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ABSTRACT

The most comprehensive nalionwide research ever
conducted on the juvenile detention and corrections field was a study
by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (0JIDP)
assessing conditione of confinement for juveniles and determining the
extent to which those conditions conform to recognized national
professional standards. The study covered all 984 public and private
juvenile detention centers, reception centers, training schools, and
ranches, camps, and farms in the United States. Youth halfway houses,
shelters, and group homes; police lockups, adult jails, and prisons
that hold juveniles tried and convicted as adults; and psychiatric
and drug treatmeni programs were excluded. Data came from the 1991
Children in Custody census, a special mail survey sent to all
facilities, and 2-day site visits to 95 facilities. The study's
findings suggest three major themes: (1) there are several areas in
which problems in juvenile facilitie: are sitbstantial and widespread,
most notably living space, health care, security, and control of
suicidal behavior; (2) findings do not support the premise that high
levels of conformance Lo national recognized standards results in
improved conditions of confinement; and (3) deficiencies were found
to be distributed widely across facilities. This report presents a
summary of the findings from the CJJDP study, provides an overview of
conditions, examines areas with substantial and less substantial
deficiencies, looks at areas with minimal deficiencies, and offers 19
recommendations to improve conditions of confinement for juveniles.
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u.ni!e Justice and Delinquency Prevention (QOJJDP) was established by the President and Con-
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974, Public Law 93—415, as

amended Localed within the Office of Justice Programs of the U.S. Department of Justice, QJIDP’s goal is to
provide national leadership in addressing the issues of juvenile delinquency and impr~ving juvenile justice.

3JIDP sponsors a broad array of research, program, and training initiatives to improve the juvenile justice
system as a whole, as well as 1o benefit individual youth-serving agencies. These initiatives are carried out by

seven components within OJJDP, described below.

Research and Program Development Division
develops knowledge on national trends in juvenile
delinquency: supports a program for data collection
and information sharing that incorporates elements
ol statistical and systems developrnent; identifies
how delinquency develops and the best methods
for its preventicn. intervention, and treatment: and
analyzes practices and trends in the juvenile justice
sysiem.

Training and Technical Assistance Division pro-
vides juvenile justice training and technical assist-
ance 1o Federal, State. and local governments; law
enforcement. judiciary. and corrections personnel,
and private agencies, educational institutions, and

community organizations.

Special Emphasis Division provides discretionary
funds 10 pubhic and private agencies. organizations.
and individuals to replicate tested approaches to
delinquency prevention, treatment. and control in
such pertinent areas as chronic juvenile offenders,
community-based sanctions. and the disproportionate
representation of minorities in the juvenile justice
SySiem.

State Relations and Assistance Division supports
collaborative etforts by States to carry out the man-
dates of the JJDP Act by providing formula grant
tunds to States: furnishing technica! assistance to
States. local governments. and private agencies:

and monitoring State compliance with the JIDP Act.

Information Dissemination and Planning Unit
informs individuals and organizations of QJJDP
initiatives; disseminates information on juvenile jus-
tice. delinquency prevention. and missing children,
and coordinates program pianning efforts within
OJJDP. The unit’s activities include publishing re-
search and statistical reports, bulletins, and other
documents, as well as overseeing the operations of
the Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse.

Concentration of Federal Efforts Program pro-
moles interagency cooperation and coordination
among Federal agencies with responsibilities in the
area of juvenile jusiice. The program primarily carries
out this responsibility through the Coordinating Coun-
cil on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. an
independent body within the executive branch that
wis established by Congress through the JIDP Act.

Missing and Exploited Children Progrim seehs o
promote effective policies and procedures for address-
ing the probiem of missing and exploited children.
Established by the Missing Children’s Assistance Act
of 1984. the program provides tunds for a vanety ol
activities to support and coordinate a network of re-
sources such as the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children: training and technical assistance
to a network of 43 State clearinghouses, nonprofit
organizations, law enforcement personnel, and attor-
neys: and research and demonstration programs.

OIIDP provides leadership. direction. and resources to the juvenile justice community to help prevent and

control de'inquency throughout the country.
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i Fereword:

\%% y pleasuregg&%m to you the research summary of Conditions of

e “lvehtle Detention and Corrections Facilities. This study.
commissionéd by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in
response to the 1988 amendments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Acl. is the most comprehensive nationwide research ever conducted
on the juvenile detention and corrections field. It is remarkable that this research
became a study both for and by the field. It involved the leadership of an
exceptional research team, a pool of experienced and dedicated consultants, and
hundreds of administrators and staff who shared with us information about their
facilities' operations and programs. {t is this combination of leadership, talent.
and commitment that has made this study a truly significant contribution to our
understanding of juvenile confinement conditions.

The resulis of this research present many challenges to policymakers and
practitioners nationwide. The need for consensus and action is clearly written in
these pages. How do we provide conditions of confinement that ensure that
basic needs are met and that a meaningful quality of life is provided? With
pervasive crowding. staff turnover, and violence both inside and outside of
institutions. the ficld must determine how to successtully accomplish iis broader
mission:

...1o create legitimate, alternative pathways to adulthood through equal
access 10 services that are least intrusive, culturally sensitive, and consistent
with the highest professional standards. —The 1992 Juvenile Detention and
Correctional Forum Mission Statement

To meet the challenge posed by this report and its recommendations will require
the couperation of private organizations, courts and other govemmental agen-
cies. legislators, legal advocates. and professionals in the tield. We need to
begin a national movernent founded on a basic human concem about justice for
juveriles and the conditions of their confinement. As you read this document.
think carefully und creatively about what you can do individually and through
your employers and professional associations to respond to the challenges
facing the field of juvenile detention and corrections. It is lime that we begin to
do the right thing by working together to achieve lasling improvements in the
conditions of confinement for juveniles in this country.

John J. Wilson
Acting Administraior
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
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This proneering study would have been impossible without supporl and cooperation
from leading juvenile jlgtive organizations and practitioners at all levels. To obtain

port and o tion. Abt Associates, Inc.. and the Ottice of Juvenile Justice
an li Lvention involved juvenile justice leaders in all phases of the
study. Their involvement improved responsc rales, sharpened the quality of the re-
search. and focused the field's attention on conditions of confinement as a national
policy issue.

Several organizations deserve specific recognition for endorsing the project. for
encouraging their members to fully cooperate. and for inviting us to appear at meel-
ings to tell their members about the study or its findings. These include the National
Juvenile Detention Association, the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges. the National Association of Juvenile Correctional Administraiors. the
American Correctional Associanon, and the American Bar Association.

Specilic thanks are due to a cadre of tireless juvenile justice practitioners who con-
ducted 95 site visits and to their employers who let them take time from their regular
assignments 10 conduct the visits. The site visitors were:

Frederick R. Allen. Furmer Adnunistrator, Department of Sacial Services/Division for
Youth (New Yurhy

Alfred Benaett. Crimimal Justice Consuitans tindianan

Melvin Brown, Jr.. Director. Montgomery County Juvenile and Adull Probanon Depart-
ments (Texas)

V., Parkes Casselbury, Dircctor, Pulicy Compliance and Acceeduation Department of
Youth Developmeni (Tennessee) )

Gwendolyn Chuan, Ditector. Divivion of Youth Services, Departrient of Hutman
Resources (North Caroling)

Juseph DeJames, Director. Juventle Detention and Monroring Ua, Depaniment of
Cotrections (New Jersey )

Donald DeVore, Executive Director. Montgomens Courtty Youlh Center (Pennsy lvant
John M. Manuel, Superiniendent. Cas ahoga Couniy Detention Cenier (Ol

Mary McHatton, Adminiirative Assistant/Operauons, Department of
Correcrions (indiana}

Gieorge M. Phyfer, Executive Director, Deparimeni of Youth Services {Alabama}
Jane O Shaughnessy. Rebound! (Colorado)

Samuel Sublett, Jr.. Accreditaton Manager, Adult and Juvemle, Department o Corree-
uons tllinots)

Clarence A. Terhune, Former Depul. Secretary. Y outh and Adult Cormreclion Agency
tCalilormiay

Celedonio Vigil. Superintendent, New Mexico Youth Dragnostie and Development Center

In addition we thank Thaddeus Aubry, Northern Regional Director for the Virginia
Department of Youth and Family Services, who helped us by pretesting the site visit
protocol. preparing training matersals, and helping to deliver a 2-day training
program for site visitors. We also thank Eastern Kentucky University for logistical
support during our site visitor trmning.




A group of practitioners consul:ca with statt and QJIDP on design issues during
early phases of the project. They kept us tovused on reality as we drafted data
collection instruments. They wer:
Robert C. Cushman, Justice Sywroite Specahsi. Santz Clara County Center tor Lirhan
Analysis (Cabifornia)
( harles Kehoe, Enrector. Depariment o V. * £.ad Family Services ( Virgima)
Lioyd Mixdorf, Director, Juvemle Programs and Projects, Americun Correctional
Awsociation
David Roush, Director, Calhoun County Juvente Home (Michigan)

Joseph R. Rowan, Exccutive Durecior, Juvenile and Crimminal Justice Intemational, Inc,
(Minnesotn

Robert Schwartz, Executive Director, Juvenile Law Center  Pennsylvana

John Sheridan, Admimsteator. Bureau ot Residential Services for Children and Youth
Services (New Hampshire)

A distinguwished advisory board also deserves recognition: and thanks. Advisers met
several times during late 1990 and early 1991 to help frame the project. They con-
vened again in February 1992 to review results of site visits, and again in August
1992 1o critique the first draft of the report. In addition to their sage advice. they
were invaluable sources of contacts and information for project statf, Praject
advisers were:

Alien Breed, Chairman. Board of Directors, National Counctl on Cnime
and Delinguency

Earl Duniap, Executive Director. National Javerule Detention Association

Jeffres Fagan, Aswsocute Professor. School of Crimunal Justice,
Ruigers University

Hunter Hurst. Director, Nauonal Center for Juvenile Justice (Pennsylvamal
James Irving, Asastant Warden. Shenidan Correctional Center (1lhinois)
James P. Lynch, Assistant Professor. School of Jusuce, American Limiversity
Patricia Paritz, Director. Juvenile Justice Center. American Bar Association
Denis Shumate, Supeniniendent. Youth Center st Beloit (Kansas)

Howard Snyder (aliemate), Nanonal Center for Juvenile Justice (Pennsyivania)

We must acknowledge several officiais at the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention who played key roles: Irv Slott was Director of Research
al the time the study began and helped steer us from the shoals in the early months.
Dr. James C. Howell succeeded Mr. Slott and provided strategic guidance and
suppont during the final months. Throughout the effort, Barbara Allen-Hagen. our
project monitor, functioned in many roles. She was an active collaborator on all
major design and implementation decisions. She met frequently with statf and
advisers. helped pretest data collection instruments in juvenile facilities. and
conferred with juvenile justice leaders to elicit their support for the project. She
smoothed the way, provided sage counseling. and was both critic and task master.

Unfortunately, our pledge of confidentiality prevents us from publicly thanking the
hundreds of staff and administrators in juvenile agencies and facilities who com-
pleted the mail survey. hosted site visits, or helped us test and refine our data
collection instruments,
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% f confinement:
ition and
crrectmns facilities

n 1988 Congress ed the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
%fnllon Y10 assess conditions of confinersent for juvenifes, 10
m@a&%c ent to which those conditions conformt to recognized national
professional standirds, and to report findings to Congress, along with recom-
mendations for improvement.

The congressional mandate must be viewed against the backdrop of changes in
juvenile justice. Serious juvenile crime—particularly violent offenses reported
to authorities—-grew rapidly in recent years. Arrasts for violent juvenile of-
fenses and drug offenses rose sharply., even as overall juvenile drug use de-
clined. Policymakers increased the severity of punishments tor viotent or
habituat juvenile offenders, Many States made it casier 10 sentence serious
Juvenile oftenders as adults.

Admisstons to juvenile facilities rose after 1984 and reached an ali-time high ot
nearly 690,000 in 1990. The largest increase was in detention, where admis-
stons rase from just over 400,000 in 1984 1o about $70.000 in 1990, The daly
population of confined juveniles, based on Children in Custody (CIC) census
I-day counts, increased [rom about 50,800 in 1979 to about 65,000 in 1991.
The populations of all types of facilities increased (except for ranches, where
populations declined?.

The characieristics of confined juveniles alse changed sharply in recent years,
Between F987 and 1991 the proportion of minorities among confined juveniles
rose Trom 53 percent to 63 percent. with the biggest increases among blacks (37
percent to <4 percent) and Hispanies (13 percent to 17 percent). The percentage
confined for crimes against persons rose trom 22 percent to 28 pereent. and
those contined for property offenses declined [rom 40 percent 1o 34 percent.
The percentage confined for drug-related offenses rose hetween 1987 and 1989,
and then declined somewhat in 1991, resulting i an overall increase of 4
percentage points (6 percent to 10 pereent).

When Congress mandated the study. it was apparent that crowding was becom-
ing a serious problem in juvenile facilities. By 1987, 36 percent of conlined
juveniles were held in facilities whose populations ¢xceeded their design
capacity. Key problems in adult corrections—crowding. litigation on conditions
of confinement. major capacity cxpansion. and huge increases in costs—were
beginning to be evident in juvenile Facitities as well. Thus, it was important to
learn more about conditions in juvenile continement facilities. Lo pinpoint
serious prablems. and to explote possible remedies,

S erious juvenile
crime—particularly
violent offenses re-
ported to authorities—
grew rapidly in recent
years.
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and urged coopera-
tion from the field.

Study description

The study was funded in the fall ot 1990. The study covered all 984 public
(operated by State and local govermments) und private juvenile detention
centers, receplion centers, (raiaing schools, and ranches. camps, and farms in
the United States. These facilities held about 65,000 juveniles on the date of the
1991 CIC census, or about 69 percent of the juveniles confined on that daie in
the United States.

Three types of facilities that confine juveniles were excluded: (a) youth halfway
houses, shelters, and group homes; (b) police lockups, adult jails, and prisons
that held juveniles tried and convicted as adults, and {c) psychiatric and drug
treatment programs. We have no data on conditions of confinement in these
facilities.

Prominent juvenile justice practitioners served as advisers, consultants, and site
visitors. Key juvenile justice organizations endorsed the study and urged
cooperation from the field.

Data collection and preparation

Data for the s;udy came from three sources:

® The 1991 CIC census.
B A special mail survey sent to all 984 facilities.

B 2-day site visits to 95 facilities.

Survey data

The 1991 CIC census had a 99-percent response rate for public facilities and an
86-percent response rate for private facilities. The project’s mail survey had a
76-percent response rate. Data from the two were merged to produce a single
record for each facility, which was used to assess conditions of confinement.
CIC census data from 1979 to 1991 were used to describe trends in the use of
juvenile confinement.

Site visit data

Altogether, researchers visited a nationally representative, randomly selected
sample of 95 public and private juvenile facilities: 30 detention centers, 30
training schools, 30 ranches, camps, and farms, and 3 reception centers. Fifteen
prominent practitioners were selected and trained to collect data during site
visits. Project staff accompanied site visitors to the 20 largest facilities to
expedite data collection. During site visits we validated selected responses to
the mail survey, recorded observational data, and asked staff and juveniles
about conditions of confinement. Site visits began in September 1991 and ended
in January 1992

The site visit sample was stratified by type of facility. Within the four strata.
samples were drawn so that larger facilities had a greater chance of being
selected for a site visit. Eighty percent of the facilities initially selected agreed
to host a site visit. Those thal declined were replaced by comparable facilities

o



(same type, same region. similar size). The final sample closely resembled the
it @ﬂﬁmb) ;egion and by method of operation (public

In addition ta interviewing facility administrators and staff members. we also § J'. uring site visits

\/ interviewed 3 rand selected juveniles at each site. or a total of 475 juve- - ; X
iles at the faciligids e visited. we saw a disturbingly
Becauu y focused on conditions faced by confined juveniles, contorm- hlgh proportlon of
ance rates generally were described in terms of the percentage of juveniles facilities that had

confined in facilities that conform to each assessment criterion, rather than the
percentage of facilities that conform.

obvious fire safety
violations,

The results are reported by facility type for the Naiion as a whole. In order to
protect respondents’ confidentiality, data cannot be presented by State or by
individual facilities. While this limits our ability to pinpoint specific States or
facilities that may need particular improvements. a guarantee of confidentiality
was deemed essential in order to get both high response rates and candid
answer; to sensitive questions.

Strateqy for assessing conditions

We used three approaches. where possible. to assess conditions of confinement,

First, we measured conformance Lo 46 assessment criteria that reflected
existing national professional standards in i2 areas that represented advisers’
perceptions of confined juveniles’ most important needs.

M Second, we analyzed data (obtained from the mail survey, the Children in
Custody census, and site visits) on other selected aspects of conditions of
continement for which no national standards existed.

® Third. we analyzed data on selected incidents in facilities. including rates of
injuries to juveniles and statf. rates of escape and attempted escape. rates of
suicidal behavior. and selected security and «:-ntrol practices. such as rates of
searches and isolation,

To decide whether serious problems existed. we reviewed data on all three
levels, where available. In some cases, conformance rates for a particular assess-
ment criterion were low, but other data on conditions suggested thal nonconfor-
mance had minimal effects. For example. one assessment criterion required that
the interval between an evening meal and the following breakfast be no more
than 14 hours. A large proportion of juveniles were confined in facilities that
did not conform. However, when we examined tucilities’ actual practices in
more detail. we found most nonconforming facilities missed the deadline by 15
or 20 minutes. and that on ali other measures food service appeared generally
satisfactory.

In other instances. conformance was moderate or high, but data on conditions or
outcomes suggested problems. For example, almost all juveniles were in facili-
ties that conformed to an assessment criterion requiring that facilities pass annual
fire inspections. But during site visits w 2 saw a disturbingly high proportion of
facilities that had obvious fire safety violations, such as not marking fire exits or
posting fire escape routes.

12
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most notably living
space, health care,
security, and control
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The 46 assessment eriteria were organized into 2 topic areas that were, in turn.
grouped nto 4 broad categories:

Table 1: Assessing Conditions of Confinement

Number of Assessment Criteria

Basic Needs

boLaving space 3

2. Health care 4]

X Foud. clothing, and hyvgiene ‘ 4

4. Living accommodationy 4
Order and Nafety

5. Sequrity k)

6. Controlling suicidal behavior 4

7. Inspections and emergency prepurcdness 4
Programming

#. Education +

9. Recreauon i

10, Treatment sery ces 2
Jur cnifes® Rights

1. Access o communiny s

P2, Lunats ot statt deserehon 6
lotal 46

In developing measures for the assessment criteria, requirements of nationaily
recognized standards for juvenile facilities were reviewed. For example, advis-
ers decided that contined juveniles need adequate living space. Several bench-
marks of nationally recognized standards were identitied. In terms of sleeping
space. standards required 70 square feet per juvenile in single rooms and 50
syuare feet per juvenile in rooms with three or more occupants. Standards also
recommmended that no more than 25 juveniles be housed in one living unit and
that facilities™ populations not exceed their design capacity.

We relied mainly on three sets ol stundards:

M American Correctional Association standards (as amended in 19913, which
are used as the basis tor acerediting juvenile facilities.

B The National Commission on Correctional Health Care, an attiliate of the
American Medical Association, also uses ity standards (1984) to accredit
health care services in juvenile facilities.

B Amencan Bar Associauon/Institute for Judicial Administration Standards
(198,

Summary of findings

The study s findings suggest three major themes:

First, there are several areas in which problems in juvenile facilities are substan-
tal and widespread—most notably living space, health care, security, and
control of suicidal behavior. There also ure areas where deficiencics. though
less serious or widespread, are still important enough to warmant attention.




Second, the findings do not support the premise that high levels of conformance
ERH@ D@@m ﬁmt uﬂb' ‘g@ﬁvﬁm;lrds resitlt in improved conditions of contine-
WU Y abtus of facility operation, practitioners dratting

sandards did not spectly outcomes that should be achieved. fnstead. a lurge

\%prupomon of existing standards emphasize procedural regulanty. which is. A verall confor-
mllu.dly an tmp objective. But we believe that in (he Tuture the stan- " .
@@J il % e should emphasize performance-based standards that mance must be viewed
iden éié%. ties facilities should achieve. Performance standards can in ﬁght of additional
quickly identify problems and can provide o benchmark aguinst which improve- information about the
ments can be measured. Performance stundards are particularly needed in such oa
areas ay educution, trealment sCrviees, and ubtimately. alt actual conditions and
aspects of fucilily operation. outcomes in facilities.

Third, we found that deficiencies were distributed widely across tacilities. Most
had several defiviencies. and the types of deficiencies at these facilities varied
constderably. We tound few facilities with no deficiencies as well as a few with
deficiencies tn most areas. 11 the objective is to substantially improve conditions
that confined juvemiles experience. then etforts to improve or close a few “bad”™
tactiities. while Lindable, will have litle overall impact. Rather, substanisat
unprovements wiil require that s Lirge number of less seriously delicient
facilities improve several arcas of their operations.

Nineteen recommendations, discussed on pages 8-14_ are oftered to improve
conditions af continement.

Overview of conditions

Table 2 displays conformance 1o ussessment criteria from two viewpoints. First,
it shows the percentage of contined jusentiles held in facilities that contorm to
all assessment criteria in cach of the |2 topic areas (referred to as “juvenile-
based” contormance t. Second. it shows the percentage of facilities that conform
to all assessment criteria tor “facitity -based™ conlormance). The relationship
between these two micasures tells us whether large or small facilities are more
likely Lo contorm. For example, i two-thinds of the juveniles are held in facili-
ties that conform. but ondy one-thied of the Tacthties contorm, thiat means that
bigger facilities ure more likely 1o contorm than smatler tacilities. Conversely.
it two-thirds of the tacilities contorm. but anly one-third of the juveniles are in
facilities that contor, then smaller lacilites are more likely to contorm than
bigger ones.

Table 2 should be interpreted cautiously. i is an inherently conservauve indica-
tor because a facility must contorn to all eriteria. Morcover, we emphasize that
averall conformance goes beyond conformance standards. Overall conformance
must be viewed in light of additional information about the actual conditions
and ouicomes i Lacilities,

Tablc 2 shows that summary contformance rates are seldom high. Only 5 ot the
12 topic areas have juvenile-based overall contormance rates of 50 percent or
higher, and only 6 have lacility-based conformunce rates ol 30 pereent or
higher. 1t alss shows that on some topes smaller lacilities are more iikely 10
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and limits on staff
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facilities are more
likely to conform than
larger facilities.

Table 2: Summary Conformance Rates by Topic Areas

Topic areas in which
conditions were assessed

Percentage of confined juveniles

Percentage of facilities
in facilitics that conform®

that conform®

Basic needs
Living space {3 critena) 249 +35%
Health care (6 critena) 26% 15%
Faod. clothing, and hygiene (4 criteria) 9% 35%
Living accommodations (4 critena) 52% 49%
Order and security
Security (3 criteria) 20% 27%
Conrolling suwicidal behavior {4 critena) 5% 519
Inspections and emergency
preparedness (4 criteria) 67% 55%
Programming
Education {4 criteria) 55% 7%
Recreation (| cniteriaj B3% 5%
Treatment Services {2 cnteria) oR% 60%
Juvenile rights
Access 10 community (5 criteria) 5% 25%
Limits on statt discrenion (7 critena) 490« 76%

* This is the percentage of juveniles held in tacilities that conform to all assessmenl crileria
each topic area.

" This is the percentage of facilities that conform to all the assessment crteria in each topic area.
- This excludes the assessment criteria on search authornization, which required factiny adnumistra-
1ors 10 autherize all searches. Only 14 percent of confined juveniles are in facilities that conform

to this criterion. With this criterion included, only 6 percent of confined juveniles are in facilites
that conform to all criteria.

Source: CIC census and Mail Survey. 1991.

conform, while on others, bigger facilities are more likely to conform. For
example. on living space, health care, security, controlling suicidal behavior,
and limits on staff discretion, smaller facilities are more likely to conform thun
larger facilities. On inspections and emergency preparedness and treatment
services, larger facilities are more likely 10 conform than smaller facilities.

Table 3 displays data on key incident measures we examined—injuries {juve-
niles-on-juveniles, juveniles-on-statf. and staff-on-juveniles), escapes (com-
pleted. unsuccessful attempts), acts of suicidal behavior (atiempted suicides,
suicide gestures, self-mutilations), incidents requiring emergency health care,
and use of isolation. All these are reported as incident rates per 100 confined
juveniles: For injuries, escapes. suicidal behavior, and longer-term isolation, the
rates are based on reported incidents during the 30 days before the mail survey.
For shorter-term isolation, the rate is based on incidents reported during the

7 days before the mail survey. For emergency health care. rates are based on
reported incidents during the 12 months before the mail survey. Table 3 also
shows the estimated annual number of incidents, based on these rates.
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able 3: Incident Rates per 100 Juveniles and Annuaiized

ERH@ D(@@M]@m R@p@@ﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁfﬁ@t@ Incidents in Juvenile Facilities

Rate per 1{) juveniles
Type of incident last 30 days) Estimated incidents per year 3 rowding is a

njuries W . .
Dot pervasive problern in
u\A{é@m 1.7 6.900 juvenile facilities.

@@7/\@ A

Stafl-on-juvenile 02 106
Escapes

Completed 1.2 9,700

Linsuccesstul attempls I 9,800
Acts of suicidal hehavior A i 7.600
Incidents requiring emergency health care 20 18,600

isolation ircidents

Short-term { | 1o 24 hours) STe 435,800
Longer-term more than 24 hours) .40 R&.900

" This dues not inctude very-short-term solation (up w1 hour) used to control behavior or insull
discipliiie. Such & practice 18 common m juvenle tacihies and largety not documented. 50 11 1%
impussible Lo measure ils oveurrence with any accuracy.

Source; CIC census and Ml Survey, 1991,

There was substantial variation in these rates among facilities. A substantial
number of juveniles were held in facilities where rates were Zero or Were very
low. A smalter minority were held in facilities where rates were very high.

Areas with substantial deficiencies

There are four areas—Iliving space, security, control of suicidal behavior, and
health care—in which facilities display substantial and widespread deficiencies.

Living space

A substantial proportion of contined juveniles have inadequate living space.
Crowding is a pervasive problem in juvenile facilities. It is evident facilitywide,
in living units,' and in sleeping rooms.

In 1987, 36 percent of confined juveniles were in facilities whose populations
exceeded their reported design capacity. By 1991 that increased to 47 percent.
In 1991 one-third of confined juveniles were in living units with 26 or more
juveniles. and one-third slept in rooms that were smailer than required by
nationally recognized standards. Only about one-fourth of the confined juve-
niles were in facilities that conformed to all three living space criteria. Hence.
almost three-fourths were in facilities thal were crowded in some respect.
Crowding is more common in larger and less common in smaller facilities.

A living umt g sell-comtaned area ol 4 tugihiy where a subgroup of confined juveniles sleep. participate
1 Jerure activaties, and attend s hy giene, Generally, Juvenies eat, exercine tlarge muscle achvity). and
participate N programsming outide thesr Jiving unis

-
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ing intake criteria,

by granting early
releases, and by
refusing to take new
admissions when
populations reach or
exceed capacity.

To elimunate crowded sleeping rooms. shightly aver 1 1LO00 juvemies would
have to be removed tfrom the confinement facilities or an equal number ot new
beds would have t be provided in adequately sized sleeping rooms. 1 that were
done. it would sull leave about 2.650 juventles in Tacilines whose population
excecded design capaciiy.

Facilities have responded 1o crowding by restricting intake criteria (parucularly
i detentiony, by granting early refeases (particularty in triining schouols), and by
refusing to tuhe new admissions when populations reach or exceed capacity
{particularly in ranches). As a resuit, although more facilities have become
crowded since F987. average population levels in crowded facilities have
remained at about 120 pereent of reported design capacity.

We found that rates of injunes 1o statf by juveniles were higher 1 crowded
facilities. A~ the percentage of juvenles who sleep in dormrtories with 11 or
more residents increased. rates of injuries inflicted by juveniles on juveniles
increased. Rates for short-term isolation and searches also were higher in
crowded facilites.

We recemnmend Hiat farge dermitories be elumnated trone povenide facilr-
fes. Nonew facthinies sheudd be bl that contain laree dormitories.

In existing fuctlities, large dormiories should be replaced as soon ay
possthie.

Facilities can sometimes adjust intake or durations of confinement to cushion
the effects of crowding. but they cannot alter the decisions of police, prosecu-
tors, juventle judges, and probation and parole officers or the sysiemic proc-
eases that cause crowding,

We recommend that jurisdictions develop policies that reenlate the use
and duranen of uvenile confinement and that wade future developmenr of
confinement und nonconfinement placement options. To do this. States and
focalitios stindd imptement a planmng process that identifies dectsions
that affect use of detention and continement. that ideatifies « haracreriatices
of puventdes processed througdt the system. and (hut documents capacites
of confinement and denconfinentent placement options.

Security

Secunty practices are intended 1o prevent escapes and to provide a safe eaviron-
ment for both juveniles and staff. There are high levels of noncontormance with
our security assessment criteria and substantial problems with escapes and
injuries in juvenile facilities.

Although X1 percent of confined juveniles are in facilities with three or more
facilitywide counts per day. only 62 percent are in {acilities that classify
juveniles on the basis of risk and use classification results tv make housing
assignments. Larger facilities are more likely to conform to the counts and
classification criteria. Just 36 percent of confined juveniles are in facilities
whose supervision stafTing ratios conform to assessment criteria. Smatler
facilities are more likely to conform o the supervision staff ratio critera.
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[n1 the 30 dhys before the mail survey, nearly 2,000 juveniles (stightly over
3 percent vt the juvenile population) and 650 statt {slightly over 1.7 percent of
\f all staft) were injurg juveniles in these lacilities. Injury rates varied greatly.
t 10 perce nfined juveniles were in facilities where 8 percent or
t@ %i;s were injured by other juveniles in the 30 days before the
mail survey. and | percent were in facilities where at least one of every four
juveniles were injured during that time. A small number of facilities were
similarly dangerous for staff. About 10 percent of juveniles were in tacilities
where 5 percent or more of staft were wjured in the 30 days betore the mail
survey, and 1 percent were in facilities where 17 percent or more of staff were
injured during thai ime.

Juvenile and staff injury rates were higher in crowded facilities. and juvenile-
on-juvenile injury rates increased as the percentage of juveniles housed in large
dormitories increased. Injury rates for both statf and juveniles were higher in
tacilities where living units were locked 24 hours a day. In facilities with locked
living units we visited, an emphasis on securily domunated interactions between
statf and juveniles. Of note is that the percentage of juveniles convicted of
violent erimes was not related to injury rates.

Classitication is supposed to protect juveniles by assessing their propensity to
violence and by separating potential predators and victims, However, we found
no relationship between conformance to the classification assessment criteria
and rates of injury. The reasons are not clear. It is possible that existing classifi-
cation procedures do not reliably distinguish violence-prone youth or whether
crowding diminishes facilities’ ability to adequately separite predators und
victims or increases the probability that confined youth will encounter violence-
prone peers. More study of juvenile classification practices is needed to deter-
mine how to improve classification.

During site visits facility administrators and staif frequently said there would be
fewer injuries if statfing ratios improved. The study did not support that posi-
tion. We found no relationship between supervision staffing ratios and rates of
injury. However, we found that higher supervision staff tumover rates were
associated with increased juvenile-on-staff injury rates. In facilities with high
turnover rates. overall levels of stafT experience and training are likely to be

lower than in facilities with low turnover rates. While we lack data to establish a

direct link. during site visits administrators and practitioners frequently stated
that inexperienced and less-well-trained stafl were more likely 1o be injured by
juveniles.

In the 30 days before the mail survey. slightly over 800 juveniles {about 1.2
percent of the confined population) escaped from confinement [acilities. and
slightly more than 800 atempled to cscape but failed.

We found no relationship between conformance to the classification criteria and
escape rales. A growing number of fucilitics rely on perimeter fences as an
obstacle to escape. Since 1987 the pereentage of facilities with perimeter fences
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ment facilities.

increased from 38 percent to 47 percent. However, we found no conclusive
relationship between perimeter fences and escape rates.

We recommend that juvenile justice agencies conduct deraifed compara-
tive studies of facilities with low and high escape and injury rates to
identify policies and practices that can materially improve safety and
security. These studies shouid pay special attention to procedures used to
classify juveniles and the ways in which classification is used.

Controlling suicidal behavior

Suicidal behavior is a serious problem in juvenile confinement facilities. Ten
confined juveniles killed themselves in 1990. In the 30 days before the mail
survey, 970 juveniies committed 1,487 acts of suicidal behavior (that is, at-
ternpted suicide, made suicidal gestures, or engaged in self-mutilation). Thus.
about 1.6 percent of confined juveniles engaged in suicidal behavior, and there
were 2.4 suicidal behavior incidents for every 100 confined juveniles in the 30
days before the mail survey. On an annualized basis, more than 11,000 juveniles
engage in more than 17,000 incidents of suicidal behavior in juvenile facilities.

Just half of the confined juveniles are in facilities that monitor suicidal juveniles
at least once every 4 minutes (the length of time after which permanent brain
damage can occur in an attempted hanging—the most common method of
suicide attempt in juvenile facilities). About three-fourths are in facilities that
screen juveniles for indicators of suicide risk at the time of admission, and
about three-fourths are in facilities that train staff in suicide prevention. Almost
90 percent are in facilities that have written suicide prevention plans. However,
only about one in five confined juveniles are in facilities that conform to all four
assessment criteria.

Our analysis showed that facil..ies that conduct suicide screening at admission
and that train staff in suicide prevention have lower rates of suicidal behavior.
Other suicide prevention measures—monitoring suicidal juveniles at least once
every 4 minutes and written suicide prevention plans—were not associated with
suicidal behavior rates. (However, these factors may be vitally important in pre-
venting an atternpted suicide from becoming a completed suicide.) Detention
centers that conformed to the supervision staffing ratio criteria had lower sui-
cidal behavior rates. We found that as supervision staff tumover rates increased,
suicidal behavior rates increased, which underscores the importance of staff
training in suicide prevention.

Suicidal behavior rates increased as the percentage of juveniles in single rooms
increased. We found, however, that facilities frequently fail to cover housing for
suicidal juveniles in their written suicide prevention plans.

We recommend that all juveniles be screened for risk of suicidal behav-
ior immediately upon their admission to confinement facilities.

We recommend that suicidal juveniles be constantly monitored by staff.
This means that suicidal youth should not be isolated or placed in a
room by themselves. When suicidal juveniles are housed in single rooms,
staff should be with them continuously. A mental health professional

10
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We ulso recommend that agencies stidy the causes of high supervision thi
@ staff turnover r evelop strategies 10 reduce high tui nover rates. und L .e th!l’d of the.
@@!Zﬁﬁ% of turnover by increased training. Juvemles in detention
centers have health
Health care

. _ _ _ screenings done by
The most serious problem with health care is that health screenings (at admis-

sion) and health appraisals (within 7 days of admission) often are not completed staff who have not

in a timely fashion. Speedy completion of health screenings is needed o ensure been trained by medi-
¥hat jpveniles who are injure!;l, who ha‘:re acute heanh_ problems. or who are cal personnel to per-
intoxicated when presented for admission get immediate medical treaument. R
Timely health appraisals are required to identify the juveniles’ health care needs form health screcning.
that require treatment during confinement and to control the spread of commu-

nicable diseases,

Over 90 perce 't of confined juveniles get health screenings at some pomnt, but
only 43 percent get them within | hour of admission. as required by nationally
recognized standards. Smaller facilities are more likely to conform to this health
screening criterion, Health screening took more than 3 hours to be completed
for almost one-fifth of the population of confined juveniles. Similarly, although
95 percent get heaith appraisals at some point, only 80 percent get them within a
week. Larger facilities are more likely to conform to the health appraisal
criteria.

One-third of the juveniles in detention centers have health screenings done by
staff who have not been trained by medical personnel to perform health screen-
ing. Because the purpose of health screening is to identify juveniles with
injuries or conditions that require immediate medical care, using untrained statt
to perform the screening is cause for concern.

We recommend that juvenile justice agencies act to ensure that imtial
health screenings wre carried otit promptly at admission and to ensure
that health appraisals are completed or received within u week after
admission. We also recommend thar juvenile justice agencies rake steps
10 develop and ensure the use of an adequate training program for
nonmedical staff who conduct health screenings.

In addition, there is no data base on individual health needs of confined juve-
niles, on the health care services provided to them, or on changes in their health
status while confined. Without such information, the adequacy of health care in
confinement facilities cannot be assessed. Of particular concern is the fact that
only 68 percent of confined juveniles are in facilities where tuberculin tests are
performed, and only 53 percent are in facilities that test for sexually transmitted
diseases.

We recommend that existing public health surveillunce systems be
expanded to include and separately track confined fuveniles. We alsa
recommend a general review of the heaith needs of confined juventles

u
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and of the health services they receive, based on a review of medicat
recends of a nantonal sample of confined juvenides.

Areas with less substantial deficiencies
Education and treatment services

There are two areas—education and treatment services—in which contormance
10 assessment criteria is generally high but in which we have no foundation for
assessing the adequacy of services provided. Although there 1s extensive
anecdotal and experiential evidence on the educational deficiencies and the
emotional and mental health problems of juvenile offenders, we have no
systematic empirical data on confined youths' educational or treatment needs
and problems. Thus., we cannot determine wiiether facilities provide appropriate
programs or whether juveniles make progress during confinement. Mayjor new
initiatives are needed to periodically collect such data.

We recommend thai Federal ageneies support funding of a study 1o
document educational needs and prohlems of a nationul sample of
confined juventles and to evaluate the capaciey of educational programs
in confinement fucilities 1o serve those needs and to address those
problems.

We recommend that Federal agencies support funding of o study to
document the treatment needs of u national sample of confined juveniles
and of the treatment services they receive.

Inspections aud emergency preparedness

Most juveniles are confined in facilities that have passed recent State or tocal
fire, life safety, and sanitation inspecttons. Despite that, Jaring site visils we
observed a large number of facilities at which fire cxits were not marked or fire
escape routes were not posted in living units, and a few at which lire exits were
blocked with furniture or other object: .

We recommend that State and local fire codes for juvenile fuctlities be
toughened und enforced more vigorously. In particutar, we recommend
that facilities be inspected more frequently, und that availuble enforce-
ment authority he exercised more vigorously to correct viokations. We
also recommend that laws or regulations goveriing fire and life safety in
juvenile faciliries be us rigorous as those that apply to schools, hospitals.
or other public buildings.

Access to the community

We estimate that, on average, confined juveniles are held in facilities that are
58 miles from where they live (that distance varies by facility ty se, so that
training schools are, on average, farther from juveniles™ homes than are deten-
tion centers). Distance and location {e.g.. wi'derness-based programs) affect
juveniles’ access lo the community. Most confined juveniles have adequate
opportunity to visit with families or attorneys, to contact volunteers, and to
communicate by mail. However, telephone calls are an exception: almost
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We recommend that puvenide facihinies permut puvenides so recenve as well
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I n many
instances we found
that conformance to

There is gencrally high conformance o most criteria that limit staff discretion, procedural standards
However, search authorization is an exception: most confined juveniles are in . .
facilities where line staff can authonize room searches and Irisks. A substantial had no discernible
minorily is in facilities where line staff can autharize strip searches. There was effect on conditions

substantial variation in rates of searching, isolation, and resiraint use among
facilities. Relatively little of that variation could be explained by our analyses.

within facilities.

We recommend more extensive comparison of conditions in factlities with
high and low rutes of use of search, isolution, and vestraines in order i
fdentify and test the rationales and effects of these variations o praciice.

Areas with minimal deficiencies

There are three areas in which conditions of confinement appear to be adequate:
tood. clothing, and hygicne: recreation: and living accommodations. With
respect to the latter. conditions are somewhat more problematic. Detention
centers generally have the least normalized and most instititionalized environ-
ments (sleeping rooms are starkly furnished. most residents wear uniforms,
ete.). Nearly one-third of detained juveniles sleep in rooms that do not have
natural light.

We offer no specific recommendations hased on data colfected and
anerivzed o date.

Other recommendations
Performance-based standards

A substantial proportion of existing nationally recognized standards focus on
developing written policies and procedures or attaining specihied stalling ratios.
rather than on defining outcomes that lacilities should achieve. Performance-
based standards are more difficult to formulate because they require standards-
drafters to agree on the outcomes that should be achieved. In many instances we
found that conformance to procedural standards had no discemible effect on
conditions within tacilities.

We reconmmend that organizations that develop nationaity vecognized
standardy for juvenile fucilities promutgate measurable performance
standards that can serve botlt as eouls for facilities to attain aid as
henchmarks agannt winch there progress can be meastired. Such
standurds are particularly mipovtant in areas of secarity, health
care. education, mental health services, and treatment programeing.,

I
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Coordinating reforms among organizations

Our recommendations tor improving conditions of confinement will require
leaders of several national organizations to confer on the goals to be served by
juvenile confinement and to discuss strategies to improve conditions of conline-
ment. This coliaboration likely will be nceded for several years.

We recommend thar a ¢ .. :f comnutice be created whose membership
represents all nauon., professionut organizations with an interest in
juvenile confinement. Ovei the next 4 years members of this joint
committee should work i implement recommendations in this veport
and to coordinate activities within their respective organizations
toward the common ohjective of improving conditions of juvenile
confinement. Appropriate Federal agencies should encourage and
support the work of this joint commitice.

Further research

There is substantial variation among facilities an three problem indicators—
rates of escape (and attempled cscape), injury, and suicidal behavior-—as well as
substantial variation ameng facilities on two control mechanisms—>searches and
isolation. Only a small amount of that variation can be explained by juvenile or
facility characteristics in our analytical models.

We recommend further study of why facilities vary so dramatically in the
wavs they exercise control und the extent to which they provide u safe and
secure environment.

We recommend that OJJDP support controfled research to study the
effects of crowding on juvenile and staff behavior and on owtconies i
detention and corrections facilities.

We recommend that the biennial Children in Custody census be modified
to routinely collect data on staff turnover rates, use of isolation and
searching, and the incidence of injuries, escapes., und suicidal behavior.

We recommend that OJIDP support comparable studies of conditiony
of confinement for three groups of juventles not covered in this study:
(a) those placed in halfway houses, group homes, and shelters. thi those
tried and sentenced as acdults; and (¢) those placed in secure hospital
treatmicht programs.

Limitations of the study

In spite of good response rates, cfforts to devclop objective measurement
criteria. and careful analysis of the data, there are several limits that must be
recognized.

First. the findings must be interpreted cautiously. Conformance to existing
nationally recognized standards does not tell the entire story about conditions of
confinement. In some instances, high rates of conformance may not mean that
all is well. [n others, low rates of conformance may not mean that juveniles are
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in danger or that their constitutional rights are being vislated. Concormance
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cond, on many matters ining to vonditions of i , juvenike o :
_Seag d many IS pertaining Iwndl ions of conn'r' nent, jvenile w-:lthout lmportant
justice practitioners (gnd, the organizations that represent facm) hiave not

shed consensus als. As a result, a large proportion of esisting nation- data on juveniles’
a @%&%p féssional stand ards specify procedures to be followed, owt individual needs, we
not outcothes o be achieved. If practitioners do not agsee on outcomes, they are s
likely to interpret the data quite difierently. For exaneple. one group may view can.rrot determme. if
data on search authorization as indicating scund security praceice, while another facmty programming
may view it as indicating un excessive delegation sf authority to line staft. meets those needs or

Third. this study relied muinly on seif-reported riata collected :n the mail survey whether juveniles
and the CIC census. An effort was made to validate wome informarion items improve

during the site visits. However, only a few cculd be vuiidated in 4 small number

of facilities. In all studies of this sort the reliabiiity of self-reported data varies

according 1o the respordents’ understandirg of the question, the availability of

data to answer it, and the respondznts” willingness to answer candidly. In this

Jtudy all three are possible sources of error. The direction and magnitude of

such errors wre gererally rot knowi.

Fourth, given lixed resources and deadlines, the breadih of the study limited its
depth. Because we decided to measur: conditions in 12 different topic areas in a
mail survey o all public and private deteniion centers, reception centers,
training schools and ranches, camps, and farms, we had to limit scrutiny to a
handful of indicators in cach topic area. Henue, some measures that arguably
are important indicators cf conditions lad t.- be excluded.

Fillh. the study was based on data about {acilities. not data about individual
juveniles in facilities. This made it move difficult, at times, to determine how
nonconformance affects juveniles within yacilities or to identify links between
variables. Without data on individual juveniles, we cannot determine, for ex-
ample, if juveniles who are more frecuently injured by other juveniles are more
apt to engage in suicidal behavior. W also do not have data on individual
juveniles’ demographic characteri stics, needs, or problems, or programs used
while confined and perfornance in those programs. Hence, we cannot determine
if programming in facilities ac resses juveniles” needs or whether juveniles
ympros ¢ in meast.rable ways e.g.. reading scores go up) while confined.

Finally. because this was the first systumatic assessment of conditions of
juvenile confinement. this is & prelimi.ary, not a definitive, report on the
subject. On several points, we *ound wnportant data gaps that prevent assess-
ment o1 problems or uevelcpmert of informed recommendations. Some of those
gaps can be fille¢ celatively in¢ .persivelv by altering routine data collection,
like the biennial Children 15 £ astoty census. Others will require new studies.
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ore detailed information about this study and issues surrounding
conditions of juvenile confinement is available through the Juventle
Justice Clearinghouse.
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The tull report discusses in detail the study s findmgs and its design
and rescarch methodologies. The full report is useful for conducting
further research. making planning decistons, or drafting policy.

For your copy of the tull report Conditions of Confinement. Juvenide
Detention and Corrections Facilines, complete and return the order form
below.

e i For further information on this or nther jnvegﬁilg ,. S
= L jusnce topics, call the Juqepnlg Justice' Cleaﬁnghoqﬂe al:

63858736 Wi

To order a copy of the full report Conditions of Confinement: Juvenile Detentian and Carrections Facilities (NCJ 145793), please
complete the following:

Piease Send My Copy to:

Name: Titla:
Orgaruzation;

Street Address:

City: State’

Z1P: Telephone: { ]

Mail this ordar form ta Juvenile Justice Clearinghousa, P.O. Box 6000. Rockville, MD 20850
Orders may also be piaced by calling the Cleannghouse at 800-638-8736.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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“Publications From OJJDP

The tollowsng hsts QJJDP publications
avaitable from the Juvenile Justice
Cleannghouse. To obtain copies, call

80063

Most OJJDP pubkcations are available free
of ¢charge from the Cleannghouse; requests
for more than 10 documents requirg pay-
ment tor postage and handhng. To obtain
intormation on payment procedures or 1o
speak fo a juvemie Justice informanon spe-
cialist aboul additional services offered,
conact the Juvenile Justice Cleannghouse
tMonday through Fnday, 8:30 a m. to 5:15
p.m,es.t

Delinquency Prevention

Educatiort n the Law Promoting Citizen-
ship in the Schools. 1990, NCJ 125648.

Mobhzing Commumiy Support for Law-
ge!afed Educaton 1989. NCJ 118217,
975.

OJJDP and Boys and Girls Clubs of
America. Pubhic Housing and Hhgh-Fisk
Youth. 1992. NCJ 128412

Preserving Famiies To Prevent Deln-
guency. 1992, NCJ 136397

Strengthening Amenca's Farmhes: Promus-
ing Parenting Strategres for Dennguency
Prevennon. 1993, NCJ 140781, $9.15.

Missing and Exploited Children

Arnenica s Missing and Expioited
Children—Thew Salety and Therr Future.
1986, NCJ 100581,

Chiid Abuse—-Frelude to Deinguency ?
1985, NCJ 104275, $7.10.

Inveshgator's Guide to Missing Child
Cases For Law Enforcement Ofhcers
Locating Missing Chiidren. 1987, NCJ
108768,

Missing. Abducled. Runaway, and
Thrownaway Children in Amenca. First
Repont Numbers and Characlenshcs.
Mational Incidence Studies. 1990, NCJ
123668. $14 40

Missing, Abducted. Runaway. and
Thrownaway Children in Amenca, Fust
Ragport. Numbers and Charactenshcs.
Natwonal Incidence Studres—Execulive
Summary. 1990, NCJ 123667

Missing Chigren. Found Facts. 1990.
NCJ 130916,

Obstacles lo the Recovery and Relurn of
Parantally Abducted Children—Full Report
1993, NCJ 144535, $22.80

OJJOP Annual Report on Missing Children.
1990. NCJ 130582,

Sexual Expiontation of Missing Children A
Resegarch Review. 1988. NCJ 114273

Stranger Abduction Homicides of Chuldren.
1889, NCJ 115213

Status Otfenders

Agssassing the Effects of the
Densitutonahzanon of Status Offendars,
1989, NCJ 115211

Runaways in Juvemie Courts. 1990,
NCJ 124881,

Law Enforcement
Drug Recognion Techmigues: A Trairng

Program for Juvende Justice Professionals.

1990, NCJ 128785.

Evaluation of the Habitual Serrous and
Vialent Juvenie Offender Program—
Executive Summary. 1986, NCJ 105230,

Innovative Law Enforcement Traming
Programs: Meeting State and Local
Needs. 1991, NCJ 131735,

Joint investigations of Child Abuse. 1993,
NCJ 142056.

Law Enforcement Custody of Juvenies.
Video. 1992, NCJ 137387, $13.50.

Law Enforcement Custody of Juveniles:
Vidgo Training Gude. 1992, NCJ 133012.
Law Enforcement Pohcies and Practices
Regarding Missing Children and Homeless
Youth—Fili Report. 1993. NCJ 143397,
$13.00.

Targeting Senious Juvenile Offenders Can
Make a Dilference. 1988, NCJ 114218,
Courts

The Child Vicltim as a Witness. 1889,
NCJ 118315.

Court Careers of Juvemle Olfenders. 1988,

NCJ 110854, 58.40.

Heloing Victims and Wiingsses n the
Juvenie Jushce System: A Program Hand-
book. 1991, NCJ 139731, $15.

Juvernie Court Property Cases. 1990,
NCJ 125625.

Juvenile Court's Response to Violent
Cnme, 1989, NCJ 1156338.

Juverle Court Statistics 1990. 1993,

NCJ 145127

Offenders in Juvemie Court, 19580. 1983
CJ 133011,

Oftendears m Juvenile Court, 1989 1992
NGCdJ 138740.

Restitution

Guide to Juvenie Resnhtution 1985,
NCJ 098466, $12.50

Juvernle Restitution Management Audil.
1989. NCJ 115215.

Liability and Legal Issues i Juvernile
Reshituton. 1990, NCJ 115408,

Natonal Directory of Juvenile Reshitution
Programs 1987. 1987, NCJ 105188,

Nationai Trends in Juvernle Restitution
Programming. 1989, NCJ 115214,

Restitution and Juvenile Regidivism, 1992,
NCJ 137774,

Restitution Expenence m Youth Employ-
ment: A Monograph and Training Guide (o
Jobs Components. 1889, NCJ 115404.
Restitution improvement Gurniculum; A

Guidebook ‘or Juvenile Restitution
Workshop Planners 1988, NCJ 110007

Corrections

Amencan Probation and Parole
Association's Drug Testing Guidehnes and
Practices far Juvenile Probatior and Parple
Agencies. 1992, NCJ 136450.

Condions of Confinement: Juvenile Deten-
tion and Corrections Faciiies—Research
Surmmary. 1994, NCJ 141873,

Desktop Guide to Good Juverte Probation
FPractice. 1991, NCJ 128218,

National Juverule Custody Trends: 1978-
1889. 1992, NCJ 131649,

National Survey of Reading Programs for
incarcerated Juvenile Qffenders. 1993,
NCJ 144017

OJJDP Helps States Remove Juvenles
From Adult Jails and Lockups. 19380,
NCJ 126869.

Private-Sector Corrections Program lor
Juvenites: Pamnt Creek Youth Center. 1988.
NCJ 113214,

Prvatizing Juvenile Probation Services:
Five Local Expenences. 1988, NCJ
121507

Pubihc Juverile Faciigs: Children in Cus-
tody 1989. 1991, NCJ 127189,

Reduced Recidivisrn and Increased Em-
ployment Qpporturnty Through Research-
Based Reading Instruction. 1993, NCJ
141324, $7.70.

General Juvenile Justice

Comprenensive Strategy for Senous,
Violent, and Chronic Juvenis Offenders.
1993, NCJ 143453

Gould-Wysinger Awards (1992): Mark of
Achievement. 1993, NCJ 142730

Guide ta the Data Sets m the National
Juvemie Court Data Archive. 1971,
NCJ 132073

Habrual Juveriie Offenders: Guidehnes for
Citizen Action and Public Responses. 1991,
NCJ 141235.

Juvernile Justce. Volume 1, Number 2. Fall/
Winter 1923, NCJ 145300.

Juveniie Juskce. Volume 1, Number 1,
Spring/Summer 1993, NCJ 141870.
Mirtorities and the Juvenie Jushce System.
1992, NCJ 139556, $11.90.

Minonties and the Juverile Justice Sys-
tem-~Research Summary. 1993, NCJ
145849,

OJJDP Brochure, 1993, BC 144527

OJJDF Funds 21 New Proiects Dunng
Fiscal Year 1988. 1989, NCJ 116872

Urban Delinquengy and Substance Abuse:
Inihal Fingings—Research Summary. 1993.
NCJ 143454,

Violent Juvemile Offenders: An Anthology.
1984, NCJ 095108, $28.00.
Statistics

National Juvenile Justice Stalishics
Assassmeni. An Agenda for Action, 1989,
NCJ 119764,
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