure facilities. Additionally, the absolute prohibitions 

against confinement p~oduced changes in the use of discl'etion 

(popularly termed "relabeling") which resulted in many ~f; the 

cases that previously might have been treated as status offenses 

being handled as minor offenses. Worse, in some of the 

jurisdictions which prohibited confinement, we have found that 

law enforcement officers and the agencies responsible for 

delivery of services on a voluntary basis simply were not dealing 

with these youths at all and that those most in need of services 

were not receiving them. 

What has been the impact of the removal of services, and the 

removal of the ability of local jurisdicti'ons to hold certain 

status offenders in secure facilities? Although hard data is 

scanty and difficult to find, in at least one area it appears the 

Act may have done more harm than good. That area involves 

runaways -- one of the most frequently co:mmitted of the status 

offenses. 
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The effect of the JJDP Act on rllnaway youth has been to 

effectively emancipate them, or to allow those who would leave 

home a free hand. It has inhibited, for all intents and 

purposes, the law enforcement system from dealing with and 

attempting to control runaway youth -- a law enforcement system 

which may have had some faults, but also provided troubled youth 

with services and assistance. 

In many jurisdictions, deinstitutionalization has encouraged 

alid even forced author i ties to neglect runaway and homeless 

children. In this country's toughest urban centers, 

deinstitutionalization has meant, not transferring youths from 

reform schools to caring environments, but releasing them to the 

exploitation of the street. 

The 1974 Act ana its amendments make it virtually impossible 

for state and local authorities to detain status offenders in 

secure facilities for more than a few days, or in some instances, 

hours. In the case of runaways, that prohibition is too 

extreme. In some situations, secure settings - not jails - are 

necessary to protect these childJi'en from an environment they 

cannot control and often are unable to resist. The costs of such 

a policy to those children - and to society generally - are too 

great to continue. 

A study recently conducted in Florida on runaways concluded 

that of those children who stay away from home for more than two 

weeks, 75% will be supporting themselves within that two week 

period, by theft, drugs, prostitution, and pornography -- in 
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other words, by crime. Many are arrested and enter the judicial 

1 status Offenders, but as criminal offenders system no onger as 

-- often for crimes that they were virtually forced to commit in 

order to survive. In many cases by providing services to them at 

an early stager the law enforcement system could help these 

children return borne, thereby preventing subsequent criminality. 

By no means do all runaway or homeless children need closed 

programs. We fully endorse the views of such experts as Father 

Bruce Ritter who runs the Covenant House in New York City, who 

believe that those rhildren living on the street most likely to 

be helped are those who recognize they need help and who turn to 

and remain at voluntary facilities~ 

But what do we do for the thirteen year old runaway girl, 

living on the street, selling her body, who is repeatedly 

returned to her parents or a voluntary foster setting, and who 

repeatedly runs back to th~ street? In some cases, according to 

many experts who have dealt with the problem at first hand, the 

only answer is being able to us~ se~ure confinement, again not 

for Dunishment, but for treatment. As Father Ritter who has 
'" 

probably had more experience with runaway children than virtually 

anyone else in the country, says: 

"A thirteen yea!: old girl is pimp bait. She'll be 
lucky if she survives to her fifteenth year. If she does 
survive to her fifteenth year, she'll be no good to anyone, 
including herself. I don't think you can let a fifteen year 
old girl wander loose and I don't think the state has the 
right to say 'we're going to wash our hands' •••• 

"Sometimes kids are so out of control and incapable of 
making an informed, mature decision in their best interest 
that adults have to make that decision for them. It is 
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criminal not to. But once you make that decision to place a 
child in a closed program, you have got to make the equally 
difficult decision to make sure it is a good one .'" 

The 1974 Act and its amendments erred by specifying too 

strictly the ways in which state and local authorities could 

handle the status offender problem. By imposing the same 

standard in every state, we may have helped the states begin the 

process of deinstitutionalizing, but in a manner sufficiently 

unyielding as to make matters worse. By now lifting federal 

restrictions, we believe that state law will be adjusted to meet 

the specific problems of each state, but without returning to the 

old system of jailing status offenders. 

Delinquency Prevention 

OJJDP has, in the past years, directed a considerable amount 

of its resources to delinquency prevention. Delinqu&nc), 

prevention is a process that involves schools, families, 

communities, neighborhoods, churches, and community-based 

organizations -- areas where it is difficult for the Department 

of Justice in particular, and the federal government generally, 

to make a difference. Delinquency prevention is made up of those 

things which_are good for youth in general -- things which the 

federal government will do in any case, under names other than 

delinquency prev~nti'on. Accordingly, we find more than thirty 

different bureaus and offices in the federal government which 

engage in, as they are broadly defined, delinquency prevention 

activities with exp~r~ditures of billions of dollars. 
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The delinquency prevention programs OJJDP has supported in 

the past have done little to prevent delinquency. In a major 

evaluation of the Office's delinquency prevention activity, the 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency, in The National 

'Evaluation of Delinguency Prevention: Final Report (1981), came 

to this discouraging conclusion after looking at over sixty 

different programs that the Office had funded: 

"Data from this national study together with past 
research suggest that the idea of preventing delinquency 
remains excessively ambitious if not pretentious. There is a 
large gap between policy makers' hopes and what can be 
accomplished by prevention programs funded under this broad 
notion. As yet, social scientists have not isolated the 
~au~es of juv~nile delinquency, but even if they were known 
~t IS n~t ObVIOUS that anything could be done about them. 
Many ~r~ters.would agree that delinquency is generally 
assocIated wIth the growth of industrialism and social trends 
(e.g., poverty ~nd racism) of such scope and complexity that 
th:y cannot easIly be sorted out and remedied • • • • Given 
tb:s perspective on delinquency it becomes fruitless or even 
naIve to believe that highly generalized and often unclear 
directives to introduce prevention programs into 
heterogeneous target areas can curtail delinquency." 

We believe that federal delinquency prevention programs 

based on social service activities should be housed in 

departments other than the Department of Justice, such as the 

Department of Health and Human Services, the Department of 

Education, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and 

the ACTION agency. Those aspects of juvenile delinquency 

appropriately addressed by the criminal justice system, and 

therefore suited to the Department of Justice, should be funded 

through the Office of Justice Assistance. 
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Serious Juvenile Crime . 
Juveniles commit some 35% of all serio~s crime in the United 

States, and some 20% of all violent crime. Although the 

percentage is slightly lower than it was ten years ago, arrest 

rates" for juveniles, as a percentage of the juvenile population, 

remains about the same. 

Juvenile crime is, and is increasingly treated by the states 

as, a criminal justice issue. Accordingly, programs to assist 

juvenile courts, as well as criminal courts, in dealing with the 

i~sue of juvenile crime could be more efficiently sponsored 

through the Office of Justice Assistance, as part of its 

consolidated criminal justice assistance responsibilities, than 

through a separate office which deals only with juveniles. 

Most serious and chronic juvenile offenders go on to become 

adult criminals, and most adult chronic offenders were offenders 

when they were juveniles. The states now treat chronic 

offenders, whether they be juveniles or adults, in a similar 

manner much more than heretofore. The result is that such 

offenders are increasingly in the same law enforcement system, 

the same court system~ and even the same correctional system. 

Having a separate juvenile justice office within the Department 

of Justice to address only those parts of the system which deal 

wiiith juveniles is an artificial distinction which often 

duplicates services that are provided by other offices within the 

Department and forces the Department to act in a less efficient 

manner than it otherwise might. 

Some may argue that it is wrong for the states to treat 

13 



~--~------------------------------------~---------------.-------------p--------------------------~----~ __ · _______________ ~ ______ ~~~,~C----------.. ----cnMA~.~ .... ----K-

juvenile offfenders as adults. We believe that is an argument 

which should be made and resolved in the state legislatures. 

Each state is differentf each state has a different set of 

problems, different statutes, and different legislatures and 
. 

constituencies which see things in different ways. We believe 

that the genius of the federal system is reflected by the states' 

ability to be able to handle their problems in their own way. 

The development and implementations of criminal justice policy, 

outside of the federal justice system, is one of those state 

prerogatives which may be assisted by the federal government but 

without federal intet'ference. Assistance which is rendered by 

the federal government, such as by the Office of Justice 

Assistance, can be beneficial, but should be done without 

specific mandates and without the imposition of requirements that 

state laws be changed. 

In conclusion, we do not dispute that OJJDP has done many 

good things during existence, and recognize that it continues to 

fund many excellent programs~ Nevertheless, we do not believe 

its programs warrant continuation of a separate office and the 

expenditure of $70 million, particularly in times of restricted 

federal budgp.ts. OJJDP, for all of its good programs, has had 

little impact on crime. OJJDP has brought a new awareness to the 

world of juvenile justice, but that new awareness should now be 

carried forth in state and local governments, in the communities, 
f 

volunteer groups, and neighborhoods throughout the country. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to respond to any 

questions you or members of the Subcommittee may have. 
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Appendix A 

Summary of Compliance with 
Section 223 (a) (12), (13), and (14) 

of the Juvenile justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

. There are 57 states and territories eligible to participate in the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Formula Grant Program. 
Currently 53 are participating; the four not participating are Nevada, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming. According to the most 
recently submitted and reviewed State Monitoring Report, the following is 
a summary of compliance with Section 223 (a) (12), (13), and (14). 

SECTION 223 (a) (12) (A) 

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders 

A. Of the 53 participating states, 47 have participated for five or 
mere years and are thus required to achieve full compliance with 
Section 223 (a) (12) (A) of the Act to maintain eligibility for FY 84 
Formula Grant funds. Of these 47 states, a determination has been 
made that the following 44 states and territories are in full compliance 
pursualit to the policy and criteria for full compliance with de minimis 
exceptions. 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Amer ican Samoa 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Distrkt of Columbia 
FlorMa 
Georgia 
Guam 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
LQuisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Trust Territories 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Three of these 47 states have not to date been found to be in full 
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirement. Those states 
a['e Hawaii, Idaho, and Ohio. 
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B. Of the 53 participating states, four must achieve substantial or 
better compliance to be eligible for FY 84 Formula Grant funds. 
Those states are North Carolina, Northern Marianas, Utah, and West 
Virginia. All four have been found in full compliance. 

C. Two of the 53 participating states, N.::braska and Oklahoma, must 
demonstrate progress to maintain eligibiEty for FY 84 funds and each 
have done so. ' 

SECTION 223 (a) (13) 

Separation of Juveniles and Adult Offenders 

There are 39 states which hav~ demonstrated compliance with 
Section 223 (a) (13) of the Act. Foun...;;=~ other states have reported 
progress. Those 39 states which have been found in compliance with the 
separation requirements are: 

Alabama 
American Samoa 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

The 14 states reporting progress are: 

Alaska 
California 
Colol'ado 
Kentucky 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Mississippi 

Nebraska 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Northern Marianas 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Missouri 
Montana 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Tennessee 
Trust Territories 
West Virginia 
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APPENDIX B 

The summary of state participation in the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act and compliance with the 
de institutionalization and separation requirements of Sections 223 (a) (12) 
and (13) of the Act is based upon the 1982 monitoring reports which 
determined states' eligibility for FY 1984 formula funds (10/1/83 _ 
9/30/84). 

Attached are two fact sheets showing the number of status 
offenders and ()on-offenders held in secure detention and correctional 
facilities and the number of juveniles held in regular contact with 
incarcerated adult persons. The data presented represents a twelve-month 
period and was actual data for some states and projected to cover a 
twelve-month period for other states. All current data is that provided as 
"current data" in the 1982 monitoring reports. The baseline data for the 
number of status offenders and non-offenders held in secure detention and 
correctional facilities is that provided as "baseline data" in the 1979 
reports. The baseline data for the number of juveniles held in regular 
contact with adult offenders is that provided as ''baseline data" in the 1981 
reports. Only participating states are included in the figures. A fact sheet 
showing the number of juveniles held in jails and lock-ups is attached. 
However, this data is not pro]ected to cover a twelve-month period. 

The nationwide baseline data for the number of status offenders and 
non-offenders held in secure detention and correctional facilities was 
determined to be 199,341. The nationwide current data showed 22,833 
status offenders and non-offenders held in secure detention and 
correctional facilities. Thus, by comparing baseline and current data, the 
number of status offenders and non-offenders held in secure facilities has 
been reduced by 88.5% over the past 5 to 7 years. According to the 1980 
census, approximately 62,132,000 juveniles under the age of eighteen resi~e 
in the participating states. Thus, the number of status offenders and noo­
offenders currently held computes to a national ratio of 36.7 status 
offenders and non-offenders securely held per 100,000 juvenile populatio,\ 
under age 18. This national ratio is in excess of the maximum rate which 
an individual state must achieve to be eligible for a finding of full 
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirements of Section 223 (a) 
(l2) (A) of the JJDP Act, pursuant to OJJDP's policy and criteria for de 
minimis exceptions to full compliance. It should also be noted that these 
figures do not include those status offenders and non-offenders held less 
than 24 hours during weekdays and those held up to an additional 48 hours 
(i.e., a maximum of 72 total hours) over the weekend. 

The number of juveniles held in regular contact with incarcerated 
adults has reduced from 97,1847 to 27,552. This computes to a 71.8% 
reduction over approximately a five-year period. 

Based upon the number of status offenders and non-offenders 
currently held in secure facilities, which is a 88.5% reduction in the number 
held five or more years ago, and based upon the fact that 48 states and 
territories have been found in full compliance with de minimis exceptions, 
it is evident that substantial progress has been made in attaining the 
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deinstitutionalization objective of the Act. However, considering, as 
stated above, that status offenders held less than 24 hours are not included 
and considering that states can securely hold status offenders at a level 
acceptable for a finding of full compliance pursuant to the de minimis 
policy, it is also evident that the deinstitutionalization objectives have not 
been fully met. It is also noted that OJJDP determines compliance a 
statewide aggregate data, thus cities, counties, regions or districts may not 
bave achieved local compliance in their efforts to deinstitutionalize. 

JJDP Act legislation does not require states to be in either 
substantial or full compliance to be eligible for FY '84 dollars. The 
attached fact sheet on Section 223 (a) (14) shows progress being made at 
the national level but not necessarily at the state level. Based upon 
individual state reporting periods varying from one month to twelve 
months, there appears to be an overall 18.9% reduction in the number of 
juveniles held in adult jails and lock-ups. This data does not include those 
juveniles who are waive red or those for which criminal charges have been 
filed in a court having criminal jurisdiction. This data, also does not 
include those juveniles held in adult jails or lock-ups for less than six hours. 

Attachments: I, II, III 

, .. 

SECTION 223 (a) (I4) 

Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups 

All participating states and territories must demonstrate full 
compliance or substantial compliance (i.e., 75% reduction) with the jail 
removal requirement by December 1985. Eligibility for FY 1984 Formula 
Grant funds is not dependent upon the states' level of compliance with the 
jail removal requirement of Section 223(a)(14). Refer to "Appendix B" 
(attached) for information on the number of juveniles held in adult jails and 
10ckup1';. 

........ 
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SECTION 22l(a)(12) 
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. SECTION 223(a)(13) II 

Number of Juveniles Held in .Regular Contact With Adults*A 
-

Baseline *8 . Current*B . 
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TITLE: . 
STATUS OF STATES RE: 223{a)( 14) Carl W . HaJl1Tl, , Chief, FG's 2/22/84 III , --

DOJ·19B+03 
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