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Chapter 7

Juvenile offenders in 
correctional facilities

7

Juvenile correctional systems have 

many different components. Some 

juvenile correctional facilities look 

very much like adult prisons. Others 

seem very much like “home.” Private 

facilities continue to play a substantial 

role in the long-term residential treat-

ment of juveniles, in contrast to adult 

correctional systems. In fact, nation-

wide there are slightly more privately 

operated juvenile facilities than pub-

licly operated facilities, although pri-

vate facilities hold less than half as 

many juveniles as are held in public 

facilities.

This chapter describes the population 

of juveniles detained in and commit-

ted to public and private facilities in 

terms of demographics, offenses, aver-

age time in the facility, and facility 

type. The chapter also includes de-

scriptions of juveniles held in adult 

jails and prisons.

The information is based on several 

data collection efforts by the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

vention: the Census of Juveniles in 

Residential Placement, the Juvenile 

Residential Facility Census, and the 

Survey of Youth in Residential Place-

ment. The information on juveniles 

held in adult correctional facilities is 

drawn from the Bureau of Justice Sta-

tistics’ Jail Census, Annual Survey of 

Jails, and National Corrections Re-

porting Program.
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OJJDP’s data collections are the primary source of 
information on juveniles in residential placement

Detailed data are available on 
juveniles in residential placement 

Since its inception, the Office of Juve-

nile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

tion (OJJDP) has collected informa-

tion on the juveniles held in juvenile 

detention and correctional facilities. 

Until 1995, these data were gathered 

through the biennial Census of Public 

and Private Juvenile Detention, Cor-

rectional, and Shelter Facilities, better 

known as the Children in Custody 

(CIC) Census. In the late 1990s, 

OJJDP initiated two new data collec-

tion programs to gather comprehensive 

and detailed information about juvenile 

offenders in residential placement and 

the facilities that house them:

 Census of Juveniles in Residential 

Placement (CJRP)

 Juvenile Residential Facility Census 

(JRFC)

CJRP and JRFC are generally adminis-

tered in alternating years and collect 

information from all secure and nonse-

cure residential placement facilities that 

house juvenile offenders, defined as 

persons younger than 21 who are held 

in a residential setting as a result of 

some contact with the justice system 

(they are charged with or adjudicated 

for an offense). This encompasses both 

status offenders and delinquent offend-

ers, including those who are either 

temporarily detained by the court or 

committed after adjudication for an of-

fense. These censuses do not include 

federal facilities or those exclusively for 

drug or mental health treatment or for 

abused/neglected youth. They also do 

not capture data from adult prisons or 

jails. Therefore, CJRP and JRFC do 

not include all juveniles sentenced to 

incarceration by criminal courts. 

CJRP typically takes place on the 

fourth Wednesday in October of the 

census year. However, the census that 

would have occurred October 28, 

2009, was postponed until the fourth 

Wednesday in February 2010. CJRP 

asks all juvenile residential facilities in 

the U.S. to describe each offender 

under age 21 assigned a bed in the fa-

cility on the census date. Facilities re-

port individual-level information on 

gender, date of birth, race, placement 

authority, most serious offense 

charged, court adjudication status, ad-

mission date, and security status.

JRFC also uses the fourth Wednesday 

in October as its census date and, in 

addition to information gathered on 

the census date, it includes some past-

month and past-year variables. JRFC 

collects information on how facilities 

operate and the services they provide. 

It includes detailed questions on facili-

ty security, capacity and crowding, 

injuries and deaths in placement, and 

facility ownership and operation. Sup-

plementary information is also collect-

ed in various years on specific services, 

such as mental and physical health, 

substance abuse, and education.

The Survey of Youth in Residential 

Placement (SYRP) is the third compo-

nent of OJJDP’s multitiered effort to 

collect information on the juvenile cus-

tody population. SYRP collects a broad 

range of self-report information (on 

youth’s placement experience, past of-

fense histories, education, and other 

important life events) from interviews 

with individual youth in placement.

One-day count and admission 
data give different views of 
residential populations

CJRP provides a 1-day population 

count of juveniles in residential place-

ment facilities. Such counts give a pic-

ture of the standing population in facil-

ities. One-day counts are substantially 

different from annual admission or re-

lease data, which provide a measure of 

facility population flow.

Juveniles may be committed to a 

facility as part of a court-ordered 

disposition, or they may be detained 

prior to adjudication or after adjudica-

tion while awaiting disposition or 

placement elsewhere. In addition, a 

small proportion of juveniles are ad-

mitted voluntarily in lieu of adjudica-

tion as part of a diversion agreement. 

Because detention stays tend to be 

short compared with commitment 

placement, detained juveniles represent 

a much larger share of population flow 

data than of 1-day count data.

State variations in upper age of 
juvenile court jurisdiction influence 
placement rates

Although state placement rate statistics 

control for upper age of original juve-

nile court jurisdiction, comparisons 

among states with different upper ages 

are problematic. Youth ages 16 and 17 

constitute 26% of the youth population 

ages 10–17, but they account for more 

than 50% of arrests of youth under age 

18, more than 40% of delinquency 

court cases, and more than 50% of ju-

veniles in residential placement. If all 

other factors were equal, one would 

expect higher juvenile placement rates 

in states where older youth are under 

the juvenile court jurisdiction.

Differing age limits of extended juris-

diction also influence placement rates. 

Some states may keep a juvenile in 

placement for several years beyond the 

upper age of original jurisdiction; oth-

ers cannot. Laws that control the trans-

fer of juveniles to criminal court also 

have an impact on juvenile placement 

rates. If all other factors were equal, 

states with broad transfer provisions 

would be expected to have lower juve-

nile placement rates than other states. 

Demographic variations among juris-

dictions should also be considered. 

The urbanicity and economy of an area 

are thought to be related to crime and 

placement rates. Available bedspace 

also influences placement rates, partic-

ularly in rural areas.
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The number of residents in placement decreased across 
census years, but profiles remained similar

Nearly 9 in 10 residents were 
juveniles held for delinquency 
offenses

The vast majority of residents in juve-

nile residential placement facilities on 

February 24, 2010, were juvenile of-

fenders (89%). Juvenile offenders held 

for delinquency offenses accounted for 

86% of all residents. Delinquency of-

fenses are behaviors that would be 

criminal law violations for adults. Sta-

tus offenses are behaviors that are not 

law violations for adults, such as run-

ning away, truancy, and incorrigibility. 

Some residents were held in the facility 

but were not charged with or adjudi-

cated for an offense (e.g., youth re-

ferred for abuse, neglect, emotional 

disturbance, or mental retardation, or 

those referred by their parents). To-

gether, these other residents and youth 

age 21 and older accounted for 11% 

of all residents. These proportions 

changed little between 1997 and 2010.

Just over half of facilities were 
private but held less than 1 in 3 
juvenile offenders

Private facilities are operated by private 

nonprofit or for-profit corporations or 

organizations; those who work in these 

facilities are employees of the private 

corporation or organization. State or 

local government agencies operate 

public facilities; those who work in 

these facilities are state or local govern-

ment employees. Private facilities tend 

to be smaller than public facilities. 

Thus, although there are more private 

than public facilities nationwide, public 

facilities hold the majority of juvenile 

offenders on any given day. In 2010, 

private facilities accounted for 51% of 

facilities holding juvenile offenders; 

however, they held just 31% of juvenile 

offenders in residential placement.

Private facilities hold a different pop-

ulation of offenders than do public 

facilities. Compared with public facili-

ties, private facilities have a greater 

proportion of juveniles who have been 

committed to the facility by the court 

following adjudication as part of their 

disposition, and a smaller proportion 

of juveniles who are detained (pending 

adjudication, disposition, or placement 

elsewhere).

Placement status profile, 2010:

Placement
status

Facility operation
Total Public Private

Total 100% 100% 100%

Committed 68 60 87

Detained 29 38 9

Diversion 2 2 4

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

Of all juveniles who were detained, 

90% were in public facilities. For com-

mitted juveniles, 61% were in public 

facilities. Among those in residential 

placement as part of a diversion agree-

ment in lieu of adjudication, 51% were 

in public facilities.

Overall, there was a 33% decrease in 

the number of juvenile offenders in 

residential placement between 1997 

and 2010. Although the number of 

private facilities decreased 33% and the 

number of public facilities remained 

the same, the relative decrease in the 

number of juvenile offenders was 

greater for public facilities (35%) than 

private facilities (26%).

The profile of juvenile offenders in residential placement changed 
little between 1997 and 2010

Number Percent of total
Population held 1997 2003 2010 1997 2003 2010

All residents 116,701 109,094 79,166 100% 100% 100%

Juvenile offenders 105,055 96,531 70,793 90 88 89

  Delinquency 98,813 92,022 67,776 85 84 86

    Person offense 35,138 33,170 26,010 30 30 33

      Violent offense 26,304 22,039 18,655 23 20 24

  Status offenders 6,242 4,509 3,016 5 4 4

Other residents 11,646 12,563 8,373 10 12 11

Notes: Other residents include youth age 21 or older and those held in the facility but not charged 

with or adjudicated for an offense. Detail may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 1997, 2003, 

and 2010 [machine-readable data files].

Although the number of public and private facilities were similar in 
2010, public facilities housed more than double the offenders

Number Percent change
Population held 1997 2003 2010 1997–2010 2003–2010

Facilities:
All facilities 2,842 2,852 2,259 –21% –21%

Public facilities 1,106 1,170 1,103 0 –6

Private facilities 1,736 1,682 1,156 –33 –31

Juvenile offenders:
All facilities 105,055 96,531 70,793 –33 –27

Public facilities 75,600 66,210 49,112 –35 –26

Private facilities 29,455 30,321 21,681 –26 –28

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 1997, 

2003, and 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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Nationally, fewer than 71,000 delinquents were in residential 
placement facilities on February 24, 2010

Compared with public facilities, 
private facilities hold a smaller 
share of delinquents and a larger 
share of status offenders

On the census date in 2010, public fa-

cilities held approximately 7 in 10 de-

linquents in residential placement and 

a little fewer than 3 in 10 status of-

fenders. Public facilities housed more 

than three-quarters of those held for 

violent crimes (i.e., criminal homicide, 

rape, robbery, and aggravated assault), 

other public order crimes, and techni-

cal violations of probation or parole. In 

contrast, fewer than 6 in 10 juvenile 

offenders held for drug offenses were 

in public facilities. Nevertheless, public 

and private facilities had fairly similar 

offense profiles in 2010.

Offense profile by facility type, 2010:

Most serious 
offense

Facility operation
All Public Private

Total 100% 100% 100%

Delinquency 96 98 90

Person 37 38 33

  Crim. homicide 1 2 0

  Sexual assault 7 6 7

  Robbery 10 12 6

  Agg. assault 9 10 7

  Simple assault 8 7 10

  Other person 3 3 3

Property 24 24 24

  Burglary 10 11 10

  Theft 5 5 5

  Auto theft 3 3 4

  Arson 1 1 1

  Other property 4 4 4

Drug 7 6 10

  Drug trafficking 1 1 2

  Other drug 6 5 8

Public order 11 11 12

  Weapons 4 4 4

  Other public ord. 7 7 8

Technical viol. 16 18 12

Status offense 4 2 10

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

The number of offenders held declined for all major delinquency 
offense groups (i.e., person, property, drugs, and public order) 
between 1997 and 2010

Juvenile offenders in
residential placement, 2010

Percent change
1997–2010

Type of facility Type of facility
Most serious offense All Public Private All Public Private

Total 70,792 49,112 21,680 –33% –35% –26%

Delinquency 67,776 48,199 19,577 –31 –35 –21

  Person 26,010 18,890 7,120 –26 –30 –11

    Criminal homicide 924 859 65 –52 –53 –36

    Sexual assault 4,638 3,050 1,588 –17 –23 –1

    Robbery 6,996 5,772 1,224 –25 –27 –11

    Aggravated assault 6,097 4,687 1,410 –36 –38 –25

    Simple assault 5,445 3,267 2,178 –18 –21 –13

    Other person 1,910 1,255 655 –13 –26 26

  Property 17,037 11,878 5,159 –47 –48 –42

    Burglary 7,247 5,159 2,088 –42 –45 –33

    Theft 3,759 2,574 1,185 –48 –50 –44

    Auto theft 2,469 1,663 806 –62 –62 –62

    Arson 533 366 167 –41 –46 –24

    Other property 3,029 2,116 913 –35 –36 –33

  Drug 4,986 2,877 2,109 –45 –55 –23

    Drug trafficking 1,034 665 369 –64 –70 –46

    Other drug 3,952 2,212 1,740 –36 –47 –15

  Public order 8,139 5,613 2,526 –21 –23 –15

    Weapons 3,013 2,168 845 –28 –34 –3

    Other public order 5,126 3,445 1,681 –16 –14 –20

  Technical violation 11,604 8,941 2,663 –6 –13 26

Status offense 3,016 913 2,103 –52 –41 –55

 The number of juvenile offenders held for person offenses decreased 26% be-
tween 1997 and 2010. 

 Between 1997 and 2010, the number of property offenders was cut in half (47% 
decrease).

 The number of juvenile offenders held for drug offenses decreased 45% be-
tween 1997 and 2010.   

 Overall, the number of juvenile offenders held for both public order and techni-
cal violation offenses declined since 1997 (21% and 6%, respectively). Despite 
this downward trend, private facilities reported holding 26% more juvenile of-
fenders who committed technical violations.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [ma-

chine-readable data files].
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The number of offenders in placement in 2010 was at its 
lowest level since 1997

The delinquency population in 
placement reported by CJRP 
peaked in 1999

The number of delinquents held in 

placement increased 4% between 1997 

and 1999 and then decreased 34% to 

its lowest level in 2010. Although the 

number of delinquents held in public 

facilities outnumbered those held in 

private facilities, delinquents held in 

private facilities accounted for 82% of 

the increase between 1997 and 1999. 

Since 1999, the number of delinquents 

held in public facilities decreased 36% 

and the number held in private facili-

ties decreased 31%.

Private facilities reported the largest 

decrease in the number of status of-

fenders held between 1997 and 

2010—down 55% compared with 41% 

in public facilities.

 The total number of juvenile offenders in residential placement facilities rose 2% 
from 1997 to 1999 and then decreased 34% from 1999 to 2010. The result was an 
overall decrease of 33% between 1997 and 2010.

 The number of delinquents held in public facilities decreased 35% between 1997 
and 2010, while the number held in private facilities decreased 21%.

 The number of status offenders held in juvenile residential facilities dropped sharply 
(31%) between 1997 and 1999. Between 1999 and 2006, the number of status of-
fenders remained level, decreased in 2007, and reached its lowest level in 2010.

 The number of status offenders held in public facilities peaked in 2001 and then 
decreased 46% by 2010. The number of status offenders held in private facilities 
increased 18% between the 1999 low and 2006 and then decreased 38% between 
2006 and 2010.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 1997, 1999, 

2001, 2003, 2006, 2007, and 2010 [machine-readable data files]. 

10/97 10/01 02/06 02/10
0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000
Offenders in juvenile facilities 

Delinquents
Total

Public facilities

Private facilities

10/99 10/03 10/07 10/97 10/01 02/06 02/10
0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000
5,000

6,000

7,000
Offenders in juvenile facilities 

Status offenders
Total

Public facilities

Private facilities

10/99 10/03 10/07

Several factors may affect the 
placement population

While data from CJRP cannot ex-
plain the continuing decline in the 
number of offenders held in resi-
dential placement, they may be re-
flective of a combination of contrib-
uting factors. For example, the 
number of juvenile arrests has de-
creased (down 21% between 2001 
and 2010) which, in turn, means 
that fewer juveniles are processed 
through the juvenile justice system. 
Additionally, residential placement 
reform efforts have resulted in the 
movement of many juveniles from 
secure, large public facilities to less 
secure, small private facilities. Final-
ly, economic factors have resulted 
in a shift from committing juveniles 
to high cost residential facilities to 
providing lower cost options such 
as probation, day treatment, or 
other community-based sanctions.
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In 2010, juvenile residential facilities held 31% fewer delinquents and 
52% fewer status offenders than in 1997
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From 1997 to 2010, the committed population decreased 
more than the detained population

Offense profiles of detained and 
committed offenders differed

Delinquents accounted for 98% of de-

tained offenders and 95% of commit-

ted offenders in 2010. Compared with 

the detained population, the commit-

ted population had a greater propor-

tion of youth held for most major of-

fense groups and fewer youth held for 

technical violations of probation or pa-

role. The committed population had a 

larger proportion of youth held for 

status offenses.

Offense profile of juvenile offenders held, 
2010:
Most serious 
offense

Detained
(20,579)

Committed
(48,427)

Total 100% 100%

Delinquency 98 95

Person 35 37

  Crim. homicide 2 1

  Sexual assault 4 8

  Robbery 10 10

  Agg. assault 9 8

  Simple assault 7 8

  Other person 3 3

Property 22 25

  Burglary 9 11

  Theft 5 6

  Auto theft 3 4

  Arson 1 1

  Other property 4 4

Drug 6 7

  Drug trafficking 1 1

  Other drug 5 6

Public order 12 11

  Weapons 5 4

  Other public ord. 7 7

Technical viol. 22 14

Status offense 2 5

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

 Despite a slight increase in the number of detained delinquents (those held prior to 
adjudication or disposition, awaiting a hearing in juvenile or criminal court; or after 
disposition, awaiting placement elsewhere) between 1997 and 1999, the number of 
these youth remained relatively stable between 1997 and 2007 and then decreased 
17% in 2010.

 The number of offenders in residential placement decreased 33% between 1997 
and 2010; this trend was driven by the 41% decrease in the number of committed 
delinquents held at public facilities during this period.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 1997, 1999, 

2001, 2003, 2006, 2007, and 2010 [machine-readable data files]. 
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Between 1997 and 2010, the committed delinquency population 
decreased 35%
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In 2010, 225 juvenile offenders were in residential 
placement for every 100,000 juveniles in the U.S. population

In 2010, the national commitment rate was 2.4 times the detention rate, but rates varied by state

Juveniles in 
placement

Custody rate per 100,000 Juveniles in 
placement

Custody rate per 100,000

State of offense Total Detained Committed State of offense Total Detained Committed

U.S. total 70,792 225 65 154 Upper age 17 (continued)
Upper age 17 Oklahoma 639 157 64 92

Alabama 1,101 212 52 159 Oregon 1,251 320 38 281

Alaska 282 340 123 210 Pennsylvania 4,134 316 43 254

Arizona 1,092 152 51 96 Rhode Island 249 235 3* 201

Arkansas 729 230 47 183 South Dakota 504 575 123 431

California 11,532 271 115 154 Tennessee 789 117 28 88

Colorado 1,530 287 74 201 Utah 684 191 55 136

Delaware 252 270 106 164 Vermont 33 53 19 10*

Dist. of Columbia 180 427 221 207 Virginia 1,860 224 76 144

Florida 4,815 261 48 212 Washington 1,305 183 56 126

Hawaii 120 90 20 63 West Virginia 561 317 164 153

Idaho 480 258 77 179 Wyoming 255 440 31 409

Indiana 2,010 276 76 199 Upper age 16
Iowa 738 227 41 182 Connecticut** 315 92 38 54

Kansas 843 265 93 169 Georgia 2,133 221 48 103

Kentucky 852 186 64 121 Illinois 2,217 178 52 123

Maine 186 143 12 127 Louisiana 1,035 240 77 159

Maryland 888 143 71 66 Massachusetts 663 115 34 79

Minnesota 912 159 37 119 Michigan 1,998 209 57 151

Mississippi 357 106 51 54 Missouri 1,197 214 41 170

Montana 192 192 51 138 New Hampshire 117 97 7* 70

Nebraska 750 378 106 269 South Carolina 984 235 78 157

Nevada 717 244 80 163 Texas 5,352 203 72 129

New Jersey 1,179 123 57 65 Wisconsin 1,110 209 39 168

New Mexico 576 250 72 176 Upper age 15
North Dakota 168 258 28 230 New York 2,637 180 35 143

Ohio 2,865 228 75 152 North Carolina 849 112 22 68

Detention rate Commitment rate

* Rate is based on fewer than 10 juveniles.

** As of 1/1/10, the upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction in Connecticut changed from 15 to 16.

Notes: Custody rate is the count of juvenile offenders in custody per 100,000 youth ages 10 through the upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction in each 

state. U.S. totals include 2,658 youth in private facilities for whom state of offense was not reported.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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Although national custody rates declined from 1997 to 2010, not all 
states experienced a decline

Decrease (39 states)
Increase (12 states)  

Change in detention
rate, 1997–2010

DC

Decrease (44 states)
Increase (7 states)  

Change in commitment
rate, 1997–2010

DC

 Detention rates increased in about one-quarter of the states and declined in the 
other three-quarters. 

 Almost 9 in 10 (88%) of the states had lower commitment rates in 2010 than in 
1997, but in several states the reverse was true.

Notes: Custody rate is the count of juvenile offenders in custody per 100,000 youth ages 10 through 

the upper age of juvenile court jurisdiction in each state. As of 1/1/10, the upper age of juvenile court 

jurisdiction in Connecticut changed from 15 to 16.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 1997 and 2010 

[machine-readable data files]. 

Unlike detained youth, committed 
youth were in a variety of facilities

Group home facilities held the largest 

proportion of committed offenders 

(44%), but 11% were committed to de-

tention centers. (See sidebar on page 

201 for a description of facility types.)

Facility type profiles, 2010:

Facility type
Detained
offenders

Committed
offenders

Total 100% 100%

Detention center 86 11

Shelter 2 1

Reception/

   diagnostic 2 2

Group home 5 44

Ranch/

   wilderness camp 0 4

Long-term secure 5 36

Other 0 1

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

For all facilities except detention 
centers, the majority of offenders 
were committed youth

Not all offenders held in detention 

centers were held with detained place-

ment status. In 2010, 23% of offenders 

in detention centers had been commit-

ted to the facility.

Offender population profiles, 2010:

Facility type
Detained
offenders

Committed
offenders

Detention center 73% 23%

Shelter 36 56

Reception/

   diagnostic 32 67

Group home 4 94

Ranch/

   wilderness camp 0 84

Long-term secure 6 94

Other 3 97

Note: Detail may total less than 100% 

because some facilities held youth other than 

detained or committed youth.
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In 13 states in 2010, person offenders accounted for more 
than 40% of detained offenders

In 11 states in 2010, technical violations accounted for a greater share of detained offenders than did 
person offenses

Offense profile of detained offenders, 2010 Offense profile of detained offenders, 2010

State of
offense Person Property Drugs

Public
order

Technical
viol. Status

State of 
offense Person Property Drugs

Public
order

Technical
viol. Status

U.S. total 35% 22% 6% 12% 22% 2% Missouri 32% 25% 5% 16% 20% 4%

Alabama 26 26 7 16 26 1 Montana – – – – – –

Alaska 21 18 0 6 38 18 Nebraska 29 21 4 20 16 10

Arizona 27 18 11 9 34 2 Nevada 26 17 13 17 27 1

Arkansas 28 26 4 18 20 4 New Hampshire – – – – – –

California 43 20 4 13 21 0 New Jersey 41 10 10 16 21 1

Colorado 27 30 9 22 11 2 New Mexico 24 13 7 9 44 4

Connecticut 23 7 2 9 56 2 New York 46 18 2 8 18 9

Delaware – – – – – – North Carolina 43 36 4 9 4 5

Dist. of Columbia – – – – – – North Dakota – – – – – –

Florida 31 24 6 10 29 0 Ohio 37 18 5 11 27 2

Georgia 29 34 3 12 14 7 Oklahoma 23 31 13 13 18 2

Hawaii – – – – – – Oregon 41 14 2 10 33 0

Idaho 31 25 13 21 6 6 Pennsylvania 26 13 9 7 43 2

Illinois 41 21 6 9 24 0 Rhode Island – – – – – –

Indiana 26 28 8 9 23 5 South Carolina 34 21 3 17 17 6

Iowa 41 27 11 7 7 5 South Dakota 25 17 8 14 31 6

Kansas 35 23 7 13 18 4 Tennessee 41 27 8 10 14 2

Kentucky 46 14 9 7 19 3 Texas 28 20 8 10 33 1

Louisiana 35 30 6 13 10 6 Utah 21 18 14 11 33 2

Maine – – – – – – Vermont – – – – – –

Maryland 39 24 22 8 4 2 Virginia 34 22 4 9 28 3

Massachusetts 51 22 2 17 8 2 Washington 39 32 5 10 11 2

Michigan 28 21 4 9 33 4 West Virginia 43 28 7 9 4 7

Minnesota 41 23 4 11 17 3 Wisconsin 45 30 7 10 6 3

Mississippi 10 31 12 24 19 2 Wyoming – – – – – –

 The proportion of juvenile offenders detained for a technical 
violation of probation or parole or a violation of a valid court 
order was less than 40% in each state, except Connecticut 
(56%), New Mexico (44%), and Pennsylvania (43%).

Percent of detained juvenile offenders held for person offenses

 Massachusetts had the highest proportion of person offend-
ers among detained juveniles (51%). Mississippi had the 
lowest proportion (10%).

 With the exception of Maryland, the proportion of juvenile 
offenders detained for drug offenses was 14% or less.

 In all states but Alaska, status offenders accounted for less 
than 10% of detained offenders.

– Too few juveniles to calculate a reliable percentage

Notes: U.S. totals include 344 youth detained in private facilities for 

whom state of offense was not reported. Detail may not total 100% 

because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [machine-readable data files].
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In 20 states in 2010, person offenders accounted for more than the national average of 37% of 
committed offenders

Offense profile of committed offenders, 2010 Offense profile of committed offenders, 2010

State of
offense Person Property Drugs

Public
order

Technical
viol. Status

State of 
offense Person Property Drugs

Public
order

Technical
viol. Status

U.S. total 37% 25% 7% 11% 14% 5% Missouri 27% 30% 9% 11% 12% 10%

Alabama 29 22 11 8 21 9 Montana 37 48 4 4 2 4

Alaska 26 22 3 14 12 22 Nebraska 28 33 8 12 6 12

Arizona 25 26 14 13 18 4 Nevada 27 28 15 10 14 6

Arkansas 39 23 6 12 13 5
New 

Hampshire
– – – – – –

California 39 18 3 14 25 1 New Jersey 44 13 10 9 24 0

Colorado 41 31 7 11 8 2 New Mexico 30 13 10 10 36 1

Connecticut 36 21 3 13 21 5 New York 40 26 6 9 6 13

Delaware 41 18 8 16 16 2 North Carolina 40 45 5 8 0 2

Dist. of Columbia – – – – – – North Dakota 22 20 12 10 2 34

Florida 29 39 9 8 14 1 Ohio 49 24 3 12 11 2

Georgia 53 26 1 11 7 1 Oklahoma 56 28 6 6 2 1

Hawaii – – – – – – Oregon 51 23 3 15 7 2

Idaho 31 32 13 10 13 4 Pennsylvania 28 18 14 14 17 9

Illinois 36 24 12 11 15 2 Rhode Island 30 25 14 15 13 1

Indiana 25 30 12 16 10 7 South Carolina 37 17 3 11 27 4

Iowa 40 24 11 10 5 11 South Dakota 21 15 10 17 17 21

Kansas 48 27 9 9 2 3 Tennessee 43 30 8 5 11 3

Kentucky 37 23 7 12 13 8 Texas 48 25 6 6 15 0

Louisiana 30 41 5 10 3 11 Utah 33 22 12 26 4 4

Maine 29 51 5 13 0 0 Vermont – – – – – –

Maryland 28 29 19 7 10 6 Virginia 50 30 4 6 9 2

Massachusetts 52 24 6 13 2 2 Washington 45 28 4 12 9 1

Michigan 32 24 5 12 15 11 West Virginia 26 24 9 9 27 7

Minnesota 44 23 3 15 11 5 Wisconsin 45 27 6 16 1 5

Mississippi 21 52 7 10 11 0 Wyoming 18 20 14 6 13 28

 Except for New Mexico, the number of juvenile offenders 
committed for a technical violation of probation or parole 
was less than a third of the total offenders committed in 
each state. In two states, technical violations accounted for 
0% of committed offenders.

Percent of committed juvenile offenders held for person offenses

 Oklahoma and Georgia had the highest proportions of per-
son offenders among committed juveniles (56% and 53%, 
respectively). Wyoming (18%), Mississippi (21%), and North 
Dakota (22%) had the lowest proportions.

 In half of all states, status offenders accounted for less than 
5% of committed offenders. In four states, status offenders 
accounted for 0% of committed offenders.

– Too few juveniles to calculate a reliable percentage

Notes: U.S. totals include 2,188 committed youth in private facilities for 

whom state of offense was not reported. Detail may not total 100% 

because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [machine-readable data files].

18% to 27% 
28% to 36%  
37% to 43%  
44% to 56%
Not calculated 
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In 15 states in 2010, technical violations accounted for 
more than the U.S. average of 14% of committed offenders
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Females account for a small proportion of the residential 
placement population

Females accounted for 13% of 
offenders in residential placement

Male offenders dominate the juvenile 

justice system. This is especially true of 

the residential placement population. 

Males represent half of the juvenile 

population and are involved in approx-

imately three-quarters of juvenile ar-

rests and delinquency cases handled by 

the juvenile court each year, but they 

represented 87% of juvenile offenders 

in residential placement in 2010. The 

proportion of female juveniles in resi-

dential placement was slightly greater 

for private facilities (14%) than for 

public facilities (13%) and greater for 

detained juveniles (16%) than for com-

mitted juveniles (12%). The female 

proportion among those admitted to 

placement under a diversion agreement 

was 18%. Although the number of fe-

males in residential placement has de-

clined since 1997, their proportion of 

the placement population has remained 

stable over the years.

One-third of females in residential 
placement were held in private 
facilities

In 2010, private facilities held 33% of 

females and 30% of males in juvenile 

residential placement. The proportion 

of females placed in private facilities 

varied substantially by offense catego-

ry: 72% of all females held for a status 

offense were in private facilities, as 

were 55% held for drug offenses aside 

from trafficking, 39% for simple as-

sault, and 33% for burglary. In general 

for both males and females, the less se-

rious the offense category, the greater 

the likelihood the resident was in a pri-

vate facility.

Females in residential placement 
tended to be younger than their 
male counterparts

Of all youth in custody, 38% of females 

were younger than 16 compared with 

29% of males. For females in place-

ment, the peak age was 16, accounting 

for 29% of all females in placement fa-

cilities. For males, the peak age was 

17. There was a greater proportion of 

offenders age 18 or older among males 

(15%) than among females (8%).

Age profile of residents, 2010:
Age Total Male Female

Total 100% 100% 100%

12 and younger 1 1 1

13 3 3 4

14 8 8 11

15 18 17 21

16 28 27 29

17 28 29 25

18 and older 14 15 8

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

Females were more likely than males to be held for technical 
violations or status offenses

Offense profile for juvenile offenders
in residential placement, 2010

All facilities Public facilities Private facilities
Most serious offense Male Female Male Female Male Female

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Delinquency 97 89 99 95 93 76

Person 37 32 39 33 33 30
  Violent Crime Index* 28 15 31 17 22 9

  Other person 9 18 8 16 12 21

Property 25 19 25 20 25 18

  Property Crime Index† 21 15 20 16 21 14

  Other property 4 4 4 4 4 4

Drug 7 7 6 5 10 11

  Drug trafficking 2 1 1 1 2 1

  Other drug 6 6 5 4 8 10

Public order 12 9 12 11 13 6

Technical violation‡ 16 22 17 27 12 12

Status offense 3 11 1 5 7 24

 Status offenders were 11% of females in residential placement in 2010—down 
from 21% in 1997.

 Person offenders were 32% of females in residential placement in 2010—up 
from 25% in 1997.

 Technical violations and status offenses were more common among females in 
placement than males. Person, property, and public order offenses were more 
common among males in placement than females.

* Violent Crime Index = criminal homicide, sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault.

† Property Crime Index = burglary, theft, auto theft, and arson.

‡ Technical violations = violations of probation, parole, and valid court order.

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [ma-

chine-readable data files].
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Minority youth accounted for 75% of juveniles held in 
custody for a violent offense in 2010

More than 6 in 10 juvenile 
offenders in residential 
placement were minority youth

In 2010, nearly 48,000 minority of-

fenders were in residential placement 

in juvenile facilities across the coun-

try—68% of the placement population 

nationwide. Black youth accounted for 

41% of all offenders in placement. Be-

tween 1997 and 2010, the population 

of offenders in residential placement 

dropped 33%—the number of white 

youth declined 42% and the number of 

minority youth declined 27%.

Juvenile offenders in placement, 2010:

Race/
ethnicity Number Percent

Percent 
change 
1997–
2010

Total 70,792 100% –33%

White 22,947 32 –42

Minority 47,845 68 –27

   Black 28,976 41 –31

   Hispanic 15,590 22 –19

   Amer. Indian 1,236 2 –23

   Asian 728 1 –67

   Two or more* 1,315 2 134

* Two or more races do not include youth of 

Hispanic ethnicity.

Minorities made up a smaller 
share of female than male 
residents

In 2010, minority youth made up the 

majority of males and females in resi-

dential placement. Whites made up 

39% of female and 31% of male juve-

nile offenders in residential placement. 

Among males, black offenders repre-

sented the largest racial proportion 

(42%).

Racial/ethnic profile of residents, 2010:
Race/ethnicity Total Male Female

Total 100% 100% 100%

White 32 31 39

Minority 68 69 61

   Black 41 42 36

   Hispanic 22 23 18

   Other 5 4 7

Black youth accounted for 66% of juveniles held for robbery 
and 52% of those held for weapons offenses

Racial/ethnic profile of juvenile offenders in custody, 2010
Most serious 
offense Total White Black Hispanic

American
Indian Asian

Two or 
more

Total 100% 32% 41% 22% 2% 1% 2%

Delinquency 100 32 41 22 2 1 2

   Criminal homicide 100 16 45 32 2 2 2

   Sexual assault 100 53 27 16 2 1 1

   Robbery 100 9 66 22 1 1 2

   Aggravated assault 100 22 43 30 1 2 2

   Simple assault 100 37 38 18 3 1 3

   Burglary 100 33 45 18 1 1 0

   Theft 100 38 42 16 1 1 0

   Auto theft 100 33 41 21 2 1 0

   Drug trafficking 100 28 47 23 1 0 0

   Other drug 100 43 33 20 3 1 0

   Weapons 100 16 52 28 1 1 0

   Technical violations 100 33 36 27 2 1 0

Status offense 100 44 34 11 5 2 0

11% of white youth in custody were held for sexual assault, 
compared with 7% of American Indian, 5% of Hispanic, and 
4% each of black and Asian youth

Offense profile of juvenile offenders in custody, 2010
Most serious 
offense Total White Black Hispanic

American
Indian Asian

Two or 
more

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Delinquency 96 94 96 98 88 94 92

   Criminal homicide 1 1 1 2 2 3 1

   Sexual assault 7 11 4 5 7 4 5

   Robbery 10 3 16 10 3 11 8

   Aggravated assault 9 6 9 12 6 14 8

   Simple assault 8 9 7 6 11 6 12

   Burglary 10 10 11 9 8 11 10

   Theft 5 6 5 4 4 5 5

   Auto theft 3 4 4 3 4 5 3

   Drug trafficking 1 1 2 2 1 1 1

   Other drug 6 7 4 5 8 5 5

   Weapons 4 2 5 5 2 5 4

   Technical violations 16 16 14 20 16 13 15

Status offense 4 6 4 2 12 6 8

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of rounding. Racial categories (i.e., white, black, 

American Indian, Asian, and two or more) do not include youth of Hispanic ethnicity. The American 

Indian racial category includes Alaska Natives; the Asian racial category includes other Pacific 

Islanders. Totals include a small number of youth for whom race/ethnicity was not reported.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 

[machine-readable data files].
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Nationally, residential placement rates were highest for 
black youth

For every 100,000 black juveniles living in the U.S., 606 were in a residential facility on February 24, 2010; 
the rate was 228 for Hispanic youth and 128 for white youth

Placement rate (per 100,000), 2010 Placement rate (per 100,000), 2010

State of
offense White Black Hispanic

American
Indian Asian

State of 
offense White Black Hispanic

American
Indian Asian

U.S. total 128 606 228 369 47 Missouri 141 587 167 89 29

Alabama 131 393 105 0 0 Montana 132 571 193 641 0

Alaska 228 643 0 647 181 Nebraska 218 1,715 431 1,201 223

Arizona 114 334 165 246 30 Nevada 155 725 225 556 81

Arkansas 142 535 231 102 61 New Hampshire 85 388 239 0 104

California 116 988 316 210 57 New Jersey 27 540 112 0 4

Colorado 205 1,201 296 589 70 New Mexico 159 651 287 193 101

Connecticut 27 361 148 285 0 New York 77 539 169 92 14

Delaware 89 705 176 0 0 North Carolina 60 249 63 106 15

Dist. of Columbia 171 501 279 0 0 North Dakota 178 448 0 1,028 0

Florida 203 652 76 51 47 Ohio 128 714 108 89 28

Georgia 76 462 123 0 19 Oklahoma 90 576 139 163 37

Hawaii 48 83 152 0 35 Oregon 275 1,213 359 568 79

Idaho 240 254 304 773 109 Pennsylvania 111 1,319 394 118 88

Illinois 107 478 116 693 17 Rhode Island 123 964 268 0 354

Indiana 207 719 169 138 51 South Carolina 128 451 73 159 0

Iowa 165 862 308 1,517 95 South Dakota 316 2,059 1,070 1,598 278

Kansas 173 1,040 309 228 36 Tennessee 64 294 72 157 55

Kentucky 135 578 179 0 0 Texas 123 530 191 94 16

Louisiana 97 473 34 0 0 Utah 154 660 304 513 132

Maine 131 448 229 244 0 Vermont 31 0 930 0 0

Maryland 47 322 79 0 9 Virginia 112 584 125 0 12

Massachusetts 54 404 265 0 39 Washington 138 624 202 466 61

Michigan 105 627 147 253 23 West Virginia 254 1,177 514 0 236

Minnesota 85 673 157 1,203 96 Wisconsin 110 1,064 104 380 159

Mississippi 38 190 33 0 0 Wyoming 403 1,080 594 649 0

 In every state but Vermont, the residential placement rate 
for black juvenile offenders exceeded the rate for whites.

Ratio of minority custody rate to white rate

 In more than half of all states, the ratio of the minority 
placement rate to the nonminority placement rate exceeded 
3.5 to 1. In 4 states (Connecticut, New Jersey, Pennsylva-
nia, and Vermont), the ratio of minority to nonminority rates 
exceeded 8 to 1.

Note: The custody rate is the number of juvenile offenders in residential 

placement on February 24, 2010, per 100,000 juveniles age 10 through 

the upper age of original juvenile court jurisdiction in each state. U.S. total 

includes 2,567 juvenile offenders in private facilities for whom state of of-

fense was not reported. Race rates do not include youth of Hispanic eth-

nicity. The American Indian racial category includes Alaska Natives; the 

Asian racial category includes Other Pacific Islanders.  

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [machine-readable data files].

Less than 2.0
2.0 to 3.0  
3.0 to 4.0  
4.0 or more 

DC



Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 2014 National Report 
198

On the 2010 census date, person offenders had been 
committed or detained longer than other offenders

CJRP provides individual-level 
data on time spent in placement

Information on length of stay is key to 

understanding the justice system’s han-

dling of juveniles in residential place-

ment. Ideally, length of stay would be 

calculated for individual juveniles by 

combining their days of stay in place-

ment from their initial admission to 

their final release relating to a particu-

lar case. These individual lengths of 

placement could then be averaged for 

different release cohorts of juveniles 

(cohorts could be identified by year of 

release, offense, adjudication status, or 

demographic characteristics).

CJRP captures information on the 

number of days since admission for 

each juvenile in residential placement. 

These data represent the number of 

days the juvenile had been in the facili-

ty up to the census date. Because 

CJRP data reflect only a juvenile’s 

placement at one facility, the complete 

length of stay—from initial admission 

to the justice system to final release—

cannot be determined. Nevertheless, 

CJRP provides an overall profile of the 

time juveniles had been in the facility 

at the time of the census—a 1–day 

snapshot of time in the facility.

Because CJRP data are individual level 

rather than facility level, more averages 

can be calculated for different sub-

groups of the population. In addition, 

analysts can use the data to get a pic-

ture of the proportion of residents re-

maining after a certain number of days 

(e.g., what percentage of youth have 

been held longer than a year). This 

sort of analysis provides juvenile justice 

policymakers with a useful means of 

comparing the time spent in placement 

for different categories of juveniles.

In 2010, 33% of committed offenders but just 5% of detained offenders 
remained in placement 6 months after admission

 Among detained offenders (those awaiting adjudication, disposition, or placement 
elsewhere), 73% had been in the facility for at least a week, 56% for at least 15 
days, and 35% for at least 30 days.

 Among committed juveniles (those held as part of a court-ordered disposition), 80% 
had been in the facility for at least 30 days, 68% for at least 60 days, and 58% for 
at least 90 days. After a year, 12% of committed offenders remained in placement.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [machine-

readable data files]. 
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Offenders’ average time in the facility varied by adjudication status, 
offense, and facility type

Median days in placement

Detained
(all facilities)

Committed
Most serious offense Public Private

Total 19 106 127
Delinquency 19 107 127

Person 26 148 145

Property 16 98 121

Drugs 14 77 112

Public order 19 98 140

Technical violation 13 55 103

Status offense 13 71 128

 Half of offenders committed to public facilities remained in placement after 106 
days (127 for private facilities). In contrast, half of detained offenders remained 
in placement after just 19 days.

 With the exception of person offenses, offenders committed to private facilities 
had been in the facilities longer than those committed to public facilities.

 Time in placement is driven by both punishment and treatment goals and, 
therefore, does not always coincide with offense seriousness. For example, 
among youth committed to private facilities, the average time in placement for 
status offenders was longer than the average for person offenders.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 

[machine-readable data file]. 
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Males tended to stay in facilities longer than females in 2010

 Among detained females, 25% remained after 30 days, while 37% of detained males remained in residential placement after the 
same amount of time.

 After 60 days, 20% of detained males and 11% of detained females remained in residential placement.

 After 180 days (approximately half a year), 34% of committed males and 28% of committed females remained in residential 
placement.

 After a full year (365 days), 8% of committed females and 12% of committed males remained in residential placement.

For both minority and white youth, half of committed juveniles had been held in the facility at least 15 weeks
(105 days)
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 Among detained offenders, 28% of white youth had been in the facility at least 30 days, compared with 38% of minority youth.

 Among committed offenders, time in placement was virtually the same for white youth and minority youth.

 After 180 days, approximately one-third of both committed white and minority youth remained in custody.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement for 2010 [machine-readable data files]. 
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Although most residential facilities are small and private, 
most offenders are held in large public facilities

JRFC provides data on residential 
facility operations

In 2010, the Juvenile Residential Facil-

ity Census (JRFC) collected data from 

2,519 juvenile facilities. Analyses were 

based on data from 2,111 facilities, 

which held a total of 66,322 offenders 

younger than 21 on the census date 

(October 27, 2010) and excluded data 

from 6 facilities in Puerto Rico and the 

Virgin Islands, 19 tribal facilities, and 

383 facilities that held no juvenile of-

fenders on the census date.

Local facilities are more 
numerous, but state facilities 
hold as many offenders

Historically, local facilities (those 

staffed by county, city, or municipal 

employees) held fewer juvenile offend-

ers than state facilities, despite account-

ing for more than half of all public 

facilities. In recent years, the gap nar-

rowed and, in 2010, local and state 

facilities held the same amount of 

offenders.

Facilities
Juvenile
offenders

Number Pct. Number Pct.

Total 2,111 100% 66,322 100%
Public 1,074 51 46,677 70
  State 440 21 23,237 35
  Local 634 30 23,440 35
Private 1,037 49 19,645 30

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

In 2010, facilities were asked if they 

were owned and/or operated by for-

profit agencies. Of reporting facilities, 

only a small percentage said that they 

were owned (4%) or operated (7%) by 

these types of agencies. In both cases, 

these facilities tended to hold 100 or 

fewer residents and were most likely to 

classify themselves as residential treat-

ment centers.

Residential treatment centers and 
group homes outnumber other 
types of facilities

JRFC asks respondents to identify the 

type of facility (e.g., detention center, 

shelter, reception/diagnostic center, 

group home/halfway house, boot 

camp, ranch/forestry/wilderness 

camp/marine program, training 

school/long-term secure facility, or 

residential treatment center). Respon-

dents were allowed to select more than 

one facility type category, although the 

vast majority (85%) selected only one. 

Slightly more than 760 facilities identi-

fied themselves as residential treatment 

centers and were holding juvenile of-

fenders on the 2010 census date. Resi-

dential treatment centers made up 36% 

of all facilities and held 36% of juvenile 

offenders. Nearly 530 facilities identi-

fied themselves as group homes/half-

way houses and were holding juvenile 

offenders. Group homes made up 25% 

of facilities and held 10% of juvenile 

offenders.

Training schools tend to be state facilities, detention centers tend to 
be local facilities, and group homes tend to be private facilities

Facility type

Facility operation Total
Detention 

center Shelter

Reception/ 
diagnostic 

center
Group 
home

Ranch/ 
wilderness 

camp
Training 
school

Residential 
treatment 

center

Number of facilities  2,111  705  137  72  528  68  188  763 

Operations profile

All facilities 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Public 51 87 35 69 18 47 91 34

State 21 20 3 57 10 9 80 18

Local 30 67 32 13 9 38 11 15

Private 49 13 65 31 82 53 9 66

Facility profile

All facilities 100% 33% 6% 3% 25% 3% 9% 36%

Public 100 57 4 5 9 3 16 24

State 100 33 1 9 12 1 34 32

Local 100 74 7 1 7 4 3 18

Private 100 9 9 2 42 3 2 49

 Detention centers, reception/diagnostic centers, and training schools were more 
likely to be public facilities than private facilities; however, a substantial propor-
tion of reception/diagnostic centers were private.

 Most shelters were private facilities, as were group homes and residential treat-
ment centers.

 Detention centers made up the largest proportion of all local facilities and more 
than half of all public facilities.

 Training schools constituted 34% of all state facilities.

 Group homes accounted for 42% of all private facilities.

Note: Counts (and row percentages) may sum to more than the total number of facilities because 

facilities could select more than one facility type. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].
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Facilities varied in their degree of 
security

In 2010, 43% of facilities said that, at 

least some of the time, youth were 

locked in their sleeping rooms. Among 

public facilities, 78% of local facilities 

and 64% of state facilities reported 

locking youth in sleeping rooms. Few 

private facilities locked youth in sleep-

ing rooms (9%). 

Percentage of facilities locking 
youth in sleeping rooms, 2010

Total 43%

Public 72
  State 64
  Local 78
Private 9

Note: Percentages are based on facilities that 

reported security information (152 of 2,111 

facilities [7%] did not report).

Among facilities that locked youth in 

sleeping rooms, most did this at night 

(85%) or when a youth was out of con-

trol (79%). Locking doors whenever 

youth were in their sleeping rooms 

(59%) and locking youth in their rooms 

during shift changes (50%) were also 

fairly common. Fewer facilities reported 

locking youth in sleeping rooms for a 

part of each day (28%) or when they 

were suicidal (26%). Very few facilities 

locked youth in sleeping rooms most of 

each day (2%) or all of each day (less 

than 1%). Seven percent (7%) had no 

set schedule for locking youth in sleep-

ing rooms.

Facilities indicated whether they had 

various types of locked doors or gates 

intended to confine youth within the 

facility. More than half of all facilities 

that reported security information said 

they had one or more confinement fea-

tures (other than locked sleeping 

rooms). A greater proportion of public 

facilities (84%) than private facilities 

(26%) had confinement features.

Percentage of facilities, 2010
No

confinement 
features

One or more 
confinement 

features

Total 43% 57%
Public 16 84
  State 15 85
  Local 16 84
Private 74 26

Note: Percentages are based on facilities that 

reported security information (152 of 2,111 

facilities [7%] did not report).

Among detention centers and training 

schools that reported security informa-

tion, more than 9 in 10 said they had 

one or more confinement features 

(other than locked sleeping rooms).

Facilities reporting one or more
confinement features (other than
locked sleeping rooms), 2010:
Facility type Number Percent

Total facilities 1,113 57%
Detention center 642 95
Shelter 33 25
Reception/

   diagnostic center 55 79
Group home 76 16
Ranch/

   wilderness camp 17 29
Training school 167 96
Residential 

   treatment center 338 48

Note: Detail sums to more than totals because 

facilities could select more than one facility 

type category.

Among group homes, fewer than 1 in 

5 facilities said they had locked doors 

or gates to confine youth. A facility’s 

staff, of course, also provides security. 

In some facilities, a remote location is 

a security feature that also helps to 

keep youth from leaving.

Overall, 23% of facilities reported ex-

ternal gates in fences or walls with 

razor wire. This arrangement was most 

common among training schools 

(46%), detention centers (45%), and 

reception/diagnostic centers (36%).

JRFC defines facility types

Detention center: a short-term fa-
cility that provides temporary care 
in a physically restricting environ-
ment for juveniles in custody pend-
ing court disposition and, often, for 
juveniles who are adjudicated delin-
quent and awaiting disposition or 
placement elsewhere, or are await-
ing transfer to another jurisdiction.

Shelter: a short-term facility that 
provides temporary care similar to 
that of a detention center, but in a 
physically unrestricting environ-
ment. Includes runaway/homeless 
shelters and other types of shelters.

Reception/diagnostic center: a 
short-term facility that screens per-
sons committed by the courts and 
assigns them to appropriate correc-
tional facilities.

Group home: a long-term facility in 
which residents are allowed exten-
sive contact with the community, 
such as attending school or holding 
a job. Includes halfway houses.

Ranch/wilderness camp: a long-
term residential facility for persons 
whose behavior does not necessi-
tate the strict confinement of a 
long-term secure facility, often al-
lowing them greater contact with 
the community. Includes ranches, 
forestry camps, wilderness or ma-
rine programs, and farms.

Training school/long-term secure 
facility: a specialized type of facility 
that provides strict confinement for 
its residents. Includes training 
schools, reformatories, and juvenile 
correctional facilities.

Residential treatment center: a fa-
cility that focuses on providing 
some type of individually planned 
treatment program for youth (sub-
stance abuse, sex offender, mental 
health, etc.) in conjunction with res-
idential care. 

Other: includes independent living 
programs and anything that cannot 
be classified above.
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Security increased as facility size 
increased

Among the largest facilities (those with 

more than 200 residents) that provid-

ed security information, 74% locked 

youth in their sleeping rooms to con-

fine them at least some of the time. 

The vast majority of large facilities 

(80%) had one or more features 

(locked doors or gates) intended to 

confine youth.

Percentage of
facilities reporting, 2010

Facility size

Youth 
locked
in sleep 
rooms

One or 
more 

confine-
ment 

features
Razor 
wire

Total facilities 43% 57% 23%
1–10 residents 22 31 7
11–20 residents 39 55 20
21–50 residents 55 71 30
51–100 residents 60 82 42
101–200 residents 75 85 43
201+ residents 74 80 60

Although the use of razor wire is a far 

less common security measure, 6 in 10 

of the largest facilities said they had 

locked gates in fences or walls with 

razor wire.

Large facilities were most likely to 
be state operated

Few (13%) state-operated facilities (58 

of 440) held 10 or fewer residents in 

2010. In contrast, 45% of private facili-

ties (468 of 1,037) were that small. In 

fact, these small private facilities made 

up the largest proportion of private fa-

cilities.

Facility operation, 2010
Facility size State Local Private

Total facilities  440  634  1,037 
1–10 residents  58  150  468 
11–20 residents  95  152  234 
21–50 residents  142  203  218 
51–100 residents  71  89  83 
101–200 residents  57  28  23 
201+ residents  17  12  11 

State-operated facilities made up just 

21% of all facilities, and they accounted 

for 42% of facilities holding more than 
200 residents. Private facilities consti-

tuted 49% of all facilities, and they 

accounted for 69% of facilities holding 

10 or fewer residents.

More than half of facilities were small (holding 20 or fewer residents), 
although nearly half of juvenile offenders were held in medium 
facilities (holding 21–100 residents)

Facility size
Number of 
facilities

Percentage of 
facilities

Number of 
juvenile 

offenders

Percentage of 
juvenile 

offenders

Total facilities  2,111 100%  66,322 100%

1–10 residents  676 32  3,500 5

11–20 residents  481 23  6,220 9

21–50 residents  563 27  16,340 25

51–100 residents  243 12  15,705 24

101–200 residents  108 5  13,928 21

201+ residents  40 2  10,629 16

 Although the largest facilities—those holding more than 200 residents—account-
ed for only 2% of all facilities, they held 16% of all juvenile offenders in custody.

 Inversely, although the smallest facilities—those holding 10 or fewer residents—
accounted for 32% of all facilities, they held only 5% of all juvenile offenders in 
custody.

Note: Column percentages may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

Small group homes holding 20 or fewer residents were the most 
common type of facility

Facility type

Facility size
Detention 

center Shelter

Reception/ 
diagnostic 

center
Group 
home

Ranch/ 
wilderness 

camp
Training 
school

Residential 
treatment 

center

Number of facilities 705 137 72 528 68 188 763 

Total facilities 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1–10 residents 22 53 11 65 7 3 20

11–20 residents 24 28 17 18 19 11 25

21–50 residents 34 14 28 12 40 29 33

51–100 residents 13 3 21 3 25 24 15

101–200 residents 6 1 17 1 6 23 4

201+ residents 3 1 7 1 3 10 2

 65% of group homes and 53% of shelters held 10 or fewer residents. For other 
facility types, this proportion was less than 23%.

 10% of training schools and 7% of reception/diagnostic centers held more than 
200 residents. For other facility types, this proportion was less than 4%.

Note: Facility type counts sum to more than 2,111 facilities because facilities could select more 

than one facility type. Column percentages may not add up to 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].
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Facility crowding affected a substantial proportion of youth 
in residential placement

Many juvenile offenders were in 
facilities with more residents than 
standard beds 

Facilities reported both the number of 

standard beds and the number of 

makeshift beds they had on the census 

date. Occupancy rates provide the 

broadest assessment of the adequacy of 

living space. Although occupancy rate 

standards have not been established, 

as a facility’s occupancy passes 100%, 

opera tional functioning may be 

compromised.

Crowding occurs when the number of 

residents occupying all or part of a fa-

cility exceeds some predetermined limit 

based on square footage, utility use, or 

even fire codes. Although it is an im-

perfect measure of crowding, compar-

ing the number of residents to the 

number of standard beds gives a sense 

of the crowding problem in a facility. 

Even without relying on makeshift 

beds, a facility may be crowded. For 

example, using standard beds in an in-

firmary for youth who are not sick or 

beds in seclusion for youth who have 

not committed infractions may indicate 

crowding problems.

Twenty percent (20%) of facilities said 

that the number of residents they held 

on the 2010 census date put them at 

or over the capacity of their standard 

beds or that they relied on some make-

shift beds. These facilities held more 

than 12,001 residents, the vast majori-

ty of whom were offenders younger 

than 21. Thus, 15% of all residents 

held on the census date and 16% of of-

fenders younger than 21 were held in 

facilities operating at or above their 

standard bed capacity. In comparison, 

such facilities held 21% of all residents 

in 2008, and they held 40% in 2000. 

In 2010, 2% of facilities reported being 

over capacity (having fewer standard 

beds than they had residents or relying 

on makeshift beds). These facilities 

held 3% of juvenile offenders.

Compared with other types of facilities, public training schools, 
detention centers, and reception/diagnostic centers were more likely 
to be over their standard bed capacity

Percentage of facilities at
their standard bed capacity

Percentage of facilities over
their standard bed capacity

Facility type Total Public Private Total Public Private

Total 18% 12% 25% 2% 3% 0%

Detention center 10 9 13 4 4 2

Shelter 10 8 11 0 0 0

Reception/

   diagnostic center 11 8 18 3 4 0

Group home 30 16 33 0 1 0

Ranch/wilderness camp 15 19 11 0 0 0

Training school 11 9 29 4 5 0

Residential 

   treatment center 22 17 24 1 2 0

The largest facilities were the most likely to be crowded

Number of
facilities

Percentage of facilities
under, at, or over

their standard bed capacity

Mean number of
makeshift beds 

at facilities
over capacityFacility size <100% 100% >100%

Total facilities 2,111 80% 18% 2% 6

1–10 residents 676 77 22 1 2

11–20 residents 481 80 19 1 2

21–50 residents 563 79 18 2 3

51–100 residents 243 86 11 4 4

101–200 residents 108 83 10 6 17

201+ residents 40 93 5 3 16

Note: A single bed is counted as one standard bed and a bunk bed is counted as two standard 

beds. Makeshift beds (e.g., cots, roll-out beds, mattresses, and sofas) are not counted as standard 

beds. Facilities are counted as over capacity if they reported more residents than standard beds 

or if they reported any occupied makeshift beds. Facilities could select more than one facility type. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

43 states held fewer juvenile offenders in 2010 than in 2008

Overall, the juvenile offender residential placement population dropped 18% 
from 2008 to 2010. States with declines held an average of 19% fewer juvenile 
offenders on the census date in 2010 than in 2008—ranging from 46% in Ver-
mont to 3% in Arizona.

Among the seven states that had more juveniles in residential placement in 
2010 than in 2008, the average growth was 27%. The number of juvenile of-
fenders at facilities in North Dakota more than doubled (127%). Five states had 
increases of 13% or less (Alaska, District of Columbia, Maryland, Missouri, and 
Montana), and New Mexico reported an increase of 23%. Rhode Island report-
ed virtually no change in their custody population between 2008 and 2010.
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Public facilities were more likely 
than private facilities to be 
crowded

Among publicly operated facilities, 3% 

exceeded standard bed capacity or had 

residents occupying makeshift beds on 

the 2010 census date. For privately op-

erated facilities, the proportion was less 

than 1%. However, a larger proportion 

of private facilities (25%) compared to 

public facilities (12%) said they were 

operating at 100% capacity.

State-operated public facilities had a 

slightly greater proportion of facilities 

that exceeded capacity (4%) than did 

locally operated facilities (3%).

Percentage of facilities
at or over their standard 

bed capacity, 2010
Facility
operation >100% 100% >100%

Total 20% 18% 2%
Public 15 12 3
  State 18 13 4
  Local 13 10 3
Private 25 25 0

Note: Detail may not add to totals because of 

rounding.

Use of makeshift beds varied 
widely

About 40 facilities reported having oc-

cupied makeshift beds, averaging 6 

such beds per facility. Some facilities 

rely on makeshift beds, whereas many 

others operate well below standard bed 

capacity. On average, there were 3 un-

occupied standard beds per facility. 

This average masks a wide range: 1 fa-

cility with 122 residents had 72 stan-

dard beds and 50 residents without 

standard beds; another facility with 

432 standard beds had 253 residents, 

leaving 179 unoccupied beds.

Nationwide, 422 juvenile facilities (20%) were at or over their standard capacity or relied on makeshift beds

Total 
facilities

Number of
facilities under, at,
or over capacity

Percentage of
juvenile offenders
in facilities at or 
over capacity

Total 
facilities

Number of
facilities under, at,
or over capacity

Percentage of 
juvenile offenders
in facilities at or 
over capacity

State <100% 100% >100% 100% >100% State <100% 100% >100% 100% >100%

U.S. total 2,111 1,689 383 39 13% 3% Missouri 64 42 17 5 27% 13%
Alabama 49 44 5 0 5 0 Montana 15 13 2 0 6 0

Alaska 19 18 1 0 3 0 Nebraska 12 9 1 2 0 17

Arizona 40 33 6 1 8 1 Nevada 22 14 6 2 12 28

Arkansas 33 24 8 1 31 6
New 

Hampshire
7 5 2 0 11 0

California 202 138 62 2 16 1 New Jersey 39 35 4 0 3 0

Colorado 45 40 3 2 4 13 New Mexico 22 20 1 1 16 10

Connecticut 10 10 0 0 0 0 New York 126 96 29 1 9 0

Delaware 7 6 1 0 8 0 North Carolina 41 33 7 1 11 1

Dist. of Columbia 9 6 1 2 5 78 North Dakota 14 10 4 0 29 0

Florida 97 73 22 2 18 1 Ohio 77 59 13 5 20 10

Georgia 33 28 1 4 2 16 Oklahoma 36 20 16 0 27 0

Hawaii 5 5 0 0 0 0 Oregon 44 35 9 0 22 0

Idaho 20 20 0 0 0 0 Pennsylvania 131 98 32 1 21 3

Illinois 40 39 1 0 1 0 Rhode Island 11 4 7 0 29 0

Indiana 70 60 9 1 8 1 South Carolina 21 18 3 0 5 0

Iowa 63 52 11 0 13 0 South Dakota 24 20 4 0 20 0

Kansas 34 22 10 2 11 10 Tennessee 38 30 7 1 8 3

Kentucky 33 27 6 0 14 0 Texas 97 89 6 2 2 5

Louisiana 34 27 6 1 31 2 Utah 28 22 6 0 20 0

Maine 4 4 0 0 0 0 Vermont 3 3 0 0 0 0

Maryland 30 21 9 0 39 0 Virginia 52 48 3 1 5 1

Massachusetts 52 44 8 0 16 0 Washington 34 29 5 0 14 0

Michigan 63 59 4 0 4 0 West Virginia 26 21 5 0 23 0

Minnesota 55 49 6 0 13 0 Wisconsin 66 54 12 0 11 0

Mississippi 17 16 1 0 1 0 Wyoming 16 14 2 0 5 0

Note: A single bed is counted as one standard bed, and a bunk bed is counted as two standard beds. Makeshift beds (e.g., cots, roll-out beds, mat-

tresses, and sofas) are not counted as standard beds. Facilities are counted as over capacity if they reported more residents than standard beds or if 

they reported any occupied makeshift beds. Facilities could select more than one facility type. “State” is the state where the facility is located. Offenders 

sent to out-of-state facilities are counted in the state where the facility is located, not the state where they committed their offense. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable data file].
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Most youth are in facilities that screen for educational needs, 
substance abuse, and mental health needs

Facilities that screened all youth 
for educational needs held 86% of 
the offenders in placement

As part of the information collected on 

educational services, the JRFC ques-

tionnaire asked facilities about their 

procedures regarding educational 

screening. In 2010, 87% of facilities 

that reported educational screening in-

formation said that they evaluated all 

youth for grade level and educational 

needs. An additional 5% evaluated 

some youth. Only 9% did not evaluate 

any youth for educational needs.

Of the 91 facilities in 2010 that 

screened some but not all youth, 73% 

evaluated youth whom staff identified 

as needing an assessment; 61% evaluat-

ed youth with known educational 

problems; 55% evaluated youth for 

whom no educational record was avail-

able; and 16% evaluated youth who 

came directly from home rather than 

another facility. 

In 2010, those facilities that screened 

all youth held 86% of the juvenile of-

fenders in placement. An additional 3% 

of juvenile offenders in 2010 were in 

facilities that screened some youth.

The vast majority of facilities (89%) 

that screened some or all youth for 

grade level and educational needs used 

previous academic records. Some facili-

ties also administered written tests 

(67%) or conducted an education-

related interview with an education 

specialist (61%), intake counselor 

(38%), or guidance counselor (25%).

Most facilities reported that youth 
in their facility attended school

Ninety-two percent (92%) of facilities 

reported that at least some youth in 

their facility attended school either in-

side or outside the facility. Facilities re-

porting that all youth attended school 

The smallest facilities were the least likely to evaluate all youth for 
grade level

Facility size based on residential population

Education screening Total 1–10 11–20 21–50 51–100 101–200 200+

Total facilities 2,111 676 481 563 243 108 40

Facilities reporting 1,959 624 456 519 226 99 35

All reporting facilities 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

All youth screened 87 75 89 94 94 96 100

Some youth screened 5 8 4 3 4 3 0

No youth screened 9 18 7 3 3 1 0

 The largest facilities evaluated all youth for grade level in 2010.

Note: Column percentages may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

Most facilities evaluated youth for grade level between 24 hours and 
7 days after arrival

Number of juvenile facilities

As a percentage of facilities 
that evaluated youth

for grade level

When youth are 
evaluated for 
educational needs

All 
facilities

All
youth 

evaluated

Some 
youth 

evaluated

Facilities 
that

evaluated

All
youth 

evaluated

Some 
youth 

evaluated

Total facilities 2,111 1,701 91 100% 95% 5%

Less than 24 hours 385 378 7 21 21 0

24 hours to 7 days 1,383 1,334 49 77 74 3

7 or more days 177 151 26 10 8 1

Other 73 55 18 4 3 1

No youth evaluated 

   (or not reported) 319 – – – – –

Note: Facilities sum to more than 2,111 because they were able to select more than one time 

period.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

(73% of facilities) accounted for 72% of 

the juvenile offender population in res-

idential placement. Ranch/wilderness 

camps were the least likely to report 

that all youth attended school (63%) 

and the most likely to report that no 

youth attended school (15%). Facilities 

with 11–20 residents and 21–50 

residents were most likely to report 

that all youth attended school (77% 

each), while facilities with 200+ resi-

dents were least likely (58%) to have all 

youth attend school. Facilities report-

ing that no youth attended school 

(8%) accounted for 9% of all juvenile 

offenders in residential placement.
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Facilities offered a variety of 
educational services

Facilities that provide both middle and 

high school-level education housed 

83% of all juvenile offenders. Ninety-

one percent (91%) of all facilities pro-

vided high school-level education, and 

84% provided middle school-level edu-

cation. Most facilities also reported of-

fering special education services (82%) 

and GED preparation (71%). A much 

smaller percentage of facilities provided 

vocational or technical education (38%) 

and post-high school education (31%).

Facilities that screened all youth 
for substance abuse problems 
held 66% of offenders in custody 

In 2010, 70% of facilities that reported 

substance abuse evaluation information 

said that they evaluated all youth, 17% 

said that some youth were evaluated, 

and 13% did not evaluate any youth.

Of the 330 facilities that evaluated 

some but not all youth, 85% evaluated 

youth that the court or a probation of-

ficer identified as potentially having 

substance abuse problems, 74% evalu-

ated youth that facility staff identified 

as potentially having substance abuse 

problems, and 57% evaluated youth 

charged with or adjudicated for a drug 

or alcohol-related offense.

Those facilities that screened all youth 

held 66% of the juvenile offenders in 

custody. An additional 16% of juvenile 

offenders were in facilities that 

screened some youth.

The most common form of sub-
stance abuse evaluation was 
staff-administered questions

The majority of facilities (74%) that 

evaluated some or all youth for sub-

stance abuse problems did so by having 

staff administer a series of questions 

that ask about substance use and 

abuse, 59% evaluated youth by visual 

observation, 52% evaluated youth by 

using a self-report checklist inventory 

that asks about substance use and 

abuse, and 41% said they used a stan-

dardized self-report instrument such as 

the Substance Abuse Subtle Screening 

Inventory. 

Drug testing was a routine proce-
dure in most facilities in 2010

As part of the information collected on 

substance abuse services, facilities were 

asked if any youth were required to 

undergo drug testing after arrival in 

their facility. The majority of facilities 

(73%) reported that at least some 

youth were required to undergo drug 

testing. Of facilities that reported that 

all or some youth were tested, the rea-

son for testing was most commonly 

due to a request from the court or 

probation officer (62% for facilities that 

tested all youth, 72% for facilities that 

tested youth suspected of recent drug 

or alcohol use, and 69% for facilities 

that tested youth with substance abuse 

problems). 

Circumstances of testing
Percentage
of facilities

All youth
After initial arrival 26%
At each reentry 23
Randomly 31
When drug use is suspected

   or drug is present 52
At the request of the court

   or probation officer 62

Youth suspected of recent drug/alcohol use
After initial arrival 34%
At each reentry 26
Randomly 33
When drug use is suspected

   or drug is present 59
At the request of the court

   or probation officer 72

Youth with substance abuse problems
After initial arrival 27%
At each reentry 26
Randomly 35
When drug use is suspected

   or drug is present 53
At the request of the court

   or probation officer 69

In 2010, substance abuse 
education was the most common 
service provided at facilities

Of the facilities holding more than 

200 residents that reported providing 

substance abuse services, all provided 

substance abuse education and were 

more likely than smaller facilities to 

have special living units in which all 

young persons have substance abuse 

offense and/or problems.

The majority of facilities that provided 

counseling or therapy were most likely 

to provide these services on an individ-

ual basis. In 2010, shelters were most 

likely to provide individual counseling 

and individual therapy. Training 

schools were the most likely to provide 

group counseling and 100% of recep-

tion/diagnostic centers reported pro-

viding group therapy. Across facility 

types, family counseling or therapy was 

the least likely substance abuse service 

provided.

In approximately 6 of 10 facilities, 
in-house mental health profession-
als evaluated all youth held

Facilities provided information about 

their procedures for evaluating youth’s 

mental health needs. Among facilities 

that responded to mental health evalu-

ation questions in 2010, 57% reported 

that they evaluated all youth for mental 

health needs and 42% evaluated some 

but not all youth. Only 1% said that 

they did not evaluate any youth (either 

inside or outside the facility) during 

their stay. 

Profile of in-house mental health 
evaluations:
Youth evaluated 2000 2010

Facilities reporting 2,201 1,584

Total 100% 100%

All youth 50 57

Some youth 36 42

No youth 14 1

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.
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In 2010, a greater proportion of pri-

vately operated than publicly operated 

facilities said that in-house mental 

health professionals evaluated all youth 

(79% vs. 49% of facilities reporting 

mental health evaluation information).

Profile of in-house mental health 
evaluations, 2010:
Youth evaluated Public Private

Facilities reporting 889 695

Total 100% 100%

All youth 49 79

Some youth 51 21

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

Facilities also identified themselves ac-

cording to the type of treatment they 

provided (if any). Facilities that said 

they provided mental health treatment 

inside the facility were more likely than 

other facilities to have a mental health 

professional evaluate all youth (66% vs. 

34% of those reporting mental health 

evaluation information).

Profile of in-house mental health 
evaluations, 2010:

Onsite mental 
health treatment?

Youth evaluated Yes No

Facilities reporting 1,410 174

Total 100% 100%

All youth 66 34

Some youth 34 66

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

Evaluation of all youth by an in-
house mental health professional 
was more likely in small facilities 
than in large facilities

Among facilities that reported mental 

health information, 66% of those with 

1–10 residents said that all youth were 

evaluated for mental health needs by a 

mental health professional. In compari-

son, proportions were smaller for facili-

ties that housed more residents (e.g., 

59% for facilities with 200 or more 

residents).

Group homes and residential treatment centers were more likely than 
other types of facilities to have in-house mental health professionals 
evaluate all youth for mental health needs in 2010

Facility type

In-house mental 
health evaluation

Detention 
center Shelter

Reception/ 
diagnostic 

center
Group 
home

Ranch/ 
wilderness 

camp
Training 
school

Residential 
treatment 

center

Total facilities 705 137 72 528 68 188 763

Facilities reporting 570 80 66 331 43 169 638

All reporting 

   facilities 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

All youth evaluated 34 40 71 79 56 74 77

Some youth 

   evaluated 66 60 29 21 44 26 23

Note: Column percentages may not total 100% because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

The most common approach to in-house mental health evaluation in 
2010 was to screen all youth by the end of their first day or first week 
at the facility

As a percentage of facilities 
that evaluated youth in-house 

for mental health needs

As a percentage of juvenile 
offenders in facilities that

provided in-house evaluation 
for mental health needs

When youth are 
evaluated for 
mental health needs

Facilities 
that

evaluated

All
youth 

evaluated

Some 
youth 

evaluated

Facilities 
that

evaluated

All
youth 

evaluated

Some 
youth 

evaluated

Total facilities reporting 100% 62% 38% 100% 100% 100%

Less than 24 hours 39 29 10 47 33 14

24 hours to 7 days 39 29 10 34 23 11

7 or more days 6 3 3 5 3 2

Other 16 2 14 15 2 13

 In 58% of facilities that reported using an in-house mental health professional to 
perform mental health evaluations, all youth were evaluated for mental health 
needs by the end of their first week in custody.

Note: Percentage detail may not add up to total because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].
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In 2010, the majority (91%) of juvenile offenders in facilities that 
screened for suicide risk were in facilities that conducted suicide 
screenings on all youth on the day they arrived

When suicide risk screening occurs

Suicide screening Total
Less than 
24 hours

24 hours
to 7 days

7 days
or more Other

Never
or not 

reported

Number of facilities:
All 2,111 1,602 162 13 44 290

All youth screened 1,753 1,563 147 11 32 –

Some youth screened 68 39 15 2 12 –

Percentage of facilities that screened:
Total 100% 88% 9% 1% 2% –

All youth screened 96 86 8 1 2 –

Some youth screened 4 2 1 0 1 –

Number of juvenile offenders:
In all facilities 66,322 53,067 3,125 178 1,469 8,483

In facilities that screened 

   all youth 56,316 52,438 2,914 166 798 –

In facilities that screened 

   some youth 1,523 629 211 12 671 –

Percentage of juvenile offenders:
In facilities that screened 100% 92% 5% 0% 3% –

In facilities that screened 

   all youth 97 91 5 0 1 –

In facilities that screened 

   some youth 3 1 0 0 1 –

 More than 9 in 10 facilities (94%) that reported screening for suicide risk said 
they conducted the screenings for all youth by the end of the first week of the 
youth’s stay at the facility. A large portion (86%) said they conducted screenings 
for all youth on the youth’s first day at the facility. These facilities accounted for 
91% of juvenile offenders held in facilities that conducted suicide screenings.

Note: Percentage detail may not add up to total because of rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

Facilities that screened all youth 
for suicide risk held 93% of the 
juvenile offenders in custody

As part of the information collected on 

mental health services, the JRFC ques-

tionnaire asks facilities about their pro-

cedures regarding screening youth for 

suicide risk. In 2010, 89% of facilities 

that reported information on suicide 

screening said that they evaluated all 

youth for suicide risk. An additional 3% 

said that they evaluated some youth. 

The proportion of facilities reporting 

that all youth are evaluated for suicide 

risk increased 27 percentage points 

from 2000 to 2010. Fewer facilities in 

2010 than in 2000 said they evaluated 

no youth for suicide risk.

Suicide screening profile:
Facilities 2000 2010

Total facilities 3,051 2,111

Facilities reporting 2,754 1,959

Total facilities 100% 100%

All youth screened 62 89

Some youth screened 24 3

No youth screened 15 7

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

In 2010, a greater proportion of public 

than private facilities said that they 

evaluated all youth for suicide risk 

(94% vs. 84%). Among facilities that 

reported suicide screening information, 

those that screened all youth for sui-

cide risk held 93% of juvenile offenders 

who were in residential placement—up 

from 78% in 2000. 

Suicide screening profile:
Juvenile offenders 2000 2010

Total juvenile offenders 110,284 66,322

Offenders in reporting 

  facilities

104,956 60,678

Total offenders 100% 100%

All youth screened 78 93

Some youth screened 16 3

No youth screened 6 5

Note: Detail may not total 100% because of 

rounding.

All facilities used some type of 
preventive measure once they 
determined a youth was at risk 
for suicide

Facilities that reported suicide screen-

ing information were asked a series of 

questions related to preventive mea-

sures taken for youth determined to be 

at risk for suicide. Of these facilities, 

65% reported placing at-risk youth in 

sleeping or observation rooms that are 

locked or under staff security. Aside 

from using sleeping or observation 

rooms, equal proportions of facilities 

(83%) reported using line-of-sight su-

pervision and removing personal items 

that could be used to attempt suicide, 

and approximately 7 in 10 facilities 

(71%) reported using one-on-one or 

arm’s length supervision. More than 4 

in 10 facilities (42%) reported using 

special clothing designed to prevent 

suicide attempts, and 33% reported re-

moving the youth from the general 

population. Twenty-one percent (21%) 

of facilities used restraints to prevent 

suicide attempts and 18% of facilities 

used special clothing to identify youth 

at risk for suicide.

Suicide risk screening for all youth on their first day was 
common, accounting for 86% of facilities and 91% of youth
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JRFC asks facilities about certain activities that may have 
occurred in the month before the census date

In addition to information gathered 

on the census date, JRFC collected 

data on the following questions for the 

30-day period of September 2010:

 Were there any unauthorized depar-

tures of any young persons who 

were assigned beds at this facility?

 Were any young persons assigned 

beds at this facility transported to a 

hospital emergency room by facility 

staff, transportation staff, or by an 

ambulance?

 Were any of the young persons 

assigned beds here restrained by 

facility staff with a mechanical 

restraint?

 Were any of the young persons 

assigned beds here locked for more 

than 4 hours alone in an isolation, 

seclusion, or sleeping room to 

regain control of their unruly 

behavior?

One-fifth of facilities (20%) reported unauthorized departures 
in the month before the census date

Number of facilities
Percentage of reporting 

facilities with
Facility type Total Reporting unauthorized departures

Total facilities 2,111 1,959 20%

Detention center 705 679 3

Shelter 137 132 38

Reception/diagnostic center 72 70 21

Group home 528 479 35

Ranch/wilderness camp 68 58 24

Training school 188 174 9

Residential treatment center 763 698 26

 Less secure facility types were more likely to report unauthorized departures.

Note: Detail may sum to more than the totals because facilities could select more than one facility 

type.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

Nearly 1 in 4 facilities reported using mechanical restraints; 1 in 5 
reported locking youth in some type of isolation

Percentage of reporting facilities

Facility type
Used mechanical 

restraints
Locked youth in room for 

4 or more hours

Total facilities 23% 22%

Detention center 41 47

Shelter 4 4

Reception/diagnostic center 47 32

Group home 1 1

Ranch/wilderness camp 28 12

Training school 72 47

Residential treatment center 14 10

 Training schools were the most likely type of facility to use mechanical restraints 
(i.e., handcuffs, leg cuffs, waist bands, leather straps, restraining chairs, strait 
jackets, or other mechanical devices) in the previous month and most likely to 
lock a youth alone in some type of seclusion for 4 or more hours to regain con-
trol of their unruly behavior.

 Group homes were the facility type least likely to use either of these measures.
Note: Percentages are based on 1,958 facilities that reported mechanical restraints information and 

locked isolation information, of a total 2,111 facilities.

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

Sports-related injuries were 
the most common reason for 
emergency room visits in the 
previous month

Reason for ER visit
Percentage
of facilities

Total 33%

Injury:

  Sports-related 42

  Work/chore-related 2
  Interpersonal conflict

    (between residents) 21
  Interpersonal conflict
    (by nonresident) 4

Illness 37

Pregnancy:

  Complications 5

  Labor and delivery 1

Suicide attempt 6

Non-emergency:

  No other health 

    professional available 13

  No doctor’s appointment

    could be obtained 10

Other 25

Note: Percentages are based on facilities 

that reported emergency room information 

(32 of 2,111 facilities [1%] did not report). 

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s 

Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 

[machine-readable data file].
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Facilities reported 11 deaths of juvenile offenders in 
residential placement over 12 months—5 were suicides

Juvenile offenders rarely die in 
custody

Juvenile facilities holding juvenile of-

fenders reported that 11 youth died 

while in the legal custody of the facility 

between October 1, 2009, and Sep-

tember 30, 2010. Each death occurred 

at a different facility.

Routine collection of national data on 

deaths of juveniles in custody began 

with the 1988/89 Children in Custo-

dy Census of Public and Private Juve-

nile Detention, Correctional, and Shel-

ter Facilities. Either accidents or 

suicides have always been the leading 

cause of death. Over the years 1988–

1994, an average of 46 deaths were re-

ported nationally per year, including 

an annual average of 18 suicides. Over 

the years 2000–2010, those averages 

dropped to 20 deaths overall and 8 

suicides. In 2006, the number of sui-

cides that were reported by residential 

facilities (four) was at the lowest level 

since OJJDP first started collecting 

data from JRFC in 2000. There were 

five suicides reported in 2010. 

Detention centers and residential treat-

ment centers reported equal numbers 

of deaths in 2010 (four each). Deten-

tion centers accounted for two deaths 

due to illness, one suicide, and one 

death as a result of an accident. Resi-

dential treatment centers accounted for 

two deaths as the result of an illness, 

one suicide, and one death as the re-

sult of an unknown cause. Group 

homes accounted for 2 of the 11 

deaths; both were suicides. Training 

schools accounted for 1 of the 11 

deaths—a suicide.  

Generally, suicides did not occur 
in the first days of a youth’s stay

One suicide occurred 2 days after the 

youth was admitted to the facility, one 

occurred 4 weeks after admission, one 

occurred 23 weeks after admission, 

and the remaining two suicides 

During the 12 months prior to the census, suicides were the most 
commonly reported cause of death in custody

Inside the facility Outside the facility
Cause of death Total All Public Private All Public Private

Total 11 6 5 1 5 1 4

Suicide 5 3 3 0 2 0 2

Illness/natural 4 1 1 0 3 1 2

Accident 1 1 1 0 0 0 0

Homicide 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other/unknown 1 1 0 1 0 0 0

 The deaths from illness were not AIDS related.

Note: Data are reported deaths of youth in custody from October 1, 2009, through September 30, 

2010. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

In 2010, the death rate was generally higher for private facilities than 
for public facilities

Deaths per 10,000 juveniles held on
the census date, October 27, 2010

Cause of death Total Public facility Private facility

Total 1.6 1.3 2.5

Suicide 0.7 0.6 1.0

Illness/natural 0.6 0.4 1.0

Accident 0.1 0.2 0.0

Homicide 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other 0.1 0.0 0.5

Deaths per 10,000 juveniles held on
the census date, October 27, 2010

Type of facility Total Public facility Private facility

Detention center 1.4 1.6 0.0

Training school 0.6 0.7 0.0

Group home 3.1 8.4 1.9

Residential treatment center 1.6 0.0 3.1

 The death rate in 2010 (1.6) was substantially lower than that in 2000 (2.8). 
There were 30 reported deaths of youth in custody in 2000; accidents were the 
most commonly reported cause. In 2010, suicides were the most commonly re-
ported cause (followed closely by illness/natural death).

Note: Data are reported deaths of youth in custody from October 1, 2009, through September 30, 

2010. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable 

data file].

occurred just over 1 year after admis-

sion. The least number of days since 

admission for deaths was the suicide 

that occurred 2 days after admission 

and the greatest number of days was a 

death as a result of an illness after the 

youth had been in custody for 514 

days (about a year and a half). The 
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Of the total deaths in custody, 5 of 11 deaths involved white non-Hispanic males; none involved females
Cause of death

Total Suicide Illness/natural Accident Homicide Other
Race/ethnicity Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Total 11 0 5 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

White non-Hispanic 5 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Black non-Hispanic 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

American Indian/Alaska Native 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Asian/Pacific Islander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other race/ethnicity 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Note: Data are reported deaths of youth in custody from October 1, 2009, through September 30, 2010. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of OJJDP’s Juvenile Residential Facility Census 2010 [machine-readable data file].

overall median number of days since 

admission for deaths of juveniles in 

custody was 159.

Are youth in residential placement 
at greater risk of death than youth 
in general?

There is concern about the risk of 

death to youth in residential placement 

and whether that risk is greater than 

the risk faced by youth in the general 

population. Death rates for the general 

population (detailed by age, sex, race, 

ethnicity, and cause of death) can be 

applied to the population of juvenile 

offenders held in residential placement 

facilities to calculate the number of 

deaths that would be expected if the 

residential placement population had 

the same rate of death as the general 

population. 

Number of deaths in juvenile facilities, 
2010:
Cause of death Expected Actual

All deaths 39 11

Suicide 8 5

Homicide 13 0

Unintentional 18 6

Note: Totals include causes not detailed. 

Homicide includes deaths from legal interven-

tion. Unintentional includes illness, accidents, 

etc.

Overall, the actual deaths reported to 

JRFC were substantially lower than the 

expected number of deaths. The ex-

pected number of deaths was 3.5 times 

the actual number of deaths. Even the 

expected number of suicides was great-

er than the actual number of suicides. 

Residential placement facilities substan-

tially reduce the risk of death from ho-

micide and from accidents.

JRFC asks facilities about deaths of young persons at locations inside and/or outside the facility

During the year between October 1, 
2009, and September 30, 2010, did 
any young persons die while assigned 
to a bed at this facility at a location ei-
ther inside or outside of this facility?

If yes, how many young persons died 
while assigned beds at this facility 
during the year between October 1, 
2009, and September 30, 2010?

What was the cause of death?

 Illness/natural causes (excluding 
AIDS)

 Injury suffered prior to placement 
here

 AIDS

 Suicide

 Homicide by another resident

 Homicide by nonresident(s)

 Accidental death

 Other (specify)

What was the location of death, age, 
sex, race, date of admission to the 
facility, and date of death for each 
young person who died while as-
signed a bed at this facility?



Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 2014 National Report 
212

The Juvenile Residential Facility Census includes data 
submitted by tribal facilities

Tribal facilities responding to the 
JRFC tend to be small detention 
centers owned and operated by 
tribes

OJJDP worked with the Bureau of In-

dian Affairs to ensure a greater repre-

sentation of tribal facilities in the CJRP 

and JRFC data collections. As a result, 

the 2010 JRFC collected data from 20 

tribal facilities (up from 8 in 2008). Of 

the 20 facilities, 19 held juvenile of-

fenders on the census date. The 19 

held a total of 235 juvenile offenders 

(up from 101 in 8 facilities in 2008).

Of the reporting tribal facilities hold-

ing juvenile offenders, 10 were owned 

and operated by the tribe, 3 were 

owned and operated by the federal 

government, 1 was owned by the tribe 

and operated by the federal govern-

ment, and 1 was owned by the federal 

government and operated by the tribe. 

Two facilities were owned by the tribe 

but operated by an ‘other’ organiza-

tion (Bureau of Indian Affairs and 

Public Law 93-638 contract). One fa-

cility did not report ownership infor-

mation but was privately operated. The 

remaining facility did not report own-

ership or operation information.

Compared with the nation’s reporting 

about juvenile residential facilities, trib-

al facilities are small. All 19 reporting 

tribal facilities holding juvenile offend-

ers identified themselves as detention 

centers. One facility also identified it-

self as an ‘other’ type of facility. They 

held from 28 to 109 residents, with 

42% of facilities holding between 11 

and 20 residents. 

Crowding occurs at very few tribal 
detention centers

Most tribal facilities reporting to the 

JRFC have generally not had crowding 

problems. In each census year, most 

tribal facilities were operating below 

their standard bed capacity. On the 

2010 census day, almost all facilities 

(17) were operating at less than their 

standard bed capacity, one was operat-

ing at capacity, and one exceeded ca-

pacity. This pattern was similar for all 

census years prior to 2010. Standard 

bed capacities ranged from 13 to 186, 

but only 2 facilities had more than 100 

beds.

The use of mechanical restraints 
or locking youth in isolation rooms 
is uncommon in tribal facilities

In all census years, most, if not all, re-

porting tribal facilities said they did 

lock youth in their rooms. Seventeen 

of the 19 tribal facilities reported lock-

ing youth in their sleeping rooms. 

Among tribal facilities that locked 

youth in their rooms, most (16 facili-

ties) did so at night, 11 did so when 

youth were out of control, 10 did so 

when youth were in their sleeping 

rooms, 9 did so during shift changes, 

and 7 did so when a youth was consid-

ered suicidal. Three facilities locked 

youth in their room all day and one fa-

cility reported rarely locking youth in 

their room.

In each JRFC collection, only a few 

tribal facilities reported using either 

mechanical restraints or isolation. In 

2010, use of mechanical restraints was 

reported by 5 of 19 tribal facilities, 

and 3 facilities reported locking youth 

alone for more than 4 hours to regain 

control of unruly behavior.

Tribal facilities provide a range of 
services

Of the 19 tribal facilities with juvenile 

offenders, 15 reported assessing youth 

for suicide risk. Each facility said that 

the screening occurs within the first 24 

hours of the youth’s arrival to the facil-

ity. Of the 15 facilities, 13 reported 

that all youth were screened for suicide 

risk. Eleven facilities said they reas-

sessed suicide risk: 2 reassessed during 

youth’s first week of stay, 7 reassessed 

youth as necessary on a case-by-case 

basis, and 4 reassessed systematically 

based on the youth’s length of stay or 

after certain facility events or negative 

life events (such as after each court ap-

pearance, every time the young person 

re-enters the facility, or after a death in 

the family). 

Most (13) of the 15 facilities screening 

for suicide risk used untrained staff for 

those screenings, but trained screeners 

were also used: 2 facilities said mental 

health professionals conduct suicide 

screenings, and 4 said screenings were 

done by staff that were trained by a 

mental health professional. All 19 tribal 

facilities said they took preventative 

measures to reduce suicide risk. 

Of the 17 tribal facilities reporting in-

formation on substance abuse services, 

10 said they evaluated youth for sub-

stance abuse; 6 of those 10 said they 

evaluated all youth. Five facilities said 

they require youth to provide urine 

samples for drug analysis. All 10 facili-

ties that evaluated for substance abuse 

provided substance abuse services ei-

ther inside or outside the facility.

Thirteen of the 14 tribal facilities re-

porting mental health information said 

that mental health evaluations (other 

than suicide risk assessments) were 

provided to youth in their facilities. 

Two tribal facilities reported evaluating 

all youth and two facilities evaluated 

some youth. Five facilities said that 

evaluations were conducted only at an 

outside location. All 14 of these facili-

ties reported providing ongoing thera-

py either onsite or at another location. 

Of 17 tribal facilities reporting educa-

tion information, 12 said that either all 

youth (11 facilities) or some youth (1 

facility) were evaluated for educational 

needs. Just over half of these facilities 

conducted evaluations within 24 hours 

of the youth’s arrival at the facility. 

Most reporting tribal facilities (14) re-

ported that youth attended school ei-

ther inside or outside the facility; in 10 

facilities, all youth attended school.
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Interview data shed light on youth experiences in 
residential placement

Interviews with youth in 
placement for delinquent 
offenses reveal information 
not otherwise available

The Survey of Youth in Residential 

Placement (SYRP) is the third compo-

nent of OJJDP’s multi-tiered effort to 

collect information on youth involved 

in the juvenile justice system. SYRP 

gathers information directly from 

youth through anonymous interviews. 

SYRP surveys a national sample of 

youth ages 10–20 in placement be-

cause they are accused or adjudicated 

for offenses. Because it represents all 

state, local, and private facilities cov-

ered by OJJDP’s Census of Juveniles 

in Residential Placement and Juvenile 

Residential Facility Census surveys, it 

includes both short- and long-term 

facilities and the full spectrum of facili-

ty programs (correctional, detention, 

camps, and residential treatment) and 

community-based programs such as 

shelters, group homes, and indepen-

dent living. 

The only SYRP completed to date in-

terviewed 7,073 youth in 2003 from 

205 representative facilities. Surveys 

were electronic and used an audio 

computer-assisted self-interview system 

to ask questions and record answers. 

Youth were surveyed in small groups, 

seated so they could not view each 

other’s computer screens. SYRP pro-

vides important information about 

conditions of confinement and youth’s 

experiences in placement.

Youth were unevenly distributed 
by sex and race/ethnicity across 
different types of facilities 

In 2003, females comprised 15% of the 

youth in placement but 29% of the 

youth in residential treatment pro-

grams. Considered another way, 27% 

of all females in placement were in resi-

dential treatment programs, compared 

with 12% of all males in placement. 

Black youth in placement were more 

likely to be in correctional programs 

(42%) compared with white and His-

panic youth (24% and 31%, respective-

ly). In contrast, more Hispanic youth 

were in camp programs (17%) com-

pared with white or black youth (7% 

each).  White youth were more likely 

to be in residential treatment programs 

(20%) than were black or Hispanic 

youth (9% each). Similar percentages 

of the three principal race/ethnicity 

groups were in detention and 

community-based programs.

Many youth in placement reported 
gang involvement  

The presence of gangs in a facility can 

exacerbate conflicts and disruptions 

and complicate facility operations. In 

2003, 31% of youth in placement pro-

fessed some gang affiliation. This in-

cluded 28% of youth who said they 

were members of a gang at the time of 

the offense that led to their current 

placement. SYRP also asks youth 

whether there are gangs in their facility 

and whether they currently belong to a 

gang in the facility. The majority of 

youth in residential placement (60%) 

said there were gangs in their facility, 

and nearly 1 in 5 (19%) self-identified 

as a current member of a gang within 

the facility. More than one-third of 

current gang members (37%) claimed 

that being in a gang made them safer 

inside the facility, but 16% admitted 

that they felt pressured by the gang to 

do things they would not normally do.

A majority of youth in placement 
reported past serious trauma

In 2003, 70% of youth in placement 

said that they had “something very bad 

or terrifying happen” to them, and 

67% said that they had “seen someone 

injured or killed (in person—not in the 

movies or on TV).”  

Nearly one-third (30%) of the place-

ment population indicated a history of 

prior abuse, whether frequent or injuri-

ous physical abuse (25%), sexual abuse 

(12%), or both (7% overlap). Analyses 

of SYRP data indicate significant corre-

lations between youth’s histories of 

past abuse and suicide-related indica-

tors, both recent suicidal feelings and 

past suicide attempts.

Nearly 1 in 6 youth had been 
offered contraband  

SYRP asks youth if they have been of-

fered any prohibited items such as al-

cohol, drugs, and weapons. In 2003, 

16% of youth in placement said they 

had been offered such contraband 

since they arrived at their facility. Youth 

most frequently had been offered mari-

juana (12%) and other illegal drugs 

(10%). Most of these youth said other 

residents offered the contraband. More 

residents in community-based pro-

grams reported offers of contraband 

Comparing residential facility 
data collections

Both SYRP and CJRP gather infor-
mation about youth in residential 
placement. CJRP surveys residen-
tial facility administrators, while 
SYRP directly interviews youth. Al-
though both collections focus on 
the same facilities, different termi-
nology is used to describe some 
facility types. For example, long-
term secure facilities (e.g., training 
schools) in CJRP are referred to as 
correctional units in the SYRP anal-
yses. Shelters, group homes, half-
way houses, and independent living 
programs are grouped together in 
SYRP analyses and referred to as 
community-based units.

SYRP and CJRP also differ in the 
frequency of data collection. SYRP 
has been conducted once so far, in 
2003. CJRP has been conducted 
eight times since 1997. 
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(26%). These offers came from both 

other residents (16%) and from outside 

the facility (13%). Additionally, males 

reported being offered contraband 

twice as often as females (18% vs. 9%).

Many youth in placement said 
they were treated unfairly 

Half of youth in placement reported 

that staff punished residents without 

cause, and 34% claimed that staff used 

unnecessary force. One-third of youth 

in placement reported a problem with 

the grievance process; they either did 

not know how to file a complaint 

(19%) or were concerned about retri-

bution if they did so (20%). Just over 

one-third (34%) reported that staff 

treated residents fairly, and 30% said 

punishments were fair. 

Most youth knew how to find 
supportive facility staff and most 
had family contact, but less than 
half had a lawyer

Eighty-four percent (84%) of youth in 

placement said they knew how to find 

a staff member to talk to if they were 

upset. 

Nearly all youth in placement (92%) 

reported that since arriving at their fa-

cility, they had some contact with their 

families, through either phone calls or 

visits. Nearly 9 in 10 youth talked with 

their family on the telephone, and 

about 7 in 10 had an in-person visit. 

The percentage of youth in contact 

with family varied by program type, 

with fewer youth in corrections and 

camp programs having any contact, 

and those who did reporting less fre-

quent family contact.

Many youth were placed in facilities far 

from their families. The majority (59%) 

of youth in placement said that it 

would take their families 1 hour or 

more to travel to visit them, while 28% 

said their families would have to travel 

3 hours or more to see them.  

Less than half (42%) of youth in place-

ment reported that they had a lawyer, 

20% reported they requested contact 

with a lawyer, and 13% reported they 

requested and received access to a 

lawyer. 

More than 1 in 3 youth said they 
had been isolated, most for 
lengthy periods

In describing their experiences of disci-

pline, 35% of youth reported being iso-

lated—locked up alone or confined to 

their room with no contact with other 

residents. The vast majority of youth 

who were isolated (87%) said this was 

for longer than 2 hours, and more than 

half (55%) said it was for longer than 

24 hours. 

Best-practices guidelines recommend 

that solitary confinement exceed 24 

hours only if the facility director explic-

itly approves and that youth who are 

held in solitary confinement for longer 

than 2 hours see a counselor. SYRP has 

no information on procedures for ap-

proving lengthy times in solitary con-

finement but did ask youth whether 

they talked to a counselor about their 

feelings or emotions. Most (52%) of 

those isolated longer than 2 hours in-

dicated they had not met with a coun-

selor since coming to their facility.

SYRP asked youth in placement 
to report their experience with 
methods of physical control

OJJDP’s Performance-Based Standards 

dictate using a restraint chair or pepper 

spray only as a last resort following ap-

propriate protocol. SYRP indicates that 

these practices, although infrequent, 

were used—4% of youth said that facil-

ity staff placed them into a restraint 

chair and 7% reported that staff used 

pepper spray on them.

These practices indirectly affect a much 

larger segment of youth in placement. 

Thirty percent (30%) of youth in place-

ment lived in units where one or more 

residents experienced the use of pepper 

spray, and 29% of youth lived with one 

or more residents who received time in 

a restraint chair.
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More than half of youth reported experiencing theft or 
violence while in placement

A majority of youth reported some 
type of victimization experience 
while living in the facility

SYRP asks youth about their victimiza-

tion experiences while living in their 

current facility. Questions cover theft, 

robbery, physical assault or threat, and 

sexual assault. Taken together, 56% of 

youth in placement reported one or 

more such events.

Nearly half of youth in placement 

(46%) said their personal property was 

stolen when they were not present to 

protect it. Victims reported an average 

of 6 episodes of theft during their time 

in residence.

One in 10 youth in placement said that 

someone used force or threat to steal 

their personal property from them. 

More than one quarter (28%) of rob-

bery victims said their assailant used a 

weapon, generally a sharp object other 

than a knife. About one-third (34%) 

said they were injured as a result of the 

robbery. Those who were injured de-

scribed an average of 10 episodes; 

uninjured robbery victims averaged 5 

episodes.

Nearly 3 in 10 youth in placement 

(29%) reported being a victim of physi-

cal assault or threats since coming to 

their facility. They described an average 

of 9 such attacks during their stay. Six-

teen percent (16%) of victims said a 

weapon was involved—again, most 

commonly a sharp object. Although 

only 9% of assault victims said their as-

sault experiences were reported to a 

staff member, counselor, teacher, or 

someone who could help them, 33% 

said that something was done to stop it 

from happening again. About 9% of all 

youth in placement said they were ac-

tually injured in a physical assault. Al-

most half of those injured (47%) re-

quired medical care for the injuries. 

Four percent (4%) of youth in place-

ment said they were victims of sexual 

assault while in their current facility. 

This occurred an average of 6 times. 

Two-fifths (41%) of sexual assault vic-

tims described the forced activity as in-

volving penetration. One-half (50%) of 

victims identified facility staff as their 

assailants, while 60% said they were 

victimized by another resident. Of sex-

ual assault victims, 17% said they were 

threatened with a weapon during the 

assault, mostly with a sharp object. 

One-fifth (20%) were injured as a re-

sult of the assault, and 21% of injured 

sexual assault victims required medical 

care. 

Different forms of violence 
occurred in similar circumstances

Different forms of violence tended to 

occur to the same youth. Youth who 

reported any one form of violent vic-

timization were significantly more like-

ly to report another type. Of youth 

who experienced injurious physical as-

sault or robbery, just under half (45% 

and 46%, respectively) also reported 

experiencing at least one other type 

of violence. Of sexual assault victims, 

60% were also robbed, physically as-

saulted, or both robbed and physically 

assaulted.

SYRP analyses show that this clustering 

of violent events can be explained by 

the fact that the different forms of vio-

lence have very similar risk factors, so 

all forms of violence are more prevalent 

among youth and in facility environ-

ments that possess these risk factors. 

The following paragraphs discuss the 

nine most important risk factors: the 

facility’s grievance process, youth’s past 

history of abuse, staff ’s reliance on 

physical methods of control, residents’ 

perceptions of how fairly the rules are 

applied, youth’s age, the facility’s use 

of makeshift beds, youth’s disability 

status, youth’s length of stay, and the 

relative severity of the youth’s offense.

Most physical characteristics of 
facilities did not relate to rates of 
violent victimization

When other important risk factors for 

violence were taken into account, most 

structural features of the facility (such 

as size, type of program, level of secu-

rity) did not relate to risk of violence. 

The one exception was the facility’s use 

of makeshift beds. At the time of 

SYRP, only 8% of youth in custody re-

sided in facilities that reported using 

makeshift beds. Youth in these facilities 

experienced lower rates of any form of 

violence, and specifically of robbery 

and injurious physical assault. Among 

youth with the same other risk factors 

for violence, 11% of those in facilities 

that used makeshift beds experienced 

some type of violence, compared with 

17% of youth in other facilities. Facili-

ties that used makeshift beds may have 

structural features or staffing arrange-

ments that allow closer observation of 

the youth.

The most important risk factors 
for violent victimization included 
measures of facility climate

The most important risk factors were 

indicators of facility climate, including 

an ineffective grievance process, resi-

dents’ perceptions that the rules were 

not applied fairly, and staff reliance on 

physical methods of control.

The risk for all types of violence was 

considerably higher when youth indi-

cated that the facility had an ineffective 

grievance process. For youth with the 

same characteristics on other risk fac-

tors, 12% of those who did not indi-

cate problems with the grievance pro-

cess experienced some form of 

violence, in contrast to 40% of youth 

who said they did not know how to 

file a complaint if they were mistreated 

and that they expected bad conse-

quences if they did so.
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Rates of violent victimization were 

highest in places where youth lacked 

faith in the just and fair operation of 

their facility. The likelihood that a 

youth would experience violence varied 

directly with the proportion of residents 

in his or her living unit who said the 

rules were not applied fairly. When 

youth did not differ on other impor-

tant risk factors, the rate of any vio-

lence ranged from 12% in living units 

where 1 in 10 or fewer residents 

thought the rules were not applied 

fairly to 32% in units where 9 in 10 

residents thought so.

Youth’s reports of violent victimization 

varied with their reports that staff 

physically controlled them by holding 

them down or using handcuffs or 

wristlets, a security belt or chains, strip 

search, pepper spray, or a restraint 

chair. The more control methods that 

youth experienced, the greater the like-

lihood that youth reported being vic-

tims of violence.

Among youth who were the same on 

other risk factors, the risk of violence 

varied by youth characteristics. Youth 

who reported any physical or sexual 

abuse while they were living with their 

family or in another household had a 

significantly higher risk of experiencing 

violence while in placement. Youth 

who reported a diagnosed learning dis-

ability had a significantly higher risk of 

experiencing all types of violence ex-

cept sexual assault. When other factors 

that heighten risk for older youth were 

taken into account, it is younger youth 

who were at greater risk of being vic-

tims of violence. 

The longer youth are in placement, the 

longer they are exposed to risk, so it is 

no surprise that youth who had been 

in a facility longer reported experienc-

ing violence at higher rates than those 

with shorter stays. Youth who reported 

offenses that were among the most se-

rious in their living unit had signifi-

cantly higher rates of victimization. 
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 More than one-fourth of youth younger than 13 experienced some type of violence 
in custody, compared with 9% of 20-year-olds. This pattern applied to all forms of 
violence.

Note: Percentages assume that youth are equal on other important risk factors.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Sedlak et al.’s Nature and Risk of Victimization: Findings from the 

Survey of Youth in Residential Placement.

Younger youth are at greatest risk of being victims of violence

 For youth who experienced no physical control by staff, 10% reported experiencing 
some form of violence, compared with 58% of youth who experienced all six forms 
of physical control in their facility. The same trend applied to all forms of violence.

 Less than 17% of youth in placement for a year or less experienced some form of 
violence, compared with 24% of youth in placement between 18 and 24 months 
and 33% of those in placement for more than 2 years. 

Note: Percentages assume that youth are equal on other important risk factors. The six methods of 

physical control are using force to hold youth down, handcuffs or wristlets, a security belt or chains, 

strip search, pepper spray, or a restraint chair.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Sedlak et al.’s Nature and Risk of Victimization: Findings from the 

Survey of Youth in Residential Placement.

The more control methods experienced and the longer youth’s length of 
stay, the greater the likelihood of reported violent victimization
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In 2012, 1 in 10 youth in state-owned or state-operated 
juvenile facilities reported sexual victimization

Two BJS surveys studied sexual 
victimization in state juvenile 
facilities and in private or local 
facilities under state contract

The Prison Rape Elimination Act of 

2003 (PREA) requires the Bureau of 

Justice Statistics (BJS) to report the in-

cidence and prevalence of sexual vio-

lence in adult and juvenile correctional 

facilities. In response, BJS completed 

two National Surveys of Youth in Cus-

tody (NSYC), the first in 2008–09 and 

the most recent in 2012.

Both surveys interviewed adjudicated 

youth in state-owned or state-operated 

juvenile facilities and locally or privately 

operated facilities that hold adjudicated 

youth under state contract. The sur-

veys included only facilities that hold 

adjudicated youth for at least 90 days, 

with more than 25% of residents adju-

dicated, and with at least 10 adjudicat-

ed youth.

Like the Survey of Youth in Residential 

Placement (SYRP), NSYC uses an 

audio computer-assisted self-interview 

methodology. However, unlike SYRP, 

which surveyed youth in small groups, 

NSYC interviewed youth individually. 

NSYC-1 administered the victimization 

survey to a national sample of 9,198 

youth in 195 eligible facilities, repre-

senting 26,550 adjudicated youth held 

nationwide—21,170 in state facilities 

and 5,380 in contract facilities. In 

NSYC-2, 8,707 youth in 326 eligible 

facilities completed the victimization 

survey, representing 18,100 adjudicat-

ed youth nationwide—15,500 in 

state facilities and 2,600 in contract 

facilities.*

Victimization declined between 
NSYC-1 and NSYC-2, mostly in 
the category of staff misconduct

Because the samples of contract facili-

ties were somewhat different in the 

two surveys, between-study compari-

sons are based only on the state facili-

ties’ results. The overall rate of sexual 

victimization in these facilities de-

creased from 12.6% in NSYC-1 to 

9.9% in NSYC-2. 

In both NSYC cycles, more than 80% 

of sexually victimized youth reported 

events that NSYC defines as staff sexual 

misconduct (8.2% of 9.9% in NSYC-2 

and 10.7% of 12.6% in NSYC-1).  

More than 60% of these youth de-

scribed events that did not involve any 

reported force or coercion. In all cate-

gories across studies, the majority of 

sexually victimized youth described ex-

plicit sexual acts involving the genitalia 

or anus.

The decreased rate of sexual 
victimization may partly reflect 
shifts in the incarcerated youth 
population—away from larger 
facilities and longer stays

In both surveys, sexual victimization 

rates were higher in larger facilities. 

Between NSYC-1 and NSYC-2, the 

youth populations in eligible facilities 

shifted away from larger facilities hous-

ing 101 or more adjudicated youth 

(from 65.6% down to 53.2%), and 

more youth were held in medium facil-

ities with 51 to 100 youth (from 17.0% 

up to 24.0%).

Like SYRP, NSYC found higher victim-

ization rates for longer-term residents, 

reflecting their increased exposure 

time. Between NSYC-1 and NSYC-2, 

the percentage of youth who were in 

their facility less than 5 months in-

creased (from 20.9% to 26.9%), while 

the percentage of youth in their facility 

longer decreased. The victimization 

* The 27% drop in the adjudicated youth pop-

ulation in state facilities over the 4-year time-

span is consistent with the 31% drop in the 

committed population seen between 2007 and 

2011 in the Census of Juveniles in Residential 

Placement. The inclusion criteria for the con-

tract facilities differed across studies, so those 

totals are not comparable.

rates for the longer-staying youth also 

decreased, additionally contributing to 

the decline in overall victimization.

How BJS measured sexual 
victimization in NSYC

NSYC classifies sexual victimization 
into two categories of youth-on-
youth sexual acts and four catego-
ries involving sexual acts between 
staff and youth, distinguishing these 
categories by use of force and 
by the nature of the sexual acts 
involved.  

Force. NSYC defines force broadly, 
including physical force, threat of 
force, other force or pressure, and 
other forms of coercion, such as re-
ceiving money, favors, protection, 
or special treatment. 

Explicit sexual acts involving geni-
talia or anus. Includes all contact 
involving the penis, vagina, or anus, 
regardless of penetration. 

Other sexual contacts only. In-
cludes kissing, touching (excluding 
any touching involving the penis, 
vagina, or anus), looking at private 
parts, displaying sexual material, 
such as pictures or a movie, and 
engaging in some other sexual con-
tact that did not include touching. 

Youth-on-youth sexual victimiza-
tion. All youth-on-youth sexual vic-
timization must involve some form 
of force. NSYC defines two catego-
ries: explicit sexual acts and other 
sexual contacts only.

Staff sexual misconduct. Staff-
and-youth sexual activity is divided 
into acts that involved force and 
acts without force. Each of these 
categories is further divided into the 
nature of the sexual activity in-
volved: explicit sexual acts and 
other sexual contacts only. 
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Low sexual victimization rates 
correlated with positive views of 
facility staff

NSYC-2 youth had more positive per-

ceptions of facility staff, with 60.0% 

endorsing four or more positive state-

ments describing the staff, compared 

with 54.8% in NSYC-1. Also, fewer 

NSYC-2 youth who agreed with four 

or more positive descriptors of staff 

were victimized (4.6%) than NSYC-1 

youth with similar views (7.4%).

NSYC-2 found that state facilities had 

higher rates of staff sexual misconduct 

(8.3%) than contract facilities (4.5%). 

Sexual victimization rates differed 
by youth’s characteristics and 
experiences

Females were victimized at a lower rate 

overall, but more females than males 

reported being forced into youth-on-

youth sexual activity (5.4% vs. 2.2%). 

In contrast, more males reported sexu-

al encounters with staff (8.2% vs. 

2.8%). More youth who described 

themselves as non-heterosexual report-

ed youth-on-youth victimization 

(10.3% vs. 1.5%).

Staff sexual misconduct rates were 

higher for youth ages 17 (8.0%) and 

Methods and sexual assault 
rates differ in SYRP and 
NSYC

Given the many differences be-
tween the methods used in SYRP 
and in the BJS surveys, it is not 
surprising that the observed victim-
ization rates differ.

SYRP included the full range of fa-
cilities that hold youth for offenses 
and included both adjudicated and 
pre-adjudicated youth. In contrast, 
the BJS surveys were restricted to 
state facilities and those private 
and local facilities that held youth 
offenders under state contract. 

The BJS surveys also required that 
included facilities hold youth at 
least 90 days and only interviewed 
adjudicated youth. SYRP applied 
no such restrictions.

The surveys also used different def-
initions of sexual victimization. 
SYRP included only forced sexual 
activity, whereas BJS included any 
forced or pressured youth-on-youth 
activity and any sexual activity in-
volving staff, including “consensual” 
sexual activity in the absence of 
any force or pressure. 

Between the two NSYC cycles, the proportion of youth reporting 
sexual victimization generally declined

Percentage of youth reporting sexual victimization 
in state juvenile facilities in the past 12 months

Type of victimization NSYC-1 NSYC-2

All victimization 12.6% 9.9%

Youth-on-youth (only force) 2.8 2.5

Explicit sexual acts 2.1 1.7

Other sexual contacts only 0.5 0.6

Staff sexual misconduct 10.7 8.2

Force reported 4.5 3.6

   Explicit sexual acts 4.1 3.2

   Other sexual contacts only 0.4 0.2

No force reported 6.7 5.1

   Explicit sexual acts 6.1 4.6

   Other sexual contacts only 0.5 0.5

Note: Youth who experience multiple types of maltreatment are included in each applicable 

category. Results exclude youth held in local or privately operated facilities.

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Beck et al.’s Sexual Victimization in Juvenile Facilities Reported by 

Youth, 2012. 

18 or older (8.7%) compared with 

those age 15 or younger (5.8%). (Note 

that, unlike SYRP analyses, the NSYC 

analyses did not compare youth who 

were the same on other risk factors.)



Chapter 7: Juvenile offenders in correctional facilities
219

More white youth reported sexual vic-

timization by another youth than black 

or Hispanic youth (4.0% vs. 1.4% and 

2.1%, respectively). In contrast, more 

black youth were involved with staff in 

sexual misconduct (9.6%) than were 

white or Hispanic youth (6.4% each).

Similar to SYRP, NSYC found that 

youth who were victims of sexual as-

saults in the past were more likely to 

be victims in their current facility. 

NSYC analyses showed that this ap-

plied to both youth-on-youth sexual 

assaults and staff sexual misconduct. It 

also applied whether considering any 

prior sexual assaults (17.4% vs. 8.2% 

without prior victim experiences) or 

only sexual assaults while living in an-

other facility (52.3% vs. 8.6% without 

prior victim experiences). However, the 

latter experiences were much more 

strongly associated with the likelihood 

of victimization in the current facility. 

As mentioned earlier, youth’s length of 

stay in the facility related to their risk 

of victimization, with longer exposure 

times associated with higher victimiza-

tion rates. This pattern was true both 

for youth-on-youth assaults (4.2% for 

youth in the facility a year or more vs. 

1.9% for those in the facility less than 

one month) and for staff sexual mis-

conduct episodes (10.1% for youth 

there one year or longer vs. 5.9% for 

those with the shortest stays).  

Sexual victimization rates were related to youth’s characteristics

Percentage of youth reporting sexual 
victimization in juvenile facilities, 2012

Youth characteristic
Youth-on-

youth
Staff sexual
misconduct

Both youth-on-
youth and staff

Sex
Male* 2.2 8.2 9.7

Female 5.4** 2.8** 6.9**

Age
Age 15 or younger* 2.5 5.8 7.6

Age 16 2.2 7.3 8.8

Age 17 2.4 8.0** 9.7

Age 18 or older 2.8 8.7** 10.7**

Race/ethnicity
White, not Hispanic* 4.0 6.4 9.7

Black, not Hispanic 1.4** 9.6** 10.3

Hispanic 2.1** 6.4 7.5

Other race, not Hispanic 2.8 4.6 6.9

Multiple races, not Hispanic 2.2 6.7 8.9

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual* 1.5 7.8 8.9

Gay, lesbian, bisexual, other 10.3** 7.5 14.3**

Any prior sexual assault
Yes 9.6** 9.7** 17.4**

No* 1.3 7.3 8.2

Sexually assaulted at 
  another facility
Yes 33.5** 29.3** 52.3**

No* 1.8 7.3 8.6

Time in facility
Less than 1 month 1.9 5.9 7.1

1–5 months* 1.9 6.3 8.0

6–11 months 2.5 8.7** 10.6**

12 months or more 4.2** 10.1** 12.4**

* Indicates comparison group.

** Difference with comparison group is significant at the 95% confidence level. 

Source: Authors’ adaptation of Beck et al.’s Sexual Victimization in Juvenile Facilities Reported by 

Youth, 2012. 
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In 2010, the number of youth younger than 18 held in adult 
jails was well above the levels of the early 1990s

Youth younger than 18 accounted 
for about 1% of all jail inmates

According to the Bureau of Justice Sta-

tistics, an estimated 2,300 youth 

younger than 18 were held in adult 

jails on June 30, 1990. The 1-day 

count of jail inmates younger than 18 

rose to a peak of nearly 9,500 in 1999. 

Since that time, the count declined 

35% by 2006 to 6,100, its lowest level 

since 1994, and increased to nearly 

7,600 by 2010—20% fewer inmates 

than the 1999 peak. These inmates ac-

counted for about 1% of the total jail 

population, a proportion that has been 

consistent over the past decade. Since 

1990, inmates younger than 18 have 

not exceeded 2% of the jail inmate 

population. 

The vast majority of jail inmates 

younger than 18 continue to be those 

held as adults. Youth younger than 18 

may be held as adult inmates if they are 

convicted or awaiting trial as adult 

criminal offenders, either because they 

were transferred to criminal court or 

On a typical day in 2010, about 7,600 persons younger than 18 were 
inmates in jails in the U.S.

 Compared with 1990, in 2010 there were 229% more jail inmates younger than 18 
and 84% more adult jail inmates. Most of the increase for inmates younger than 18 
was between 1990 and 1999, when their number more than quadrupled.

 Between 1994 and 2010, the proportion of jail inmates younger than 18 who were 
held as adults has ranged between 70% and 90%. 

Source: Authors’ analyses of Gillard and Beck’s Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 1997, Beck’s Prison 

and Jail Inmates at Midyear 1999, Harrison and Karberg’s Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2002, 

Harrison and Beck’s Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2004, and Minton’s Jail Inmates at Midyear 

2012—Statistical Tables.
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The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act limits the placement of juveniles in adult 
facilities

The Act states that “ … juveniles al-
leged to be or found to be delinquent,” 
as well as status offenders and non-
offenders “will not be detained or con-
fined in any institution in which they 
have contact with adult inmates … .” 
This provision of the Act is commonly 
referred to as the “sight and sound 
separation requirement.” Subsequent 
regulations implementing the Act clari-
fy this requirement and provide that 
brief and inadvertent contact in non-
residential areas is not a violation. The 
Act also states that “ … no juvenile 
shall be detained or confined in any jail 
or lockup for adults … .” This provision 
is known as the jail and lockup remov-
al requirement. Regulations exempt 

juveniles being tried as criminals for fel-
onies or who have been convicted as 
criminal felons from the jail and lockup 
removal requirement. In institutions 
other than adult jails or lockups or in 
jails and lockups under temporary hold 
exceptions, confinement of juvenile of-
fenders is permitted if juveniles and 
adult inmates cannot see each other 
and no conversation between them is 
possible. This reflects the sight and 
sound separation requirement.

Some temporary hold exceptions to 
jail and lockup removal include: a 
6-hour grace period that allows adult 
jails and lockups to hold alleged delin-
quents in secure custody until other 

arrangements can be made (including 
6 hours before and after court ap-
pearances) and a 48-hour exception, 
exclusive of weekends and holidays, 
for rural facilities that meet statutory 
conditions.

Some jurisdictions have established 
juvenile detention centers that are 
collocated with adult jails or lockups.  
A collocated juvenile facility must 
meet specific criteria to establish that 
it is a separate and distinct facility.  
The regulations allow time-phased 
use of program areas in collocated 
facilities.

because they are in a state that consid-

ers all 17-year-olds (or all 16- and 

17-year-olds) as adults for purposes of 

criminal prosecution. 
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Between 1997 and 2009, while prison populations grew by 
23%, the number of prisoners younger than 18 fell 51%

Youth younger than 18 accounted 
for 1% of new court commitments 
to state adult prisons in 2009

Based on data from the Bureau of Jus-

tice Statistics’ National Corrections Re-

porting Program (NCRP), an estimat-

ed 2,800 new court commitments to 

state adult prison systems in 2009 in-

volved youth younger than age 18 at 

the time of admission. These youth ac-

counted for 0.9% of all new court 

commitments that year—down from a 

peak of 2.3% in 1996. While the num-

ber of youth younger than 18 in adult 

prisons decreased by an average of 10% 

each year from 1995 to 2004, the total 

prison population remained relatively 

constant. After a decade of decline, the 

number of youth in adult prisons in-

creased an average of 3% per year from 

2004 to 2009.

New admissions of youth 
younger than 18 is not a 
count of “juveniles in prison”

Many youth younger than 18 com-
mitted to state prisons are in states 
where original juvenile court juris-
diction ends when the youth turns 
age 16 or 17, so these committed 
youth were never candidates for 
processing in the juvenile justice 
system. It is also the case that 
some youth, whose crimes placed 
them under the original jurisdiction 
of a juvenile court and who were 
subsequently transferred to an adult 
court and sentenced to prison, en-
tered prison after their 18th birth-
day. Thus, “new court commitments 
that involved youth younger than 18 
at the time of admission” includes 
many youth whose criminal activity 
was always within the jurisdiction of 
the adult criminal justice system, 
while it misses prisoners whose 
law-violating behavior placed them 
initially within the juvenile justice 
system but who did not enter pris-
on until after their 18th birthday.

Prisons differ from jails

Jails are generally local correctional facilities used to incarcerate both persons 
detained pending adjudication and adjudicated/convicted offenders. Convicted 
inmates are usually misdemeanants sentenced to a year or less. Under certain 
circumstances, jails may hold juveniles awaiting juvenile court hearings. Pris-
ons are state or federal facilities used to incarcerate offenders convicted in 
criminal court; these convicted inmates are usually felons sentenced to more 
than a year.
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 In comparison, the number of overall new admissions to state prisons between 
1995 and 2009 remained relatively constant, with a slight overall increase.

Source: Authors’ analyses of  BJS’s National Corrections Reporting Program: Most Serious Offense of 

State Prisoners by Offense, Admission Type, Age, Sex, Race and Hispanic Origin for the years 1993–

2009 [machine-readable data files].

Between the 1995 peak and 2009, the number of new admissions of 
youth younger than 18 to state prisons dramatically decreased 57%
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Among youth newly admitted to 
state prisons in 2009, 7 in 10 had 
committed a violent offense 

Youth younger than 18 accounted for 

4.2% of all new court commitments to 

state prisons for robbery in 2009. 

Their proportions in other offense cat-

egories were smaller: homicide (2.1%), 

assault (1.6%), property offenses 

(0.6%), and weapons (0.9%). 

Compared with young adult inmates 

ages 18–24 at admission, new commit-

ments involving youth younger than 

18 had a greater proportion of violent 

offenses (primarily robbery and assault) 

and a smaller proportion of drug of-

fenses (notably, drug trafficking).

Offense profile of new admissions to state 
prisons, 2009:

Age at admission
Most serious 
offense

Younger 
than 18 18–24

All offenses 100% 100%

Violent offenses 71 38

Homicide 7 4

Sexual assault 

   (including rape) 4 5

Robbery 39 16

Assault 19 11

Property offenses 19 30

Burglary 14 15

Larceny-theft 2 5

Motor vehicle theft 1 3

Arson <1 <1

Drug offenses 3 21

Trafficking 1 11

Possession 1 6

Public order offenses 7 11

Weapons 5 6

Note: General offense categories include 

offenses not detailed.

Most youth younger than 18 newly ad-

mitted to prison in 2009 were male 

(87%). Whites accounted for 42% of 

new younger-than-18 admissions, 

blacks 39%, Hispanics 17%, and youth 

of other race/ethnicity 2%.
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 Since the 1997 peak, the population of state prison inmates younger than 18 
dropped 49% by 2009, while the population of those 18 and older grew 32%.

 In 2005, the 1-day count of youth younger than 18 held in state prisons reached its 
lowest point since at least 1985. From 2005 to 2009, the number increased 26%.

 In 2009, the 1-day count of prison inmates younger than 18 represented 0.2% of 
the total number of prisoners held that day.

Source: Authors’ analyses of Strom’s Profile of State Prisoners Under Age 18, 1985–97; Beck and Kar-

berg’s Prison and Jail Inmates at Midyear 2000; Sabol and Couture’s Prison Inmates at Midyear 2007; 

West and Sabol’s Prison Inmates at Midyear 2008—Statistical Tables; and West’s Prison Inmates at 

Midyear 2009—Statistical Tables.

Between 1993 and 2009, the 1-day count of state prison inmates age 18 
or older rose 71%, while the count for youth younger than 18 fell 41%
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