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Analysis of 1979 Michigan National Juvenile Custodial Practices 

Summarz 

An analysis of the 1979 national public facility Chi'ldren In Custody survey 
data was conducted to determine how Michigan public custody practices compared 
with other states for that year. 

The analysis includes presentations for all states (except Vermont) of 
admissions, admission rates, average length of stay, total child care days and 
child care rates for six categories of placement types (detention, shelter 
care, reception-diagnostic faCilities, training schools, ranch/camp/farm, and 
group home/halfway house). Staffing levels associated with the various 
placements were also examined. The data analyzed did not include private 
placements or adult jail and lock up data. 

The major findings of the report were that significant relationships exist 
between a) state population size and the number of custodial admiSSions, b) 
state population size and the number of types of placements available in that 
state" and c) the number of placem,ent types and the total number of 
admissions. 

Other findings include documentation of the apparent wide variability between 
states in a) the number of placement types available, b) the rate of use of 
various out of home placements and all placements and c) staffing for various 
placements. 

MICHIGAN CUSTODI.\L PRACTICES WERE FOUND TO BE UNUSUAL IN SEVERAL RESPECTS: 

1) Mi~higan is one of only 3 states which had all six indicated 
placement types available. 

2) Michigan"s average length of stay is longer than the national median 
for all placements except group homes/halfway houses. 

3) Michigan"s use of detention is very high in comparison with other 
states for admissions (6th highest) admission rate (20th highest), 
lensth of stay (2nd), total days of care (2nd), and total days of 
care rate (3rd). 

4) Michigan use of training schools is low in comparison with other 
states for child care day rate (43rd) and admission rate (47th), 
close to the national median for total days of care (22nd) and number 
of admiSSions (31st); and very high for average length of stay (5th). 

5) And Michigan total use of out of home placements was high (6th) a.s 
was the total days of care (7th) but adjusted for population the 
Michigan use of out of home care was close to the national median. 



... ·0 

ON THE BASIS OF THE ANALYSIS IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE STATE: 

1) enact detention screening criteria in statute and/or court rules; 

2) develop contingency plans to assume future administration of a limited 
number of existing detention facilities· when and if necessary; 

3) establish a maximum per diem rate based on the cost of care at the state 
regional detention system in Genesee County; 

4) Investigate the feasibility and practicality of a state-wide detention 
transportation-conveyor system; 

5) encourage greater use of in home detention and shelter care in lieu of 
detention, and 

6) consider its present support for the many types of public placements 
it now currently makes available. 
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tntroduction 

,Analysis of 1979 Michigan and National 
Children and Custody Data 

The removal of a juvenile from the home is an important, often even dras tic 

step for the chqd, the family and society. = The potential negative impact of 

removal from the home on the child and his or her parents and siblings whether 

because of alledged abuse-ne%lect or due to alledged delinquent activity seems 

self evident. The impact of removal from the home on society and government, 

however, is not as immediately clear, but it is nonetheless significant. In 

financial terms alone, the decision to place a youth out of home may cost well 

over one hundred dollars each day the child is in care. The cost of 

maintaining a detention center or training school bed for a full year at $100 

per day requires $36,500 per bed.l. The public expenditure of funds in this 

quantity :for these purposes in these days of limited resources must f.:lnly be 

made when and if the costs can be justified and only when and if the out of 

home services are required. 

In light of the importance of custody placements suggested above, it is 

surpdsing that very little is generally known about the characteristics of 

the system of out of home placements. What is even more surprising and 

disappointing is that what data are available in this important area have 

received so little attention. 

,(/ 
~C'i\):e'5tample, the Children In Custody (CIC) survey of all known public 

(\facilities has been conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau on a biennial basis 
'\ 
from 1971 to 1979. 

1. The 1982 MDSS training school per diem is $83.86, at 95% occupancy the 
annual cost per bed is $29,078; the MDSS regional detention center per diem is 
$120 per diem, at 85% occupancy the annual cost is $37,230 per bed. 

1 
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The 1979 survey collected da,ta on 49 of the 50 states (Vermon.t d!,d not report) 

and the District of Columbia. The eIC survey collects a one day count of the 

facility population as well as other total budgetary, staffing and programming 

information. The respondent is the facility administrator or his designee. 

The 1981 CIC was not conducted and only an up date is anticipated for 1982. 

Therefore, until the 1982 up-date is completed, the 1979 survey is the most 

current data available and this survey material has never been fully analyzed. 

In order to better appreciate the Michigan and national juvenile custodial 

system, the CIe 1979 data was carefully reviewed and this report was prepared. 

It is believed that the included tables and discussion present an opportunity 

to better understand the Michigan public juvenile custodial system in 

comparison with that of other states. It is further hoped that this report 

will be of assistance to policy makers in consideration of the appropriateness 

of our present system and perhaps, in exploration of what changes in it may be 

beneficial. 

There are major cautions the reader should bear in mind when reviewing the 

1979 eIC data provided in this report. The first is the Michigan child care 

fund cap legislation (P.A. 328 of 1980) which limited the state funding 

available to each county for out of home care (the Michigan system provides 

50% state and 50% local funding for out of home care). This legislative 

action and the Michigan economic downturn has necessitated state and local 

budget modifications which have doubtlessly affected public placements 

practices. The capacity of the state's training school system, for example, 

has been reduced since 1980 in reaction, in part, to budget pressure. 

Another major caution is that the following analysis does not include private 

facility placaments. Since 1974, the U.S. Census Bureau has conducted a 

2 

~ 

. . 

~ 
I 
! 

I 
! 

·1 
I 
i 
j 
1, 
I' 

I 
\ 

I 
I 
I 
! 
! 
I 

I 
! 

I 
! 
i 
I 
i 
! 
1 
i 

! 

I 
Ii 

Ii 
i 
! 

! 
11 

I' 
j 
1 i 
I 
1 
I 
I 
/. 
! 
1 

I 
t 
it' 

t· 
li 

I 
~ 

• , 

.. 

survey of private facilities similar to that of the public facility survey. 

The 1979 CIC private facility data was not made available at the time this 

report was prepared. It is hoped that it will soon be available for inclusion 

in a future draft. The impottance of private placements in fully 

understanding the total juvenile custodial system can be appreciated by the 

fact that more delinquent state watds are in private institutions during the 

January - June, 1982 period than in the state's training schools. Other 

placement influences since 1979 which may have impacted Michigan placement 

practices inclUde substantial drops in juvenile apprehensions for virtually 

all crime categories
2

• and reduced numbers of adolescent youth3•• The decline 

in the population at risk can be attributed to both economic prompted out-

migration and lower birth rates in earlier years. Another important series of 

constraints relate to the aSSignment of too much significance to the eIC data 

without careful consideration of differences in the laws concerning juvenile 

justice in the various states, differences which may exist in the quality of 

the placements throughout the country and differences in outcome those 

placement stays may produce or influence. 

These important differences could have a direct and important impact on 

the data. For example, the public training school admission rates of 

Massachussetts have been greatly affected by the virtual elimination of public 

secure institutions in favor of private and non secure facilities. The NeW' 

YOl;'k rate reflects the limit of age of juvenile jurisdiction to persons 15 

2. The l;'eductions in 1979 to 1981 Michigan State Police Unifbtm Crime Reports 
for juvenile apprehensions were substantial. For all offenses juvenile 
apprehensions declined by 25.9% over the period. Reducttons for all non 
status oUenses were 27.0%; 18.8% involving status offenses and 17.2% for all 
Type I felonie.s murder, t'obbery, aggravated assault, arson, rape and othEtr sex offenses) 

3. 
Per Michigan Department of ~nagement and Budget demographic analysis. 
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years of· age and under (in contrast to Michigan .... s 16 and under and the 17 and 

under common in many other states) and the high use by New York of waiver of 

juveniles to the adult system. 

Despite the above constraints and qualifications, it is fel t that there is 

value in the examination of the characteristics of the 1979 Michigan and 

national public juvenile placement systems as is believed that the present 

systems are fundamentally similar to their earlier versions. There may have 

been significant changes for a few states, however in the main. there is 

considerable evidence that states tend to maintain their historic views 

regarding appropriate placement practices with only sight modification. For 

example, previous CIC survey results have demonstrated the consistency of 

sta,te. placement practices over time. The rank order correlational comparisons 

between the states for detention admissions for 1973 and 1979 demonstrate 

negligible change (f"".999) over the seven year period. With respect to the 

other noted cautions, the reader is urged to explore apparent differences 

between the state"s placement practices carefully and not necessary 

attributed value judgements to those differences. 

Michigan and National Custodial Placements 

Table 1 includes the total admissions by type of out of home placement 

reported by each state for 1979. The types of placement include detention , 
shelter care, reception diagnostic facility, training school, ranch/camp/farm, 

and group home/halfway house. Each state's rank of use of the Various 

placement types is provided in parenthesis. From Table 1 it can be seen that 

Michigan makes extensive use of the various placement types, only training 

school admissions are relatively low in comparison with other states. The 

:Michigan use of group home placements ranks 5th, secure detention 6th, and 

shelter care 8th highest among the states. Total juvenile custody admissions 
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Detention 

(N=44) 
Alabama (5) 4,273(22) 
Alaska (2) 196(44) 
Arizona (3) 10,173(13) 
Arkansas (4) 3,733(26) 
California (6) 133,285(1) 
Colorado (5) 9,727(15) 
Connecticut (2) 2,376(34) 
Delaware (3) 1,192(41) 
F1o~ida (4) 28,2.52(3) 
Georgia (3) 14,076(8) 
Hawaii (3) 2,266(35) 
Idaho (2) 2,102(36) 
Illinois (4) 11,817(11) 
Indiana (4) 9,180(16) 
Iowa (4) 1,253(38) 
Kansas (4) 3,658(27) 
Kentucky (5) 3,841(23) 
Louisiana (3) 3,793(24) 
Maine (1) 0 (N/A) 
Haryland (4) 3,282(30) 
Massachusetts(3) 3,581(28) 
Michigan (6) 15,264(6) 
Hinnesota (5) 5,876(19) 
Mississippi (4) 2,618(31) 
Missouri (5) 9,905(14) 
Hontana (3) 0 (N/ A) 
Nebraska (3) 1,599(37) 
Nevada (4) 4,894(21) 
Ne~.r Hampshire (1) 0 (N/A) 
New Jersey (6) 10,288(12) 
New Mexico (4) 3,792(25) 
New York (4) 8,011(17) 
North Carolina(4)3,287(29) 
North Dakota(3) 609(43) 
Ohio (5) 30,850(2) 
Oklahoma (5) 2,461(33) 
Oregon (4) 7,111(18) 
Pennsy1vania(3) 14,776(7) 
Rhode Island(2) 0 (N/A) 
South Carolina(4) 992(42) 
South Dakota (3) 1,217(40) 
Tennessee (5) 13,081(9) 
Texas (5) 21,511(4) 
Utah (3) 5,126 (20) 
Vermont NR 
Virginia (5) 11,832(10) 
Washington (5) 18,413(5) 
Hest Virginia (3) 1,246(39) 
Wisconsin (5) 2,499 (32) 
Wyoming (1) 0 (N/ A) 

TABLE 1 

National Juvenile Admission Analysis 1979 

Shelter 
Care 

EN=15) 
1,311(2) 

o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
202(12) 
103(15) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
975 (4) 
o (N/A) 
423 (9) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
489(8) 
628(7) 

1,249 (3) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 

4,281(1) 
140(13) 
o (N/A) 
115 (14) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
250(11) 
o (N/ A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/i..) 
o (N/A) 
259(10) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 

NR 
918(5) 
o {N/A) 
o (N/A) 
765(6) 
o (N/A) 

Recep/ 
Diagn. 

(N=16) 
726 (8) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 

1,039(6) 
2,524(1) 

64(14) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/ A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
384(10) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
108(13) 

34(15) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
122(12) 
580 (9) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 

1,250(5) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
174(11) 

1,718(3) 
o (N/A) 

1,420(4) 
J., 900 (2) 

o (M/A) 
NR 

23(16) 
763(7) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 

Training 
Schools 

(N=49) 
669(28) 

1,315(16) 
1,700(7) 

868(22) 
13,573(1) 

421(38) 
425(37) 
510(36) 

2,747(3) 
1,677(8) 

252(45) 
231(46) 

1,546(12) 
2,181(5) 
1,112(19) 

856(24) 
1,603(11) 
1,467(14) 

704 (27) 
4,131(2) 

15(49) 
630(31) 

1,924(6) 
663(29) 

1,231(18) 
360(41) 
543(35) 
354 (42) 
970(21) 
60S (32) 
339(43) 
661(30) 

1,408(15) 
185 (47) 

2,538(4) 
598(34) 
274(44) 

1,300(17) 
605(33) 
851 (25) 
112(48) 

1,633(9) 
1,624(10) 

391(39) 
NR 

1,510(13) 
865(23) 
841(26) 

1,082(20) 
362(40) 

Ranch 
Call1p/Farm 

(N=24) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
o eN/A) 

10,905(1) 
142(20) 
o eN/A) 
o (N/A) 
154(18) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/ A) 
o (N/A) 
271 (10) 
195(14) 
o (N/A) 

64 (23) 
308(8) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
268(11) 
455(4) 
231(13) 
240(12) 
o (N/A) 
189 (15) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
144(19) 
o (N/A) 
32(24) 

o (N/A) 
570 (2) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
538(3) 
437 (5) 
295(9) 
382(7) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
159(17) 
o (N/A) 
388(6) 
o (N/A) 

NR 
o (N/A) 
119(21) 
165(16) 
102(22) 
o (N/A) 

Source: u.s. Census Bureau, 1979 Children In Custody. 

Group Home/ 
Halfway 
House TOTAL 

(N=36) 
311 (10) 
o (N/A) 
163 (14) 
o (N/A) 

75(21) 
20 (30) 

o (N/A) 
10(34) 

1,780(1) 
56(23) 
12(33) 

o (N/A) 
149(16) 
200(11) 

5(36) 
43 (26) 

340 (9) 
45(25) 

o (N/A) 
108(19) 
o (N/A) 
625 (5) 
144(18) 

17 (31) 
871(2) 
. 62 (22) 

30(29) 
16 (32) 

o (N/A) 
801(4) 
o (N/A) 
555(6);, 
78(20) 
35(28) 

198,)2) 
37 (27) 

146 (17) 
o (N/A) 
o (N/A) 
161(15) 
o (N/A) 
411 (8) 
445 (7) 

51(24) 
NR 

867(3) 
169 (13) 
o (N/A) 

7 (35) 
o (N/A) 

7,290(21) 
1,511 (lf2) 

12,036(14) 
5,842(23) 

160,465(1) 
10,374(16) 

2,801(36) 
1,712(41) 

32,933(3) 
15,809(10) 

2.,530(37) 
2,333(38) 

13,783(12) 
11,756(15) 
3,345(35) 
4,621(29) 
6,515\22) 
5,305(26) 

704(47) 
7,789(20) 
4,051(32) 

17,623(6) 
8,812(18) 
4,547(30) 

12,304(13) 
456(48) 

2,172 (40) 
5,408(25) 

970 (44) 
16,129(9) 

4,851(28) 
9,797(17) 
4,880(27) 

829 (45) 
35,374(2) 
3,783(33) 
7,828(19) 

16,458(8) 
779 (46) 

3,722(~4) 
1,488(43) 

16,804(7) 
25,868(4) 

5,568(24) 
NR 

15,358(11) 
20,329(5) 

2,252(39) 
4,455(31) 

362(49) 
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in Michigan for 1979 total 17,623, the 6th highest number of any state. 

Table 1 demonstrates that the full range of placement types ar,e provided in 

Michigan. Michigan is one of only 3 (6.1%) states, fot' e~ample, indicating 

admissions in all 6 types" I)f placements included in the CIC survey. 
Twelve 

(24.4%) states surveyed provided admissions in 5 of the 6 placement 

categories, 15 (30.6%) states had 4 types of placements, 12 (24.5%) states 

report,ed 3 placement types, 4· (8.2%) had 2 types, 3 (6.1%) reported 1 type of 

placement, and 1 state (Vermont) did not participate in the survey. The most 

frequent p acement ypes .. 1 t repo ... ted in descending order were traini,ng schools 

(100%), detention (89.87.), group home/halfway house (73.5%), ranch/camp/farm/ 

(49%), followed by reception-diagnostic (32.7%) and shelter care (30.6%). 

AnalJrses were run on the rank-order correlational relationships between (1) a 

state"'s popUlation size and the number of custodial admissions; (2) a state"'s 

populat:f.on size and the number of placement types available in that state; 

and, (3) the number of placement types and the total number of admissions~ 

These analyses suggested that more populus states place a greater number of 

youth than do less populus states (f =-.822); more populus stat;es provide more 

types of placements than smaller states (.(=.638); and those states With the 

highest number of placement types available also place the h:Lghest number of 

youth (1'==.725). These relationships are all statistically Significant at 

the .01 level and are of moderate strength. ' Perhaps the Illost noteworthy of 

the findings is the relationship between the number of pl~cement types and 

the number of admissions. This relationship, however, may be a statistical 

artifact arising from the earlier noted and stronger correlation between state 

popUlation rank and state juvenile admission rank. The relationship between 

the number of placement types and admissions if valid, would suggest that 

caution may be appropriate when considering the e~pansion of the types of 
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placements available in a given state, and lends some credance to concerns 

about system net Widening when "alternatives" are added to the service system. 

Table 2 converts the data in Table 1 to a rate per 100,000 of the total state 

population (using 1970 census estimates). Again in this table, each state"'s 

rank i$ provided for each placement. This table also demon.s tt'ates the low 

admission rate associated wj;l:h training schools in Michigan in comparison with: 

other states. It is noted that the training school admission rate for Alaska 

is over 48 times higher than Michigan's and over 1,264 times higher than 

Maasachuset ts the lowes t training school admission state. This tremendous 

v~~iability in training school rates suggests the wide range of practices 

exhibited by the states in making training school placements. 

Table 2 also includes the median placement rate for all placement types and 

each state. In comparison w'ith the median rates, rl\ichigan makes relatively 

high use of detention, group home/halfway houses and total out of home 

placements. Michigan rn~lces low or very low use of ail other placements. 

would appear that Michigan's moderately high total Use of out of home 

custod+~l care in 1979 resulted primarily frol11 the frequent use of secure 

detention. To determine if the significant relationship between number of 

pl~.ement types and admissi •• s ~ted e •• lie. Would remain with the state 

population size controlled, a second analysis was conducted using national 

admission rates. The relationship between these variables ~~as reduced 

consider.a.blywith this adJustment ({' ... 33) but remained statistically 

significant at the 5% confidence level. 

Table 3 presents a com,pa't'ison of another component of out of home c:are, the 

average length of stay characteristic of each type of placement for each 

state. Interpretation of this chart should be approached with Some care. 
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r H TABLE 3 I 
\I~ T.<\BLE 2 I 1979 Children In Custody Survey 
I, I Average Length of Stay (in days) by Placement Type 

~{ . 1 
National CIC 1979 Juvenile Placement Rate • I 

,,1 I 
Shelter Group Home/ II Rece.p! Training Ranch/ II TOTAL Detention Ca:te Diaan. 

Halfway - Schools Camp/Farm House 
II Alabama Group Home/ Alaska 

83 (33) 13 (11) 20 (5) 21 (12) 212 (24) 
Shelter Recep/ Training Ranch/ Halfway 

Ii 

192 (2) 7 (23) lA2 (24) 
Arizona 377 (1) 

!?etention Care Diagn. Schools Camp/Farm House TOTAL 42 (47) 7 (23) 162 (40) Arkansas 51 (44) 3 (lf2) 11 (12) 90 (30~ 
Alabama 109.8(27) 33.7(3) 18.7(5) 17.2(38) 0 8.0(7) 187.4(26) ~ 

California 108 (23) 12 (13) 
17 (15) 137 (44) 

Alaska 49.0(41) 0 a 328.75(1) a a 377.8(6) Colorado 123 (13) 6 (29) 
4 (15) 33 (a) 243 (15) 156 (17) 158(20) 

Arizona 374.3(4) 0 0 62.5(8) 0 6.8(9) 442.8(4) Connecticut 41 (48) 5 (32) 
32 (9) 348 (6) 259 (2) 90(30) 

Arkansas 163.4(21) 8.84(10) 44.5(2) 38.0(18} 0 0 a55. 7 (17) 

1 
Delaware 101 (27) 14 (10) 150 (42) 

Ca.l if 0 rnb 563.1(2) .44'(15) 10.7(10) 57.3(9) 46.;1. (1) •. 32(34) 678.0'(1)' " Florida 99 (28) 11 (16) 210 (25) 60(36) I 
Colora.do 336.6(6) 0 2.2(13) 14.6(40) 4.9 (iZ) .69 (32) 359.0(9) I Georgia 66 (40) 17 (6) 174 (37) 153 (18) 151(23) 
Connecticut 76.4(36) 0 0 13.7(41) 0 0 90.J,(41) I Hawaii 45 (45) 6 (29) 193 (30) 155(21) :/ Delaware 200.3(17) 0 0 85.7(4) 0 1. 69 (25) 287. i(14) Ii Idaho 121 (17) 4 (38) 95 (47) 73(33) 
Florida 290.1(8) 0 0 28.2(24) 1.58 (23) lA.3(1) 338.1(1:0) ~ Ulinois 114 (20) 11 (16) 237 (18) 
Georgia 257.6(12) 0 0 30.7(22) a l.n2(~1) 289.3(13) 

1 
Indiana 85 (32) 11 (16) 244 (14) 169 (15) 64(35) 

Hawaii 234.8(13) 0 0 26.1(29) 0 1..2 (29) 262.2(16) Iowa 71 (36) 5 (32) 25 (4) 
190 (31) 165 (16) 175(13) 

Ida.ho 222.9(14) 0 0 2/ •• 5(32) 247.4(19) 
, 

200 (28) 0 0 KanSas 135 (9) 17 (6) 107(29) 
Illinois 103.5(30) 0 0 13.5(42) 2.37(21) 1.3 (26) 120.7(36) I Kentucky 224 (17) 190 (11) 135(26) 135 (9) 5 (32) 17 (8) Indiana 167.2(19) 0 0 39.7(16) 3.5.5(14) 3.64(15) 214.1(23) 

1 i Louisiana 123 (13) 12 (13) 160 (41) 176 (14) 170(15) 
Iowa 43.0'(43) 33.4 (4) 0 38.2(17) 0 .17(35) 11. 5 (49) Maine 67 (39) 195 (29) .'540(1) 
Kansas 155.0(22) 0 0 36.3(19) 2.7(18) 1.8(23) 195.8(24) Hary1and 174 (4) 20 (4) 67 (48) 
Kentucky 104.9(28) 11. 6 (8) 0 43.8(13) 8.4(7) 9.29(5) 178.0(30) I Massachusetts 45 (45) 23 (3) 123 (45) 243 (3) 264(2) 
Louisiana 90.2(33) 0 0 42.9(15) 0 1.1(30) 126.2(34) I Michigan 240 (16) 30 (22) 

I 114 (20) 26 (2) 27 (3) Maine 0 0 0 62.6(7) 0 0 62.6(46) Hinnesota 116 (19) 
43 (4) 349 (5) 201 (10) 157(20) 

Maryland 77.8 (35) 0 0 97.9(3) 6.4(9) 2.6(20) 184.6(27) i Mississippi 
9 (20) 14 (11) 143 (43) 100 (21) 66 (40) 7 (23) 11 (12) 197(7) 

Massachuj;!etts 62.3(38) 0 0 ~ 26 (49) 7.9(8) 0 70.5(45) 

II 
Missouri 137 (8) 11 (16) 208 (26) 180(10) 

Michigan. 164.8(20) 5.3(13) 4.15(12) 6.8(47) 2.5(20) 6.75(10) 190.3(25) Montana 164 (5) 
38 (6) 208 (26) 168 (15) 166(16) 

Minnesota 14.4.0(24) 15.4(7) 0 47 .. 2(10) 5.9(10) 3.5(17) 216.0(21) Nebt:aska 141 (6) 8 (21) 
45 (3) 238 (17) 159(18) 

Mississippi 103.9(29) 49.6(2) 0 26.:H28) 0 .67(33) 180.4(29) U Nevada 110 (22) 5 (32) 2SS (10) 180(10) 
~fissouri 201.3 (16) 0 2.2(14) 25.0 (:31) 0 17.7(2) 250.1(18) 

I 
New Hampshire 120 (18) 247 (12) 186 (13) 180(10) 

Hontana 0 0 4.3(11) 45.8(U) 3.8(13) 7.9(8) 58.0(47) 
I 

New Jersey 7S (35) 15 (8) 20 (5) 
120 (4S) 

Nebraska 101. 8(31) O· 0 34.6(21) 0 1.9(22) 138.3(32) I 'New Hexico 55 (42) 3 (42) 20 (5) 
90 (1) 360 (2) 480 (1) IS9(19) 

'Nevada 612.5(1) 0 0 44.3(12) 18.0(3) 2.0(21) 676.8(2) 
1/ 

New York 180 (3) 15 (8) 
63 (2) 252 (11) 

New Hampshire 0 0 0 105.4 (2) 0 0 105.4(39) ,i North Carolina 107 (24) 7 (23) 52 (1) 
288 (7) 238 (5) 203(6) 

New Jersey 139 w8(25) 58.2(1) ~.66(J.5) 8.2(46) .43 (24) lO~9(4) 219.1(20) 

I 
I 'North Dakota 123 (13) 3 (42) 189 (32) 208(5) 

New Mexico 291. 9(7) 10.8(9) 44.6(3) 26.1(30) 0 0 373.4(7) Ohio 97 (29) 12 (13) 
360 (2) 185(9) 

New York 45.6(42) b 0 3.76(48) 3.25 (15) 3.16 (18) S5.8(48) Oklahoma 135 (9) 7 (23) 6 (14) 
30 (10) 215 (21) 230 (6) 19S(8) 

North Carolina 56.0(39) 1.96(14) 0 24.0(33) 0 1.3(27) 83.3(42) ~ Oregon 71 (36) 8 (21) 
179 (36) 207 (P) 165(17) 

North Da,kota 93.4(32) 0 0 28.4(23) 0 5.4 (12) 127.1 (33;) Pennsylvania 54 (43) 13 (11) 
185 (33) 103 (20) 90(30) 

Ohio 28S.7(9) ° 11.6(9) 23.5(34) 4.98(11) 1.8 (24) 327.6(11). Rhode Island 32 (49) 168 (38) 190 (11) 
81.2(34) 8.25(11) 19.7(37) 14.4(4) 1.2 (28) 124.9(35) " 34 (7) 30 (49) Oklahoma 0 i South Carolina 140 (7) 33 (1) Oregon 270.4(11) 0 0 3.0.4(45) 11.2(5) 5.6(11) 297,,6(1a) 1 [ South Dakota 93 (30) 6 (29) 

30 (10) 270 (8) 119(27) ~, ~ 
Pennsylvania 124.5 (26) 0 0 10.95(44) 3.2(16) 0 138.7(31). Tenneasee 127 (12) 5 (32) 51 (2) 

213 (23) 120(19) 
Rhode Island 0 0 18.3(7) 63.7(6) a 0 82.0043) Texas 104 (26) 5 (32) 

21 (12) 216 (20) 141(2j) 
South Carolina 31.8 (44) 0 55.1(1) 27.3(26) 0 5.2(13) 119.3;(37) b Utah 15 (16) 356 (4) 207 (9) 114(28) 
South Dakota 176.4(18) 0 0 16.2(39) 23.0(2) 0 215,,7 (22) Vermont 

69 (38) 6 (29) 180 (35) 235(3) " NR NR NR Tennessee 285.0(10) 5.5(12) 30.9(4) 35.6(20) 0 8.95(6) 366.1(8) Virginia 10S(25) 
NR NR NR NR 

Texas 151.2(23) 0 13.4(8) 11.4 (43) 2.7(19) 3.1(19) 181.8 (28) Hashingt.:on 81(34) 
15 (8) 15 (9) 41 (S) 246 (13) 154(22) 7 (23) 21 (12) 259 (9) 210 (8) Utah 351.1(5) 0 0 26.8(27) 0 3.5(16) 381.4(5) Hest Virginia 123 (13) 18 (5) 173(14) 

Vermont NR NR NR NR NR NR NR tVisconsin 93 (30) 7 (23) 15 (9) 
185(33) 240 (4) -

Virginia 221.2(15) 17.2(S) .43(16) 28.2(25) 0 16.2 (3) 287.1(15) t~yoming 215 (1) 218(19) 211 (7) 213 (4) L. 215 (21) Washington 445.8(3) 0 18.S(6) 20.9(36) 2.9(17) 4.1(14) 492.2(3) i Wes t Virginia 63.9(37) 0 0 43.1(14) 8.5(6) 0 115.5(38) 
t{iseonsin: 53.1(40) 16.2(6) o. 23.0(35) 2.2(22) .15 (36) 94.6(40) 

~ 
Median 105 7 17 21 Wyoming 0 ,,0 0 77.0(5) 0 0 77.0(44) 210 186 159 

Median 151.2 llJ'o 13.4 28.2 3.8 3.16 190.3 
1. Rate: Admissions per 100,000 total population 
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States which operate only a few types of custodial placement may use the 

placements they do have differently than other states which have additional 

placement types available to them. For example, states with few placement 

options may use detention centers for both pre adjudicational and post 

dispositional placement. This practice would increase the average length of 

stay associated with their detention centers as post dispositional placements 

usually have average lengths of stay which are longer than detention for pre 

adjudicatory holJing. 

According to the data in Table 3 Michigan's custodial care system tends to 

hold youth in eac.h placement type longer than the nationa.l median length of 

stay. The Michigan length of stay (LOS) associated with detention is in fact 

the 2nd longest in the nation. The Michigan shelter care LOS is the 3rd 

longest, receptic)n-diagnostic LOS is the 4th longest; and training school LOS 

is the 5th longe:st. These Michigan placement settings are all among the top 

10% for all states operating those types of custody. 

Table 4 presents the total number of days of care associated with each 

placement type for all states (admissions x average length of stay). The 

Michigan total number of days of care is again greater th~Dthe national 
I , 

median for each placement type. To control for population size, Table 5 

presents the total number of days care per 100,000 for each state by placement 

type (1970 census). Controlled for population, the Michigan total ~se of out 

of home care is only slightly below the national median. Michigan's 28th rank 

can largely be attributed to the very high rate of detention use (4th highest, 

over 3 times the national median). 

Custodial Staffing Ratios 

The final tables (6, 7 and 8) present training staffing information. From 

these tables it would appear that Michigan's staff resident to ratios are 
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TOTAL 

Alabama 283,005(25) 

Alaska 491,127 (16) 

Arizona 361,281(20) 

Arkansas 150,000(33) 

California 32,036,013(1) 

Colorado 245,496(28) 

Connecticut 75,630(43) 

Delaware 124,388(37) 

Florida l,08J.,092(5) 

Georgia 571,633(11) 

Ha\o}aii 38,412(47) 

Idaho 63,155(45) 

Illinois 562,546(12) 

Indiana 582,545(10) 

Iowa 253,575(27) 

Kansas 271,895 (26) 

Kentucky 1,444,63/1(2) 

Louisiana 355,881(21) 

Maine 11,238(49) 

Maryland 1,111,836(4) 

Massachusetts 99,613(40) 

Michigan 791,005(7) 

Ninnesota 389,176(19) 

\ 

• IV 

TABLE II 

1979 Children In Custody Survey 

'l'otal Days of Care by Placement 

Detention 

55,549(22) 

1,372(44) 

71,211(16) 

11,199 (39) 

1,599,420(1) 

58,362(20) 

11,880(37) 

16,688(35) 

310,772(4) 

239,292(5) 

13,596(36) 

8,408(40) 

129,987(9) 

100,980(14) 

6,265(32) 

62,186(19) 

19,205(31) 

1.5,516 (24) 

65,640(17) 

82,363(15) 

396,864 (2) 

52,881,(23) 

Shelter 
Care 

20,220(2) 

2,222(13) 

412(15) 

24,375(3) 

7,191(10) 

13,203(7) 

8,792(9) 

Reeep/ 
Diagn. 

15,246(10) 

17,663 (7) 

83,292(1) 

2,048(14) 

16,512(8) 

Training 
Schools 

141,828(29) 

495,75S(5) 

275,400(13) 

118,916(32) 

3,298,239(1) 

146,508(28) 

63,750(42) 

107,100(34) 

1177,978(6) 

323,661(11) 

23,940(46) 

SII,747(43) 

377,221, (8) 

411I, 390 (7) 

222,400(21) 

191,744 (25) 

256,480(16) 

286,065(12) 

47,168(44) 

991,/,40(2) 

3,600(49) 

219,870(22) 

275,132(14) 

Ranch/ 
Call1p/Farm 

1,701,180(1) 

36,778(11) 

23,562(19) 

45,799(9) 

32,175(12) 

12,160(24) 

54,208(7) 

26,2,*,,(16) 

13,650(23) 

116,431(8) 

24,000(18) 

Group Home 
Haif\V'ay 

House 

1,4,162 (11) 

14,670(20) 

25,353,470(1) 

1,800(32) 

600(35) 

268,780(3) 

8,680(25) 

876(34) 

9,536(24) 

35,000(13) 

535(36) 

5,805(28) 

1,107,550(2) 

2ll,300(17) 

28,512(15) 

98,125(8) 

28,368(16) 
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TOTAL 

Alabama 7,277 .1(33) 

Alaska 69,919.4(2) 

Arizona 11,207.0(16) 

Arkansas 6,566.9(38) 

California 135,2l,3.8(1) 

Colorado 8,513.5(29) 

Connecticut 2,438.1(48) 

Delaware 20,902.0(5) 

Florida 11,098.4(18) 

Georgia 10,4611.7(23) 

Hawaii 3,978.5(45) 

Idaho 6,690.9(36) 

Illinois 4,912.2(43) 

Indiana 10,603.3(21) 

Iowa 6,638.1(37) 

Kansas 11,530.7(11) 

Kentucky 39,470.9(3) 

Lousiana 10,405.9(24) 

Maine 11,237.8(15) 

Maryland 21,081. 5(4) 

Massachusetts 1,726.4(49) 

Nichigan 8,538.5(28) 

,Minnesota 9,548.0(27) 

Hississippi 6,863.5(35) 

-,.,~--~ -:.:;::-:: :~:,: . ..::-::: -~.::>;:.::"~:";:'.::'~=-~."\-"\.:;':-:;~''"''''-';'\-' 
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Detention 

1,428.2(20) 

193.0(43) 

2,209.0(14) 

490.0(38) 

6,752.1(1) 

2,023.9(15) 

383.0(41) 

2,804.2(9) 

3,190.4(6) 

4,380.6(2) 

1,408.2(23) 

890.8(31) 

1,135.1(28) 

1,838.0(18) 

164.0(44) 

2,637.2(10) 

52/ •• 7(37) 

1,330.9(2/,) 

1, 2M,. 6(26) 

1,427.4(21) 

4,283.9(3) 

1,297.4 (25) 

726.9(3 /,) 

j Ii 

. ... 

'fABLE 5 

1979 Children In Custody 
Days of Care Rate by Placement Type 

Group Home 
Shelter Recep/ Training Ranch/ Halfway 

Care Diagn. Schools CamE/Farm House 

67 l,.1(2) 392.0(6) 3,646.9(37) 1,135.6(9) 

69,726. l,(1) 

8,51,3.0(12) 455.1(21) 

97.3(13) 773.3(3) 5,206.0(29) 

1. 7(15) 351.6(8) 13,923.9(5) 7,181. 7 (1) 107,032.7(1) 

71.0(15) 5,080.8(31) 1,275.4(7) 62.4(34) 

2,055.0(44) 

17,997.0(3) 100.8(31) 

1,,906.8(33) 241.9(22) 2,759.3(l,) 

5,925.1(23) 1.58.9(29) 

2,479.5(42) 90.7(32) 

5,800.3(25) 

3,294.0(40) 399.9(21) 83.3(33) 

7,543.0(17) 585.6(15) 637.1(17) 

638.1(3) 5,822.0(24) 14.0(36) 

8,131.2(14) 515.7(17) 246.2(26) 

196.5(10) 7,008.0(19) 1,481.1 (6) 30,260.9(2) 

8,365.5(13) 710.5(13) 

11,237.8(7) ~ 

18,798.4(2) 497.6(19) 540.6(20) 

62.4 (/,9) 236.6(21) 

ll!2.5(1l) 178.2(12) 2,373.2(43) 501.2(18) 1,059.2(10) 

215.7(8) 6,7 /,6.6(21) 588.8(14) 695.0(15) 

51,5.0(4) 5,/,70. l,(26) 121./, (30) " 
~. 
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generally approp.riate. The lo~~est ratio (fewest Yilouth per staff or stated 
/, 

differently, more staff per youth) is for shelter clare. A low ratio for any 
II 
/' 

given placement could be indicative of an inappr~priatelY high number of 

~taff, low occupancy, a need for high surveillance, ii and/ or special care. For 

example, as shelter care facilities tend to have i~elatively low occupancy 
1\ 

levels, the low resident to s,taff ratios indicated f~\r this placement type are 

not necessarily inappropriate. Note the range of ri~tios for this placement 

type nationally (.1-.8) is consistent with low occupan~y levels. 

The Michigan staffing ratios indicated for reception-diagnostic and detention 

(.6) are also within the middle range for those types of placements 

nationally. The national reception··diagnostic range (.2 - 1.1), is somewhat 

broader than that of shelter care and represents a staffing factor difference 

between the states of California (.2) and Hissouri (1.1) of over 5 per 

resident. The significance of this difference can be appreciated by the 

following example. 

If a California reception-diagnostic center with the resident to staff ratio 

indicated in the table had an average daily populatiotl of 5 youth, that center 

would have 25 staff. If each staff member was paid an annual salary of 

$20,000, the per diem cost per youth would be $1,370. The same number of 

youth in a Missouri R-D center Would be supervised by 4.5 staff (1.1 resident 

to staff ratio), at the same rate of pay the Miasou~i youth per diem cost 

would be nearly $250. 

The national detention staffing range (.1-1.1) clos~).y l!esembles that for 

reception-diagnostic placements. The Mi~higan detention and reception 

diagnostic staffing ratios are identical to the national medians for both 
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types o~ placements. 

To summarize Table 6, in comparison with the national medians Michigan has 

considerably more staff per youth in its camps, fewer in its training schools, 

and an equivalent number in its group homes and halfway houses. Neither the 

Michigan camp or training school staffing are significantly at variance with 

the national norms. Overall: it would appear that Michigan custodial staffing 

closely resembles that of other states and the national median. 

Tables 7 and 8 are included to examine in greater detail the, staffing 

associated with two placements (of particular interest is t't'aining schools and 

detention). The data in table 7 is again presented as a ratio of numbers of 

staff per reRident. The table provides an indication that various states 

staff their training schools very differently. Fo't' example, there are 26.4 

youth for every administ't'ator 1n Michigan, but only 4.1 youth for every 

treat~ent and education staff. In contrast, Utah has some~hat fewer youth per 

administrator (25.5), but many mo't'e youth per treatment staff (11.3). 

States with a similar or identical overall resident to staff ratio may 

allocate those staff to functions very differen,t1y. Note the Minnesota and 

Kansas staffing compQn~nts for supervision and treatment and education. 

In comparison with the national median, Michigan training schools have fewer 

staff overall per resident, in every category. 

The final column in this table presents per capita training school costs fo~ 

each state i.e. annual costs per resident youth. Michigan's 1979 costs 

considerably exceed the national median in this category, despite"the 

relatively low level of staffing noted earlier. It is believed this is 

because of the high salaries paid in Michigan. The 1979 per diem costs 

associated with Michigan training schools were $60.99 in contrast to $45.72 
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l'ABLE 7 
Children In Custody 

1979 National Trainil~g School Staffing L~ve1s (Continued) Ratio of 
Juvenile Juvenile 

Wisconsin 

Total 
Residents Residents 

Treatment Youth Maint.1 Expenditures 
to Staff ~.~ Admin. Clerical & Ed. Suprv. CuI. Other per Capita 

-
1.1 1.2 49.1 14.4 11.4 2.4 10.5 589 $ 16,501 1.7 1.7 35.4 25.3 5.5 4.2 10.4 177 11,421 

WYoming 

Average 1.0 1.1 26.9 16.1 
445 4.6 2.5 11.1 $ 19,358 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,1919·Children In CU8todX' 
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TABLE 8 

Children In Custody 
1979 National Detention Staffing Levels 

Ratio of 
Juvenile Juvenile 
Residents Residents Treatment Youth to total Staff per FTE Admin. Clerical & Ed. Suprv. 

Alabama .6 .7 7.3 10.6 3.3 1.5 
Alaska .6 .6 3.0 3.0 3.0 .6 
Arizona .6 1.0 10.2 12.9 6.5 1.6 
Arkansas .2 .2 2.2 .8 .6 .6 
California .7 1.1 18.9 15.9 4.0 2.3 
Colorado .6 .7 10.4 9.6 3.1 1.3 
Connecticut .2 .4 3.5 21.0 21.0 .5 
Delaware .4 .5 9.0 9.0 18.0 .6 

(District of Columbia) .6 .6 16.5 8.3 .8 33.0 
Florida 1.0 1.0 19.2 23.4 18.7 1.5 
Georgia .7 .8 10.5 22.5 5.4 1.3 
1Ia,.,aii .8 .9 4.8 38.0 7.6 1.6 
Idaho .8 1.0 12.5 25.0 3.6 1.9 
Illinois .5 .6 9.1 10.9 4.1 .9 
Indiana .8 1.0 11.8 17 .6 5.9 1.7 
Iowa .3 .4 3.0 6.0 4.5 .8 
Kansas .4 .6 7.3 10.9 3.8 1.1 
Kentucky .4 .5 3.3 4.3 3.1 1.0 
Louisiana .5 .6 7.1 8.2 6.2 1.1 
Maine 

Maryland .8 .8 12.6 9.9 5.0 1.6 
Massachusettes .5 .5 5.1 10.8 3.9 .8 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1979 Children In Custody. 
,. -.-_ .. -

o 

.. 

Number 
Maint./ of Total 
Cul:f.nary Other Fad1. Bxpend. 

5.3 138 6 $21,265 
3.0 3.0 6 14,567 

11.4 194.0 1 54~627 

5.5 11.0 13 18,780 
8.6 583.2 3 30,493 

12.3 135.0 44 16,800 
10.5 21.0 7 13,309 
18.0 18.0 3 33,349 

5.5 33.0 1 37,448 
4.7 654.0 20 13,267 
4.7 337.0 16 13,170 

12.7 38.0 2 17,714 
12.5 25.0 1 17,923 

' •• 1 24.8 12 27,590 
6.9 282.0 9 . 12,131 

4.5 18.0 3 31,085 
3.6 87.0 5 18,741 
3.6 43.0 5 19,838 
2.0 106.0 7 20,251 

4.6 139.0 4 23,553 
6.0 108.0 8 28,316 " 
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~ TABLE 8 
U .. ~. -~\ 
~ ChUdren In Custody 

1979 National Detention Staffing Levels (Continued) 
Ratio of 
Juvenile Juvenile Number 
Residents Residents Treatm<!!nt Youth Maint. / of Total 

to total Staff per F'l'E Admin. Clerical --2... Ed. Suprv. Culin8!Y. Other -- Facil. Expend. 

Michigan .6 .9 11.7 21.1 3.6 1.7 7.1 821.0 20 $22,770 

Minnesota .5 .9 12.1 10.1 4.2 1.6 8.1 121.0 5 17,866 

Mississippi .2 .4 4.7 !LI.O 2.8 .8 3.1 28.0 4 18,1182 

Missouri .5 .8 10.0 21.1 3.4 1.5 6.8 190.0 10 13,897 

t-iontana 

Nebraska .6 1.0 15.0 15.0 7.5 1.4 45.0 45.0 2 30,845 

Nevada .5 .6 8.3 14.5 1.6 1.1 9.7 58.0 4 16,352 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey .5 .7 9.7 8.6 3.4 1.1 7.0 377 .0 17 22,554 

New Neltico .6 .6 9.7 29.0 2.9 1.4 2.11 29.0 2 13,798 

New York .3 .5 16.3 7.5 4.2 .9 2.7 343,,0 13 36,488 

North Carolina .2 .3 2.8 8.3 1.5 .5 3.3 33.0 8 22,408 

North Dakota .1 .4 1.3 11.0 l,.O .8 4.0 4,.0 3 23,033 

Ohio .5 .8 8.8 M.5 5.1 1.4 5.8 654.0 30 15,254 

Oklahoma 1.1 1.1 11.5 23.0 46.0 1.4 15.3 46.0 2 12,493 

;1 Oregon .7 1.3 16.5 22.0 22.0 1.7 22.0 132.0 6 i6,307 

Pennsylvania .l, .6 6.7 10.'1 2.6 1.1 3.9 383.0 21 26,472 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina .6 .9 7.0 21.0 10.5 1.2 10.5 21.0 2 11,963 

South Dakota .7 1.3 8.3 25.0 1.7 25.0 25.0 25.0 2 14,660 

'l'cllnesce .8 .9 18.2 10.1 l •• 8 1.6 8.3 91.0 4 11,279 ) (~, 

Texas .5 .8 8.9 17.9 7.1 1.2 8.1 67.0 16 11~, 601 0 

Utah .6 1.6 6.6 46.5 23.3 2.8 23.3 93.0 7 14,738 

Virginia .5 .9 6.5 22.3 5.0 1.7 5.0 357.0 18 16,727 
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TABLE 8 

Children In Custody Ratio of 1979 National Detention Starfing Levels (ConUnued) 
I 

Juvenile Juvenile 
Number Residents Residents Treatment Youth Haint./ of Total to total Staff per FTE Adn\in. Clerical & Ed. Suprv. Cul Other Facil. Expend. 

t..)'ashington .4 .7 15.2 8.9 4.0 1.3 7.4 320.0 18 $26,712 '-lest Virginia .5 .6 3.2 15.5 5.2 .9 5.2 31.0 4 16,352 WisconSin .6 .7 4.3 10.2 12.8 1.1 10.2 51.0 3 40,445 Wyoming 

Average .54 .75 9.17 15.1 7.14 2.5 8.88 162.62 938.73 $21,265 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1979 Children In Custodx.. 
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national median per diem. The Michigan training school per capita expenditure 

in that year was ~he 8th highest reported by any state. Here again, high 

Michigan personnel costs probably account for the high ~~penditure level. 

Table a presents the Michigan detenti?u "res;,id,~A.t;..:"t:a,).:;.,;lr.M:f. ",~':'~'Hcs",., !;'s~~"..'i}d~.,,- '~ 
'.--~.~.,~~ ~ 1"""",'W ~".:". \··I~":,: .... "'~ .,.'.\~'''~!./·.r');i'''''''~''~'~~·''''··' 

with various staff functions. The overall Michigan staffing ratio is very 

similar to the national median, it is less (Le. ~ staff per resident) for 

treatment and education, youth supervision and maintenance/culinary services 

and it is greater (less staff per youth) for administrative, clerical, and 

other personnel. The ~!ichigan per capita costs associate~ with detention in 

1979 also exceeded the national median, but by a smaller margin than the 

Michigan national training school costs. 

The estimated detention per diem costs per youth were $62.38 for Michigan 

based on the per capita total in contrast to the estimated national median per 

diem of $58.26. 

Summary and Recommendations 

The foregoing analysis was developed as a means of comparing the Michigan 

public juvenile custodial syst~m with those found elsewhere throughout the 

country. The analysis is based on the 1979 U.S. Census 'Bureau"s Children in 

Custody survey. The survey's reliability is not known, and as it uses 

essentially a self report format there may be errors in the data (for 
" 

example, the survey includes the Marquette County facility as a detention , 
facility although it is generally considered to be a group home; however, the 

. 

CIC is believed to be the best data available on this subject. The 1979 

period em which the data collected is presumed to be representative of other 
., 

recent periods of time, al though it immediatel') precedes the present state 

(and national) economic difficulties. 
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It should be noted that the presentations and tables which provide rates are 

based (.'n 1970 state total population census estimates. They, therefore, may 

over estimate the actual rates for those states with more rapidly growing 

populatio~s in comparison with states having more modest growth (between 1970 

and 1979) t:.\nd they may underes timate ra tes for tho s~ __ "~,1;a.~!"J:I" ,wi th 8,..10 f'1,~ ....... ',' 
"."',;",,·"":1,. • "~~".:.CIWJ:;..: ,~·t':"~:""t<~'-:I" ."' .. ";."\....:I ,;",~.", "..::.:;_":,,' ~!~! . .,.. ~f\'~:'.r,~.,;:, ............... ~ •. ~,:" 

pr0l'0rtion of juveniles. 

It should be noted again that private placement facilities are not included in 

this anal.ysis. Private placements represent an important missing variable if 

a reasonable understanding of national and Michigan juvenile custodial 

patterns ar\~ to be achieved. 

The primary r,ecommendations which seem suggested by this analysis relate to 

detention. There are indications that the Michigan use of detention is 

excessive in terms of the number of. youth securely detained and the average 

length of each detention in comparison with other states. As fully 86.6% of 

all Michigan custodial admisSions in 1979 were for detention, and over half 

(50.2~) of all public custodial days of care involved dete-ntion, the 

importance of detention as a component of total custodial care can be seen. 

"If the Michigan detention rate equaled national median rate of detention days 

(Jf care, there would have been 262,936 fewer detention days of care in 

Michigan in 1979. The high rate of Michigan detention use in comparison with 

other states may be partially explained by two factors. The first is that 

Michigan makes an unusually high proP9rtion of its detention admissions for 

post dispOSitional placements (17.3% of all admisSions are for this purpose, 

this rate is second only to Minnesota's). This usage pattern, Which is 

someWhat surprising given the previously noted wide range of post 

dispositl~nal placements available in Michigan, ~nd may somewhat inflate the 

apparent state rate of detention usage. It should be noted, however, that 

-
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after controlling for the Michigan use of detention facilities as a 

dispositional option, the state's use remains ~ery high compared with other 

states (see AppendJx A) 

A second factor here could be that other states make greater use of jails and 
.,,~ "' I 1'- '''-~ .. -- ~.~· ... j;>,.F·"" ~">·': .. ~.,*,:,:"-:";::···,~ ..... ~~C_~~·"d"'~ ,......_ ......................... 1., . w..:. ... ~ .... ··-)Hj~ ....... \\o\'. ~J._":.\."' .... ~,.....~ •. ,,' ~~~ •. _ .1,~.~.,,~:.:,.l,.et~:':';'I-<:.~~, ...... "':..~I::_: :......-:! ... ~:~':-_~l..~,,~; .. .;-\. ,~~".cr ....... ,. - _ 

adult lock ups than does Michigan. Xf this is true, and there is some 

e~idence supporting this,4. the Michigan detention rate is made to look higher 

than the rates of other states because the CIe survey did not collect data on 

these jail placements for pre adjudicatory custody of juveniles. (Additional 

discussion of these factors in included in Appendix A). Here again, however, 

when th~ Michigan CIe reported use of detention and the estimated Michigan use 

of jails to hold youth are combined and compared with other states" combined 

total the Michigan level of juveuile detention/jailing is very high. 

It would appear that if 1979 practices have been continued to the present, 

more youth are being detained in Micll.igan than are necessary and for longer 

periods of time than are necessary. The earlier statement that 1979 Michigan 

juvenile detentions were excessive is also supported by the MDSS Office of 

Children and Youth Services December, 1979 regional detention intake survey. 

This survey found that the actual number of youth seeurely held during the 

study period in Michigan jails and lock ups and detention centers was nearly 

twice ~ great 

4. Table 6.14 of the 1981 Criminal Justice Sourcebook presented the number of 
juveniles reported to be in jails for February, 1978 by state. In calculating 
the jail rate per 100,000 for each state, with the 1970 census population 
estimates used elsewhere in this analysis, ,the median juvenile jailing rate !ri 
that month was .9. The Michigan jailing rate was .2, the 10th lowest state of 
the 45 states included in the table. The highest rank.ing s tate was Wyoming 
(5.3) and the lowest states were Massachusetts, Maryland, and New Jers~y, 
reporting no jailings in that month. The national median rate was 7. 
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as the number of youth determined to require detention on the basis of 

national detention screening criteria and intake worker preferences. In other 

words, on the basis of an objective set of standards (the Federal detention 

screening criteria), tempered by professional judgement (intake worker ideal 
•• " '- ,,,,,"~jl.J'. '~. '.- ""1' .... .-, .. : ... '."'~'.''''''~';~~'''' ,-, .. ",-~.:~.J'':';'''.,.,,\'iio'j.(~'''.~''~' =-' .' .. , .. ' ·:'··..:.~·"'1"C':.>'~~\ .. ~·- .":'>~":~4.-;;~""~""'\~'~~"'"~.'~"''':-~':'''''''::~ll ;.:1t.~"\J_'-.~.i.~><J'. ~"tt""'~"-~~'~' .... - ~, ...... <~" 'd"r,",~ 

p aceltlt:n-c- 'fh :-.:::r.e'hJt1ct!) one tia .t ene number of the youth placed in Michigan 

• 

detention placements should have gone elsewhere-perhaps shelter care or 

returned home. 

Studies of jurisdictions using screening criteria (Community Research Forum, 

1980) have found that in comparison with other similar jurisdictions, the 

jurisdictions with criteria detained a substantially lower number of youth. 

These studies also found that the recidivism or rearrest rate of those youth 

released back to the community was significantly less in screening criteria 

jurisdictions and the rate of youth appearance for subsequent hearings was not 

significantly different. On the basis of the available evidence, then society 

is clearly better served when as a result of detention screening the number of 

youth detained and youth recidivism is concomitantly reduced. 

In light of the above, reductions in Michigan detention rates from earlier 

levels seems appropriate. If the level of detention were to decline, 

however, perhaps in response to detention screening criteria, with a 

maintenance of the current number of detention beds - the cost per detention 

would increase. This would further drive down the level of detentions. The 

relationship between these variables requires the operation of only those 

detention beds that are reasonably necessary. Toward this end the state 

should cO]lsider: 

1. Implement detention secreening criteria in statute and/or court rules. 

2. Cour~ rules development of contingency plans concerning which 

currently county operated detention facilities it should consider 

13 
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administering assuming that some detention centers will need to be closed due 

to the infeasibility of continued operation with a lower number of admissions. 

These plans should be based on 90%, 75%, 60% and 50% of the total days of care 

of 1979 levels and sh0 tl)., 'PaX;f.,l!l,i~e.8.~QgJ;':a._'Q~"iga~"J:l~Y' .. ,a~ttld'1di!"\"',j,'; ",' ·,.,., ..... ·'{b. L.~'.~,": .' '( ,.~ -:" ""''''>''''~;)~' •• J ..... ,',:, " •• '.' "':.'(~I":I:;,,-,:,\,'\U_;,,0~~, _~'';'''.\ .. ', . '* .' • ,~~_.~ ._1 ... , •• t..:" ..... , .• ~\I!J.i .• ,.; .. ~" -" 

transportation routes. 

3. Establish a maximum detention per diem rate of which the state'will 

fund 50%. There is concern that counties may continue operation of their 

detention facilities in the face of reduced admissions through drasticly 

increasing their per diem rate. The per diem of the state operated Genesee 

Regional Detention Center may be an appropriate ma."timum per diem. 

4. The present planning effort to expand detention beds pace in northern 

¥ichigan should be reconsidered and probably terminated. 

5. Development of a transportation-conveyor system which would move 

youtn to available detention centers as safely, rapidly, and inexpensively as 

possible. 

6. Attempt to encourage greater use of in home detention and shelter 

care in lieu of detention center placement. 

7. The state should consider its present commitment to existing 

placement types (there may be too many types~ too ill defined, too expensive, 

which are too frequently and inappropriately used). 
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