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Thank you very much, Mr. 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 estabiishment 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 and Exploited Children which we hope
to fund and have operatihg soon. That project is designed to
accomplish most of the things envisioned by S.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
suffivient staff, fund a hotline, prepare and distribute
materia.s, 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.

Altkough 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 --
children forced out of their homes. The results of a three-year
study by the Missing and Exploited Child Unit of Louisville,
Rentucky, revealed that as many as 85% of the exploited children
they encountered 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 chiidren. Furthermore, we have learned that the
search for a missing child is coften a lonely search -- conducted
by the parents and relatives themselves. These 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 problemn.

§.2014 calls for an authorization of £10 million with which
to fund Missing Children's activities. We support assisting
missing children along the lines suggested by S.2014, but we urge
that the activities contemplated in S.2014 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
clarification 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 system. (Section 273 (b) (1). Further
the proposed definition of the term "missing 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
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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 Youth Act and administered by the Department
of Health and Human Services, but opposes reauthorization of
Title I{, 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 be 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 will indicate later in my testimony, are not as positive.

Forty-six states and the District of Columbia now
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 submitted a plan and submits
annual reports to my office containing a review 6f 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
gové gtent's money, and will be able to do so more successfully
without the unyielding and strict requirements of federal law.
Each state has a different set of circumstances and, without the
need to comply with federal mandates, will be able to adjust its
programs to meet its own local problems and conditions. Since
the funds OJIDP provides to states are insufficient to cover the
full cost of deinstituticnalization, 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;




with the relatively small amount of OJJDP money going to each
state, there is no reason 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 tctal success.

In 1980, the JJIDP Act was amended to mandate that, beginning
in 1985, no state participating in the program may detain
juveniles in jails or lock-ups 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 done. However,
0JJDP, through its state representatives, does monitor the
statzs' progress and is generally aware of whether each state
would 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 will continue this mandate without the
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federal government 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 able to perform
these functions better, in fact, without the federal mandates,
because the state legislatures will 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 reduce 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 programs in which recidivism rates could be
compared, no differences were found in eight, in three, the
deinstitutionalized status offenders did better, 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.




We have found that both of the major strategies for reducing
or eliminating the secure confinement of status offenders
(developing alternative programs or issuing absolute prohibitions
against confinement) produced unintended side effects. Many
jurisdictions that developed alternatives without prohibiting
confinement eyperienced "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 produced changes in the use of discretion
(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 jurisdictions 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 gocd. That area involves
runaways -- one of the most frequently committed of the status

offenses.

e

AT KR

LY

The effect of the JJDP Act on runaway 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
attemﬁting 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
aiid even forced authorities to neglect runaway and homeless
children. 1In 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 and 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. 1In the case of runaways, that prohibition is too
extreme. 1In some situations, secure settings - not jails -~ are
necessary to protect these children from an environment they
cannot control and often aré 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
system no longer as status offenders, but as criminal offenders
~- 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 stage; the law enforcement system could help these
children return home, 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 children 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 the street? 1In some cases, according to
many experts who have dealt with the problem at first hand, the
only answer is being able to use secure confinement, again not
for punishment, 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 year o0ld 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

10

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. Delinquency
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 base, under names other than
delinquency prevention. 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 expenditures 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 preventicn activity, the

National Council on Crime and Delinquency, in The National

Bvaluation 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
causes of juvenile delinquency, but even if they were known
it is not obvious that anything could be done about them.
Many writers would agree that delinquency is generally
associated with the growth of industrialism and social trends
(e.g., poverty and racism) of such scope and complexity that
they cannot easily be sorted out and remedied . . . . Given
this 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
Eduéation, 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 serious 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
igsue 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
with 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




juvenile offfenders as adults. We believe that is an argument

which should be made and resolved in the state legislatures. Appendix A

Lo Summary of Compliance with
. Section 223 (a) (12), (13), and (14)
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

Each state is different; each state has a different set of

problems, different statutes, and different legislatures and
constituencies which see things in different ways. We believe : Lo

. 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).

that the genius of the federal system is reflected by the states'’
ability to be able to handle their problems in their own way.
L The development and implementations of criminal justice policy,

outside of the federal justice system, is one of those state
SECTION 223 (a) (12) (A)

i prerogatives which may be assisted by the federal government but
‘ Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders

without federal intexference. 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

A. Of the 53 participating states, 47 have participated for five or
mcre 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
pursuaiit to the policy and criteria for full compliance with de minimis

exceptions.
state laws be changed. :
] ] ; Alabama Michigan
In conclusion, we do not dispute that OJIJDP has done many : Alaska Minnesota
_ _ _ ) ) ) i ‘ American Samoa Mississippi
good things during existence, and recognize that it continues to i Arizona Missouri
) 1 Arkansas Montana
fund many excellent programs. Nevertheless, we do not believe § ; California New Hampshire
) . ] . ; 2 Colorado New Jersey
its programs warrant continuation of a separate office and the ! g Connecticut New Mexico
. . ) . . . } Delaware New York
expenditure of $70 million, particularly in times of restricted - District of Columbia Oregon
¥ Florida Pennsylvania
federal budgets. O0OJJDP, for all of its good programs, has had 3 Georgia Puerto Rico
) ) ] Guam Rhode Island
little impact on crime. OJJIDP has brought a new awareness to the b Illinois South Carolina
] ) o | Indiana Tennessee
world of juvenile justice, but that new awareness should now be | Iowa © Texas
i . . . g' Kansas Trust Territories
carried forth in state and local governments, in the communities, ; Kentucky Vermont
. ¢ Louisiana Virginia
volunteer groups, and neighborhoods throughout the country. ' Maine Virgin Islands
. . : Maryland Washington
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to respond to any ; Massachusetts Wisconsin

questions you or members of the Subcommittee may have.

14

‘ Three of these 47 states have not to date been found to be in full
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirement. Those states

are 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, Nebraska and Oklahoma, must
demonstrate progress to maintain eligibility for FY 84 funds and each
have done so. )

: SECTION 223 (a) (13)

Separation of Juveniles and Adult Offenders

There are 39 states which have demonstrated compliance with
Section 223 (a) (13) of the Act. Fouriccn other states have reported
progress. Those 39 states which have been found in compliance with the

. ut,
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separation requirements are:

Alabama Nebraska
American Samoa New Hampshire
Arizona New Jersey
Arkansas New Mexico
Connecticut New York
Delaware North Carolina

District of Columbia

Northern Marianas

Florida Chio
Georgia Pennsyivania
Guam Puerto Rico
Hawaii Rhode Island
Illinois South Carolina
Iowa Texas
Kansas Utah
Louisiana Vermont
Maine Virginia
Maryland Virgin Islands
Massachusetts Washington
Michigan Wisconsin
Minnesota

The 14 states reporting progress are:
Alaska Missouri
California Montana
Colorado Oklahoma
Kentucky Oregon
Idaho Tennessee
Indiana Trust Territories
Mississippi West Virginia

s a1 o e e

APPENDIX B

The summary of state participation in the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (JIDP) Act and compliance with the
deinstitutionalization 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 non-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 "baseiine 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 projected 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 reside
in the participating states. Thus, the number of status offenders and non-
offenders currently held computes to a national ratio of 36.7 status
offenders and non-offenders securely held per 100,000 juvenile populatioi
under age 18. This national ratio is in excess of the maximurn rate which
an individual state must achieve to be eligible for a finding of full
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirements of Section 223 (a)
(12) (A) of the JIDP Act, pursuant to OJIDP'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 97,847 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 OJIDP determines compliance a
statewide aggregate data, thus cities, counties, regions or districts may not
bave achieved local compliance in their efforts to deinstitutionalize.

JIDP 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 waivered 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 aduit jails or lock-ups for less than six hours.

Attachments: I, II, III

« >

SECTION 223 (a) (14)

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
lockups.
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A

Number of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders Held in Secure Facilities A
*
//zz Baseline o Current”C
/:Laamu. 4,836 412
/::fasﬂk . 485 14 TOTALS
f Taizona 3,410 ~ 632 -
TR ANSAS 3,702 0 Baseline Current '
&I QRNIA 34,216 2138
“0LORADO 6,123 370 199,341 22,833
- SHNECTICUT 699 0
TELAWARE 374 2
ST, OF COLUMBIA 178 4
_ORDA 9,188 22
TomnciA 4,047 432 *A - All Data 1s 12 month
RS AN 681 628 actual or projected to
‘DA M0 4,188 1,272 cover a 12 month period
PRI T- 1T 5,39] 136
T CianA 7.494 438 *B - Baseline data 1s that
Lrma 1,204 8 _provided as baseline data
<ANSAS 3,826 576 in_1979 report.
fuWiuCKY 4,849 1,104
LTUISIANA 3,175 111 *C - Current data is that
- INE 41 0 provided as gurrent data
waRYLAND g57 4 in 1982 report.
1ASSACHUSETTS 37 0
o oRGaN 14,344 35 *D - Nebraska baseline data is
~ NNESOT A 6,309 7 that provided as baseline
- 5155 1Bm 1,170 244 data in 1981 report.
»'$SCuRI 4.786 366 :
arTANA 1.224 a5
TTimnsxa 545D 624
< JADA Not Participating
LW HAMDPYRIRE ' ZQQ 0
“MEW JEMLEY 217 29
w.w MEXICO 2 376 48
e ® YORK 7.933 2
s @Te CAROLINA 2 678 580
IR GARITA Not Participating
i1 16,552 3; 099
1 Lanoua No data_g_e_a_qg_i_z:ed
LA EGON 4,110 71
CEMHSYLVANIA 3,634 45
PMODE ISLAND 1,572 17
SUTH CAROLINA 1,56§ - 182
2HuTH DAKOTA Not Participating
T HNESSEE 4,078 2,940
Taas 4,722 976
Fan 2,448 689
I TRMONT 218 36
SIRGIMIA 6,558 328 :
«ASHINGTON 9.600 0 11
"UST VIRGINIA 627 7 )
“ISCONSIN 2,847 . 136
* TOMING Not Participating
1UERT O RICO 961 4]
\MERIC AN SAMOA 4 4]
SUNM 228 39 '
“HUST TEARITORIES 0 0
RGN 1SLANDOS 178__ 0
LD, MAKIANAS 0 U .
TRA FORMNIO/TREV AT FITIM w7y 1S oBsoLETE STATE | ISTING WORYSUEFT
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/- SECTION 223(a)(13) 11
. Number of Juveniles Held in Regular Contact With Adults*A
Baseline ° Current’ B

ALABAMA 3,300 1,104

ALASKA 824 349 TOTALS

sm1ZONA 25 0

ANKANSAS 8,724 35 baseline Lurrent

“ALIF ORNIA ,04] 2,612 _ .

*OLORADO %T?SO 1,537 97,847 27,5852

CONMECTICUT 3 2 )

GELAWARE - 0 0
TeisT. OF COLUMBIA 0 0

~iomioa 1,996 104

SEORGIA 1,769 10

nawall 1 0

\0AmO 2.011 ? :

1L LINOIS 777 3 *A - Al]l data is 12 month actua
INOIANA 8,580 215 or projected to cover a
iowa 1,993 184 12 month period.

w cAs 1,716 168
~ Tlckv 5,702 5,874 "B - Baseiine and (urrent datla
Tc Tawa 3,523 M 180 1s thal provided as baselir
MANE 1,186 0 and current 1n [Y982 report.
MARYLAND ggg 0

MASSACRUSETTS 0 0 "L - Pennsvlvania data is that
“CHIGAN 0 - 0 provided in 1980 report.
LiNMESOT A 3 O

155155 1m P 2,280 108

»LLGURI 3,2/8 348

TonTAna — 1,878 213

~: BRASRA 0 Q

RV ADA Not Participating

LW HAMPSmRE 7d O

Ni% JERSEY 4Z 17 "

EY 4EXICO 6,096 0 ‘

HEW YORK 27 0

SORTM CAROLINA 0] / 0

~OMT= DAKOTA ‘Not Participating __

<10 2,/91 480

JKLAHOMA Not Participating

OMEGOM 1,798 ” 10

CENNEYLVAMIA 3,196*C 14*C

inODE (SLAND 17€—n 0

LOUTH CAROLINA 3,984 0

SDUTH DARGTA Not _E*grticipgting

TENNESSER 7.574 ' 9,806

TEXAS 370 0

LTAK 22 449

/ERMONT g 12

VIRGIWIA 5,624 __.0 .
WASHINGTON ZIOEEJ 0

FEST VIRGIMIA 940 12

"ILSONSIN 1,857 . 0

»vOMING Nct Participating

*UEMTO RICD 3 . 0
VHMERICAN SAMOA 0 0

PRYY) 0 0 ¢
i MUST TERRITONES 3 T

VIRGIN 1SLA KOS 13 0

MO, MAKIAN LS 20 0 St

EAA FORM ¢S10/1 (aEy &~/ RDITION o . -~ ~etnt oTY, N

CW e (e WAV AL P

«“

L.
[

b

TITLE: . )
, STATUS OF STATES RE: 223(a)(14) Carl W. Hamm, Chief, FG's 2/22/84 III
. . DOJ-1984-03
i Current VIOLOLATIONS Fer
'R. EZi?léne Period Baseline Current Cent
ALABAMA 82" [1/82 - 3782 1/83 -~ 3/83 295 198 o, 8%
AUASKA 83 [1/76 - 12/76 1/81 - 12/81 86k 781 9._%
ARIZONA ge 11/82 -~ 8/82 i/82 - 8/82 29 29 0 %
LRKANSAS a3 a/82 8/83
TALIFORNIA 82 | 7/81 - 6/82 1/82 - 12/82 4365 5552 No Hrogress
ZOLORAGO 83 }1/80 - 12/80 1/82 - 12/82 6112 2070 (6 %
CONNECTICUT 83 | (/81 - 6/82 T/82 - 6/83 0 0 In Compliande
GE.AWARE 12/61 ~ 9/82 12/62 - 12/83 0 0 In Compliance
515T. OF COLUMBIA L5 = 12/75 1/83 -~ 12/43 0 0 In Gormpliance
FLORIOA 03 1782 ~ 12/82 7/82 - 6/83 117 L5 61.5%
SEDRGIA g2 | 9/81 - 8/82 9/8L - 8/81 130 130 %
aAwA L B3 | 10/82 - 10/83 1G/32 - 10/83 0 0] Questtionabld
DANO .02 llo Date Now
LLINOIS o2 4L/80 - 6/80 L/B82 - 6/82 618 399 35%
NDIANA a2 - 7/82 - 9/82 - 1,782 2
owa 82 | 7/81 -~ b/82 7/81L ~ 6/82 1886 1886 0
WANSAS 83 [2/83 2/83 . 101 101 0% B
<EnTUCKY B2 | 1/82 — 6782 1/82 - 6/82 509 509 0% ‘
SDUISIANA 83 §/60 ~ 8/81 9/82 - 8/83 _336 154 54L.17%
SAINE 83 ]1983 1983 0 0 In Cbrpliance
“ARYLAND 82 1/75 - 12/75 1/82 - 12/82 229 0 In Chrplignce
NALSACHUSETTS 83 0 0 In Corpliance
TG AN B2 ]1/82 - 12/82 1/82 - 12/82 23 23 Q
4INNESOT A 82 11/81 - 12/31 1/82 - 12/82 1639 533 67%
<1S51551PB1 83 [ 7/83 -~ 12/83 7/83 ~ 12/83 167 167 0%
A1STOURI B2 11/82-12/82 1782 ~ 12/82 768 763 a% ;
MONTANA 82 1/80 - 12/80 1/81 - 12/81 FEIN 760 18% |
WEBRASKA 83* 1/80 hand 12/80 1/82 - ].2/82 3566 280’-& 21% H
NEVADA ﬁp. . - " !
CEW MAMPSHIRE 83 10/81 - 11/82 10/82 - 9/83 Q 0 In Cpmpliance
SEW SERSEY g3 | 1/82 - 12/82 1/83 - 12/83 - 0 0 In Cbmpliance.
ST NEXICO o2 19/710 2/5/ = 8/82 2015 N/A !
NE ¥ YORZ o2 [ L/ = 127775 1/82 = 11/6« 7 0 In Cempliance
" ONDRTH CAROLINA 03 g/o2 - 10/82 3/83 - 10/83 | 260 132 50-&fj
] NSRATH DAKOTA . .
o 18211782 = 12782 1/83 = 12/83 3751 2657 29%
AKLAKOMA - Not Required - :
REGON 1/75 - 12/75 10/82 - 9/83 1618 10 99%
PENNSYLVANIA 82 No_Information avieilable (exempt }
AMODE ISLAND B2 | T7/75 -~ b/T6 12/81 - 11/82 | aQ 0 in Cémplience
scuth caroLina | B3 [1/82 - 9/82 1/83 - 9/83 1303 1232 5. 4%
SOUTH DAKOTA NE. :
TENNESSEE 82 11/82 - 6/82 1/82 - 6/82 185k 1854 0%
TEXAS 83 | Data Not Availabl
UTAH 83 1/83 -~ 12/8% 6L 0%
VERMONT B2 | 7/76 7/82 0] 0 In C m‘nligg_%e ¢
VIRGINIA 83 | 7/79 =~ 6/80 7/82 -~ 6/83 3578 2075 Lo% .
WASHINGTON 83 1/83 - 6/83 1/83 -~ 6/83 237 23T 0%
WEST VIRGINIA 83 | 1/80 = 12/8Q 1/82 - 12/83 189 18 9%
wISCONSIN 82_11/80 - 12/80 1/82 ~ 12/82 3741 2657 29%
WYOMING NE.
PUERTO RICO 83 } 12/81 -~ 12/82 12/82 - 12/83 38 11 T1%
american samoa | 63 | 1/81 ~12/81 1/82 -~ 12/82 0 § In Cdmpliance
GuAM 83 | 9/8L ~ 9/82 9/82 - 9/83 0 Q In Cdmplienc
TRUST TERRITORIES 85— Not'avarlable 31 351 0%
VIRGIN ISLANDS 82 | 7/81 - 11278]_ 1/82 - 12/82 0 Q In cqmpil
NO. MARIANAS 83 - 1/83 - 12/83 19 In_Compléta
9. Lad 3 LISTING WORKSHEET .

LEAA FORM 6510/1 (REV. 4°79) EDITION OF $<77 IS ORSOLETE,
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