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 The 2009-2011 Multi-year Formula Grant Application of the State of Utah 
was prepared and submitted to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, Washington, D.C., in compliance with the requirement of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 2002, as amended, as a 
participating state and an application for JJDP funds.  As in prior years, the Utah 
Board of Juvenile Justice, in cooperation with other juvenile justice/corrections 
agencies, initiated planning for the Multi-year Grant Application. 
 
 The Three-year Comprehensive Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Plan describes the needs and problems associated with delinquency 
and its impact on the state’s juvenile justice/corrections system.  It proposes 
programs and activities designed to address those problems and needs. 
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UTAH’S THREE-YEAR PLAN 

Introduction 
 
 From the opening of the Territorial Reform School in 1889, Utah’s juvenile justice system has 
attempted to protect the public and to treat and rehabilitate delinquent youth.  While that mission still 
remains at the core of the juvenile justice system today, the system itself bears little resemblance to its 
century-old roots.  In fact, a mini-revolution of sorts has taken place in Utah over the past 30 years. 
 
 The Territorial Reform School, later known as the State Industrial School closed its doors in 1983.  In 
its place, the Division of Youth Corrections (created in 1981) opened regionalized facilities throughout 
the state.  The Division also took over nine of the ten county detention centers.  By 1990, Utah’s secure 
facility population reached its capacity of seventy youth. 
 
 Throughout the nineties, Utah constructed new facilities, closed outdated facilities, and even 
privatized two facilities.  The secure bed count capacity more that tripled during this period.  Work 
camps, day/night reporting centers, receiving centers, and other alternatives to detention were also 
implemented. 
 
 At the same time this ambitious investment in the system’s infrastructure was taking place, policy 
makers, the public and the press were examining the efficacy of the system and trying to redefine what 
appropriate justice for juvenile offenders is.  Swifter and surer punishment was the tone. 
 
 In 1997, new Sentencing Guidelines were developed and instituted to reduce delinquency through 
application of earlier and more intense sanctions.  The new guidelines provide a wide range of 
nonresidential interventions.  Lawmakers then invested $22 million to implement the guidelines by 
increasing the number of juvenile probation officers and by expanding non-secure alternatives.  
 
 Following these enhancements, Utah invested the majority of a one-time $2.8 million Juvenile 
Accountability Incentive Block Grant (JAIBG) for Phase I on the Juvenile Information System re-
engineering project.  The availability of subsequent JAIBG funds allowed Utah to complete the system, 
which is fingerprint and photograph capable and has enhanced accessibility. 
 
  Utah’s Three-Year Plan was developed to complement the strategies and programs of other state and 
federal grant programs such as JABG, Justice Assistance Grant, Residential Substance Abuse Treatment, 
Title V, and Utah’s Crime Prevention and Gang Mini-Grant programs.   Utah’s Three-Year Plan 
addresses the gaps in services and other areas of need.  Additionally, the plan takes into consideration the 
findings of the Utah Board of Juvenile Justice’s Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Committee. 
 
 With this plan, Utah has established a firm commitment to attain a balance between the legitimate 
needs of the community, the juvenile offender, and the victim. 
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1.  Structure and Function of Utah’s Juvenile Justice 

 
 Utah’s Juvenile Justice System is primarily a function of state government.  Local jurisdictional roles 
are primarily limited to law enforcement and prosecutorial services.  The Division of Child and Family 
Services (DCFS), Juvenile Court Probation and the Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS), for the 
most part, provide the care for Utah’s delinquent youth.  DCFS has day care and residential services for 
dependent and neglected children.  Juvenile Court Probation provides day treatment programs and 
supervision to youth offenders.  This population largely includes youth who are still in the homes of their 
parents or are in the custody of DCFS.   
 
   The Division of Juvenile Justice Services provides care for the majority of delinquent youth who 
require removal from the home.  Division programs range from community based programs to secure 
care. In addition, Juvenile Justice Services administers Utah’s receiving centers, youth service programs, 
locked detention, detention diversion programs, and residential work programs.  Collectively, the 
programs of the three agencies form a continuum of care that allows the Juvenile Court to give graded 
responses to delinquent youth in proportion to the severity of their behavior, according to their treatment 
needs and the safety of the community.   
 
 The continuum has evolved and certainly will continue to change in response to a variety of factors 
including resource availability, innovations in treatment and programming, community values, and 
changing demographics.  In addition, initiatives of the Utah State Legislature and juvenile justice partners 
have sought to enhance the continuum and have changed the manner in which programming is applied.  
 
 In 1997, the Utah State Legislature passed two bills that extended the sentencing authority of Juvenile 
Court Judges.  The first allows Judges to order youth found to have committed criminal offenses to a stay 
of up to 30 days in a locked detention facility or in a detention alternative program.  This modifies an 
earlier requirement that such detention or sentencing orders be made “to the Division of Youth 
Corrections” (previous name for JJS).  On receiving an order to Youth Corrections, Division staff 
previously had the prerogative of deciding where to place the sentenced youth.  With this change, the 
Juvenile Court assumes responsibility for placement of these youth.   
 
 A second bill extended the sanctions available for youth found in contempt of court.  Historically, 
sanctions affecting custody were only given at adjudication of new delinquent offenses.  This excluded 
hearings where the only charge was contempt of court.  The new legislation allows Juvenile Court Judges 
to sentence youth found in contempt to any sanction except a secure facility.  This includes short-term 
sanctions such as orders to detention and longer-term sanctions such as community alternative placement.  
 
 During the 2002 Utah Legislative session, oversight of youth service programs was transferred to the 
Division of Youth Corrections from DCFS.  This change resulted in the establishment of the Office of 
Early Intervention Services within the Division.  The new office has helped to solidify early intervention 
services as an integral part of the Division’s continuum of care.  The Division Youth Corrections changed 
its name to the Division Juvenile Justice Services to better reflect the full spectrum of services offered.  
Other legislation passed by the Utah State Legislature in the past several years is enhancing parts of the 
continuum and changing the manner in which programming is applied.   
  
  In these sections, the purpose, structure, and function of state and local juvenile justice/corrections 
agencies will be examined.  These agencies serve Utah’s 29 counties and more than 2 million citizens. 
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Juvenile Population at Risk 
 
 All juveniles 10 to 17 years old, living in Utah are the population “at risk” for delinquency and 
involvement in the juvenile justice system.  During FY 2008 this population numbered 332,920, a 1.6% 
increase from the number in FY 2007 (326,629).  The age group is expected to increase steadily and reach 
350,000 by 2010 (source: Utah State Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, 2006). 
 
 The majority of these youths (75%) live in four urban counties along the Wasatch Front (Weber, 
Davis, Salt Lake and Utah).  Another 10% live in three of the state’s fastest growing counties (Cache, 
Washington and Iron).  Based on an analysis of individuals who turned 18 during the 2007 calendar year, 
about 38% of Utah’s youths will have some contact with the juvenile justice system by age 18.  Nearly 4% 
will be found by the Juvenile Court to be victims of dependency, neglect, or abuse.  Over 29% will be 
charged with at least one offense and referred to the Juvenile Court.  In a substantial number of cases, 
involvement with the court will lead to in-home supervision by Juvenile Court Probation or transfer of 
custody from parents to the Division of Juvenile Justice Services or the Division of Child and Family 
Services.  
 
 The great majority of youths at risk (82.7%) were Caucasian.  Hispanics represented about 11.2% of 
the group; African Americans 1.2%; Native Americans 1.6%; Pacific Islanders 1.4% and Asian 
Americans collectively represented 1.7% (source:  Utah State Office of Education, fall enrollment in 
grades 5 through 10 for the 2004-2005 school year). 
 
Law Enforcement Agencies 
 
 There are 139 law enforcement agencies in the state of Utah, not including Parks and Recreation and 
Wildlife Resources, employing more than 4,567 full-time law enforcement officers.  Agencies have as 
few as one officer to a high of 425 in the Salt Lake City Police Department.  There is an average of 2.79 
officers per 1,000 people in Utah. 
 
 Law enforcement addresses youth delinquency and crime with varying strategies dependent upon 
available resources.  Larger agencies have youth officers assigned to deal exclusively with youth-related 
issues, such as child abuse and juvenile delinquency.  Agencies have also increasingly assigned police 
officers full-time and part-time in local schools.  These school resource officers patrol school grounds, 
investigate school crime, make referrals and teach law-related education courses. 
 
 Local law enforcement has also implemented prevention and diversion programs.  These programs 
are aimed at reducing truancy, enhancing accountability through the use of youth courts, and educating 
students about civic responsibility through law-related education courses. 
 
 The law enforcement community also plays a prominent role in prevention activities.  The Utah 
Council for Crime Prevention is responsible for McGruff House, the Coordinating agency for the 
D.A.R.E (Drug Abuse Resistance Education) program in Utah, the State Alliance Coordinator for 
Partnership for a Drug Free America, and the Regional Expansion Center for Youth Crime Watch in 
America.  Several agencies have also developed their own curricula that are taught in area schools to 
promote drug resistance and youth gang prevention. 
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Detention Facilities 
 
 Detention is the principal entry point for involvement with Utah’s juvenile justice system.  Youth 
typically find themselves in detention under the following circumstances:  (1) pending juvenile court 
adjudication, (2) waiting for transfer to another jurisdiction or agency, or (3) pending juvenile court 
adjudication; (3) on a short-term commitment to detention ordered by the juvenile court. Detention 
programs function within a rehabilitative framework to provide secure custody, adequate physical and 
emotional care, educational opportunities, and individual and group activities aimed at helping youths 
take responsibility for their offenses, and learn socially acceptable skills and ways of gaining satisfaction 
and self-esteem.   
 
 As an alternative to locked detention, appropriate youths may be placed on home detention.  Youths 
are often placed on home detention for the same reasons as those admitted to locked detention, but those 
allowed remaining in home detention pose less risk to themselves and others.  Home detention workers 
provide close supervision and effectively protect the community and control the youth without the 
negative consequences of removing the youth from home.   
 
 State law prescribes the use of detention facilities.  “No child shall be held in detention or shelter 
longer than 48 hours, excluding Sundays and holidays, unless an order for continued detention or shelter 
care has been made by the court….” (UCA § 78-3a-30).   
 
 State statute is also explicit in that children will not be housed with adults.  “Children under the age of 
18 years…shall not be confined in jails, lockups, or cells used for ordinary criminals or persons charged 
with a crime, except as provided by statute and in conformance with approved standards….” (UCA § 55-
11a-1). 
 
 An official in charge of a jail is required to immediately notify the Juvenile Court when a child who 
is, or appears to be, under eighteen years of age is received at the facility, and to transfer such the child to 
an approved detention facility unless the child is being held in jail by the Juvenile Court for criminal 
proceedings (UCA § 78-3a-31). 
 
 Utah law prescribes that juvenile offenders may only be held in an adult facility if the facility has 
been certified by JJS.  In addition, the juvenile offender may only be kept at the certified facility for a 
specific period of time. 
 
 Two county jails, Kane and Millard counties, have been certified to provide up to 6-hour temporary 
holds while arrangements are being made to release or transport youths to other facilities.  The jail 
facilities are licensed yearly by JJS.  Requirements include sight and sound separation between adults and 
juveniles, as well as continued supervision of detained juveniles.  Holding of status offenders or 
dependent juveniles is prohibited. 
  
 The Division provides funding through the OJJDP Title II Formula Grants to the local police agencies 
in these jurisdictions to transfer the youth to an appropriate facility.  For some jurisdictions, the closest 
facility is several hours away. 
 
 Nine local police facilities, including the Delta adult lockup facility, have been certified to provide up 
to a 2-hour hold while arrangements are made to release or transport youth to other facilities.  Regulations 
for 2-hour holding rooms are the same as those for 6-hour holding rooms. 
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Juvenile Court 
 

The Juvenile Court is an integral part of the judicial system in Utah and subject to the general 
supervision of the Utah Judicial Council.  The Juvenile Court is divided into eight districts and there are 
currently 28 judges and two court commissioners.  One of the purposes of the Juvenile Court is to 
“promote public safety and individual accountability by the imposition of appropriate sanctions on 
persons who have committed acts in violation of law [UCA 78-3a-102(5)(a)].  
 

The Juvenile Court has exclusive jurisdiction over youth under 18 years of age who violate any 
federal, state or municipal law or ordinance, and any child who is abused, neglected or dependent. The 
court has the power to determine child custody, support and visitations in some circumstances; to 
permanently terminate parental rights, and to authorize or require treatment for mentally ill or retarded 
children. The court may also place children in the custody or care of foster homes, group homes, special 
treatment centers, or secure institutions. The Court works closely with the Office of the Guardian ad 
Litem on cases involving abuse, neglect or dependency.  
 

The Court may also require children to pay fines or make restitution for damage or loss resulting from 
their delinquent acts. It also has jurisdiction over habitual truants, runaways and ungovernable youth if 
efforts by other social service agencies are not successful. 
 

In addition to the above duties, the Court has exclusive jurisdiction in traffic offenses involving 
minors related to automobile homicide, driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs, reckless driving, 
joy riding, and fleeing a police officer. It has concurrent jurisdiction with the District and Justice Courts 
over adults contributing to the delinquency and neglect of a minor. 
 

The Juvenile Court, unlike other state courts of record, administers a probation department. Probation 
officers prepare dispositional reports, supervise youth who have been placed on probation by the Court, 
conduct evaluations, and submit reports on the progress of each juvenile. In rural Utah, a probation officer 
may serve in two capacities: (1) in-take; and (2) supervision. In urban parts of the state, two different 
individuals perform these functions. 
 

The Intake Division receives referrals that are submitted to the Juvenile Court. Upon receipt of a 
referral, an intake officer will conduct a preliminary inquiry to determine whether it is in the best interest 
of the youth or the public to require the filing of a petition before the Juvenile Court. These are cases in 
which the youth will not require long-term probation supervision. In addition, intake officers may conduct 
voluntary short-term intervention (60 days).  
 
Court Districts  

When preparing a dispositional report and recommendation in a delinquency action, the probation 
department or other agency designated by the court must now consider the Juvenile Sentencing 
Guidelines that were adopted in 1997. Although the use of the guidelines by a juvenile court judge are 
completely discretionary, the guidelines are meant to communicate the standard sentence in a particular 
situation by having similarly situated offenders sentenced consistently. 

 
The guidelines take into consideration a juvenile’s past criminal episode history and the severity of 

the presenting episode. Based on these two factors, the sentencing matrix suggests a disposition from 
fines and community service up to secure placement. Aggravating and mitigating circumstances may 
dictate departure from the guidelines.  
 



As a member of the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, the Court accepts supervision of juveniles who 
move to Utah from another state (who were under court supervision before moving). In turn, the court 
often requests another state to supervise juveniles who move while still under court supervision in Utah.  
All appeals from the Juvenile Court are heard in the Utah Court of Appeals. 
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Division of Juvenile Justice Services 
 
The Division of Juvenile Justice Services is part of the Department of Human Services. The Division 

is responsible for operating Detention, Observation and Assessment, Receiving Center, Multi-use 
Facilities, Youth Services, Community Programs and Secure Facilities. 

 
A youth must first be committed to the Division by a juvenile court judge in order for the Division to 

have custody of the youth. By statute, youth between the ages of 12 and 18 may be placed in the custody 
of JJS. Youth placed in custody before their 18th birthday may be placed in Division programs until they 
are 21. Detention programs operated by the Division provide temporary secure custody for youth between 
the ages of 10 and 18.  

 
The Division was reorganized during FY 2001 to increase efficiency and provide better services to 

delinquent youths and community.  This was the agency’s first major organizational change since its 
creation in 1981. 
 
 The organizational change redefined the way in which services are administered.  In the past, a full 
range of residential and nonresidential correctional services were delivered through three regional offices.  
While this organization worked well in many ways, the regional organization sometimes led to 
differences in programming philosophy.  In addition, the original arrangement made it difficult to move 
resources quickly when needs arose. 
 
 Services are now distributed through the Office of Early Intervention Services, Community Programs, 
Correctional Facilities, and Rural Programs.  The reorganization was designed to improve the consistency 
and effectiveness of programming by (1) standardizing the development of treatment and correctional 
plans for individual youths, (2) standardizing programming strategies, (3) improving communications 
between related programs, and (4) facilitating transfer of resources and youths between similar programs. 
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The various programs and services provided by the Division of Juvenile Justice Services are detailed 
below. 
 
Case Management 
 Every youth placed in the custody of JJS has an assigned Case Manager.  Case Management 
services include monitoring and supervising you, and developing and implementing treatment plans.  
Case Managers act as liaisons between the youth, Juvenile Court, Youth Parole Authority, parents and JJS 
programs. Case Managers make recommendations to the Juvenile Court and Youth Parole Authority for 
treatment, placement and release. Further, Case Managers supervise youth while they are on parole, and 
can return a youth to secure care if the conditions of parole are not met.   

 
The Division provided services to an average of 1,109 youths in custody each day during FY 2008. 

This is about the same as the number for FY2006 and just below the average of 1,172 for FY07. The 
majority of these youths (74%) were cared for in a community placements, home placement, observation 
and assessment program, or trial placements. About 21% of the youths were in locked secure facilities or 
secure detention.  

 
During FY 2008, the Division’s 70 case managers provided services to an average of 16.5 youths 

each day.  
 

Community Programs 
In-home and out-of-home placements provide youth with increasingly structured supervision and 

intensive treatment in proportion to individual needs and risk to self and others. 
 
Community programs are a critical part of the Division’s continuum of care.  They are primarily 

provided to three different groups:  (1) youths committed to the Divisions for community placement and 
under continuing review of the Court, (2) youths paroled from secure facilities and under the continuing 
oversight of the Youth Parole Authority, and (3) youths on state supervision or on Juvenile Court 
probation who require temporary out-of-home placement. 

 
Juvenile Detention 

The Division is responsible for the operation of the state’s 11 detention facilities. These facilities 
provide temporary locked confinement for as many as 378 youth awaiting adjudication or placement and 
for youth ordered to Youth Corrections as a sentence or for contempt of court.  The average nightly bed 
count is 292.5 with the length of stay per admission being 9.1 days.  Detention facilities serviced 5,970 
different youths during FY 2008. 
 
Multiuse Facilities 
 Multiuse centers provide shelter, observation and assessment, receiving center and detention 
alternative services in addition to locked detention.  During FY 2008, multiuse facilities operated in six 
rural communities.   
 
Home Detention 

Youth may be confined at home as an alternative to secure detention if they are determined not to be a 
danger to themselves or their community. While in the program they receive supervision from Division 
staff and may leave home only to attend school and/or work.  Youths can go anywhere under the direct 
supervision of their parent.   
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Innovative Alternatives to Detention 
 A range of non-secure residential and nonresidential services and programs provide alternatives to 
secure detention. Alternatives are intended to provide more economical ways of controlling delinquent 
youth and to lessen the overcrowding in secure detention. The alternatives range from home detention to 
highly structured work camps. Programs provide levels of supervision commensurate with the needs of 
public safety while offering educational and vocational programs and opportunities to earn restitution 
credit and perform community service.   

 
Volunteer Programs 

The Division recognizes the great value that a strong volunteer program provides to delinquent 
youths.  Regional Volunteer Coordinators provide leadership, training and guidance to volunteers who 
offer a multitude of services to youths in the juvenile justice system.  Volunteers offer a variety of skills 
to enhance the experiences of youths in Division programs.  They provide opportunities for competency 
development by leading activities such as arts and crafts, recreation, homemaking, money management 
and personal development. Volunteers also provide treats and birthday cakes for youths in custody, make 
quilts for facility beds, serve as foster grandparents, and help youth find and keep jobs. 

 
Observation and Assessment or O&A 

Residential programs that provide up to 45 days of care for youth committed to the Division by the 
Juvenile Court for evaluation, assessment, and treatment planning. The programs provide intensive daily 
programming, supervised community stays, and make recommendations to the Juvenile Court regarding 
future dispositions and treatment.  

 
Receiving Centers 

Receiving Centers are non-secure programs run by or for the Division of Juvenile Justice Services, 
Division of Child and Family Services the Juvenile Court and local community resources.  A youth can 
be taken to the centers any time of the day or night.  Staff members immediately attempt to contact the 
youth’s parents or guardians.  They evaluate the youth’s immediate needs for security and care and make 
referrals for services.   

 
Day Programs 

Day Programs are non-secure community program that provides daily supervision of youth who have 
been ordered into JJS’s temporary custody. This option generally is reserved for youth with relatively 
minor offense histories.  These programs have been developed to help relieve crowded detention centers, 
hold offenders accountable and enhance public safety.    Youths receive (1) intensive daily supervision to 
protect the community, (2) skill building and interventions to create conditions for change, and (3) task 
assignments and work projects to enforce accountability by increasing awareness and repay victims and 
the community. 

 
Secure Facilities 

Long-term locked confinement typically reserved for the most serious and habitual offenders. Youth 
receive education and are required to confront their criminal thinking and antisocial behaviors in a 
rehabilitation effort while protecting the community. Secure programs provide individualized services 
designed to meet the youth’s criminogenic risk factors.  The overall goal is to successfully reintegrate the 
youth into the community. 

 
There are six secure facilities in Utah with 222 available beds.   
 

Work Camp 
Work camps are non-secure residential placement that primarily requires youth to engage in physical 

labor with the primary purpose of providing opportunities for youths to be accountable for their 



delinquent behavior.  The wages or service hours that youths earn are used to repay victims of and help 
repair harm done.   

 
There are 50 beds available in a single facility in Utah.  There were 232 youth served with an average 

daily population of 40.2 and an average length of stay of 63 days.  There were 61,943 work hours 
completed in FY 2008, which represents a return to the community of over $405,000. 
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Youth Parole Authority 
By law, all youth committed to secure care leave the jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court and come 

under the jurisdiction of the Youth Parole Authority. The Authority provides an objective hearing process 
for youthful offenders to ensure fairness to the juvenile and provide protection for the community.   

 
Authority members are citizens appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Utah Senate.  

Members represent the diversity of Utah’s population and speak on behalf of stakeholders across the 
State.  They provide an objective hearing process for youth committed to secure care, ensuring that the 
interests of the community and the needs of the juvenile are addressed. The Youth Parole Authority 
establishes the length of stay for each committed youth, monitors their progress within secure care, and 
determines when and under what expectations the youth may be paroled. The Youth Parole Authority also 
has statutory responsibility to review violations of the terms of parole status.  The Youth Parole Authority 
holds hearings on site at all six secure care facilities. 

 

 
 

  Court & Agencies’ Record Exchange (CARE) 
 
The CARE information system is Utah's juvenile justice database.  The full system, implemented on 

November 28, 2005, was the result of a joint effort by the Juvenile Court and the Division that began in 
1999. Working objectives for the project were to (1) design and create a useful case management system, 
(2) enhance communication and cooperation between agencies responsible for juvenile justice and child 
welfare in Utah, and (3) Allow for the sharing of case information in a user friendly and readily accessible 
digital environment. 
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CARE Modules currently in place include the (1) demographics module which manages personal 
characteristics of youths and their families, (2) services module which tracks residential and 
nonresidential services delivered to youths in Division and Probation care, (3) incidents module which 
documents delinquency charges, hearings, dispositions and other interactions between individual youths 
and the Juvenile Court, (4) calendaring module which organizes activities of individual youths, Juvenile 
Court Judges, and Juvenile Court Courtrooms, and (5) e-mail notification, which alerts workers attached 
to an individual youth about the youth’s new court hearings, dispositions, admission to detention, and 
application of new critical messages. 



 
CARE includes two additional modules of particular note. The assessment module, brought on line 

during FY 2002, was the first component to be completed. This function is used to collect, score, manage, 
and report on the results of user defined questionnaires and assessments. As intended, it has proved to be 
an invaluable resource for the Protective and Risk Assessment. The assessment module also has become 
critical for the Division’s Program Enhancement Process and currently includes more than 300 different 
data-collection tools. Assessments built with the module are being used to collect and manage 
information required by individual PEP models. An almost unlimited variety of information about 
individual youths can be collected including daily behavioral ratings, progress notes, work hours, and 
school performance. 
 

A second notable component of CARE is the Minutes Module. In production since FY 2003, this 
module has the capacity to collect minutes in real time during Juvenile Court and Youth Parole Authority 
hearings, post dispositions, and create electronic orders that become a part of a youth's electronic case 
file. The Juvenile Court and the Youth Parole Authority began using the module on a regular basis during 
FY 2004. 
 

The new CARE system has met its original objectives and now is an invaluable resource for workers 
at all levels of Utah's juvenile justice system. Features such as the assessment module, the minutes 
module and e-mail notification add many capabilities and functions never before available to juvenile 
justice workers. CARE development has continued to enhance the system in a number of ways including 
completion, during FY 2008, of an interface to the SAFE database operated by the Division of Child and 
Family Services. Ongoing efforts also include making the CARE system easier and faster to use. 
Continued development of the system is directed by a standing committee that includes representation 
from all participating agencies, including the Juvenile Court, the Division of Juvenile Justice Services, 
and the Division of Child and Family Services.  (Division of Juvenile Justice Services FY 2008 Annual 
Report) 
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System Flow 
 
This section examines the data of youth that move through Utah’s juvenile justice system. A flow 

chart developed by the Division of Juvenile Justice Services illustrates each point along the way. It should 
be noted that the data is not a complete measurement of delinquent behavior in Utah. Various diversion 
programs, lack of identification, and limited data collection in some areas affect the data. 

 
Law Enforcement Arrest, Diversion, and Referral 

Law enforcement officers have a great deal of discretion when it comes to whether a youth is arrested 
or referred to Juvenile Court. Factors such as community attitudes, local laws and ordinances, law 
enforcement practices and court intake policies can impact this decision making process. If the officer 
determines there is little reason or benefit to refer a youth to Juvenile Court, the juvenile is released to 
parents or other guardians or diverted to an alternative program. Examples of diversion programs include 
first-offender shoplifting programs and youth courts. Successful completion of these programs would 
negate a referral to Juvenile Court. Failure to complete the program could result in a referral to Juvenile 
Court for the original offense.  
 
Juvenile Justice System Flow  

Some youths suspected of being involved in delinquent acts or victims of neglect may not be referred 
to Juvenile Court because their offenses are not reported, they are not apprehended or there are sufficient 
services provided by other agencies within the community.  

 
In a sense, law enforcement are the gatekeepers of the systems, sending forward those they believe 

merit court action and holding back those that can be best served by other actions and programs. This 
discretion has been identified as an area where law enforcement could use additional training as identified 
in Utah’s DMC Plan. 
 
Locked Detention 

 
Locked Detention provides short-term locked confinement for delinquent youth awaiting adjudication, 

placement or serving a sentence as ordered by a Juvenile Court Judge.  Locked Detention is designed to 
provide short-term control of youth who pose an immediate danger to themselves or others.  Delinquent 
youth can only be held in Locked Detention if they meet the Statewide Detention Admission Guidelines 
or are ordered into detention by a Juvenile Court Judge.   
 
The Statewide Detention Admission Guidelines are an extensive list of “Holdable Offenses” which 
specifically outline the offenses that will admit a youth into detention, such as, auto theft, home burglary, 
assault, sale and use of drugs, armed robbery, and aggravated burglary.  Only the Juvenile Court can order 
a youth into Locked Detention.  Detention hearings are held within 48 hours of admission to a Detention 
facility.  The Judge uses the following criteria to make the decision: Is the youth a danger to himself or 
other? Is the youth at risk of not appearing in court when summoned? 
Youth who are ungovernable, runaways, out of control, neglected, abused, abandoned, truant, possessing 
or consuming alcohol, have committed suicide, or are under the age of 10 cannot be admitted to Locked 
Detention. 

 
The following data provided by the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice addresses the overall usage patterns 
of detention facilities in the state during FY 2008. 
 
 
 



Statewide Distribution of Detention Admissions 
 
 Statewide, there were 11,815 admissions to Utah’s locked detention programs during FY 2008. Shading 
and numbers in the map at top right represent the percentages of these admissions involving youths from 
Utah’s 29 counties. For example, 2.1% of admissions involved youths from Tooele County.  

 
Salt Lake County, the 

state’s most populous 
county, had the largest 
total, accounting for 
nearly 31.4% of all 
admissions.  At the other 
extreme, no youths were 
admitted to detention 
from Daggett County or 
Rich County. 

 
Rural counties served 

by the Office of Rural 
Programs contributed 
more than 30% of all 
admissions. These 
counties are home to just 
less than 20% of Utah’s 
10 to 17 year olds.  

 
 Urban counties (Salt 

Lake, Davis, Weber, and 
Utah) accounted for just 
over 62.7% of all 
detention admissions. 
These counties are home 
to over 75% of the state’s 
10 to 17 year olds. 

 
Out-of-state youths 

account for 2.0 of 
admissions. 
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Rates of Admission in Utah Counties 
 

The map below represents the rates of admission to locked detention for each of Utah’s 29 counties. 
Shading and numbers indicate the number of admissions for each 100 youths age 10 to 17. Fore example, 
there were 5.2 admissions for every 100 10 to 17 year old youths in Cache County.  

 
Statewide, there 

were 3.4 admissions 
to locked detention 
for each 100 youths.   

 
Rates of detention 

admission were 
highest in Carbon 
(18.3) and Grand 
(13.0) Counties.  

 
Salt Lake County, 

the state’s most 
populous county, had 
an admission rate of 
3.1 per 100 youths at 
risk.   

 
Rural counties 

had a rate of 5.3 
admissions per 100 
youths; urban 
counties (Salt Lake, 
Davis, Weber, and 
Utah) had a rate of 3.0 
admissions per 100 
youths.  Overall, 
youths living in 
counties with 
detention centers were 
less likely to be 
admitted to a facility 
than were youths 
from counties that did 
not have a detention 
center. 
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Juvenile Court 
 

Along the juvenile justice system continuum there are various decision-making points. The one point 
where a wide range of action can take place is at the Juvenile Court.  Intake officers have several non-
judicial options at their disposal. The juvenile may simply be counseled and warned, or the juvenile may 
receive a financial penalty, community service hours, restitution payments, or other sanctions all arranged 
as part of a non-judicial consent agreement by the intake officer. 

 
There is also a range of dispositional alternatives for charges found true.  These include (1) levying 

fines, (2) ordering payment of restitution to victims, (3) placing the offender on probation or under state 
supervision of the Juvenile Court and (4) placing the youth in the custody of the Division. Traditionally, 
granting custody to the Division has been reserved for the most serious or chronic offenders. 

 
Their severity and their object typically categorize juvenile offenses.  Felony-type offenses are the 

most serious, followed by misdemeanor-type offenses and infractions.  A final type of violation, juvenile 
status offense, is offenses that would not be crimes if committed by an adult.  Felony- and misdemeanor-
type offenses are distinguished further by their apparent object: person offenses include assault, robbery, 
and extortion; property offenses include arson, forgery, and car theft; public order offenses include illegal 
drug use or distribution, gambling, and disorderly conduct.  Values over 10 are rounded to the nearest 
whole number.  

 
Multi-Use Facilities 

Multi-use facilities were designed to combine full-service, locked detention beds with unlocked 
shelter beds to meet the unique needs of Utah's rural areas.  During FY 2008, the Division of Juvenile 
Justice Services operated six multiuse facilities in rural communities: 1) Split Mountain Youth Center in 
Vernal; 2) Central Utah Youth Center in Richfield; 3) Canyonlands Youth Center in Blanding; 4) Cache 
Valley Youth Center in Logan; 5) Castle Country Youth center in Price; 6) Washington County Youth 
Crisis Center in St. George. 

 
Collectively, the multiuse facilities provide 122 beds of locked detention (including 32 detention beds 

at the Dixie Area Detention) and 70 non secure beds. Non secure beds may be used for a variety of 
residential programs including observation and assessment, shelter, and youth services. Centers also have 
programming space for education, receiving center functions, work programs, and youth services. 

 
During FY 2008, detention average nightly bed count did not exceed overall capacity. Overall use of 

locked detention beds from July of FY 2006 through September of FY 2009 is presented below, left.  Use 
of non-secure beds during FY 2008 averaged 26.4 youths in residence.  This total includes an average of 
seven youths per night in shelter programs and an average of 15.7 youths in observation and assessment 
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Receiving Centers 
Youth typically enter Utah’s juvenile justice system when arrested and charged with an offense.  A 

local police officer, county deputy sheriff, or a member of the highway patrol usually makes the arrest.  
Historically, these peace officers have faced a major dilemma when apprehending a youth.  If the youth is 
accused of a serious offense, which falls within the guidelines for admission to secure detention, the youth 
may be taken to one of the Division’s secure detention facilities.  However, when guidelines are not met, 
officers often struggle to find a responsible adult to take custody of the youth or to find a suitable 
placement.  The officers may not have the means or the time to contact the youth’s parents and may have 
difficulty finding appropriate services for youth requiring immediate care.  All too often this results in 
intense frustration, wasted time, and missed opportunities for everyone concerned.  The youth in question 
misses a chance to receive help and is exposed to an inefficient system.  The arresting officer must devote 
inordinate amounts of time away from other duties critical to public safety. 

 
In order to minimize such difficulties, receiving centers provide a location for local law enforcement 

to take youth after arrest for status offenses or delinquent acts that do not meet the Detention Admission 
Guidelines.  Youth may be taken to one of the centers any time of the day or night.  Center staff 
immediately attempts to contact the youth’s parents or guardians.  They evaluate the youth’s immediate 
needs for security and treatment and make referrals for services.  A number of types of referrals are 
available including: crisis intervention for youth and parents, referral to youth service centers or detention 
programs, contact with protective services, appointments with mental health agencies, law enforcement 
agencies, and school counselors. 

 
Receiving Centers are often co-located with or are extensions of Youth Services Centers; they are 

generally the entry point and assessment center for youth entering Youth Services through law 
enforcement. The programs are built on a unique partnership between the Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services, the Division of Child and Family Services, law enforcement, the Juvenile Court, and local 
community resources.  Services are offered at no charge. 
 

During FY 2008, 12 receiving centers were open for service across the state.  The Office of Early 
Intervention Services operates 5 centers; the Office of Rural Programs operates seven centers.  During FY 
2008 4,829 youths were admitted.  About 55% were boys and 45% were girls.  Reasons for referral 
ranged from truancy to serious delinquent offenses.  Length of stay varied depending on circumstances, 
but typically was under two hours.  In most cases, youth were released to their parents or guardians.  
However, substantial numbers were released to shelters or Youth Services Centers and secure detention 
centers.  Based on findings or need, referrals were made to other agencies including: Juvenile Court, 
Division of Child and Family Services, substance abuse agencies and mental health agencies. 

 
Diversion Programs 

The office of Early Intervention Services operates three diversion programs along the Wasatch Front.  
Rural programs operate diversion programs through multiuse facilities located in rural counties as noted 
above. These programs have been developed to provide cost effective and safe interventions to help 
relieve crowded detention centers hold offenders accountable and enhance public safety.  The programs 
are the Davis Area Youth Center, which serves Weber and Davis Counties; Salt Lake Alternatives, which 
serves Salt Lake, Tooele, and Summit Counties; and Lightning Peak, which serves Utah County.  Each 
program provides three major programming components: home detention, day treatment, and state 
supervision. 
 

The Statewide average nightly count of diversion program participants dropped from a yearly average 
of 147 per day in FY 2006 to 144 in FY 2007 and 131 in FY 2008.  The number of different youths 
serviced dropped by about 6%, falling from 1,542 in FY 2006 to 1,454 in FY 2008. The average length of 
stay was 29.7 days in FY 2008. 



 21

 
Community Based Alternatives to Incarceration 

Community programs are a critical part of the Division’s continuum of care, for appropriate youths, 
these services provide opportunities for cost-effective care in a community setting.  Community programs 
are primarily provided to three different groups of youths: (1) youths committed to the Division for 
community placement and under the continuing review of the Juvenile Court, (2) youths who have been 
paroled from secure facilities and transitioning back to the community under the continuing oversight of 
the Youth Parole Authority, and (3) youths on state supervision or on Juvenile Court probation who 
require temporary out-of-home placement. Programs at all levels focus on the three elements of the 
Balanced Approach to Restorative Justice: (1) public protection, (2) accountability, and (3) competency 
development.  Further, all programs seek to move a youth to progressively less structured placements, as 
warranted by the youth’s behavior, until the juvenile can be returned safely to the community without 
supervision.  

 
Observation and Assessment 

 Observation and Assessment (O&A) centers provide a 45-day residential program that includes 
comprehensive evaluation and treatment planning. Youths receive extensive psychological, behavioral, 
social, educational, and physical assessments to identify their needs for meeting the three objectives of the 
Balanced and Restorative Justice Model (BARJ); namely, competency development, community 
protection, and accountability.  Information collected from the process forms the basis for 
recommendations made to the Juvenile Court. The analysis also helps case managers develop appropriate 
correctional plans.  Youth attend school while in O&A.  Work finished in O&A classrooms is credited to 
a youth’s regular academic record.   

 
An increasingly important function of O&A programming is holding youths accountable for their 

delinquent behavior.  O&A centers have actively developed opportunities for youths to meet their court-
ordered obligations to perform community service and make restitution to victims.  Recent work projects 
included painting houses and shoveling snow for the elderly, cleaning roads, helping with mailings for 
various community agencies, and making toys for underprivileged children.  Projects such as these 
represent opportunities for the youths to learn good work habits, find satisfaction in positive social 
activities, and acknowledge their responsibility for the damage they have done to victims and the 
community. 

 
The Office of Rural Programs also provided O&A services through its multi-use facilities in Logan, 

Vernal, Price, Richfield, and St. George. This arrangement has helped the Division provide additional 
O&A services while keeping youths close to their families, schools, and other community members who 
must play critical roles in the youths' rehabilitation and future progress.  

 
When youth leave O&A a multi-disciplinary team makes placement recommendations.  The 

recommendations are based on the youth’s evaluation, mental health issues, family situation, specific 
needs, offense history, severity of offenses, community safety, restitution and other treatment 
considerations.  Placement options include home, wilderness, work programs, proctor placements, group 
homes, and secure care.  Based on recommendations from O&A staff, the Judge decides a youth’s 
placement. 

 
Secure Facilities 

Secure facilities are designed for the long-term secure confinement of the most seriously delinquent 
youth.  Programs emphasize secure, humane, progressive, and quality treatment.  Confined youth are held 
accountable for their delinquent acts by confronting criminal thinking and antisocial behavior, and by 
emphasizing accountability to victims through restitution programming.  Competency development is 
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addressed through counseling groups focusing on many areas including the impact of delinquent behavior 
on victims, drug and alcohol treatment, social skills development, and transition back into the community.  
Individualized education programs are also provided while youth are in a secure care facility. 

 
The Division directly operates five secure facilities including Decker Lake Youth Center in West 

Valley City, Wasatch Youth Center in Salt Lake City, Mill Creek Youth Center in Ogden, Southwest 
Utah Youth Center in Cedar City, and the Slate Canyon Youth Center in Provo.  The Division also 
obtains secure care through a contract with a private provider at the Farmington Youth Bay Center in 
Farmington. 



SYSTEM FLOW CHART  
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2. ANALYSIS OF JUVENILE CRIME PROBLEMS &  
JUVENILE JUSTTICE NEEDS

 
Population At-Risk 
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As of 2000, Utah’s total population numbered 2,233,169.  Twenty-three percent of the population was 
5 to 17 years old.  Utah’s population of at-risk youth (10-17 years old) increased from 326,629 in 2007 to 

332,920 2008.  This increase of 
1.9% continues the trend of 
steady growth in the at-risk 
population beginning in 2003.  
Projections made by the Utah 
State Governor's Office of 
Planning and Budget predict the 
at-risk population will number 
more than 350,000 by 2010.  

 
The percentage of youth 

at- risk varies one percent or less 
across all ages between 10 and 
17 years.  Boys comprise 51% of 
this population.  Enrollment data 
for these ages from the Utah 
State Office of Education shows 
most youth are Caucasian 
(82.7%) followed by Hispanic 
(11.2%); Native Americans 
(1.6%); Pacific Islanders (1.4%); 
Asian Americans 1.7%; and 
African American (1.2%).   

 
Using an analysis of 

youth who turned 18 in 2007, 
Utah's Division of Juvenile 
Justice Services (JJS Annual 
Report, 2008) predicts 
approximately 38% of at- risk 
youth will be involved with the 
juvenile justice system.  Of these 
youths, 4% will be involved as 
victims of dependency, neglect, 
or abuse.  Approximately 29% 
will be charged with some type 
of delinquent offense. 
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Involvement with the Juvenile Court  
1 in 4 youths will be found to have committed one or more felony- or misdemeanor-type 
offenses: 
1 in 17 will be found to have committed one or more offenses against another person. 
1 in 6 will be found to have committed one or more offenses against property. 
1 in 6 will be found to have committed one or more offenses against public order. 

 
Involvement in Juvenile Justice Services 

1 in 11 will spend time in secure detention. 
1 in 21 will be placed on probation with the Juvenile Court. 
1 in 22 will be committed to the custody of the Division of Child and Family Services' custody or 
supervision. 
1 in 40 will be committed to Division of Juvenile Justice Services' custody: 
1 in 76 will be committed to community placement. 
1 in 62 will be committed to observation and assessment. 
1 in 299 will be committed to a secure facility. 

 
A relatively small proportion of all youths (6.6%) will be responsible for the majority of identified 

youth crime (63%). 
 

Self-reported Antisocial Behavior  
 Most common behaviors 

Based upon the 2007 SHARP survey, the most frequently reported antisocial behaviors are 
attacking someone with the idea of seriously hurting them (8.8%), being suspended from school within 
the last 12 months (7.3%), being drunk or high at school within the last 12 months (6.9%), and binge 
drinking within the past two weeks (6.9%). 
  
Over time 

In general, self-reported antisocial behavior rates showed little to no change since the 2005 
survey. Some significant changes did occur in the rates of 12th graders whose self-reported rate of being 
drunk or high at school within the last 12 months declined by 1.6% since the 2005 survey. Changes since 
the 2003 survey have occurred in the percentage of youth reporting being drunk or high at school 
(decrease of 2.2%), stealing a vehicle (decrease of 1.0%), and being arrested (decrease of 1.5%). 
 
 Developmental course 

Many antisocial behaviors do not increase with age. For example, the percentage of youth 
reporting a school suspension within the last 12 months peaks in eighth grade at 10.6%. The reported rate 
of stealing a vehicle and being arrested peak in the10th grade (2.5% and 5.4% respectively). However, 
antisocial behaviors related to alcohol and other drugs increase with age. Rates of binge drinking (11.7%), 
regular cigarettes use (1.2%), being drunk or high at school (10.8%), and selling illegal drugs (4.3%) is 
highest in the 12th grade. 
 
Gender differences 

Boys report higher rates of antisocial behavior than girls. The largest differences are reported in the 
rates of being suspended from school (10.7% for males compared to 4.1% for females) and selling illegal 
drugs (3.2% for males compared to 1.7% for females). Differences between genders in reported antisocial 
behavior increases with age. 



Violent antisocial behaviors 
 As reported previously, the most common self-reported antisocial behavior is attacking someone 

with the idea of seriously hurting them. Within the last 12 months 8.8% of youth reported this behavior 
and 11.9% reported this behavior within their lifetime. The rate of youth reporting attacking someone is 
highest in the 8th and 10th grades (10.5% and 14.9% respectively). As might be expected, the highest 
percentage of youth who report not feeling safe at school is in the 8th grade (16.5%).   On the 2007 Youth  

 
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), the number of youth reporting that they did not go to school because they 
felt unsafe either at school or on their way to or from school on at least one day during the 30 days prior 
to the survey administration was equal to that of the average for other states (5.4% versus 5.5% 
respectively). 

 
Since the 2005 survey, the rate of both lifetime and past year rate of attacking someone to harm them 

decreased for youth in the sixth grade (1.9% and 1.1% respectively).   In addition, the percentage of youth 
who do not feel safe at school decreased by 1.1% across all grades.   The percentage of you who believe it 
is acceptable to "beat someone up" if the other person starts a fight also decreased by 1.5%. 

 
Handguns and weapons 

On the YRBS, Utah students report rates of carrying a weapon (defined as a gun, knife, or club on at 
least one day during the 30 days before the survey) at rates which put them at equal risk to the average for 
all states (17.1% versus 18.0%).   A much lower percentage of youth reports carrying a handgun (4.3) or 
taking a handgun to school within the last 12 months (0.4%).   The percentage of youth within the 12th 
grade who report that they carried a handgun in their lifetime increased 1.2% from the 2005 to 2007 
surveys (4.5% versus 5.7% respectively).  In addition to youth reporting actually carrying a handgun, 
1.1% more believe they would be seen as "cool" if they carried a handgun (from 2.4% in 2005 to 3.5% in 
2007).  The perceived availability of handguns increased for youth in the 6th, 10th, and 12th grades 
during the same time (an increase of 1.5% for 6th grade, 2.1% for 10th grade, and 1.2% for 12th grade).  
In contrast to this trend, 1.5% to 2.6% fewer youth in 8th, 10th, and 12th grade believed they would not 
be caught by either their parents or the police if they carried a handgun.  This decrease it is even larger 
when compared to the 2003 survey. Since that time, the rate of youth believing they wouldn't be caught 
for carrying a handgun has decreased by 0.8% to 7.8% across all grades. 
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Gambling 
The 2007 SHARP survey included questions regarding gambling for money or possessions within the 

last 12 months.  Averaged across all grades, 46.2% of youth report gambling within the previous 12 
months.  Rates peaked in the eighth and tenth grades across most gambling activities. 

 
Gang Activity 

   
 Prior to the 1990’s, street gangs 
were few in number and posed little 
threat to the community.  By 1990, 
there were 75 documented gangs in 
Salt Lake County and 890 
documented gang members.  These
gangs were responsible for 3
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oth adult and juvenile gang 
mem ers.  Between 2003 and 2007, non-graffiti gang related crimes declined 31.1% (1538 versus 1060).  

eas of the state perceive an increase 
in gang activity due to gang members migrating from urban areas.   

h 

ctors is 
up, this finding suggests gang issues may be a significant 

roblem for the state of Utah. 

Referral to the Juvenile Court 

 
g decline in the overall arrest rate for 

index crimes over the past 10 years in Utah (adult and juvenile). 

lt, 25th for 
burglary, 19th for motor vehicle theft, 14th for simple assault, and 11th for weapons violations. 

 

is similar to national rates.  Boys are more likely to be referred for felonies and girls 
for status offenses. 

 lower rate than males (23% versus 34%).  Data for multiple years is not available 
yet for this measure. 

 Delinquency referrals Percentage  
0 

h) 

page, the number of gang members identified by law enforcement officials declined 47.3% between 2000 
and 2007 (4226 versus 2227 members respectively).  This number includes b

b
 
Some law enforcement authorities report that the nature of gang activity has changed over the last 

three years to be more organized and oriented towards serious “business” type crimes such as high 
volume drug trafficking.  Rural law-enforcement agencies in some ar

  
The most reliable source of gang activity is the SHARP survey.  Based upon survey results for 2007, 

3.8% to 5.9% of Utah youth are at-risk due to gang involvement.  Although the percentage of Utah yout
who report gain involvement is low, it is similar to the rate found in the eight-state comparison group.  
Given that the average for Utah youth on most other antisocial behaviors and risk and protective fa
far below the eight-state comparison gro
p
 

 
Utah, like many parts of the country, documented a steady decline in its juvenile crime rate 

throughout the 1990s and from 2000-2005.  Since 2005 the rate of juvenile crime has continued to 
decrease.  According to the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book, between 2005 and 2007 the violent crime 
index has declined 14.2%, property crime index 14.3%, drug abuse arrest rate 2.3%, and weapons arrest
rate 13.6%.  The decline in juvenile arrest follows a correspondin

 
Despite declining rates of juvenile crime, Utah’s juvenile arrest rate, as of 2004, was the fourth 

highest based upon data compiled in the SMART system.  The higher juvenile arrest rate stands in 
contrast to self-reported rates of antisocial behavior.  Utah was second in the nation in the number of 
arrests for property crime and larceny theft.  A total of 2,201 youth were arrested for property crimes and 
1,938 for larceny theft.  Regarding other arrest rates, Utah stands in comparison to other states as follows: 
25th in arrests for violent crime, 8th for forcible rape, 27th for robbery, 26th for aggravated assau

 
Referrals to the juvenile court in 2007 (the last year for which complete data is available) are listed in

the table below by each offense category.  Seventy percent of the referrals were for boys and 30 percent 
for girls.  This ratio 

 
The rate of re-offense for youth referred to the juvenile court during this same time period was 31%.  

Females reoffend at a

 
Per Capita
(per 100
yout

Felony 7% 9.3 
Misdemeanor  54% 69.1
Contempt 15% n/a 
Status 17%  21.2
Infraction 4% 5.6 
Traffic 3% 4.0 



Juvenile Arrest Totals     
Crime Category 2004 2007 
Murder and No negligent 
Manslaughter 

6 2 

Manslaughter by Negligence 0 1 
Forcible Rape 92 102 
Robbery 63 75 
Aggravated Assault 306 244 
Burglary 435 403 
Larceny- Theft 5,713 5,538 
Motor Vehicle Theft 258 267 
Simple Assault 2,305 2,294 
Arson 82 97 
Part I Crime Arrests 9,260 9,023 
Forgery and Counterfeiting 72 34 
Fraud 70 73 
Embezzlement 0 2 
Stolen Property Offenses 170 168 
Vandalism 1,644 2,054 
Weapons Offenses 426 426 
Prostitution 7 6 
Sex Offense (not rape, prostitution) 284 183 
Drug Sale or Manufacturing Arrests     
Sale/Opium 21 7 
Sale/Marijuana 64 66 
Sale/Synthetic Narcotics 18 11 
Sale/Other 40 70 
Drug Possession Arrests     
Possess/Opium 38 41 
Possess/Marijuana 1,005 996 
Possess/Synthetic Narcotics 35 22 
Posses/Other 293 462 
Offenses Against Family and 
Children 

48 127 

Driving Under the Influence 184 136 
Liquor Laws 2,821 3,093 
Drunkenness 172 240 
Disorderly Conduct 2,549 2,390 
Vagrancy 213 2,016 
All Other Offenses (Not Traffic) 6,412 7,241 
Curfew and Loitering Law Violations 1,545 2,236 
Run-Aways 725 709 
Part 2 Crime Arrests 18,857 21,011 
Grand Totals 28,117 30,034 
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Division of Juvenile Justice Services 
Detention 

 
The average nightly bed count and length of stay in a 

locked detention facility has risen in the past several 
years during a period when self-reported and official 
measures of juvenile crime continue to hold steady or 
decrease.  During 2008, there were 11,815 admissions to 
Utah's eleven detention facilities.  The average nightly 
bed count was 292.5 youth.  The nightly bed count has 
risen 1.8% since FY 2006 (from 287 per night).  Along 
with an increasing bed count, the length of stay has risen 
from 8.7 days in FY 2006 to 9.1 days in FY 2008.  
Although the bed count has risen, the number of 
different youth served has declined 2.3% during the 
same time period (from 6,109 youth in FY 2006 to 5,970 
in FY 2008).  All but two facilities were overcapacity 
some nights during FY 2008 (ranging from 8.5% to 
66.9%).  According to the Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services, overcrowding for boys is considerably higher 
than for girls.  The rate of detention admissions is 3.4% 
statewide for every 100 youths. This rate varies widely 
throughout the state from a high of 13.0 per 100 youth in 
Grand County to zero in Rich and Daggett Counties. 
Rural counties use detention at a higher rate than urban 
counties (5.3 versus 3.0). 

 
The majority of admissions to a detention facility 

were for orders to detention and warrants or 
administrative holds (61.4%) followed by delinquent 
offenses (22.4%), and waiting for placement to another 
facility (9.0%).  Most youth admitted to a detention 
facility had at least one previous admission (71.2%) and 
had prior involvement with either the juvenile court 
(46%) or the Division of Child and Family Services 
(19%).  Admitted youth had on average 4.5 prior 
convictions.  The percentage of girls in a locked 
detention facility declined 4% between FY 2006 and FY 
2008 (28% to 24%).  Minority youth comprised 44% of 
all admissions.  This rate is 3.6 times higher than the rate 
for Black youths in the general population and 2.6 times 
higher than the rate of Hispanics.  Asian Americans were 
not overrepresented. 

 
Observation and Assessment 

As with detention, the average daily bed count and 
length of stay in an observation and assessment center 
rose slightly from FY 2006 to FY 2008.  The average 
nightly bed count in FY 2006 was 70 and in FY 2008 
was 73.  Average length of stay increased two days 



during the same time (41 to43 days).  Most observation and assessment centers were not over-
capacity during FY 2008 with the exception of the facility located in Ogden, Utah. 

 
Youth admitted to an observation and assessment 

center had 5.8 prior convictions representing a slight 
increase from the previous year (5.6).  Over the past 10 
years the overall number of prior offenses has decreased 
by nearly 33%.  Almost all of these youth had a previous 
detention stay, 12% had been placed outside the home, and 
24% had received home detention.  Over 57% had either 
received previous services from the juvenile court or the 
Division of Child and Family Services.  The percentage of 
girls admitted to an observation and assessment facility 
declined 7% from FY 2006 to FY 2008 (32% to 25%).  
However the total number of females has increased from 
8% in the past 10 years (18% in FY 1999).  As with 
detention, the percentage of minority admissions was 
higher than in the general population (4.3 times for Blacks, 
2.3 times for Hispanics, and 2.2 times for Native 
Americans).  The proportion of minority admissions has 
risen 12% over the past 10 years (29% in FY 1999 to 41% 
in FY 2008). 

 
Community Placement 

In contrast to detention and observation assessment, 
the average nightly count of youths in out of home 
placements decreased by 4.8% between FY 2006 and FY 
2008 (from 609 to 580).  The average number of youth 
receiving nonresidential community services also 
decreased 14.2% during the same time period (from 141 to 
121).  These rates have declined for the past 10 years. 

 
Youth admitted to a community placement had an 

average of 8.7 prior convictions.  The number of prior 
offenses has declined over the past 10 years (from 11.4 in 
FY 1999).  This reduction was largely due to a reduction in 
the number of misdemeanors.  The number of prior felony 
convictions remained relatively constant.  Nearly all of the 
youth had been previously admitted to a locked detention 
facility (99%) and 90% had received a previous out of 
home placement.  Most youth (79%) had received previous 
services from either the juvenile court or the Division of 
Child and Family Services.  The number of girls admitted 
to community placement declined 3% from FY 2006 to FY 
2008 (18% to 15%). The current rate of admission for girls 
is equal to that of FY 1999.  Minority youth accounted for 
39% of the total admissions versus 17% in the general 
youth population.  The proportion of minority youths 
served in a community placement has increased during the 
past 10 years by 9% (FY 1999 30%). 
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Secure Facilities 
 

The average daily bed count increased by 11.2% 
from FY 2006 to FY 2008 (175 to 197 youth).  Although 
the daily bed count increased, the number is below the 
222 bed capacity.  The secure facility in Salt Lake 
County was the only facility to be overcapacity during 
FY 2008.   

 
Youth admitted to secure facilities had an average of 

11.7 prior convictions.  Approximately 44% of these 
youth had a conviction for life endangering felonies.  
The total number of convictions has declined 32% over 
the past 10 years (FY 2009).  Nearly all youth had been 
previously admitted to a locked detention facility and 
had received services from either the juvenile court or 
Division of Child and Family Services (77%).The 
proportion of girls receiving a secure facilities sanction 
declined 4% from FY 2007 to FY 2008 (from 13% to 
9%).  The proportion of minority youth in secure care 
facilities was almost 50%.  This is a 5% increase over 
FY 2007 and a 14% increase since FY 1999. 



Substance Use 
 
Lifetime Usage 
 

Youth in Utah report trying alcohol, tobacco and other drugs at a significantly lower rate than in the 
national sample represented by the Monitoring the Future (MTF) comparison group.  For example, the 
number of youth reporting ever having tried alcohol is 17.3% less for eighth graders and 34.5% less for 
12th- graders in comparison to the national sample.  An exception to this trend is the use of steroids and 
heroin.  Youth in Utah report a slightly lower but statistically insignificant difference in ever having tried 
these two substances in comparison to the national sample.  The number of students reported ever having 
tried several different substances has decreased since 2005.  Specifically, across all grades surveyed, 
lifetime alcohol use decreased 1.0% to 1.8%; marijuana use decreased 1.2% to 3.3%, inhalant use 
decreased 2.8% to 3.5%. 

 
30-Day Usage 
Similar to the number of Utah 

youth reporting ever having used 
alcohol, tobacco or other drugs, the 
number of youth reporting using 
substances in the 30 days prior to 
when the survey was administered 
is significantly lower than the MTF 
national sample.  For example use 
of alcohol in the past month ranges 

from 8.5% less to 26.3% less across the grades surveyed.  Cigarette use ranges from 6.4% to 14.5% less 
than the national sample; marijuana use from 4.1% to 10.9% less.  An important exception to this trend is 
the rate of inhale and use.  Utah youth report higher rates of inhalant use for all grades, except the 12th, 

Change in 30 day substance use from 2003 to 2007 
Substance Grade Change from 2005 Change from 2003 
Inhalants 8th decreased 2.0%  
Sedatives 10th decreased 1.7%  
Alcohol 12th decreased 1.5% decreased 2.1% 
Marijuana 12th decreased 2.1% decreased 2.6% 
Sedatives 12th decreased 1.3% decreased 4.1% 
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than youth in the MTF sample.  Gender differences in 30 days usage is small.  Rates of use for boys and 
girls are within two percent across all substances. 

 
In general, use of substances in the past 30 days has not decreased since the 2005 survey.  Rates of 

use of specific substances in individual grades have decreased as shown in the table above.  In contrast to 
self-reported rates, juvenile court statistics for alcohol referrals show an increase from 2002 to 2007 
(5,065 to 5,633). 

 
Age of initiation 

Of the Utah youth who report 
using substances, cigarettes are the 
most commonly used before trying 
other drugs.  The average age at 
first use is 12.6 years on average.  
The first use of alcohol occurs at 
13.0 years with regular use 
beginning 1.5 years later.  
Marijuana use began on average at 
14.0 years.  The age of initiation 
across all substances has remained 

unchanged from 2003. 
 

Usage rates as age increases 
The number of students reporting ever having used and having used within the last 30 days increases 

with age.  An exception to this trend is inhalant use which peaks in the eighth grade.  In line with self-
reported usage, the number of alcohol related offenses to the juvenile court increases with age (see chart 
below). 

 
Prescription drug abuse 

In 2007, the SHARP 
survey included a new 
question asking about 
prescription narcotic use.  The 
30 day usage rates for 
prescription narcotics 
statewide were 1.7 (0.1% in 
6th grade, 0.8% in 8th grade, 
2.4% in 10th grade and 3.4% 
in 12th grade).  For both 
adults and youth, the Divis
of Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health reports a 40% 
increase in admissions for 
prescription drug abuse (5.
in 2006 27.0% in 2008).  In 
addition, Utah was the fourth
highest state in the nat
individuals over 12 years of 

age in rates of nonmedical use of pain relievers. 

ion 

0% 

 
ion for 
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Heavy use and dependence 
From 2003 to 2007, the self-reported rate of binge drinking within the two weeks previous to the 

SHARP survey administration for all Utah youth decreased from 9% to 7.4%.  The number of youth 
reporting smoking one half pack of cigarettes or more a day in the 30 days prior to the survey 
administration, remained relatively stable during the same time period across all age groups (peak rates 
were: 0.0% in 6th grade, 1.5% in 8th grade, .8% in 10th grade, 1.7 % in 12th grade, and 5.9% for the 12th 
grade in the eight-state comparison norm). 

 

Self-reported rates of use on the 2007 SHARP survey show that 3.8% of Utah youth need alcohol 
treatment, 2.8% need drug treatment, and 5.1% needing some form of treatment.  The percentage of youth 
needing some type of treatment increases with age (0.2% in the 6th grade to 7.0% in the 12th grade).  
Since the 2005 survey, the number of youth needing treatment for some type of substance abuse 
decreased 1.3% for all grades combined. 

 
Substance abuse treatment 

Although approximately 12,391 youth need substance abuse treatment, the current public substance 
abuse treatment system has a capacity that is less than 1,364. 

 
The Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health reports that 66.9% of treatment admissions in 

2008 (both adults and youth) to public substance abuse facilities was for drug use.  The top four drugs of 
choice were methamphetamine, marijuana, heroin, and cocaine/crack (see figure below) for all age 
groups.  The number of admissions for methamphetamine decreased significantly since 2006.  The drug 
of choice for youth admissions was marijuana followed by alcohol.  Only 23 youth admissions were for 
methamphetamine as the drug of choice. 
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Mental Health 
 

The Utah Youth Suicide Study (UYSS) indicates that at least one in five juveniles under the age of 18 
who has been arrested has serious mental health problems.   
 
Depression 

Self-reported rates of depressive symptoms on the 2007 SHARP survey show that close to 1 in 3 
youth are depressed.  Depressive symptoms are the highest risk factor for youth statewide in the 6th, 8th, 
and 10th grades (31.4%, 34.3%, and 38.2% at-risk in each grade respectively).  Importantly, the number 
of depressed youth reporting ever having used alcohol or other drugs is three to six times higher than that 
of youth who are not depressed.  Although the rates of depressive symptoms are high, this rate has 
decreased since 2003.  For example, between 2003 and 2007, 6th grade rates decreased 6.9%, 8th grade 
rates decreased 5.1%, 10th grade rates decreased 7.5%, and 12th grade rates decreased 3.4%. 
 
Suicide 

Utah youth are as likely to think about attempting suicide as youth in other states but more likely to 
actually attempt suicide.  The number of Utah youth reporting a suicide attempt within 12 months prior to 
the 2007 YRBS survey was 9.6% versus 6.9% of all US students.  This places Utah youth at greater risk 
for suicide than youth in other states.  Utah youth report equal rates of seriously considering suicide as the 
national average (15.6% versus 14.5%).  No significant gender differences were reported for the rates of 
seriously considering suicide.  A significantly higher percentage of females than males reported they had 
made a plan to attempt suicide (15.4% versus 10.4%).  Although females reported that they had attempted 
suicide more often, males were more likely to report being injured in a suicide attempt.  

 
The Utah Youth Suicide Study (UYSS) conducted an epidemiological examination using government 

records, of youth (13 to 21 years) who completed suicide between August 1996 and June 1999.  Of the 
150 youth who committed suicide, 89% (134) of the subjects were male; firearms were the most common 
method used, a majority (63%) of all subjects had a juvenile court record.  Adult records show the Utah 
suicide rate is higher than the national average.  Several studies show that over 90% of juvenile suicide 
completers demonstrated psychiatric disorders.  Suicide rates increase among youth with juvenile court 
records.  For example, risk for suicide increased in youth with seven or more referrals, with an odds ratio 
of 4.9:1. 
 
Treatment Services 

The proportion of children (0 to 12 years old) receiving public mental health services in 2008 was 
roughly 6% above the national average (20.9% versus 14.4%).  The proportion of adolescents (13 to 17 
years old) was roughly equal to the national average during the same time (13.5% versus 13.2%).  For 
children and youth, the majority of services are delivered in the outpatient clinic followed by case 
management and medication management.  Out of these youth, the most common diagnosis is having a 
mood disorder (10.5%), followed by attention deficit (9.4%), and anxiety disorders (8.9%).   

 
Treatment outcomes are yet unknown for you to receive public mental health services.  Efforts are 

currently underway to gather this information using symptom- based measures.  Since 2006, the Division 
of Substance Abuse and Mental Health has gathered data on consumer satisfaction.  Most youth report 
general satisfaction with the services they receive.  However, the overall satisfaction has declined by 
3.5% between 2006 and 2008 (77.3% to 73.8%) and is 11.3% below the national average (based upon 
2007 figures which is the last year for which data is currently available).  The percentage of youth 
perceiving a positive service outcome declined by 4% (72.7 in 2006 versus 68.7 in 2008) but was 
approximately equal to the national average in 2007.  Parents reported higher general satisfaction than 
youth.  The level of satisfaction remained relatively constant from 2006 to 2008 (85.2% versus 83.1%) 
but was 4% below the national average (80.4% versus 84% in 2007).  Fewer parents than youth reported 
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positive service outcomes and the number decreased 7.9% from 2006 to 2008 (64.5% to 56.6%).  The 
national average in 2007 was 65%, whereas the Utah average was 56.5%. 
 
Risk and Protective Factors 

 
A majority of Utah youth are not at-risk across the community, family, school, and peer/individual 

domains measured by the SHARP survey.  Additionally, the percentage of youth at-risk on individual risk 
factors is lower than the national comparison group on all scales with the exception of family conflict in 
10th graders.   

 
As found with the percentage of youth at-risk, a majority of Utah youth have higher levels of 

protection in comparison to their peers in other states. An exception to this trend is the perceived rewards 
for prosocial involvement at their school for Utah youth in the eighth grade. The level of protection for 
this scale is similar to the national comparison sample. 
 
Community Factors 

Across all grades, a majority of Utah youth are not at-risk from factors originating in their 
community.  Of the youth at-risk, the highest number report low neighborhood attachment in the 12th 
grade (37.4%), and perceived availability of handguns in the eighth grade (36.4%).  The percentage of 
you who perceived that laws and norms favor drug usage has decreased since 2005 (ranging from 1.3% to 
3.2%).  The perceived availability of drugs has also decreased during this time (1.1% to 5.4%).  The 
number of stores selling tobacco to underage youth during compliance checks by the Department of 
Health and local law enforcement declined 53% from 2001 to 2009 (from 16.0% to 8.4%). 

 
Rates of protection based upon community factors are higher than the eight-state norm.  The highest 

protection as reported by youth in the 12th grade for the opportunities that they perceived in their 
community for pro-social involvement (75.4%).  The lowest rate is reported by youth in the 10th grade 
for the rewards they perceive for pro-social involvement in their communities (63.5%). 
 
Family Factors 

Based upon the 2007 SHARP survey, most youth are not at-risk in the family domain.  When 
compared to the eight-state norm, levels of risk across all scales focusing on the family are significantly 
lower for youth in Utah, with the exception of family conflict for eighth graders.  Of those who are, the 
highest percentage of youth were 10th graders at-risk due to parent attitudes favorable to antisocial 
behavior (43.5%) and sixth graders for family conflict (40.7%).  Since the 2005 survey levels of risk due 
to poor family management have decreased 1.1% to 1.7% in each grade.  Self- reported history of 
antisocial behavior within the immediate family increased 1.2% to 4.5% in each grade.  According to the 
2000 US Census, 6% of all families in Utah lived below the poverty line, with 10% of all children living 
below the poverty line. 

 
Rates of protection across all scales focusing on the family are significantly higher for youth in Utah 

in comparison to the eight-state norm.  Levels of protection have stayed constant since the 2005 survey.  
Since the 2003 survey, the opportunities for prosocial involvement within their family increased from 
2.7% in the 6th grade and 3.2% in the 12th grade. 

 
Child Abuse 

Referrals to DCFS for abuse and neglect from FY 2000 to FY 2008 increased 15.7% (from 17,188 to 
19,878).  Forty-two percent of those referrals (8,284) were substantiated.  This substantiation rate is 
higher than the national average of 29.2%.  Fifty- three percent of these children were female and 47% 
were male.  More than half of the victims were 10 years old or younger (69%).  Utah is one of only five 
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states where domestic violence in the presence of a child is classified as child abuse.  In 2008, 32% of 
substantiated child abuse investigations include incidents of domestic violence.   

 
Most child victims were referred to community services (81%), followed by in-home services (15%), 

and foster care (9%).  The total number of children in foster care during a single year has increased by 
14.8% (from 2,266 in FY1999 to 2,661 in FY 2008).   

 
Six-month after closing a case, the percentage of youth who did not have further reports of 

maltreatment was 94.0% in FY 2008.  This rate has remained stable since FY 2003 and is approximately 
equal to the national rate.  The outcomes for children placed into custody are specified in the table below. 

 
Reason for Exiting Percent Average 

Months in 
Custody 

Adoption final 25.2% 17 
Age of majority/emancipation 12.4% 39 
Child ran away 2.8% 20 
Custody to Juvenile Justice Services 3.3% 16 
Custody/guardianship to foster parent/other non-
relative 

1.8% 15 

Death of Child 0.1% 17 
Custody and guardianship to relative 13% 9 
Referred outside organization 1.0% 20 
Reunification with parent(s)/primary caregiver(s) 41.0% 10 

 
In FY 2008, the final permanency outcomes resulted in 13% of children being placed into the 

permanent custody of kin.  Beginning in 2004, the Division of Child and Family Services initiated efforts 
to reduce the number of children reentering foster care after placement with a relative.  The percentage of 
children who reentered foster care under this circumstance has decreased from 53% in FY 2004 to 26% in 
FY 2008.  
 
School Factors 

Based upon the 2007 SHARP survey, most Utah youth are less at-risk for factors related to academic 
achievement and commitment to school than youth from the eight-state comparison group. The highest 
percentage of youth reporting risk was in the eighth grade on their commitment to school (40.9%). Since 
2003, rates of low commitment to school have decreased 1.2% to 5.4% in each grade. In addition, since 
2005 the rate of academic failure has decreased 1.9% for youth in the sixth grade and 2.4% for youth in 
the 10th grade. 

 
Most Utah youth have significantly more protection than youth in the eight-state comparison group 

on the factors related to the school domain (opportunities and rewards for pro-social involvement).  The 
percentage of youth perceiving opportunities for prosocial involvement increased 2.7% for the sixth 
grade, 3.9% for the eighth grade, and 3.4% for the 12th grade since the 2005 survey.  The percentage of 
youth perceiving rewards for prosocial involvement also increased 1.1% to 3.2% in each grade during this 
same time period. 
 
Enrollment 

There are 40 public school districts in the state, and 994 public schools (including 66 Charter 
Schools).  Utah’s 2007-2008 fall enrollment, as reported by The Utah State Office of Education, was 
551,013; an increase of 13,360 (2.5%) more students than 2006-2008 enrollment.  Enrollment is projected 



to increase at a similar pace during the next three years (between 2.4 and 2.9%).  Ethnic minority students 
comprised of 17.4% of all enrollment.  Male students account for 51.5% of the population, while females 
represent 48.5% of the population. 

 
Educational expenditure 

Utah is currently ranked 50th in the nation in per pupil expenditures.  Utah spends $6,353 per pupil, 
compared to the national average of $9,929.  Utah continues to rank first in class size, having the most 
students enrolled per teacher.  Utah’s pupil-teacher ratio of 22.4:1 exceeds the national average of 15.9:1 
by 29%.   
 

Utah youth may receive their education through home-schooling, private schools or the state’s public 
education system.  In this section, only the public school system will be examined.  The data contained 
here is from the Utah State Office of Education and from the Utah State School Board Annual Report. 
 
Dropouts 

According to the SMART system, the overall dropout rate for Utah youth in 2004 was 5%.  The 
dropout rate for minority and female youth is much higher.  Ethnic minority youth accounted for 17.4% 
of school enrollment in fall enrollment 2004, yet they made up 31.6% of the dropout rate.  The enrollment 
rate for Hispanic youth is up from 10.3 % in 2002 to 11.5 % in 2004.  However, the dropout rate for 
Hispanic youth was 22%.  Females accounted for 46.0% of the dropouts in 2004. 
 
Academic Achievement 

In 2000, the Utah State Legislature enacted the Utah Performance Assessment System for Students 
(U- PASS) as Utah’s accountability plan.  U-PASS calls for multiple lines of evidence in assessing and 
evaluating the effectiveness of programs in public and charter schools, and is stimulating student 
achievement across the state.  U- PASS information is used to recognize excellence and to identify the 
need for additional resources to assure educational opportunities for all students. 

 
Beginning with the 2003-2004 school year, criterion-referenced test results for English/Language 

Arts, Mathematics and Science and the Direct Writing Assessments were used to identify academic 
progress in Utah schools.  The results of the Utah Basic Skills Competency Test (UBSCT) for the 2007-
2008 school year show that 84.3% of students are able to pass this test by the time they reach 12th grade.  
There are wide disparities across ethnicity and socioeconomic status (SES).  The table below shows the 
pass rate for each of these groups.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Utah Basic Skills Competency 
Test (UBSCT) for the 2007-2008 

Math 
Subtest 

Reading 
Subtest 

Writing 
Subtest 

Asian 89% 92% 88% 
African American 57% 76% 70% 
Caucasian 87% 94% 91% 
Hispanic 64% 82% 71% 
American Indian 65% 84% 75% 
Pacific Islander 75% 86% 83% 
Economically Disadvantaged 74% 86% 79% 
English Language Learners 68% 83% 73% 
Students with Disabilities 45% 62% 51% 
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Peer and Individual Factors 
Based upon the 2007 SHARP survey, youth are most at-risk for factors involving their friends or self 

due to depressive symptoms (31.4% in the sixth grade, 34.3% in the eighth grade, and 38.2% in the 10th 
grade).  Although this risk factor is the highest factor in the peer and individual domain, as stated above, 
the percentage of youth at-risk because of depressive symptoms has decreased since 2003 across all 
grades (from 3.4% to 7.5%).  As with the risk factors in other domains, Utah youth are significantly less 
at-risk than those in the eight-state norm.  An important exception to this trend is the number of youth in 
the 10th and 12th grade who are at-risk due to gang involvement.  The rate on this scale is similar to the 
eight-state comparison group.  Risk factor scores for rebelliousness, early initiation of drug use, attitudes 
favorable to drug use, friends use of drugs, and intention to use drugs, significantly decreased since the 
2005 survey.  The only factor to increase since the 2005 survey was the rates at which youths in the 10th 
grade reported rewards for antisocial behavior (increase of 1.1%) and gang involvement (increase of 
1.0%), and 12th grade rewards for antisocial behavior (increase of 1.3%). 

The percentage of Utah youth with protection on factors related to the peer/individual domain is 
significantly higher than the eight-state comparison group across all factors.  Utah youth show the most 
protection for 12th-graders in the rewards for pro-social involvement they perceive to come from their 
peers (78.1%) and for sixth graders belief in the moral order (a measure of belief in law abiding behavior, 
75.9%). 
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2b. PROBLEM STATEMENTS  

 
 
1.  Program Area 9: Delinquency Prevention 
 

Intervention and prevention programs designed to intervene early with high-risk families and 
children have the potential to stop the development of adult and juvenile crime.  Studies indicate 
that the earlier the signs of antisocial behavior appear, the more serious the antisocial behavior or 
delinquency will be in later years (Tolan, P.H., & Thomas, P. 1995.  The implications of age of 
onset for delinquency II:  Longitudinal data.  Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 23, 157-
169).  Children living in economically deprived, urban neighborhoods are more apt to begin 
antisocial behaviors at an earlier age, regardless of gender (Guerra, N.G. et al., 1995.  Promoting 
emotional competence in school aged children:  The effects of the PATHS curriculum.  
Development and Psychopathology, 7, 117-136).  Another study suggests that antisocial 
behaviors appear to “crystallize” in the first and second grades (Eron, Huesmann, and Zelli, 
1991.  The role of parental variables in the learning of aggression.  In D.J. Pepler & K.H. Rubin 
(Eds.), The development and treatment of childhood aggression.  Hillsdale, NJ:  Erlbaum).  The 
number of Child Protective Services (CPS) referrals in Utah with domestic violence allegations rose from 
3,240 in FY 2002 to 4,645 in FY 2004, a 43.3% increase. These studies, and many like them, suggest 
that providing early delinquency intervention services prevents delinquent and criminal behavior 
later in life. 

 
Utah seeks to provide prevention services to youth in kindergarten through eighth grade with 

projects that: 
a. Identify at-risk youth, including those affected by violence, and provide them with 

prevention and early intervention services.  
b. Identify at-risk families and provide them in-home support services designed to increase 

parent and family involvement and accountability for juvenile delinquency.  
c. Develop new after school programs using evidence based practices in needy 

communities. 
d. Develop new, evidence-based, job and life skills training programs using best practices. 
 

2. Program Area 30: Sex Offender Programs 
 

Utah has seen an increase in the number of juvenile sex offenses committed by younger 
offenders.  The system is in need of additional services for these young offenders.  We seek to 
expand and improve sex offender services and resources within the juvenile justice system by 
funding projects that: 

a) Increase accessibility to already-established assessment and treatment services and 
resources.  

 b) Increase awareness and education of staff working with youth offenders. 
 c) Expand services to early intervention. 
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3.  Program Area 12: Gangs 
 
 Prior to the 1990’s, street gangs were few in number and posed little threat to the community.  By 
1990, there were 75 documented gangs in Salt Lake County and 890 documented gang members.  These 
gangs were responsible for 369 crimes.   

 
The analysis of current gang activity in Utah presents a complex picture.  Perceptions of law 

enforcement and juvenile justice authorities, along with self-reported gang involvement, suggest that gang 
activity has not declined and may be growing. Some law enforcement authorities report that the nature of 
gang activity has changed over the last three years to be more organized and oriented towards serious 
“business” type crimes such as high volume drug trafficking.  Rural law-enforcement agencies in some 
areas of the state perceive an increase in gang activity due to gang members migrating from urban areas.   

   
 Based upon SHARP survey results for 2007, 3.8% to 5.9% of Utah youth are at-risk due to gang 
involvement.  Although the percentage of Utah youth who report gain involvement is low, it is similar to 
the rate found in the eight-state comparison group.  Given that the average for Utah youth on most other 
antisocial behaviors and risk and protective factors is far below the eight-state comparison group, this 
finding suggests gang issues may be a significant problem for the state of Utah. 
 
 Utah seeks to Increase access to prevention and early intervention programs for gang involved youth. 

a. Projects should provide services to youth in: Weber County 8th grade, Davis County 10th grade, 
Salt Lake County 6th and 12th grade, Four Corners regions 6-8th grades and Southwestern Utah 8th 
grade.   

b. Priority will be given to projects in Salt Lake and Weber counties. 
 
4.  Program Area 10: Disproportionate Minority Contact 
 
 Following a trend of many years, minorities were overrepresented in nearly all secure care 
placements.  Data continue to indicate that minority youth are overrepresented at nearly all points of 
contact within Utah’s juvenile justice system.  The application of diversion programming has been of 
particular concern.   
 
 Utah seeks to reduce the disproportionate representation of minority youth at decision points within 
the juvenile justice system, from arrest through transfer & waiver to the adult system. 
 a. Reduce the disproportionate representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system.  
 b. Increase diversion programming for minority youth in Utah County. 
 c. Increase accessibility to diversion programming for youth in Weber County. 

d. Provide cultural competency training for prosecution and defense attorneys, law enforcement, 
officers of the court, and other juvenile serving organizations  

 
5.  Program Area 13: Gender Specific Services 
 
 In Utah: 

• Girls represented about 24% of all youths admitted to locked detention during FY 2008, nearly 
one in every four admissions. 

• Just over 15% of youth placed in JJS community programs were girls. 
• 9% of all youth placed in secure facilities were girls. 

 
 Projects in this area aim to increase success of girls in the juvenile justice system through gender 
specific/female-responsive services.  The goal of providing effective gender-specific/female responsive 
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services to girls involved in the juvenile justice system is to improve the rate of successful completion of 
diversion contrasts, conditions of probation and dispositions set by court, Juvenile Justice Services or 
parole supervision.  Priority will be given to projects providing services to minority girls. 
 
6.  Program Area 20: Mental Health 
 
 Juvenile mental health issues persist within the juvenile justice system.  The Utah Youth Suicide 
Study (UYSS) indicates that at least one in five juveniles under the age of 18 who has been arrested has 
serious mental health problems. 
 

Self-reported rates of depressive symptoms on the 2007 SHARP survey show that close to 1 in 3 
youth are depressed.  Depressive symptoms are the highest risk factor for youth statewide in the 6th, 8th, 
and 10th grades (31.4%, 34.3%, and 38.2% at-risk in each grade respectively). 
 
 Utah youth are as likely to think about attempting suicide as youth in other states but more likely to 
actually attempt suicide.  The number of Utah youth reporting a suicide attempt within 12 months prior to 
the 2007 YRBS survey was 9.6% versus 6.9% of all US students.  Suicide rates increase among youth 
with juvenile court records.  For example, risk for suicide increased in youth with seven or more referrals, 
with an odds ratio of 4.9:1. 
 
 Utah seeks to Increase and improve crisis intervention and treatment needs of youth in the juvenile 
justice system with mental health problems or developmental disabilities. 

a. Divert youth with mental illness or developmental disabilities from the juvenile justice system by 
more effectively utilizing appropriate identification and assessment tools. 

b. Increase success of youth involved in the juvenile justice system by creating appropriate crisis 
interventions and services. 



3.  JJDP ACT COMPLIANCE PLANS  
 
 
 
3a.  Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and Non-offenders from Secure 
Detention and Correctional Facilities 
 

Utah continues to be in full compliance with the DSO requirements of the JJDP Act (full compliance 
with de minimis exceptions).   The State provides an assurance that a plan to maintain compliance is on 
file and available for review, (b) that resources to maintain compliance are identified on file, and available 
to review, and (c) the State will notify OJJDP if circumstances arise or if resources are lost which would 
jeopardize the State’s capability of maintaining compliance with the requirements of Section 223(a)(11) 
of the JJDP Act. 

 
In 2007 there were 20 DSO violations in Utah, all occurred in juvenile detention centers.  This 

represents a 43% decrease in DSO violations in Utah since 1997.  This is a substantial decrease and a 
noteworthy accomplishment as this is only the twelfth time and eleventh consecutive year Utah continues 
to be in full compliance with the established de minimis exceptions rate for DSO without having to 
submit a corrective action plan that could be expected to significantly impact/reduce Utah’s future DSO 
violation rate. Utah’s success in significantly reducing noncompliant DSO incidents and Utah’s continued 
compliance with the DSO requirement of the JJDP Act (full compliance with de minimis exceptions) can 
be attributed to the intensive efforts of the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS) to increase 
awareness and understanding of the requirements of the JJDP Act and the commitment and outstanding 
efforts of juvenile court officials, juvenile detention center staff, and law enforcement to ensure youth are 
handled in accordance with the DSO requirements of the Act, by obtaining as much juvenile information 
as possible and utilizing juvenile detention alternatives.  In 1997, 31 of the 35 DSO violations in Utah 
occurred in juvenile detention facilities and the majority of those violations were accused status offender 
violations/accused out-of-state runaway youth held in violation of Section 223(a)(11) of the JJDP Act.  
Over the past ten years, JJS staff, juvenile court officials, juvenile detention center staff, and law 
enforcement have made a tremendous effort to obtain as much information as possible on out-of-state 
runaway youth.  As a result of these tremendous efforts, which will continue, DSO violations decreased 
significantly in Utah in 2007.  Often information received on out-of-state runaway youth is minimal and 
unclear.  Although Utah is aware a formal request to detain an out-of-state runaway youth pending return 
to another state jurisdiction exists, the specific reasons for detainment and court involvement of the youth 
is often unclear.  It is generally not known whether the youth has violated a condition of parole or whether 
they have evaded pending criminal-type/delinquency charges from another state.  Knowledge of court 
status (e.g., no prior court involvement or juvenile parolee status) or other possible pending charges are 
essential information to obtain from other states, to assess if detention alternatives are appropriate or 
whether the youth may be held in violation of the DSO requirements of the Act, depending upon whether 
the youth is assessed a status offender/noncriminal-type youth or a criminal-type/delinquent youth.  Utah 
will continue through compliance monitoring efforts to maintain compliance with Section 223(a)(11) of 
the JJDP Act, with the support of Utah law and the State Advisory Group (SAG/Utah Board of Juvenile 
Justice), as described in this section and also reference attached “State Monitoring Manual for JJDP Act 
Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference pages 7, 8, 
and 22).  

 
Utah Code [UC § 78A-6-113] specifies that a minor may not be placed in a secure juvenile detention 

facility unless it is otherwise unsafe for the public AND the minor must be detainable based on guidelines 
promulgated by the Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS).  Accordingly, Utah’s “Guidelines for 
Admission to Secure Youth Detention Facilities”, originally enacted July 16, 1992 [Utah Administrative 
Code/Administrative Rule R547-13, authorized promulgation by UC § 62A-7-202] include statewide 
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juvenile detention facility admission restrictions that prevent DSO violations.  Also, Utah Code [UC § 
62A-7-401.5] specifies, secure juvenile correctional facilities/secure facilities are for the custody and 
rehabilitation of youth offenders who pose a danger of serious bodily harm to others, who cannot be 
controlled in a less secure setting, or who have engaged in a pattern of conduct characterized by persistent 
and serious criminal offenses which, as demonstrated through use of other alternatives, cannot be 
controlled in a less secure setting.  As “Youth Offender” is defined in Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-101] as a 
“person 12 years of age or older, and who has not reached 21 years of age, committed or admitted by the 
juvenile court to the custody, care, and jurisdiction of the division (JJS), for confinement in a secure 
facility or supervision in the community, following adjudication for a delinquent act which would 
constitute a felony or misdemeanor if committed by an adult”, secure juvenile correctional facility 
commitment restrictions prevent DSO violations. 

 
3b. Plan for Separation of Juveniles and Incarcerated Adults 
 

  Utah continues to be assessed in compliance with the separation requirements of the JJDP Act, in 
accordance with the compliance requirements established by OJJDP.  The State provides an assurance 
that a plan to maintain compliance is on file and available for review, (b) that resources to maintain 
compliance are identified on file, and available to review, and (c) the State will notify OJJDP if 
circumstances arise or if resources are lost which would jeopardize the State’s capability of maintaining 
compliance with the requirements of Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act. 

 
In 2007 there were two separation violations in Utah. The two sight and sound separation violations 

occurred in two jails, when two juveniles provided false age information to jail officials. As a result of the 
false age information provided to jail officials these two accused criminal-type juvenile offenders/accused 
delinquent offenders were believed to be adult offenders and, therefore, were not sight and sound 
separated from adult inmates in the two jails.  Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201 (1-4)], described below, 
prohibits the willful/intentional incarceration of juvenile offenders in circumstances that would violate 
Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act.  These two separation violations were not the result of 
willful/intentional incarceration of juvenile offenders in circumstances that would knowingly violate the 
separation requirements of the JJDP Act.  The two separation violations were isolated noncompliance 
incidents, they do not reflect a violation pattern or practice, and an adequate enforcement mechanism 
exists in Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201 (1-4)] to enforce Utah’s statutory sight and sound separation 
requirements.  Utah achieved full compliance with the JJDP Act separation requirements by September 
1986, after successfully pursuing a statutory change that expanded State authority to regulate the secure 
detention of youth in law enforcement facilities to include municipal lockups, in addition to adult jails, to 
facilitate Utah’s compliance with the JJDP Act.  Utah will continue through compliance monitoring 
efforts to maintain Utah’s compliance with Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act, with the support of Utah 
law and the State Advisory Group (SAG/Utah Board of Juvenile Justice), as described in this section and 
also reference attached “State Monitoring Manual For JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance 
monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference pages 7, 9, and 22). 

 
Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201 (1-4)] specifies that the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS) 

may, by rule, approve detention accommodations within adult facilities, as described in the following 
section, “3b. Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups”.  These Utah statutes specify 
those rules shall include standards for acceptable sight and sound separation of juveniles from adult 
inmates.  Accordingly, acceptable sight and sound separation is defined in “Utah’s Juvenile Jail 
Standards” and “Utah’s Juvenile Holding Room Standards” as follows, “Juvenile detainees must be so 
located and/or arranged as to be completely separated from incarcerated adults by sight and sound barriers 
such that adults cannot see juvenile detainees and vice-versa.  Also, conversation cannot be possible 
between juvenile detainees and adult inmates.”  Moreover, Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201 (5)] specifies 
that willful failure to comply with any of the provisions of Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201 (1-4)] is a class 
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B misdemeanor.  Also, the State assures that adjudicated juvenile offenders are not reclassified 
administratively and transferred to an adult correctional authority to avoid the intent of segregating adults 
and juveniles in correctional facilities.  Utah Code  [UC § 64-13-7] prohibits such administrative 
reclassification and states, “All offenders committed for incarceration in a state correctional (Department 
of Corrections/DOC) facility, for supervision on probation or parole, or for evaluation, shall be placed in 
the custody of the department.”  As described at the end of the following section, DOC custody can only 
occur if a youth has been officially adjudicated in District (adult) Court.  Accordingly, youth are not 
incarcerated for any length of time in state correctional (Department of Corrections/DOC) facilities, 
unless they have been transferred, certified, or waived to District (adult) Court.   

 
3c. Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups 
 

Utah continues to be in full compliance with the jail removal requirements of the JJDP Act (full 
compliance with de minimis exceptions).  The State provides an assurance that a plan to maintain 
compliance is on file and available for review, (b) that resources to maintain compliance are identified on 
file, and available to review, and (c) the State will notify OJJDP if circumstances arise or if resources are 
lost which would jeopardize the State’s capability of maintaining compliance with the requirements of 
Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act. 

 
In 2007 there were two jail removal violations in Utah, which represents a 71% decrease in jail 

removal violations/juvenile confinement violations in Utah’s adult jails and Utah’s adult lockups 
(municipal lockups/police departments) since 1997.  The two jail removal violations/juvenile confinement 
violations in Utah’s law enforcement facilities in 2007 occurred in two jails, subsequent to two juveniles 
providing false age information to jail officials (Note: These are the same two youth described in the 
previous section regarding separation of juveniles from adult offenders).  As a result of the false age 
information provided to jail officials by these two accused criminal-type juvenile offenders/accused 
delinquent offenders, these two youth (believed to be adult offenders) were held in excess of six hours, 
resulting in two jail removal violations, violations of Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act.  Utah Code [UC 
§ 62A-7-201 (1-4)], described below, prohibits the willful/intentional incarceration of juvenile offenders 
in circumstances that would knowingly violate the jail removal requirements of the JJDP Act.  These two 
jail removal violations were not the result of willful/intentional incarceration of juvenile offenders in 
circumstances that would knowingly violate the jail removal requirements of the JJDP Act.  Moreover, in 
both noncompliance incidents, where the accused delinquents claimed to be adults, when their juvenile 
status was verified both jails arranged for the juveniles to be transported as soon as possible to a juvenile 
detention center. The two jail removal violations were isolated noncompliance incidents, they do not 
reflect a violation pattern or practice, and an adequate enforcement mechanism exists in Utah Code [UC § 
62A-7-201 (1-4)] to enforce Utah’s statutory requirement to remove juveniles from adult jails and 
lockups.  Utah’s continued compliance with the jail removal requirements of the JJDP Act (full 
compliance with de minimis exceptions) in Utah’s law enforcement facilities can be attributed to the 
intensive efforts of the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS) to increase law enforcement’s 
awareness and understanding of the JJDP Act requirements, the commitment and outstanding efforts of 
law enforcement to ensure juveniles are handled in accordance with the requirements of the Act, and the 
support and willingness of the State Advisory Group (SAG/Utah Board of Juvenile Justice) to fund the 
Juvenile Jail Removal Program (Title II funded grant) that is administered by JJS.  The Juvenile Jail 
Removal Program prevents juvenile confinement in law enforcement facilities by providing minimal 
financial assistance to rural law enforcement agencies for nonsecure supervision of youth and 
transportation of youth to appropriate juvenile care facilities.  Utah will continue through compliance 
monitoring efforts to maintain compliance with Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act, with the support of 
Utah law and the SAG, as described in this section and also reference attached “State Monitoring Manual 
for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference 
pages 7, 10, and 22). 
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Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201 (1-4)] specifies that the Division of Juvenile Justice Services may, by 

rule, approve detention accommodations within adult facilities in areas of low density population (rural 
jails) and in local law enforcement agency facilities (municipal lockups/police departments) for the 
temporary detention of youth who are alleged to have committed an act which would be a criminal 
offense if committed by an adult.  Detention is restricted to six hours in rural jails and two hours in local 
law enforcement holding rooms.  Furthermore, such detention is only permitted to facilitate identification, 
processing, interrogation, release or transfer to an appropriate juvenile care facility. Moreover, Utah Code 
[UC § 62A-7-201 (5)] specifies that willful failure to comply with any of the provisions of Utah Code 
[UC § 62A-7-201 (1-4)] is a class B misdemeanor.  These statutory restrictions do not apply to youth 
officially charged or adjudicated in District (adult) Court on serious criminal felony charges, which are 
the only juvenile offender circumstances in Utah that can result in District Court jurisdiction over 
juveniles, in accordance with Utah Code [UC § 78A-6-701 (Exclusive Original Jurisdiction of District 
Court/Direct File Statute), UC § 78A-6-702 (Serious Youth Offender Procedure), and UC § 78A-6-602(3) 
(Certification Hearings/Waiver of Juvenile Court Jurisdiction to District Court)]. 

 
3d. Plan for Compliance Monitoring for the First Three Core Requirements of the JJDP 
Act 

 
The Utah Commission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice (CCJJ), in cooperation with the State 

Advisory Group (SAG), is the agency responsible for monitoring and reporting Utah’s compliance with 
Section 223(a)(11), (12), (13), and (22) of the JJDP Act (originally enacted 1974).  To perform the actual 
monitoring of facilities and fieldwork, CCJJ contracts (through subgrant award) with the Utah Division of 
Juvenile Justice Services (JJS). 

 
(1) Policy and Procedures 

 
Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual is attached (reference “State 

Monitoring Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”). 
 

(2) Monitoring Authority 
 

CCJJ contracts with JJS (has since 1981) due to JJS’s unique statutory responsibilities for secure 
juvenile detention facilities, secure juvenile correctional facilities, and adult jails and lockups (municipal 
lockups/police departments) as it pertains to juvenile confinement.  Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-104] 
specifies that JJS has statutory responsibility for establishing and maintaining all secure juvenile detention 
facilities and all secure juvenile correctional facilities.  Also, JJS accepted statutory responsibility for 
certifying adult jails and lockups (municipal lockups/police departments), in accordance with Utah Code 
[UC § 62A-7-201], to assist Utah in achieving compliance with the sight and sound separation 
requirements and jail and lockup removal requirements of the JJDP Act.  Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-104] 
and Utah Code [UC § 62A-7-201] information is attached, reference attached “State Monitoring Manual 
for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference 
pages 5, 10, 11, and Appendix B “Utah Statutes Relevant to JJDP Act Compliance”). 

 
JJS’s statutory responsibilities and unique juvenile confinement regulatory authority for both juvenile 

and adult facilities also enables direct access to juvenile confinement records. This access is essential to 
assess Utah’s compliance with the JJDP Act.  JJS assesses relevant juvenile confinement data and 
prepares and submits to CCJJ written quarterly “JJDP Act Compliance Program” grant progress reports 
and Utah’s (JJDP Act required) annual “State Monitoring Report”.  Utah’s “State Monitoring Report” is 
for a full calendar year, from January 1st through December 31st. 
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Regarding monitoring and reporting on Utah’s compliance with Section 223(a)(22) of the JJDP Act, 

reference “Program Area: 10” of Utah’s 3-year plan, for disproportionate minority contact (DMC) 
information. 

 
(3) Monitoring Timeline 
 

Utah’s monitoring timeline information is attached, reference attached “State Monitoring Manual for 
JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference 
pages 20 and 21). 
 
(4) Violation Procedures 
 

Utah’s JJDP Act violation assessment procedures are attached, reference attached “State Monitoring 
Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual 
(reference pages 13-19). 
 
(5) Barriers and Strategies 
 

Utah’s JJDP Act compliance barriers and strategies are attached, reference attached “State Monitoring 
Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual 
(reference page 22). 
 
(6) Definition of Terms 
 

Key juvenile and criminal justice terms in Utah do not differ in meaning from those provided in the 
JJDP Act, ensuring Utah’s JJDP Act monitoring process and compliance assessment is in accordance with 
the requirements of the JJDP Act .  Utah’s key juvenile and criminal justice terms are identified in the 
Definitions sections of Utah’s statutes that are relevant to JJDP Act Compliance.  Reference attached 
“State Monitoring Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and 
procedures manual (reference Definitions sections of Appendix B “Utah Statutes Relevant to JJDP Act 
Compliance”). 
 
(7) Identification of the Monitoring Universe 
 

JJS has statutory authority to monitor secure juvenile and adult facilities that are known to detain or 
might detain juveniles pursuant to public authority, to assess whether facilities in the State are in 
compliance with the following JJDP Act core requirements: Section 223(a)(11) deinstitutionalization of 
status offenders and nonoffenders (DSO); Section 223(a)(12) separation of juvenile offenders from adult 
offenders (Separation); and Section 223(a)(13) removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups (Jail 
Removal).  Utah’s Monitoring Universe, which includes the identification of all facilities in Utah that 
might hold juveniles pursuant to public authority where a violation of a core requirement is possible, is 
identified in the attached “State Monitoring Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance 
monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference page 12-19 and Appendix D “Utah’s JJDP Act 
Compliance Monitoring Universe”). 

 
(8) Classification of Monitoring Universe 
 

The classification of all facilities in Utah to determine which ones should be considered a secure 
detention or correctional facility, adult correctional institution, jail, lockup, or other type of secure or 
nonsecure facility, is in accordance with Federal classification definitions and regulations.  Utah’s 
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classification process is described in the attached “State Monitoring Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”, 
Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference pages 12 and 13). 

 
(9) Inspection of Facilities 
 

Staff members from JJS conduct on-site inspections of juvenile and adult facilities, as discussed in the 
“Identification of the Monitoring Universe” section above, to ensure an accurate assessment of each 
facility’s classification and record keeping.  Inspections includes: (1) a review of the physical 
accommodations to determine whether it is a secure or non-secure facility or whether adequate sight and 
sound separation between juvenile and adult offenders exists and (2) a review of the record keeping 
system to determine compliance with Sections 223(a)(11), (12), and (13) of the JJDP Act and relevant 
Utah juvenile confinement statutes. 

 
Evaluation of juvenile admissions records for Utah’s secure juvenile detention facilities and secure 

juvenile correctional facilities is greatly enhanced through the Court and Agencies’ Record Exchange 
(CARE) system (statewide database system).  The on-line CARE information system follows juveniles 
who fall under the jurisdiction of Juvenile Court from the point of their first contact with Juvenile Court, 
to include first admission to detention, to the point at which they leave the Juvenile Court’s and/or JJS’s 
jurisdiction.  Juveniles are identified by name, offense, and dispositions so that staff of JJS can quickly 
obtain current information on individual youth and generate admissions/population snapshot data for any 
secure juvenile detention facilities and secure juvenile correctional facilities in the State. 

   
Additional facility inspection information is attached, reference attached “State Monitoring Manual 

for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy and procedures manual (reference 
pages 13-21 and Appendix D “Utah’s JJDP Act Compliance Monitoring Universe”). 

 
(10) Data Collection and Verification 
 

Utah’s JJDP Act compliance data collection and verification procedures are attached, reference 
attached “State Monitoring Manual for JJDP Act Compliance”, Utah’s compliance monitoring plan/policy 
and procedures manual (reference pages 13-19). 
 
Compliance Monitoring Contractual Funding and Contact Persons 
 

  As indicated, CCJJ contracts with the Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS) to conduct 
compliance monitoring as per the JJDP Act requirements.  Title II funds are awarded annually to JJS 
specifically for compliance monitoring.  The Federal FY 2008 allocation was $89,900.  Title II funds are 
also awarded to JJS to support their Juvenile Jail Removal Program.  The Federal FY 2008 allocation was 
$21,500. 

 
The contractor is required to submit quarterly financial and program reports and an annual to CCJJ.  

The contractor also is required to complete and submit to CCJJ the annual “State Monitoring Report”. 
 
Contact Information 
Treva Bell, Program Specialist 
Division of Juvenile Justice Services 
120 North 200 West, Room 419 
Salt Lake City, UT  84103 
Phone:  801-538-4366; Fax:  801-538-4334 
E-mail:   TBELL@utah.gov 

mailto:TBELL.HSADMIN@state.ut.us


4. PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE DISPROPORTIONATE  
 MINORITY CONTACT CORE REQUIREMENT  

 
 

Utah 2009-2011 DMC Strategic Compliance Plan 
 
Introduction 
 

Realizing the complexity of the Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) issues and data 
analysis, the Utah’s Juvenile Justice Specialist (JJS) Reg Garff and DMC Coordinator, Cuong Nguyen 
decided to invite a Technical Assistant (TA) from Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(OJJDP) to facilitate the DMC Committee Annual Retreat in November 2008.  Dr. William Feyerherm 
assisted the DMC Subcommittee to develop a viable DMC plan to guide DMC reduction activities for the 
next three years. Via e-mail and several phone calls the JJS, DMC Coordinator, and TA agreed on a 
tentative agenda and materials to be discussed at the retreat.  State Advisory Group’s (SAG) Chair and 
DMC Subcommittee chair participated in drafting the agenda.   
 
  In laying foundation for DMC work, the Utah DMC Subcommittee has taken two bold actions to 
create a systematic structure for future DMC reduction efforts in the juvenile justice system.  The first 
action was to improve statewide data collection.  As a result, the Court and Agencies’ Record Exchange 
(CARE) system, managed by the Utah Administrative Office of the Courts, was implemented in 
November 2005.  This allows state juvenile courts to collect data through the eight points of contact, from 
referral to waiver to adult court.  CARE does not collect arrest data; instead, it is collected by the Utah 
Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI) using the Uniform Crime Reports.  FY07 was the first completed 
cycle of data from CARE and is used for this analysis. 
 

The second was to adapt the OJJDP DMC data definitions to Utah’s Juvenile Justice System.  A 
Data Analysis Working Group was created within the Subcommittee and consisted of experts with great 
research background to lead the work.  The working group consulted with Tom Harig and William 
Feyerherm of DSG - OJJDP Trainers for advises as they drafted the definitions.  The raw data was then 
tabulated with the updated definitions to reflect Utah’s justice system.  Through these collective actions, 
and with the newly hired DMC Coordinator, the subcommittee was well suited to create a Three-Year 
Strategic Plan. 

 
To comply with the DMC core requirement, the subcommittee will follow the 2009 Title II 

Solicitation – DMC Compliance Outlined by the OJJDP State Representative and the OJJDP’s DMC 
Reduction Model.  The model consists the following five phases: identification, assessment/diagnoses, 
intervention, evaluation, and monitoring.   
 
Problem Statement 
 

Using the Utah Court Agencies’ Record Exchange (CARE) database and based on the Model, the 
Subcommittee identified several areas to focus DMC work for the years 2009-2011.  The FY07 data 
showed that the largest disparity was in Utah County for underutilization of diversion for Hispanic youth.  
It also revealed that while Weber County had a small disparity for diversion between Hispanic and White 
youth, however, their diversion rates were equally low.  The subcommittee’s goal was to examine 
diversion in the juvenile justice system and improve the utilization of diversion in the two counties 
mentioned.  In addition, the Subcommittee discovered that there were lacks of awareness on DMC issues 
among the “professional communities.”  The Subcommittee set the third goal to increase awareness of 
DMC issues among “professional communities.” 
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DMC Reduction Plan for 2009 – 2011 
 

Phase I: Identification Process 
 
A. Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets  
 1. See DMC Data Attachment  
 2. See Appendix A, B, and C for data with revised definitions 
 
B. Data Discussion 
 

1. Population at Risk 
 
 It was realized early on that using the 2000 Census data for the population at risk was outdated.  The 
Subcommittee looked at different sources for the updated information.  The Utah Population Estimate 
Committee, which is a function of the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, issues an annual 
estimate of state population.  As of July 1, 2008, the state population was estimated at 2,757,779, an 
increase of 2.2% in total population from the prior year.  In 2000, the Census estimated the Utah 
population at 2,246,553.  In 9 years, the state population increased 22%.  The trends show that Utah’s 
population has increases in the flux between 2.2% to 3.2% since 2000.  However, these estimates failed to 
yield data for the 10-17 year old population. 
 
 The subcommittee chose a different approach and gathered data from the Utah Department of 
Education (DOE), 2007 School Enrollment, where an estimated 96% of the total population at risk was 
accounted for.  The remaining 4% attended private school (3%) or home school (1%) and were not 
included in the count. 
 
 Comparing 2007 DOE data to the 2000 Census data for population at risk showed that the changes in 
minority populations were varied.  At a statewide level, population at risk for all minorities increased 
2.8%, from 57,277 in 2000 Census to 58,897 2007 DOE data.  While the volume is relatively small, 
Black or African American (Black/AA) has the largest increase at 60.9%, from 2,559 to 4,117, followed 
by Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders (NH/PI), at 58%, from 2,847 to 4,516.   
 
 The Hispanic or Latino (His./Lat.) remained the largest minority population in the state.  In the 2000 
Census, the population at risk was 29,285 and increased to 40,177 in the 2007 DOE, a 37.2% increase.  
Asian has the lowest increase at 30.7%, from 4,053 to 5,297.  As a result of the increase, Black/AA and 
NH/PI meet the 1% threshold to analyze for the first time.    
 

White youth, however, had a reduction of 7.7%, from 266,909 to 246,427.  The other decrease, 
10.2%, was of American Indian or Alaska Native youth (AI/AN).  The population at risk in the 2000 
Census was at 5,334 to 4,790 in 2007 DOE count.  Figure 1 and Figure 2 show the comparison of 2000 
Census and 2007 DOE breakdown of minority population. 

 
The Subcommittee understands the problem in comparing two different data sources.  For example, 

the 2000 Census allowed report for “other/mixed” category.  This yielded a total of 13,199 individual in 
this category.  Likewise, the 2007 DOE accounted for every youth and they belonged to the either white, 
or one of the other five ethnicity group.  As result, the data suggested a great increase such as the 
Black/AA, more than 60% in total population at risk.   But by all accounts, minorities only increased 
1,620 individuals.  The Subcommittee, however, decided to use the DOE as their data sources to get a 
more accurate count of the population group.
       



 
 
2. Arrest Data 
 

Arrest data was collected from the Utah Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI).  The Bureau functions 
under the Utah Department of Public Safety.  The Bureau collects data from state and local law enforcement 
agencies.  These agencies use the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Program.  Reporting to the Bureau is 
voluntary, thus some agencies choose not to submit data. However, the reporting for FY07 was estimated at 
about 90% of all law enforcement agencies.  While this data was available for RRI analysis, the TA pointed 
out some major problems with the data, thus it was reasonable for Subcommittee members to question the 
accuracy and reliability of the data.  First, arrest data are not comprehensive because not all agencies were 
reporting.  
 

Second, arrest data divided into two demographic groups: adult and juvenile.  The data sets did not allow 
the separation of youth younger than 10 years old from those who were 10 to 17, which is the definition of 
population at risk. 
 

Third, and most important, the volume of arrests compared to referrals to juvenile court, as showed in 
Figure 3: Statewide Arrest vs. Referral showed that the volume of referrals to juvenile court for minorities 
were considerably higher than that of arrest, except for White and Asian youth.  For example, Salt Lake 
County showed that 10,943 white youth were arrested in FY07 with 7,444 being referred to court.  In the 
same period, 1,953 Hispanic or Latino youth were arrested with 3,713 referred to juvenile court.  Trends are 
similar both statewide and in the three largest counties: Salt Lake, Utah, and Weber.  This is troublesome 
because the DMC Reduction model assumes that the volume of referrals is a subset of arrest.  The current 
data collection system does not connect CARE and UCR data.  It was unclear how many of those arrested 
were actually being referred to the juvenile court.  The TA pointed out that this was problematic in analyzing 
the data and accuracy of RRI was compromise between these two points.  Figure 4 shows the minority 
breakdown of Statewide Arrest vs. Referral. 
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The fourth concern pointed out by the TA during the retreat was that the numbers of statewide 

arrests for white youth were twice the national average.  As the data showed and concerns were 
raised, he suggested the following two actions for the arrest data: 
 

a) Conduct an in-depth study as why and how Utah’s arrests are as twice as that of the national 
average.  What are the data sources that could explain such numbers?  Before answering 
these questions, the TA suggested that arrest RRI should not be used to measure DMC 
reduction activity.  However, it was suggested to continue to collect data and analyze it 
separately from the rest of the points of contact. 

 
b) Calculate referral RRI to population at risk instead of arrest  

 
3. Referral to Juvenile Court 

The subcommittee revised the OJJDP definition of referral to accurately describing the data captured in 
this category.  The revised definition reads, “Referral is when a potentially delinquent youth is sent forward 
for legal processing and received by a juvenile court either as a result of law enforcement action or upon a 
complaint by a citizen, school, or government entity.”  For reasons as explained above regarding arrest, the 
RRI for referrals is to population at risk instead of volume of arrest. As result, the RRI suggested that three 

out of five racial ethnic groups have a great disparity in the 
three counties.  The first was the Hispanic/Latino population.  
They have an RRI of 1.98, 2.34, and 2.43 for Salt Lake, 
Weber, and Utah County, respe

 

ctively. 

Salt 
 this 

 Second, Black/AA for the first time met the 1% population 
threshold to be calculated and it showed an RRI above three in 
all three counties.  An RRI of 3.12, 3.18, and 3.02 were shown 
for Salt Lake, Weber, and Utah County, respectively.  
Although AI/AN met the 1% population threshold only in 
Lake County, the RRI showed a strong disparity of 2.32 in
geographic area.  Figure 5 below shows the RRI for three 
counties for Black/AA, His./Lat., and AI/AN. 
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In light of these findings, it was suggested to study the data sources for referral and answer the following 
questions before determining next steps: 

 What were the sources for referral: School, family, probation violation, child welfare?  Would the 
answer be statistical, classification, or source of referral? 

 Why was referral volume greater than arrest 
 What were the potential contributing factors? 

 
4. Diversion 
 
 Figure 6 below shows the RRI for FY07 Diversion.  It shows the three most populist counties and 
statewide average for the five ethnic groups. 

 
The RRI showed that AI/AN, Black/AA, and His./Lat. had the most underutilization of diversion 

in the three counties.  The RRI for Asian and NH/PI was not statistically significant.  Further 
analysis of the data revealed that the volume of activities was relative small for both AI/AN and 
Black/AA.  It also indicated that His./Lat. had the most disparity in all three counties.  The 
Subcommittee concluded to increase diversion for the His./Lat. population would be most effective.   
  
 At the conclusion of the retreat, the Subcommittee created three goals to set the stage for DMC 
reduction efforts.  The first was to increase the utilization of diversion for His./Lat. youth in Utah 
County to equal the rate of 30/100 referrals.  The second goal was to increase the utilization of 
diversion program(s) in Weber County for both His./Lat. and White youth to the rate of 30/100 
referrals.  The reference to 30/100 diversions per referral was set to be equal to that of statewide 
average rate for White youth.  They also set goals for the subsequent 2 years.  The projected results 
for the three year plan are list in the table below.  In conjunction with these goals, the Subcommittee 
also set the third and final goal to increase awareness of DMC issues among “professional 
communities.” 
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5. Other points of contact 

 
 The RRI for the remainder points of contact: Detention, Petition, Delinquent Findings, Probation 
Placement, Confinement in Secure Facilities, and Transferred to Adult Court showed some statistically 
significance.  However, the magnitude and volume of activities were low compared to diversion.  The 
Subcommittee did not set these points as their immediate priority as they were establishing priorities and 
areas of focus.  The Subcommittee came to a consensus that addressing arrest, referral, and diversion would 
have a direct effect on those subsequent RRI.  Thus, it seemed reasonable to focus on the first three points of 
contact not only to pilot our strategy, but to also build political capital for future and ongoing DMC efforts. 
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Phase II: Assessment/Diagnosis 
 
A. Summary of Statewide DMC Assessment and Contributing Factors 
 
 The Subcommittee identified the following areas of focus and plan assessment/diagnosis in each of those 
areas.  These are on-going efforts and a revolving process for the next three years, and beyond.  Plan revisions 
and updates will occur at least annually to reflect data trends and contributing factors. 
 

• Continue improvement of data collection 
As noted above, arrest data were collected from Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI) and the accuracy 

and reliability were questioned.  The Subcommittee created the DMC Data Analysis Working Group to 
further assess the scope of these issues and to identify ways to assure the quality of this data.  The Working 
Group was assigned to continue collecting data both from CARE and BCI to study trends and submit for RRI 
calculation.  They were also asked to study and, if necessary, implement the following recommendations: 

 
1. Remove arrest data from referral RRI calculation 
2. Calculate arrest RRI separately from the rest of the points of contact 
3. Engage law enforcement agencies at State and local level to identify, understand, and improve 

recording of arrest information 
4. Identify sources, classifications, and clarifications for referral data 
 

The Working Group has been providing the annual RRI tabulation.  They will meet quarterly, or as 
needed, when new data are available for analysis. 

 
• Diversion 

 As suggested in the Data Discussion Section, the FY07 RRI revealed that the Hispanic/Latino population 
required attention in diversion for both Weber and Utah County.  The Subcommittee set two goals.  The first 
was to increase the utilization of diversion for Hispanic/Latino in Utah County so it will be equal to the rate of 
30/100 referral.  The second goal is to improve the utilization of diversion program in Weber County for both 
Hispanic/Latino and White youth to the rate of 30/100 referral.  The reference to 30/100 diversion per referral 
was set to be equal to that of the statewide average rate for White youth.  They also set goals for the 
subsequent 2 years with projected results.   

 
 To address these issues, the Subcommittee realized that, given the political environment and 

practicality matter, they will need to rely heavily on local leaders and experts.  The Subcommittee formed 
Utah County and Weber County Working Groups, consisting of representatives from the DMC Subcommittee 
and respective local leaders.  These working groups are charged with conducting assessment/diagnosis, and 
increasing diversion usage in their respective communities.  Objectives and timeline for the working groups 
are detailed in the Intervention Phase of this plan.  The ultimate goal is to meet the Subcommittee’s mission 
of eliminating the disproportionate representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system. 

 
Collaboration and Community Outreach 
 

Another area the Subcommittee looked at was collaboration with other state, profit and non-profit 
agencies.  The Subcommittee formed a DMC Message Development Working Group to develop a concrete 
DMC Message to share with different professional communities.  The message will include, but not limited 
to, general information about the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA), Utah’s DMC 
Compliance Plan, Organization Chart, Current Findings, and suggestion on how to get involved.  The 
Working Group will also identify professional communities as well as approaches to deliver the message. 
 
B) Current Statewide DMC Assessment Activity 
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 The Working Groups noted above will complete assessment to identify contributing factors and make 
recommendations for appropriate actions.   Details of the current Statewide DMC Assessment Activities are 
described in Phase III: Intervention Phase of this plan. 
 
Phase III: Intervention 
 
A) Report on FY08 DMC-Reduction Plan and it Progress: 
FY08 Activity Progress 
1. Complete development of updated 

cultural competency training curriculum, 
including an evaluation tool, for use in 
Juvenile Court and Juvenile Justice 
Services.  

 

The UBJJ has discussed and approved setting aside 
funding for this activity.  The author never submitted the 
plan.  The Cultural Competency Training Curriculum is 
used by the Juvenile Court and Juvenile Justice Services 
to train their personnel.  

2. Look at ways to integrate cultural 
competency training into other staff 
training modules. 

 

No progress has been made in this regard as the DMC 
Coordinator has been focusing on data collection and 
analysis.  However, it is anticipated that the 
Subcommittee will collaborate with other agencies as it 
raises awareness of DMC issues across “professional 
communities.” 

3. Create youth scenarios for Utah’s Peace 
Officers and Standards Training (POST) 
to adopt in their training curriculum. 

 

The Subcommittee completed and submitted 3 minority 
youth scenarios to POST.  DMC members also followed 
up by attending the training site and observing the 
application of these scenarios.  A good relationship has 
been established between the Subcommittee and POST.  
Effectiveness of the scenarios and future collaboration 
projects with POST (such as input for the POST training 
curriculum, community outreach and resources for 
POST) will be updated to the Subcommittee in the 
coming months. 

4. Monitor the entry of racial data in the 
CARE (Court Agencies Records 
Exchange) system.  The goal is to reach 
90% reporting of racial data in the CARE 
system, reducing the number of “Cannot 
Determine” entries to less than 10%. 

 

The Data Analysis Working Group was formed and has 
been working closely with the Administrative Office of 
the Courts to improve this data.  The CARE system 
requires input of race and ethnicity, and procedures are 
in place to train front-line workers.  It’s anticipated that 
the “Cannot Determine” number will decrease to less 
than 10%. 

5. Ensure that cultural competency training 
continues to be offered throughout the 
state. 

 

In collaboration with Juvenile Justice Services and 
Juvenile Court Administration, efforts are in place to 
provide cultural competency training for new 
employees.  The Subcommittee plan to ask the 
respective agencies to provide continuing education for 
current employees. 

6. Ensure that all sub grantees providing 
services to youth meet cultural 
competency requirements. 

 

A portion of the Request for Proposal, or RFP, requires 
sub-grantees to include a plan to address cultural 
competency.  Points are given to those proposals with a 
specific, in-depth plan to address and increase 
awareness of cultural competency for their personnel. 
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7. Encourage all agencies providing 

services within the juvenile justice 
system provide services in a culturally 
competent manner. 

 

As part of the grant agreement, all employees of the 
Juvenile Justice Services, Juvenile Court, and their 
services providers are required to include cultural 
competency training as part of their contract. 

8. Gather data to determine the number of 
minority youth participating in Formula 
Grant projects. 

 

All sub-grantees are required to report the ethnicity of 
participants in their program quarterly.  This report 
consists of information regarding participant’s race and 
ethnicity, age, etc.  In addition, UBJJ also funds an on-
going project with the University of Utah Criminal 
Justice Center to conduct an outcome evaluation of each 
program.  The survey captures participants who 
complete the program.  The report generated by this 
survey offers a more in-depth look at the content of the 
program as opposed to the generalized outputs.  

9. Conduct further research to identify 
causes of disproportionate minority 
representation in Utah’s Juvenile Justice 
System. 

 

The Data Analysis Working Group was formed and has 
completed the revision of data definitions, calculation of 
RRI in new definition, and continues to monitor and 
study data sources for quality assurance.  This is on-
going effort. 

10. Continue to sponsor projects designed to 
reduce Utah’s disproportionate 
representation of minority youth in the 
juvenile justice system. 

 

As reported in the 2008 UBJJ Annual Report to the 
Governor and State Legislatures, the FY08 Funding 
supported four DMC programs.  They included Ocho 
Pasos, which provides prevention and intervention 
services to Hispanic, gang affiliated youth.  The Dream 
Team serves female youth in Ogden who live in low 
income, high crime neighborhoods.  These girls are at 
high risk on most factors.  Child and Family 
Empowerment provides culturally sensitive intervention 
services to Pacific Islander young women designed to 
increase self-esteem and attachment to their cultural 
community while reducing propensity for delinquency.  
These three projects served 181 youth.  Only 11% of 
those participating in these programs reported a new 
offense.  The fourth program involves the hiring of a 
DMC Coordinator to ensure Utah’s compliance with the 
DMC Core Requirement of the JJDPA 

11. Encourage efforts to further diversify the 
juvenile justice work force. 

 

Several steps have been taken in this regard.  The 
Subcommittee has collaborated with the Salt Lake 
County Council on Diversity Affair – an Advisory 
Board to Salt Lake County Mayor on diversity and 
service delivery issues to minority community.  The 
DMC Coordinator participates as a member and chairs 
of the Law-Enforcement Subcommittee.  The DMC 
Chair also participates in the Law-Enforcement 
Subcommittee which set two goals.  One was to 
diversify the workforce in the Salt Lake County 
Sheriff’s Office to reflect the population served.  The 
Law-Enforcement Subcommittee worked on various 
projects, such as conducting a recruitment and 
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orientation for law enforcement jobs in the minority 
community, set up workshops to help potential 
candidates pass the Peace Officer Standard Training 
Exam, and train candidates on job interviewing skills. 
The second goal was to reduce the disproportionate 
minority youth representation in the juvenile justice 
system for Salt Lake County.  The DMC Coordinator 
brings DMC issues directly to this group for discussion 
and solutions.  It’s a hope that this approach, as a pilot 
project (recruitment and orientation), will be successful 
and can be recreated in other jurisdictions in the future. 

12. Convert RRI data into narrative form. 
 

A document was produced and presented at the DMC 
Annual Retreat, November 13, 2009.  This effort will 
continue on a yearly basis when new RRI becomes 
available. 

13. The DMC Subcommittee will meet on a 
regular basis throughout the year. 

 

The Subcommittee has been meeting on a monthly basis 
with the exception to July and December, and has 
scheduled meetings for the remainder of the year.  The 
Subcommittee also committed to an Annual Retreat, 
whole a day meeting to review the works and plan for 
next year activities. 

14. Update Utah’s DMC Strategic Plan. The Subcommittee and Coordinator have completed the 
annual report to OJJDP, and recently completed a DMC 
Annual Retreat with invited Technical Assistance from 
OJJDP to facilitate the meeting.  As result, the 
Subcommittee has identified areas of focus to guide 
DMC work for the next three years and is the substance 
of this Strategic Plan.  The Coordinator, in coordination 
with Subcommittee chair, will monitor, evaluate, and 
revise the plan on the on-going basis. 

 
In addition to the activities listed, the Subcommittee also accomplishments the following: 
 
1. Supported the use of Rights of Juvenile Defendants Video for use in juvenile courts (English and 

Spanish version) 
2. Supported the development of the Spanish Probation Order 
3. Collaborative efforts to local jurisdiction and state, local, profit, and none-profit agencies have been 

made and will continue 
 
B) DMC Reduction Plan for FY2009-2011 
 
Goal 1: Increase the utilization of diversion rate for Hispanic youth in Utah County to 30 per 100 referrals. 
Objective 1: Identify key players, stakeholders and form a DMC Workgroup in Utah County. 
 
Steps: 

1. Work with DMC Subcommittee representatives in the region to identify key players 
2. Form a DMC Workgroup for the Utah County 
3. Conduct meetings every-other month to address the DMC issues presented 
4. Gain support and establish a framework among members to implement the strategic plan for Utah 

County. 
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Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 

1. Number of participants by end of February 2009 
2. Complete orientation and present DMC findings to the newly formed DMC Workgroup in April of 

2009 
3. Develop a framework to address diversion in the county by the end of April 2009 
 

Responsible individuals: DMC Members, DMC Coordinators, and local representatives 
 
Objective 2: Create Utah County Diversion Use Plan 
 
Steps: 

1. Review of procedures and criteria for determining diversion in Utah County Juvenile Justice 
Jurisdiction by April 2009 meeting 

2. Identify personnel who make decisions at diversion by April 2009 
3. Make a uniform recommendation to be distributed to all personnel who make decision on diversion 

by May 2009 
4. Train all personnel on the uniformity of the recommendations by the end of June 2009 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Numbers of documents reviewed 
2. Recommendation document produced 
3. Number of personnel identified 
4. Number of personnel trained  
 

Responsible individuals: DMC Coordinator and Utah County DMC Workgroup 
 
Objective 3: Implement of the plan for Utah County 
 
Steps: 

1. Start implementation on July 1, 2009 
2. Track data via CARE database system starting July 1, 2009 
3. Review the progress every other month at Utah County DMC Workgroup Meeting 
4. Revise the plan as necessary 
5. Report on progress to DMC Subcommittee and UBJJ 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Number of increased diversions for Hispanic youth in Utah County starting July 1, 2009 
2. Number of progress reports to DMC Subcommittee 

 
Responsible individuals:  DMC Coordinator
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Goal 2: Increase the utilization of diversion rate for Hispanic and White youth in Weber County to 30.0 per 
100 referrals. 
 
Objective 1: Identify key players, stakeholders and form a DMC Workgroup in Weber County. 
 
Steps: 

1. Work with DMC Subcommittee representatives in the region to identify key players 
2. Form a DMC Workgroup for Weber County 
3. Conduct meetings every-other month to address the DMC issues presented 
4. Gain support and establish a framework to implement the strategic plan for Weber Co. 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Number of participants by end of March 2009 
2. Complete orientation and presentation of DMC Findings to the newly formed DMC Workgroup in 

May of 2009 
3. Develop a framework to address diversion in county by the end of May 2009 
 

Responsible individuals: DMC Members, DMC Coordinators, and local representatives 
 
Objective 2: Create a Weber County Diversion Use Plan 
 
Steps: 

1. Review of procedures and criteria for determining diversion in Weber County by May 2009 
2. Identify personnel who make decisions for diversion by May 2009 
3. Make a uniform recommendation to be distributed to all personnel who make decision on diversion 

by June 2009 
4. Train all personnel on the uniformity of the recommendations by the end of June 2009 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Numbers of documents reviewed 
2. Recommendation document produced 
3. Number of personnel identified 
4. Number of personnel trained  
 

Responsible individuals: DMC Coordinator and Weber County DMC Workgroup 
 
Objective 3: Implement of the plan for Weber County 
 
Steps: 

1. Start implementation on July 1, 2009 
2. Track data via CARE database system starting July 1, 2009 
3. Review the progress every other month at Weber County DMC Workgroup Meeting 
4. Revise the plan as necessary 
5. Report progress to DMC Subcommittee 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Number of increased diversions for Hispanic and White youth in Utah County starting July 1, 2009 
2. Number of progress reports to DMC Subcommittee 

 
Responsible individuals:  DMC Coordinator 
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Goal 3:   Increase awareness of DMC issues issue among professional communities 
 
Objective 1: Identify groups, organizations, and stakeholders for which their activities may be contributing 
to DMC numbers 
 
Steps: 

1. Identify targeted audience 
2. Identify and assign DMC member to present to targeted audience 
3. Complete tentative schedule and timeline 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Complete the identification of key players, stakeholder process by end of March 2009 
2. Number of identified agencies 
3. Number of assigned meetings to DMC Members 
 

Responsible individuals:  DMC Coordinator and DMC Message Development Working Group 
 
Objective 2: Prepare a presentation contain DMC information and findings for targeted audiences 
 
Steps: 

1. Review DMC findings 
2. Prepare presentation 
3. Prepare handout(s) 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Complete presentation 
2. Complete a handout(s) 
 

Responsible individuals: Coordinator and DMC Message Development Working Group 
 
Objective 3:  Present to groups identified in Objective 1 
Steps: 

1. Present Utah DMC issues according to timeline 
 

Benchmarks/Performance Measures: 
1. Number of presentations completed 

 
Responsible individuals:  Coordinator and DMC Message Development Working Group 
 
  Beside steps taken for the three goals, the Subcommittee also plans to increase the usage of the Rights 
of Juvenile Defendants Video at juvenile court. 
 
  While there is no specified amount of funding set aside for the activities planned, the administration 
portion is supported by DMC Coordinator.  The UBJJ, however, has identified DMC as one of the top three 
program areas for funding.  Allocation for new funding will be awarded to programs with strong emphasis on 
identified DMC concerns.
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Phase IV: Evaluation 
 
  UBJJ has set aside funding for an on-going effort with the University of Utah Criminal Justice Center 
(UCJC) to perform Outcome Evaluations of funded projects.  The UCJC conducts this evaluation on all 
programs that receive Title II and Title V money, including DMC supported programs.  UCJC staffs 
participate in all levels of UBJJ and DMC meetings.  They also collect for and calculate the RRI.  They also 
act as an assurance for quality of data as discussed in the identification phase.  They provide advice on grant 
applications as they come in.  DMC Coordinator will work closely with UCJC staff, as well as maintain 
constant contact with OJJDP State Representatives to ensure Utah’s in compliance with the DMC Core 
Requirement. 
 
 
Phase V: Monitoring 
 
  In teaming up with the UCJC staff, DMC Coordinator will monitor the progress not only by data, but 
also by participating in sites visit to sub-grantees.  This will be an on-going effort to study trends and 
effectiveness of the activities that sub-grantees have outlined and performed.  Recommendations will follow 
on discovered areas for improvement.



 
 

5.  Coordination of Child Abuse /Neglect and Delinquency Programs 
 

A.  Reducing the Caseload of Probation Officers 
Utah is a Waiver State (see Section 9, Exceptions to the Certified Assurances) meaning that the State has 

the major statutory responsibility for funding and fiscal support of juvenile justice/ corrections and human 
service programs.  Units of local government have no statutory responsibility to fund or operate specific 
juvenile justice/corrections or child welfare programs.   

 
However, Utah is funding several diversion projects, which have the effect of reducing the caseload of 

probation officers.  Probation officer case loads are estimated at 30 per officer. 
 

B.  Sharing Public Child Welfare Records With the courts in the Juvenile Justice System 
Utah’s juvenile courts have access to public child welfare records.  Utah’s statewide juvenile justice 

system is organized is such a way that judges are assigned permanently to hear both delinquency and child 
welfare matters.  As a result of this dual function, the Courts Access Records Exchange (CARE) information 
system incorporates both child welfare and delinquency records.  Judges and caseworkers have the most 
current juvenile justice and child welfare information available at any given time. 
 
C. Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Relevant Child Protective Services  
 Records into Juvenile Justice Records 

The CARE information system is Utah's juvenile justice database.  The full system, implemented on 
November 28, 2005, was the result of a joint effort by the Juvenile Court and the Division that began in 1999. 
Working objectives for the project were to (1) design and create a useful case management system, (2) 
enhance communication and cooperation between agencies responsible for juvenile justice and child welfare 
in Utah, and (3) Allow for the sharing of case information in a user friendly and readily accessible digital 
environment. 
 
 The assessment module collects, scores, manages, and reports on the results of user defined 
questionnaires and assessments.  As intended, it has proved to be an invaluable resource for the Protective and 
Risk Assessment.  Data collection tools built with the module are used to collect and manage information. A 
diverse array of information on individual youths is collected including daily behavioral ratings, progress 
notes, work hours, and school performance. In addition, CARE reports continue to be built to help summarize 
and interpret the information. Development of a second CARE component, the minutes module, was put into 
production during FY 2003. The module collects minutes from Juvenile Court and Youth Parole Authority 
hearings and creates electronic orders.  
 

Pursuant to Section 223(a)(28) of the JJDP Act of 2002, Utah certifies that juvenile offenders who 
placement is funded through section 472 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 672) receive the protections 
specified in Section 471 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 671). 

 
The chart below represents the initiatives as they might apply to an individual youth entering Division 

custody. Initiatives are shown in the context of a Juvenile Court Hearing [A] that brings the youth into 
Division custody [B].  On receiving a youth in custody, a Division case manager assesses the case [C] to 
identify the youth's strengths and weaknesses and service needs. This evaluation includes administration of a 
protective and Risk Assessment (PRA), but also considers information collected from family, previous 
workers associated with the case, other sources in the community, and results of other assessments. 
Evaluation results are interpreted within the framework of the BARJ Model [F] to develop the youth's Needs 
Assessment Service Plan [D]. The Service Plan (1) documents the youth's strengths and weaknesses, (2) 
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identifies needed residential and nonresidential services, and (3) sets goals for successful completion. Services 
[E] are provided through a levels based system known as the Graduated Sanctions Model of Service Delivery 
and Supervision. At regular intervals (every 90 or 180 days), the case manager reassesses the case and 
reviews the youth's progress with the Juvenile Court. Depending on the youth's current needs, the case 
manager may either recommend that the service plan be revised [D] and additional services be provided [E] or 
recommend that the youth be discharged [G]. 

 
The case management process just described is given structure and support by Functional Family 

Probation/Resource Services (FFP/RS), Program Enhancement process (PEP), and the CARE information 
system. FFP/RS [H] is a case management strategy designed to engage and motivate youths and their families 
and link them with appropriate services. PEP [I] is a continuous quality improvement process for the 
Division's system of service delivery. The process identifies opportunities for improvement through ongoing 
assessment of service delivery and regular feedback on the impact of those services. Finally, CARE [J] 
documents details of individual activities at every stage of the process. This includes Minutes and Orders 
generated in Court Hearings, assessment results, the youth's service plan, residential and nonresidential 
services the youth receives, and the progress the youth makes in fulfilling objectives of the service plan. 
 

 
 
 
 

 66



 
 

6.  COLLECTING & SHARING JUVENILE JUSTICE INFORMATION 

 
Utah continues to improve and increase the data collected as part of its planning process.  Utah’s SAG 

collaborates with the University of Utah Criminal Justice Center to collect and interpret data from numerous 
sources.  Student interns do much of the research, thus allowing ample personnel hours to search out new data 
and information.  Relationships between state organizations and Utah’s SAG are cooperative and most data 
requests from the SAG are honored. 

 
Data is readily available from most pertinent state agencies in the form of annual reports, most of which 

are available on the internet.  The Division of Juvenile Justice Services report tracks much of the activities of 
youth in their care throughout the state.  Utah’s Juvenile Court, although in a different branch of government, 
recently updated their juvenile information system and is now using the Court Access Records Exchange 
(CARE) system (noted previously in this document).  The Courts are committed to improving the data 
collection/extraction process and have recently hired a research analyst to move the process forward.  Utah’s 
Juvenile Court released its first ever Report Card to the Community in 2008.  Utah continues to dedicate a 
portion of JABG funds to improve the extraction processes from CARE.  Soon, the Juvenile Court will be 
capable of providing additional statistics and research to the community on a regular basis.  Utah’s 
Department of Education produces risk and protective factors research every two years.  This report, along 
with other student data, is available to the public on the Department’s web page.  Utah’s police departments 
report data to the Utah Bureau of Information (BCI) on a regular basis.  BCI produces reports on an annual 
basis that are also available on the internet.  In short, there are very few problems collecting data in Utah. 

 
There are two areas that could be improved.  Currently, there is no central repository for detailed gang 

data.  BCI reports some basic information, but local gang experts believe the numbers are not accurate.  Also, 
juvenile gang statistics are not disaggregated from the overall reported rates.   

 
Utah’s SAG has collaborated with the University of Utah Criminal Justice Center to develop a 

consolidated database.  Many data sources are distilled into a single, searchable database that is available on 
the SAG’s web site (www.juvenile.utah.gov).  The database is searchable by geography or by demographics 
and kept up-to-date by the University. Currently, there is three years worth of data in the system.  The tool is 
improving with additional data sources being added this year.  This is a valuable tool for anybody with access 
to the internet. 
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Program Area 06      Compliance Monitoring   
  
Program Problem Statement 
As required by Utah’s continued participation in the JJDP Act, a plan must be maintained which provides for 
an adequate system of monitoring of jails, lockups, detention facilities, correctional facilities and non-secure 
facilities to ensure the removal of status offenders and non-offenders from secure detention and correctional 
facilities; and ensure that the separation, and jail removal requirements are met.  In addition, an effort must be 
put forth to monitor for disproportionate minority contact (DMC) (See Program Area: 10). 
 
Program Goal 
To maintain compliance with the JJDP Act core requirements, Section 223 (a)(11), (12), (13), and (22) of the 
JJDP Act. 
 
Objective 1 
Prevent the inappropriate detention of status offenders and nonoffenders in secure detention and correctional 
facilities, pursuant to Section 223(a)(11) of the JJDP Act. 
Objective 2 
Ensure that sight and sound separation is maintained in adult jails and lockups where juvenile offenders may 
be held, pursuant to Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act. 
Objective 3 
Ensure that juveniles are not housed in adult jails or lockups, pursuant to Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act. 
Objective 4 
Ensure Utah’s compliance with Section 223(a)(22) of the JJDP Act, disproportionate minority confinement. 
 
Summary of Activities Planned 

1. Contract with the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services to perform compliance monitoring 
activities. 

2. Maintain standards for six-hour jail and two-hour police hold rooms. 
3. Identify, visit, evaluate, certify and monitor all two-hour and six-hour hold rooms. 
4. Identify and monitor non-state contracted private youth programs according to statute. 
5. Continue to provide ongoing technical assistance as needed and increase monitoring of programs and 

facilities for OJJDP compliance with deinstitutionalization, jail removal and DMC mandates and 
regulations. 

6. Submit the annual monitoring report to CCJJ and the Utah Board of Juvenile Justice for review and 
submission to OJJDP. 

 

Output Performance Measure - Required 
2. Number and percent of program staff trained 
3. Number of hours of program staff training provided 
4. Funds allocated to adhere to Section 223(a) (14) of the JJDPA of 2002 
6. Number of activities that address compliance with Section 223(a) (14) of the JJDPA of 2002 
7. Number of facilities receiving TA 

 
Outcome Performance Measure - Required 
 1. Submission of complete annual monitoring report to OJJDP. 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $89,900 $0.00 $89,900
2010 $89,900 $0.00 $89,900
2011 $94,395 $0.00 $94,395

7.  STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM/PROGRAM NARRATIVE 
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Program Area 09     Delinquency Prevention    
 
Program Problem Statement 
Even when children are not subjected to violence themselves, they increasingly live in a world permeated by 
violence.  Many children are exposed to chronic violence in their homes and communities.  There is a 
significant correlation between domestic violence in the home and a child’s acting-out behaviors.  Problems 
among children who witness domestic violence include anxiety, fear, sleep disruption and school difficulties.  
Continued exposure to violence may lead to later violence on the part of the child, as well as to other serious 
emotional and behavioral problems.  Violence witnessed at home is often repeated later in life.  Data show 
that 25% of the referrals for child abuse and neglect were related to domestic violence.  A comparison of 
delinquent youth found that a history of family violence or abuse was the most significant difference between 
the two groups.  (Source:  Department of Human Services Juvenile Justice Action Team) 
 
Program Goal 
Provide prevention services to youth in kindergarten through eighth grade with projects that: 
 
Objective 1 
Identify at-risk youth, including those affected by violence, and provide them with prevention and early 
intervention services. 
Objective 2 
Identify at-risk families and provide them in-home support services designed to increase parent and family 
involvement and accountability for juvenile delinquency. 
Objective 3 
Develop new after school programs using evidence based practices in needy communities. 
Objective 4 
Develop new, evidence-based, job and life skills training programs using best practices. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Teach children non-violence and conflict resolution skills. 
2. Increase use of youth courts and similar programs to hold first-time misdemeanor alcohol and 

tobacco offenders that cannot be dealt with in courts accountable. 
3. Require completion of risk/needs assessments at schools of youth exhibiting behavioral problems 

and sharing those assessments with appropriate agencies. 
4. Encourage the development of more youth mentoring programs. 
5. Implement and expand gang prevention programs. 
6. Encourage the development of community centers providing comprehensive services. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 9. Number of program youth served 
  
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 1. Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behaviors. 
  1A Substance Use 
  1B School Attendance 
  1D Family Relationships 
 2. Number and percent of youth completing program requirements. 
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Summary of Activities Planned 
1. Teach children non-violence and conflict resolution skills. 
2. Increase use of youth courts and similar programs to hold first-time misdemeanor alcohol and 

tobacco offenders that cannot be dealt with in courts accountable. 
3. Require completion of risk/needs assessments at schools of youth exhibiting behavioral problems 

and sharing those assessments with appropriate agencies. 
4. Encourage the development of more youth mentoring programs. 
5. Implement and expand gang prevention programs. 
6. Encourage the development of community centers providing comprehensive services. 

 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $47,674 $0.00 $47,674
2010 $47,674  $47,674
2011 $100,000  $100,000
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Program Area 10 Disproportionate Minority Contact   
  
Program Problem Statement 
The 1999 study by the University of Utah Social Research Institute found that the overrepresentation of 
minorities in Utah’s juvenile justice system begins at the point of arrest and continues through incarceration.  
Through the use of quantitative and qualitative data, the researchers concluded that much more can be done to 
reduce the perception and the fact that minority youth are treated receive more severe sanctions in the juvenile 
justice than their Caucasian counterparts.  More recent studies indicate that racial bias continues to present 
itself in the juvenile justice system 
 
Program Goal 
Reduce the disproportionate representation of minority youth at decision points within the juvenile justice 
system, from arrest through transfer and waiver to the adult system. 
 
Objective 1 
Increase diversion programming for minority youth in Utah County. 
Objective 2 
Increase accessibility to diversion programming for youth in Weber County. 
Objective 3 
Educate the public and train system personnel regarding issues related to the disproportionate representation 
of minority youth throughout the juvenile justice system. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 
UBJJ and its DMC Subcommittee will cooperatively participate in the following activities: 

1. Cultural competency training curricula will be kept current and training will continue to be 
offered throughout the state. 

2. All sub-grantee applicants will be required to address cultural competency as a required element 
in each grant application. 

3. All sub-grantees will be required to report ethnicity and race of youth served by project activities. 
4. Additional working groups will be formed in various localities across the state to address DMC 

issues as they are identified 
5. A consistent message will be developed and delivered by the DMC Subcommittee and UBJJ to 

various public and private organizations throughout the State. 
 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 4. Number and percent of program staff trained  
 5. Number of hours of program staff training provided 
 12. Number of planning activities conducted. 
 13. Number of assessment studies conducted 
 14. Number of data improvement projects implemented 
 15. Number of objective decision-making tools developed 
 
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 14. Number and percent of recommendations from assessment studies implemented 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $127,890 $0.00 $127,890
20010 $127,890 $0.00 $127,890
2011 $150,000 $0.00 $150,000
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Program Area 12 Gangs   
 
Problem Statement 

Analysis of current gang activity in Utah presents a complex picture.  Perceptions of law enforcement and 
juvenile justice authorities, along with self-reported gang involvement, suggest that gang activity has not 
declined and may be growing. Some law enforcement authorities report that the nature of gang activity has 
changed over the last three years to be more organized and oriented towards serious “business” type crimes 
such as high volume drug trafficking.  Rural law-enforcement agencies in some areas of the state perceive an 
increase in gang activity due to gang members migrating from urban areas.   

   
 Based upon SHARP survey results for 2007, 3.8% to 5.9% of Utah youth are at-risk due to gang 
involvement.  Although the percentage of Utah youth who report gain involvement is low, it is similar to the 
rate found in the eight-state comparison group.  Given that the average for Utah youth on most other 
antisocial behaviors and risk and protective factors is far below the eight-state comparison group, this finding 
suggests gang issues may be a significant problem for the state of Utah. 
 
Program Goal 
Increase access to prevention and early intervention programs for gang involved youth.   
 
Objective 1 
Provide early intervention programs in Weber County 8th grade, Davis County 10th grade, Salt Lake 
County 6th and 12th grade, Four Corners regions 6-8th grades and Southwestern Utah 8th grade. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Coordinate services with the Governor’s Gang Task Force 
2. Partner with local organization as they implement gang initiatives within their communities. 

  
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 11. Number of youth served. 
 
Required Outcome Performance Measures 
 5. Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2010 $50.000 $0.00 $50.000
2011 $92,000 $0.00 $92,000
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Program Area 13 Gender Specific Services   
 
Problem Statement 
In Utah: 

• Girls represented about 24% of all youths admitted to locked detention during FY 2008, nearly one in 
every four admissions. 

• Just over 15% of youth placed in JJS community programs were girls. 
• 9% of all youth placed in secure facilities were girls. 

 
Program Goal 
Increase the success of girls at all levels of the juvenile justice system through gender 
specific/female-responsive services.   
 
Objective 1 
To improve the rate of successful completion of diversion contrasts, conditions of probation and 
dispositions set by court, Juvenile Justice Services or parole supervision. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Support the development of female specific programming for both Caucasian and minority 
girls at all levels of the juvenile justice system. 

2. Work with Juvenile Justice Services and the juvenile courts to provide gender specific 
services within their respective organizations. 

  
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 9. Number of youth served. 
 
Required Outcome Performance Measures 
 1. Number and percent of program youth who offend or re-offend. 
 5. Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2010 $52,000 $0.00 $52,000
2011 $52,000 $0.00 $52,000
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Program Area 17     Jail Removal     
  
Program Problem Statement 
In some areas of the state, there is a lack of adequate detention facilities to hold juvenile offenders.  These 
youths may be inappropriately held in adult jails while waiting transportation to an appropriate youth facility.  
To comply with the JJDP Act, Utah must continue to meet the jail removal core requirement. 
 
Program Goal 
To maintain compliance with the JJDP Act jail Removal core requirement to prevent the inappropriate 
detention of youth offenders in Utah adult jails. 
 
Objective 1 
Ensure compliance with Section 223(a)(12), (13) and (14) of the JJDP Act. 
 
Summary of Activities Planned 

1. Continue to provide information, statistics, reports and training to inform key agencies and the public 
about jail removal needs and strategies. 

2. Continue to monitor all appropriate facilities and programs to assess and ensure compliance with the 
JJDP Act and state statute requirements. 

3. Provide funds to develop needed jail/hold-room alternatives. 
4. Provide transportation expense reimbursement to law enforcement agencies to assist with jail removal 

efforts. 
5. Complete and submit the annual monitoring report. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 1. Formula grants funds awarded for jail removal. 
 14. Number of programs implemented. 
 16. Number of program youth served. 
 
Outcome Performance Measure - Required 
 1. Change in the number of violations of the jail removal requirement. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $21,500 $0.00 $21,500
2010 $21,500 $0.00 $21,500
2011 $22,575 $0.00 $22,575
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Program Area 19 Juvenile Justice System Improvement  
 
Program Problem Statement - A 
Research knowledge and data is an ever present need in order to help develop and guide programming and 
funding decisions.  All too few program and funding decisions are based on good data and effectiveness based 
research.  Key decision makers in order to make wise use of limited resources must be able to determine 
among various programs and competing interests those programs/services which offer the greatest hope of 
being effective.  Good research can help provide answers to such concerns. 
 
Program Goal 
To enhance the ability to determine juvenile justice program impact/effectiveness. 
 
Objective 1 
Conduct outcome-based research on juvenile justice program models and types. 
 
Summary of Activities Planned 
One research project will be funded annually to examine juvenile justice program models and types to 
determine project effectiveness and ease of replication. 
 
Program Problem Statement - B 
The need for well-trained juvenile justice personnel is an ongoing problem that is never fully resolved and 
requires the constant attention of criminal/juvenile justice administrators and managers.  Continuing changes 
in the state statutes affecting juveniles, and inconsistencies in the interpretation of the law make it necessary 
that all juvenile justice personnel be provided opportunities for professional training to ensure their effective 
performance and continued professional development. 
 
Program Goal 
Upgrade the performance of juvenile justice personnel by providing specialized training experiences. 
 
Objective 1 
Provide training opportunities for those involved in and with the juvenile justice/corrections system. 
 
Summary of Activities Planned 

1. Training opportunities will be identified by juvenile justice agencies and priority given to efforts 
that are organized to reach a regional or statewide population. 

2. At least two training opportunities will be provided. 
 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 1. Formula Grant funds awarded for juvenile justice system improvement. 
  
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 10. Average length of time between initial court appearance and disposition 
  
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $50,500 $0.00 $50,500
2010 $50,500 $0.00 $50,500
2011 $55,000 $0.00 $55,000
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Program Area 20  Mental Health Services  
 
Problem Statement 
Very little information is available regarding the status of youth with mental health and developmental 
disabilities in Utah’s juvenile justice system.  One of the first research studies to address this issue indicates 
that at least one in five juveniles under the age of 18 who has been arrested has serious mental health 
problems.  Several studies show that over 90% of juvenile suicide completers demonstrated psychiatric 
disorders and that suicide rates increase among youth with juvenile court records.  Risk for suicide increased 
in youth with seven or more referrals with an odds ratio of 4.9:1.  Anecdotal evidence also shows a large 
number of youth that would benefit from mental health services in the juvenile justice system. 
 
Program Goal 
Address crisis intervention and treatment needs of youth in the juvenile justice system with mental health 
problems or developmental disabilities. 
 
Objective 1 
Divert youth with mental illness or developmental disabilities from the juvenile justice system through 
appropriate crisis intervention responses and services. 
Objective 2 
Increase success of youth involved in the juvenile justice system by creating appropriate services and 
programs. 
 
Activities & Services Planned 
Due to reductions in the federal allocation, no activities are planned for Federal Fiscal Year 2009.  Future 
efforts may include the following: 
1. Conduct additional research into the numbers and types of mentally ill and developmentally disabled 

youth in Utah’s juvenile justice system. 
2. Develop assessment tools to identify youth in need of special services. 
3. In conjunction with the community, Juvenile Justice Services and the juvenile courts, develop 

appropriate resources to effectively assist mentally ill and developmentally disabled youth to exit the 
juvenile justice system. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 9. Number of program youth served. 
  
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 4. Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2010 $50,000 $0.00 $50,000
2011 $75,000 $0.00 $75,000
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Program Area 22     Native America Programs 
 
Program Problem Statement  
In Utah there are five recognized reservations with the Navajo and Uintah/Ouray Reservations being the 
largest.  The Navajo Reservation is the largest geographically and in population and is located in a very 
remote area of the state known as the Four Corners region.  Only two of the five tribes could be considered as 
partially providing “law enforcement functions” as noted in OJJDP regulations, specifically the Navajo and 
Uintah/Ouray Reservations.  The other three tribes are very dependent on services provided by State and local 
governmental agencies.  The State provides all of the juvenile detention and long-term youth correctional 
services for the five tribes.  Some child welfare services are provided by the Piute and Uintah/Ouray 
Reservations.  The State provides services to the other reservations. 
 
Typically youths and their families have very limited resources available.  Due to the extreme rural conditions 
of the reservations, services are few and far between.  Particular attention needs to be given to substance 
abuse treatment and early intervention for both substance abuse and delinquency for youths 8-17 years of age.  
There is a lack of qualified professionals that can deliver these services and especially a lack of those who can 
relate and effectively treat Native American clients.   
 
Program Goal 
Reduce the number of offences committed by tribal youth.  Youth who have substance abuse issues are more 
likely to violate the law and harm the community. 
 
Objective 1 
Decrease drug and alcohol referrals to Juvenile Court. 
Objective 2 
Establish sustainable after-school programs for tribal youth. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Work with Utah’s tribes to establish credible, sustainable programs for tribal youth. 
2. Establish credible relationships with tribal organizations. 
3. Create additional drug and alcohol treatment services for tribal youth. 
4. Create trusting relationships with the tribes to encourage volunteerism within the community. 
5. Ensure that regular, consistent activities are available to tribal youth. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 9. Number of program youth served 

 
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 4. Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements. 
Outcome Performance Measures - Elective 
 5. Number and percent of program families satisfied with program. 
 6. Number and percent of program youth satisfied with program.  
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $66,636 0.00 $66,636
2010 $49,977 $0.00 $49,977
2011 $33,318 $0.00 $33,318
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Program Area 23     Planning and Administration  
 
Program Problem Statement 
Effective services and support to ungovernable and delinquent children and youth require comprehensive 
collaboration among a broad range of community resources, such as, policy makers, health, human services, 
law enforcement, juvenile court and probation, education, and employment and training services.  State 
government plays an important role in helping to lead the design and build of a comprehensive continuum of 
services that work in unison, supporting and complementing one another as they address the needs of 
ungovernable and delinquent children and youth.  Developing planning mechanisms that effectively allocate 
resources is critical.  (Source:  Department of Human Services Juvenile Justice Action Team) 
 
Program Goal 
To enhance juvenile justice planning statewide so that duplication is minimized, policies and legislation 
balance the needs of the youth with the safety requirements of the public, and resources are directed to 
support programs that are evidence based. 
 
Objective 1 
Maintain 100% compliance with all JJDP Act mandates and all federal administrative requirements. 
Objective 2 
Make available JJDP funds through requests for proposals (RFPs) to state and local governmental agencies 
and to private non-profit agencies in order to support juvenile justice research and planning, program 
development and monitoring activities. 
Objective 3 
Provide staff support services to the Governor, Executive Director of CCJJ, State Advisory Group, and Utah 
Legislature in their efforts to improve the juvenile justice system in Utah. 
Objective 4 
Maintain a comprehensive juvenile justice system planning, technical assistance, program development and 
training capability. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Contract with the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services to perform compliance monitoring 
functions and to report to CCJJ on a quarterly basis monitoring activities. 

2. Submit all required reports to OJJDP including the annual monitoring report, the annual performance 
report and the three-year plan amendments. 

3. Maintain a system for dispersing and monitoring JJDP funds to state and local governmental agencies 
and private non-profit agencies to ensure quality programming. 

4. Maintain a sound financial accounting system to ensure accurate and timely records of financial 
transactions involving federal and state funds. 

5. Maintain a capability of reviewing and commenting on proposed legislation and in developing 
potential impact statements to assist the executive and legislative branches of state government in the 
formulation of legislation affecting services to juveniles and the juvenile justice system. 

6. Provide staff support services to the State Advisory Group in the areas of policy and procedure 
review, funding recommendations and system monitoring activities by maintaining a Juvenile Justice 
Specialist and secretarial support. 

7. Serve as a clearinghouse for information concerning funding opportunities, project models, statistical 
information, project reviews and available training opportunities for local, state and private non-profit 
agencies. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 1. Formula Grant funds awarded for P & A 
 3. Number of FTEs funded with FG $ 
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 7. Number of subgrants awarded 
 11. Number and percent of programs using evidence-based models 
 
Outcome Performance Measure - Required 
 1. Average time from receipt of subgrant application to date of award. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $60,000 $60,000 $120,000
2010 $60,000 $60,000 $120,000
2011 $60,000 $60,000 $120,000
 
 



 80

Program Area 30     Sex Offender Programming  
 
Problem Statement 
Utah has seen an increase in the number of juvenile sex offenses committed by younger offenders.  The 
system is in need of additional services for these young offenders. Of particular need are service for youth still 
on probation; those that have not yet been remanded to the custody of Juvenile Justice Services.   
 
Program Goals 
Expand and improve sex offender services and resources within the juvenile justice system 
 
Objective 1 
Increase accessibility to already-established assessment and treatment services and resources. 
Objective 2 
Increase awareness and educate staff working with youth offenders. 
Objective 3 
Expand services to early intervention. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Partner with Juvenile Court and JJS to provide treatment services for youth on under 
supervision. 

2. Partner with Juvenile Court and JJS to educate staff working with juvenile sex offenders. 
3. Explore prevention and early intervention models effective in reducing sex offenses. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 9. Number of program youth served. 
 
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 2. Number and percent of program youth who offend or reoffend. 
 4. Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in targeted behaviors. 
 6. Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $68,400 $0.00 $68,400
2010 $51,300 $0.00 $51,300
2011 $34,200 $0.00 $34,200
 
 



 81

Program Area 31 State Supervisory Board  
 
Program Problem Statement 
The JJDP Act requires the appointment by the Governor of an advisory group or supervisory board to oversee 
the use of all JJDP state formula funds by reviewing and commenting on all individual state JJDP grant 
applications.  The Board is to make a report to the governor and state legislature regarding juvenile justice 
issues. 
 
Program Goal 
To maintain compliance with the State Advisory Group requirements of the JJDP Act and to achieve an 
effective delivery of juvenile justice services through the implementation of the Three-Year Plan. 
 
Objective 1 
Maintain a state supervisory board known as the Utah Board of Juvenile Justice as a subcommittee of CCJJ 
for the purposes of grant review and to provide input on juvenile justice policy and budgets. 
Objective 2 
Ensure that programs requesting Title II Formula Grant funding support the priorities identified by Utah’s 
Three-Year Plan and that programs are evidence-based. 
 
Activities and Services Planned 

1. Fill all expired terms on the board with members meeting the necessary qualifications in order to 
maintain compliance with the SAG membership requirements. 

2. Submit to the Governor and Legislature an annual report on programs funded, populations impacted 
and served, supervisory board functions, and juvenile justice system concerns. 

3. Conduct site visits of programs funded to monitor program effectiveness. 
4. Assist CCJJ staff in refining multi-year goals and objectives contained in the state plan. 
5. Review all submitted grant applications and make recommendations for funding levels to CCJJ based 

on the program’s relevance to meeting the objectives of Utah’s Three-Year Plan. 
6. Support state, regional and national efforts to improve the justice system through participation in 

state, regional and national meetings, conferences, and workshops. 
 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 1. Number of SAG committee meetings held 
 2. Number of SAG subcommittees meetings held 
 3. Annual report submitted to Governor 
 4. Number of grants funded with Formula Grants funds. 
 5. Number and percent of programs using evidence-based models  
 
Outcome Performance Measure - Required 
 1. Number and percent of plan recommendations implemented 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $30,000 $0.00 $30,000
2010 $30,000 $0.00 $30,000
2011 $30,000 $0.00 $30,000
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Program Area 32 Substance Abuse  
 
Program Problem Statement 
Adolescent substance abuse and ungovernable/delinquent behavior share common risk factors involving 
community, school, family and peers.  Persistent substance use among youth is often accompanied by an 
array of problems, including academic difficulties, health-related consequences, poor peer relationships and 
mental health issues.  Identification of risk factors is the first step toward identifying effective means of 
substance abuse prevention (Source:  Department of Human Services Juvenile Justice Action Team).  
Providing appropriate treatment services is also a critical component of the substance continuum of services 
identified in the Utah Crime Reduction Plan. 
 
Utah, like many parts of the country, has documented a steady decline in its juvenile crime rate. In 
nine years, Utah’s juvenile arrest rate fell 36%, from 43,214 arrests in 1993 to 27,812 arrests in 
2002. The percentage of youth, however, arrested for alcohol and drug-related crimes continued to 
increase. In 2000, 18.1% of all juvenile arrests were alcohol and drug related. This is up from 15.7% 
in 1997 (2000 Crime in Utah, Bureau of Criminal Identification).   
 
Program Goal 
To prevent the use of illegal drugs and alcohol by Utah’s youth.   
 
Objective 1 
Counter the perception that drug or alcohol use is harmless. 
Objective 2 
Reduce problems associated with alcohol and drug abuse. 
 
Summary of Planned Activities 

1. Make available JJDP funds for programs that address substance abuse prevention, intervention and 
treatment. 

2. Coordinate program planning and policy development with the Utah Substance Abuse and Anti-
Violence Coordinating Council. 

 
Output Performance Measures - Required 
 9. Number of program youth served. 
 
Outcome Performance Measures - Required 
 6. Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements. 
 
Budget 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

FORMULA GRANT 
FUNDS 

STATE/LOCALPRIVATE 
FUNDS 

TOTAL

2009 $37,500 $0.00 $37,500
2010 $30,900 $0.00 $30,900
2011 $20,600 $0.00 $20,600
 
 
   
 



 
8.  Subgrant Award Assurances  

 
Subaward Selection 
 

Utah will, to the extent practicable, give priority in funding to evidence-based programs and activities.  
Further, it shall not continue to fund a program if the subgrant recipient, who carried out that program during 
the preceding 2-year period, fails to demonstrate that the program achieved substantial success in meeting the 
goals specified in the original subgrant. 

 
Additionally, Utah requires subgrant applicants to use the SMART system and Utah’s own RAPIT system 

to access data applicable to their communities.  This is done in effort to ensure that grant applications meet 
the needs of individual communities.  Finally, applicants are encouraged to access the OJJDP Model 
Programs Guide and Database, as well as other model program guides, to search for evidence based programs 
that will fit their needs and enhance their likelihood for success. 
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Utah Board of Juvenile Justice (Utah’s SAG)  

 
 

 
NAME 

 
REPRESENTS 

Full-
Time 
Govt. 

 
YOUTH 

MEMBER 

 
DATE OF 

APPOINTMENT 

 
RESIDENCE 

1 Gaby Anderson B4-JJS X  Mar. 2006 Salt Lake City 

2 Pat Berckman C7-Youth Services X  Sept. 1999 Salt Lake City 

3 Adam Cohen D4-Treatment 
Provider 

 X Nov. 2003 Salt Lake City 

4 Karen Crompton D3-Youth 
Development 

  Feb. 2008 Salt Lake City 

5 Craig Dearden A-Elected Official X  Feb. 2008 Weber County 

6 Brittany Enniss E-Volunteer  X Sept. 2006 South Jordan 

7 Maria Garciaz D3-Private Provider   Oct. 2004 Salt Lake City 

8 Gini Highfield B4-Juvenile 
Probation 

X  Oct. 2005 Farmington 

9 Maxwell Jackson B-Law Enforcement X  Oct. 2004 Harrisville 

10 Spencer T. Larsen E - Volunteer  X Feb. 2008 Pleasant Grove 

11 Judge Jim Michie B1-Juvenile Judge X  Feb. 2008 West Jordan 

12 Huy D. Nguyen D3- Delinquency 
prevention and 
treatment 

 X Feb. 2001 Salt Lake City 

13 Fred W. Peake  D3-Youth 
Development 

  Sept. 1999 Salt Lake City 

14 Troy Rawlings B2-Prosecutor X  Feb. 2008 Farmington 

15 Natalie Thornley C3-Mental Health X  Oct. 2004 Salt Lake City 

16 Pam Vickery B3-Defense 
Attorney 

  Feb. 2008 Salt Lake City 

  

9.  STATE ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERSHIP  
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9.  STAFF FOR JJDP FORMULA GRANTS PROGRAM 
 

The Utah Commission on Criminal and Juvenile Justice (CCJJ) was created within the Governor’s Office to 
promote broad philosophical agreement about the objectives of the criminal and juvenile justice system in 
Utah and provides a mechanism for coordinating the functions of the various branches and levels of 
government concerned with criminal justice. (Utah Code Ann. § 63-25a-101.)  To accomplish this goal, the 
Commission includes wide and diverse membership of organizations involved with justice issues in Utah. 
Much of this coordination is done by the disbursement of Federal Grant money, which CCJJ administers.  As 
an active party in coordinating criminal and juvenile justice issues in Utah, CCJJ also plays a strong role in 
developing policy recommendations.  CCJJ also performs the following functions: 

 
1. Provide analysis and recommendations on state agency budgets, legislation and budget requests. 
2. Provide public information on the criminal and juvenile justice systems. 
3. Promote criminal justice research and program evaluation. 
4. Provide a criminal justice plan annually. 
5. Promote development of criminal and juvenile justice information systems. 
6. Provide annual reports addressing status of crime and identifying effective programs in Utah and 

other states to reduce crime and victimization. 
7. Manage state and federal criminal and juvenile justice grant programs and provide analysis, 

accountability recommendations, and supervision of criminal justice grant monies.  These programs 
include:  JAIBG; NCHIP; Title V; Title II; Byrne/JAG; JITII; Criminal History; VOI-TIS; LLEBG; 
NIBRS; RSAT; Justice Statistics; VOCA; VOWA; and two state grant programs, Crime Prevention; 
and Gang Mini Grants. 

 



 86

Administrative and support staff for the JJDP Program and SAG is provided by the Utah Commission on 
Criminal and Juvenile Justice (CCJJ).  This agency also serves as the state’s pass-through agency for 
subgrantees to receive JJDP funds.  CCJJ plans to ensure that Title II funds are managed appropriately by 
completing the following: 
 

1. Contract with the Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services to perform compliance monitoring 
functions and to report to CCJJ on a quarterly basis monitoring activities. 

2. Submit all required reports to OJJDP including the annual monitoring report, the annual performance 
report and the three-year plan amendments. 

3. Maintain a system for dispersing and monitoring JJDP funds to state and local governmental agencies 
and private non-profit agencies to ensure quality programming. 

4. Maintain a sound financial accounting system to ensure accurate and timely records of financial 
transactions involving federal and state funds. 

5. Maintain a capability of reviewing and commenting on proposed legislation and in developing 
potential impact statements to assist the executive and legislative branches of state government in the 
formulation of legislation, which affects services to juveniles and the juvenile justice system. 

6. Provide staff support services to the State Advisory Group in the areas of policy and procedure 
review, funding recommendations and system monitoring activities by maintaining a Juvenile Justice 
Specialist as well as secretarial support. 

7. Serve as a clearinghouse for information concerning funding opportunities, project models, statistical 
information, project reviews and available training opportunities for local, state and private non-profit 
agencies. 

 
The following staff members of CCJJ work in support of Utah’s Three-Year Plan: 
 

 Administrative Support  
Staff Name Title Time Contribution 

Reg Garff Juvenile Justice Specialist 87%
Monica Taylor Administrative Assistant 10%
Jo Lynn Kruse Administrative Assisstant 15%
Briant Smith Budget and Accounting 

Officer 
7%

Doreen Weyland Grants Monitor 35%
Dave Walsh Deputy Director 2%
Student Legal Intern 3%
TOTAL FTE  1.59

 
Juvenile Justice Specialist 

Utah’s Juvenile Justice Specialist is a full-time position.  Duties include but are not limited to the 
following: 

 
1. Serve as staff to the Utah Board of Juvenile Justice (UBJJ) and the UBJJ Executive Committee, 

including: planning, scheduling and preparations for regular meetings; data gathering, research and 
technical assistance; and identification of issues and recommendations for changes to meet needs. 

2. Prepare and submit to the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) 
Utah’s three year Grant Plan and Annual Plan Supplement as required. 

3. Prepare grant materials including Requests for Proposals (RFP), facilitate sub-grant reviews and 
award process, and maintain files and records of OJJDP sub-grant programs. 

4. Prepare and submit to OJJDP and the appropriate federal office the required federal agency all 
progress reports, annual reports, performance reports, and other requests for information as required. 
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5. Facilitate juvenile justice policy and program development within state government to ensure 
availability of these programs statewide and to prevent duplication of efforts. 

6. Assist communities throughout the state to ensure that they have sufficient information and access to 
resource materials in order to help them productively mobilize their communities to prevent and 
reduce violence. 

7. Review existing programs and proposed legislation and make recommendations to CCJJ, USAAV, 
the Sentencing Commission, and UBJJ for effective resource utilization on violence issues. 

8. Serve as a consultant/trainer to community groups, law enforcement agencies, governmental 
agencies, and public and private entities to assist them in strategic planning and community program 
development for the suppression and prevention of violence, crime and juvenile delinquency. 

9. Serve as a liaison with juvenile justice agencies, local governments and private non-profit agencies 
with respect to CCJJ and UBJJ planning and policy issues.  Prepare correspondence and conduct 
interviews with allied agencies and media, as appropriate, concerning JJDP programs and issues. 

10. Facilitate the development of Utah’s involvement in the nation Do the Write Thing writing 
competition for 7th and 8th grade students. 

11. Supervise Utah’s Disproportionate Minority Contact Coordinator. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



EXCEPTIONS TO PASS-THROUGH REQUIREMENT  
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     March 30, 2009 
 
 
 
Jeff Slowikowski 
Acting Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
U.S. Department of Justice 
810 Seventh Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20531 
 
Dear Mr. Slowikowski, 
 
The Utah Board of Juvenile Justice (UBJJ), Utah’s State Advisory Group under the JJDPA, approves and 
supports for the State’s request for waiver of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act pass-
through requirement to units of local government.  Please be advised that the Board reviews and approves all 
sub-grant project requests for allocated formula grant funds.  This procedure is outlined in the State’s Multi-
Year and Annual Action Plan.  The 2009-2011 State Multi-Year Plan outlines and projects how the State will 
use, award, and distribute JJDP funds to achieve the objectives of the State Plan and the mandates of the JJDP 
Act. 
 
Since the State began participation in the JJDP Act in 1978, similar waivers have been requested and 
approved.  The waiver request, in part, is because Utah, by statute, has a State dominated/oriented child 
welfare and juvenile justice/corrections service delivery system.  As such, the State is responsible to fund and 
operate related agencies and services.  Additional reasons for the requested waiver may be found in the 
State’s waiver request. 
 
     Respectfully submitted, 
      
 
    
     Maria Garciaz 
     Utah Board of Juvenile Justice 
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State of Utah 
Statutory Responsibilities for Child Welfare, Juvenile Justice and Corrections Services 

Programs and Services 
 

Specific Mandates for JJDP Act 
& Methods Used for 

Compliance 

 
Responsible Government Agency (by statute) 

 

 State Local 

A.  Deinstitutionalization of Status 
Offenders and Non-Offenders 
B.  Contact with Incarcerated Adults 
(Separation of Youth and Adults 
C.  Removal of Juveniles from Adult 
Jails and Lock-Ups 

METHODS 
1. Detention Admission/Release 
Guidelines and Procedures 
2. Youth Services. Specific 
services to status offenders 
(ungovernable and runaway youth) 
3. Shelter Care/Crisis Homes 
 
4. Specialized Shelter Care 
 
5. Expanded Services to out-of-
state/out-of-country and homeless 
youth. 
6. Operation of five multi-use 
youth care facilities/programs 
7. Eleven juvenile detention 
facilities. 
8. Approved rural six-hour juvenile 
hold room in adult facilities. 
9. Maintain alternatives to secure 
correctional facilities through use 
of community based care. 
 
D. Compliance Monitoring of JJDP 
Act Mandates and of Jails and 
Detention Facilities 
 
E. Reducing the Disproportionate 
Representation of Minority Youth 
Confined in Secure Facilities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services 
Division of Child and Family 
Services 
 
 
Division of Child and Family 
Services 
Division of Child and Family 
Services 
Division of Child and Family 
Services 
 
Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services 
Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services 
Facility/program standards and 
monitoring: Division of Juvenile 
Justice Services 
Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services 
 
 
Division of Juvenile Justice 
Services 
Utah Board of Juvenile Justice 
 
Juvenile Court, Division of 
Juvenile Justice Services, Division 
of Child and Family Services, 
Utah Board of Juvenile Justice 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(one county provides direct 
services through stat contract) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(one county provides direct 
services through stat contract) 
 
 
 
 
 
Counties (operation and 
administration) 

 



Sources   
 
 
Annual Reports from: 

Utah Bureau of Criminal Identification http://publicsafety.utah.gov/bci/crimestatistics.html 
Utah Department of Child and Family Services http://www.hsdcfs.utah.gov/reports_forms.htm 
Utah Division of Juvenile Justice Services http://www.hsdyc.utah.gov/annual-reports.htm 
Utah Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health http://www.dsamh.utah.gov/annualreports.htm 
Utah State Courts http://www.utcourts.gov/courts/juv/ 

 
OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book.   

Online.  Available:  http://ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/ojstatbb/crime/qa05103.asp?qaDate=2007.  Released on 
October 24, 2008. 
 
The Socioeconomic Mapping and Resource Typography (SMART) System 
http://smart.gismapping.info/smart/UserLogin.aspx?ReturnUrl=%2fsmart%2fdefault.aspx 

The SMART System is a Geographic Information System (GIS)-based issues management system, 
developed to support the early identification of emerging local issues and provide resources to assist decision 
makers with implementing both rapid response and long-term plans. 
 
State Epidemiological Outcomes Workgroup (SEOW) 
http://www.dsamh.utah.gov/spf/seow.html 
 The State of Utah received funding in October 20005 from the Federal Center for Substance Abuse 
Prevention (CSAP) to organize and convene a State Epidemiological Outcomes Workgroup (SEOW).  The 
primary task of the SEOW is to collect and interpret data related to consumption and consequences of 
substance use and abuse in an effort to make recommendations about the substance abuse priorities for the 
State of Utah.  From this work, data was added to the State Epidemiological Data System (SEDS) of 
indicators of risk factors for substance abuse and delinquency.  
 
The Utah Student Health and Risk Prevention Survey Project (SHARP) 
http://www.hsdsa.utah.gov/sharp.htm 
  The SHARP survey is administered every two years throughout Utah to assess Rates of substance 
abuse, delinquency, antisocial behavior, and violence.  The survey also provides information on the risk and 
protective factors that predict the foregoing behaviors.  Data for the most recent survey, conducted in the 
spring of 2007, is included in this plan.  The survey was completed by 62,964 students in grades six through 
twelve across 38 of the 40 school districts in Utah.  The gender of respondents is roughly equal (female = 
51.7% and males = 48.3%).  The ethnicity of respondents is as follows: white, 70.0%; Hispanic, 10.1%; other 
ethnicities, 9.8%; multiracial, 3.2%; and unknown, 6.9%.  Results for youth in middle school (grades six 
through eight) are used to assess Utah youth in the YTS national survey.  Results for students in the high 
school (grades nine through 12) are used for assessing Utah youth in the YRBS national survey.  PNA results 
are compared to other states using the most recent results from the University of Michigan Monitoring the 
Future (MTF) survey conducted in 2006 
 
The Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) 
http://www.cdc.gov/HealthyYouth/yrbs/index.htm 
YRBS monitors priority health risk behaviors that contribute to the leading causes of death, disability, and 
social problems among youth and adults in the United States.  The national YRBS is conducted every two 
years during the spring semester and provides data representative of 9th through 12th grade students in public 
and private schools throughout the United States.  The Utah YRBS also is conducted every 2 years and 
provides data representative of 9th through 12th grade students in public schools throughout Utah. 
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