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1. Structure and Function of the Juvenile Justice System 
 
Washington State enacted its first juvenile code in 1913.  The code remained in effect without major 
changes until 1977.  In 1967, the United States Supreme Court forced many states, including 
Washington, to revise their juvenile laws.  The Court held that juveniles, between the ages of eight 
and 18, were entitled to most of the same constitutional rights as adults, except trial by jury. 
 
In 1977, the Washington State Legislature totally revised the state's juvenile code.  This code, 
modeled after the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, went into effect on 
July 1, 1978.  The legislature has made revisions to the code each year since its enactment.   
 
In 1997, the Washington State Legislature revised the state’s juvenile code with the passage of 
E3SHB 3900.  The Revised Code of Washington divides juvenile law into three main areas:  juvenile 
offenders, the family reconciliation act, and dependency/termination of parental rights.  Other sections 
of the code deal with juvenile records and the relationship between states in juvenile matters.  
 
Juvenile Offenders 
 
The Juvenile Justice Act of 1977, and its revisions, governs the management of all juvenile offenders.  
The Act places emphasis on protecting society and on holding juveniles accountable for their 
offenses.  Parents are encouraged and required to participate in juvenile offender proceedings against 
their child. 
 
Under the Juvenile Justice Act, youth between the ages of eight and eighteen can be charged with the 
same crimes as adults.  The County Prosecuting Attorney's Office is responsible for prosecuting 
juvenile cases.  The prosecutor decides whether to divert a case, whether charges should be filed, 
and which crimes should be charged.  Juveniles who commit traffic, fish, game, or boat violations are 
treated as though they were adults and handled by District or Municipal Courts.  
 
The juvenile courts, which are part of the Superior Court system, handle all charges against juveniles 
outside of what is handled by District or Municipal Court.  Juveniles who are sentenced to confinement 
serve time in either a local juvenile detention facility and/or a state juvenile facility, instead of an adult 
jail.   
 
Juveniles who have committed minor crimes, such as shoplifting, and do not have a record of serious 
offenses, may be offered diversion instead of being taken to court.  Juveniles who are diverted meet 
with citizen volunteers or a court representative who decides the appropriate diversion agreement.   
 
A diversion agreement may be restitution (repayment to the victim), counseling, informational or 
educational sessions, a fine of up to $100, and/or community service hours.  The juvenile signs the 
agreement, and if it is completed, no conviction appears on the juvenile's record.  If the agreement is 
broken, the juvenile is referred to the court.  Juveniles who commit more serious offenses, and those 
who fail to keep their diversion agreements, are charged in Juvenile Court. 
 
A juvenile who commits a very serious crime, such as aggravated murder, may be treated as an adult 
for that crime and for any future crimes committed.  A juvenile court must make the determination that 
handling the juvenile as an adult is the appropriate course of action for the accused offender.  
Although in general juveniles may not be housed with adult offenders, juveniles remanded to adult 
court may serve their jail or prison terms in adult facilities. 
 
The Violence Reduction Act, passed in 1994, transferred jurisdiction of 16- and 17-year-old youth 
charged with certain violent felonies to the Superior Court, to be tried as adults. 
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Legislation enacted in 1997 increased the range of offenses warranting transfer to adult court and 
placement in adult facilities for juveniles over the age of 16.  The offenses include:  robbery 1, rape of 
a child 1, drive-by shooting, burglary 1 if the offender has a prior adjudication, and any violent offense 
if the offender was armed with a firearm.  
 
When a juvenile pleads not guilty, the court holds a fact-finding hearing (a juvenile trial) to determine 
guilt or innocence.  Unlike adults, juveniles do not have the right to a jury trial, but are tried by a judge.  
A finding of guilty requires a hearing for sentencing. 
 
Sentencing of Offenders 
 
In imposing a sentence, the court follows a sentencing grid based on the current offense and prior 
adjudications.   
 
The "standard range" sentence which a judge may impose may include time in a local detention 
facility designed for short-term residential confinement, a fine, restitution, community service and/or 
community supervision (probation).  For serious or repeat offenders, the judge may commit a youth to 
the care of the Department of Social and Health Services’ Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration 
(JRA).  JRA provides long-term confinement and individual treatment services to youth within a 
continuum of maximum, medium, and minimum security residential care facilities followed by a period 
of parole aftercare. 
 
In imposing a sentence, a judge must use the standard range unless he or she declares a "manifest 
injustice."  In declaring a "manifest injustice," the judge is saying that the standard sentence is either 
too harsh for the offender or too lenient to protect the community.  The seriousness of a juvenile’s 
prior adjudications may be considered by the court for the purposes of imposing a disposition outside 
the standard range.  In these instances, the judge must put his or her reasons for the determination in 
writing. 
 
Certain offenders are eligible for a Chemical Dependency Disposition Alternative (CDDA).  The court 
may require the offender to attend available outpatient or in-patient treatment.  Certain offenders are 
eligible for a Special Sex Offender Disposition Alternative (SSODA).  SSODA is for juvenile offenders 
adjudicated for a first-time sex offense other than Rape in the 1st Degree, and requires the offender to 
participate in treatment with a state-certified therapist and remain on community supervision for at 
least 24 months; other conditions may also be imposed, including up to 30 days of confinement. 
New disposition options were implemented in July 2003.  Certain offenders may be eligible for the 
Mental Health Disposition Option (similar to CDDA and SSODA, except for juveniles with mental 
health-related issues) or the Suspended Disposition Alternative (SDA) – formerly Option B, a 
suspended commitment option for youth who are not eligible for CDDA, SSODA, or MHDA. 
 
Juvenile Detention Facilities 
 
Washington has 21 county-operated detention centers, which are maintained by the juvenile courts, 
and one regional center, maintained by a consortium of counties (14 of the detention centers are in 
western Washington, and eight are in eastern Washington).  Juveniles from all 39 counties are held in 
these 22 facilities.  Juveniles are held in local detention facilities either to await court hearings or as 
sentenced juveniles. 
 
Juvenile Correctional Institutions 
 
The Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA), Department of Social and Health Services, provides 
rehabilitative services to juvenile offenders adjudicated for crimes throughout the state.   
 
JRA operates the following five secure residential facilities:  Three maximum-security institutions 
(Green Hill School, Maple Lane School, and Echo Glen Children’s Center); one medium security 
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forestry camp (Naselle Youth Camp); and one Basic Training Camp (“Camp Outlook”), which is 
operated through a contract with Pioneer Human Services, a private non-profit organization.  Both 
Echo Glen Children’s Center and Naselle Youth Camp provide services for female offenders.  The 
basic training camp provides a 120-day program for both male and female offenders. 
 
JRA also operates six state-run community facilities with 72 minimum-security beds.  Additionally, JRA 
contracts with one private provider for 6 Residential Treatment and Care Beds for low-risk offenders 
that replicates the Therapeutic Foster Care blueprints program. 
 
Juveniles released from JRA residential programs may be supervised in the community for up to 6 
months; most sex offenders are supervised for 24 to 36 months. 
 
JRA provides specialized drug and alcohol treatment services to substance abusing and chemically 
dependent juvenile offenders.  (In 2008, JRA reports that 85 percent of the youth in residential care 
are substance abusers or are chemically dependent).  JRA currently operates three separate intensive 
inpatient chemical dependency programs, two intensive outpatient programs and one recovery house 
and long-term care chemical dependency program.  Other institutional and community programs 
include:  drug and alcohol assessment, intervention, education, and aftercare.  
 
Sex offenders are provided assessments, treatment, and resources throughout the JRA system.  
 
Offenders with mental health disorders are given assessments, appropriate medication management 
and treatment services.  In 2008, it was reported that 60+ percent of the youth currently in residential 
care have significant mental health issues.  This segment of JRA’s population has risen from 40 
percent of the residential population in 2000, to the current level of more than 60 percent in 2008. 
 
Consolidated Juvenile Services (CJS) 
 
The Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration manages the Consolidated Juvenile Services (CJS) 
program.  CJS was initiated in 1981 to assist counties in developing programs based on local 
priorities.  Counties applying for CJS funds must include efforts to address disproportionality in their 
plans.  CJS provides funding to counties for a wide range of programs.  These programs include:  
Diversion, diagnosis, probation supervision, individual counseling, drug/alcohol assessment and 
treatment, alternative education, vocational training, sex offender treatment, psychiatric and 
psychological services, recreation, detention, work release, intensive supervision, and other 
specialized services.  County juvenile courts participating in CJS are mandated to utilize a client risk 
assessment tool to determine the most appropriate program assignment for probation youth.  All of the 
state's 39 counties have CJS At-Risk programs (within 33 juvenile court jurisdictions). 
 
Over the years, the CJS Program has been expanded to include CJAA (Community Juvenile 
Accountability Act), CDDA (Chemical Dependency Disposition Alternative), and SSODA (Special Sex 
Offender Disposition Alternative).  These programs are folded together into a consolidated contract to 
give the courts flexibility to more effectively coordinate services at the local level. 
 
Community Juvenile Accountability Act (CJAA) 
 
The Community Juvenile Accountability Act (CJAA) was enacted as part of juvenile justice reform 
legislation (E3SHB 3900) in 1997.  Juvenile courts began implementing CJAA interventions in January 
1999.  CJAA provides a grant program to enable local courts to develop and administer community-
based accountability and intervention programs shown by research to be effective in reducing 
recidivism among juvenile offenders.  The CJAA program is managed by JRA.  Programs target youth 
on county probation who are moderate to high risk for re-offending.  Evidence-based juvenile offender 
programs include:  Functional Family Therapy (FFT), Aggression Replacement Training (ART), Multi-
systemic Therapy (MST), Family Integrated Transitions (FIT), Coordination of Services (COS), and 
Restorative Justice – Victim Offender Mediation (VOM).   
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Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG) 
 
JRA also administers the federal Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG) Program that provides 
funding for state, county, city and tribal juvenile justice projects.  Examples of projects funded include:  
intensive county probation services, day reporting programs, drug court programs, additional juvenile 
prosecutors, and enhancement to county CJAA interventions.  
 
Interstate Compact on Juveniles 
 
JRA additionally administers the Interstate Compact on Juveniles (RCW 13.24), which provides for the 
cooperative supervision of youth on probation and parole as they move between states.  The program 
also provides for the return of out-of-state escapees and non-adjudicated runaways.   
 
Family Reconciliation Act 
 
The Family Reconciliation Act (formerly Procedures for Families in Conflict) was enacted in 1978, as a 
result of the national trend towards the decriminalization of status offenders (RCW 13.32A).  The 
legislative intent of the law recognized “that the family unit is the fundamental resource of American 
life which should be nurtured, and that it should remain intact in the absence of compelling evidence to 
the contrary.”  
 
Laws dealing with runaways, families in conflict, and abused or neglected children attempt first to 
reunite the family while protecting the child.  Juveniles whose behavior would not be criminal if 
committed by an adult (status offenses such as running away and truancy) are treated differently from 
juveniles who commit crimes.   
 
The At-Risk/Runaway Youth Act, which became effective in July 1995 and is known as the “Becca 
Law,” governs issues related to status offenders/non-offenders (runaways, at-risk youth, truants, and 
children in need of mental health and substance abuse treatment).  Law enforcement officers can pick 
up a reported runaway or child whom the officer believes is in circumstances that cause a danger to 
the child's safety. 
 
Per state law (RCW 13.32A.060), a runaway taken into custody by law enforcement shall be taken to 
his/her parents’ home or place of employment.  The parent may also request the officer to take the 
child to the home of a responsible adult, relative, or a licensed youth shelter.  If the parent cannot be 
located, the law enforcement officer shall take the child to a Secure Crisis Residential Center (S-
CRC), or to a semi-secure facility if a S-CRC is full, not available, or not located within a reasonable 
distance.  If a Crisis Residential Center is full, not available, or not located within a reasonable 
distance, the officer shall request that DSHS accept custody of the child.   
 
There are currently eight S-CRCs statewide with a total of 44 beds.  Five of the facilities are private 
facilities: 
 
EPIC Youth Services in Yakima (five beds) 
EPIC Youth Services in Kennewick (four beds) 
Daybreak of Spokane (four beds) 
Oak Grove (Janus Youth Programs) in Vancouver (five beds) 
Spruce Street Inn (Pioneer Human Services) in Seattle (13 beds) 
 
Three of the facilities are located within separate secure sections of county juvenile detention facilities: 
 
Chelan County Juvenile Center (three beds) 
Clallam County Juvenile Court (three beds) 
Denny Alternative to Streets (DARTS), Snohomish County Juvenile Justice Center (seven beds) 
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Youth can be held in a S-CRC for up to five consecutive days while his/her problems are assessed.  A 
youth may be transferred to a semi-secure CRC after the initial 24 hours--“the aggregate length of 
time spent in all such centers or facilities may not exceed five consecutive days per admission,” RCW 
13.32A.130(1). 
 
The Act was amended, in 2000, to expand the population of children eligible for admission to some S-
CRCs.  The law now permits juvenile courts to order detention of a child, for contempt of court 
pursuant to a status offense proceeding, to either a detention facility or a S-CRC which is located in a 
separate section of a detention facility.  No more than 50 percent of the S-CRC population can be 
comprised of youth held for contempt of court. 
 
Multi-disciplinary teams may be established to work with families and achieve reconciliation.  If such 
services fail to resolve the conflict, a Child in Need of Services (CHINS) court process may be initiated 
by DSHS, the parent(s) or the child.  A family assessment must be completed before a CHINS petition 
is filed. 
 
If the court approves a CHINS petition, the disposition may include an out-of-home placement and 
may require the child to:  attend school, counseling, chemical dependency or mental health outpatient 
treatment; report to DSHS or other agency; and comply with supervision conditions including 
employment, anger management, or refraining from alcohol or drugs.  The child and DSHS must meet 
a higher burden of proof than parents, to obtain an out-of-home placement order.  If the court grants 
an out-of-home placement as part of the CHINS petition, it will hold periodic reviews to find out if the 
child is able to return home. 
 
Parents of at-risk youth may request and receive assistance from the court and the state in providing 
appropriate care, treatment and supervision for their children.  Parents of at-risk youth, as defined in 
statute, can file an At-Risk Youth (ARY) petition to keep the youth at home.  The court can order the 
youth to remain at home and meet certain conditions.  The court can also order both the parent and 
child to participate in counseling services. 
 
Other sections of the “Becca Law” govern issues relating to truancy and absenteeism in the schools.  
Specifically, school districts are required to file Truancy petitions with the juvenile court not later than 
the seventh unexcused absence by a student within a month, or not later than the tenth unexcused 
absence during a school year.  An unexcused absence means (RCW 28A.225.020(2)) that a student 
has failed to attend the majority of hours or periods in an average school day or has failed to comply 
with a more restrictive school district policy, and has failed to meet the school district’s policy for 
excused absences.  
 
A youth who fails to comply with the terms of a court order (contempt of court finding) under the 
Family Reconciliation Act may be sentenced to a juvenile detention facility for up to seven days and/or 
fined up to $100. 
 
Dependency/Termination of Parental Rights 
 
A child who is considered to be legally "dependent" is a child under the age of 18 who has been found 
by the court to be abused, abandoned, neglected, at risk of serious harm, or who is developmentally 
disabled when DSHS and the parents agree that placement is necessary.  The court assumes 
responsibility for the child's welfare.  The child may remain at home with DSHS providing supervision 
and services to the family.  If the court feels that the child would be in danger at home, the court may 
place the child in foster care or with relatives.  When a child is placed out of the home, the law 
requires DSHS to provide all reasonable services available within the community in an attempt to 
reunite the family, though the welfare of the child is of primary consideration.  The court reviews 
dependency cases at least every six months. 
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Court Role in Termination of Parental Rights 
 
The court can terminate the parent-child relationship under the following circumstances: 

1. If the parent abandoned the child and can't be found. 
2. If termination is in the child's best interests. 
3. If the child has been declared dependent. 
4. If all reasonably available services capable of correcting the parent's deficiencies have proved 

unsuccessful. 
5. If there is little chance that the situation will soon improve enough for the child to return home. 
6. If continuation of the relationship clearly reduces the child's chance for a stable and permanent 

home. 
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2.  Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems and Juvenile Justice Needs 
 

A.  Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems 
 

Each year, Washington’s Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee reviews juvenile justice 
system data prepared by their staff (the Office of Juvenile Justice within the Washington State 
Department of Social and Health Services). 
 
The juvenile justice system data are collected and analyzed in the following categories: 

(1) Juvenile arrests (by gender, age, race-ethnicity, type of offense, and by county) 

(2) Juvenile court offense referrals (arrested or cited for an offense by law enforcement 
and referred to the prosecutor) 

(3) Juvenile court case results (by gender, race/ethnicity, by county) 

(4) Admissions to juvenile detention facilities and to JRA facilities (juvenile training 
schools) by gender, race-ethnicity and by county; admissions to detention include both 
delinquent offenders and status offenders held pursuant to a valid court order. 

(5) Other social, economic, legal and organizational conditions considered relevant to 
delinquency prevention programming: 

a. Demographics (by age, gender, race-ethnicity, by county) 
b. Public school enrollment (by grade level and race-ethnicity) 
c. School dropout statistics (by grade level, race-ethnicity, and by county) and 

suspension/expulsion data 
d. Youth employment 
e. Youth living in poverty 
f. Adolescent pregnancy and childbirth 
g. Youth suicide 
h. Child abuse and neglect 
i. Girls in the juvenile justice system 
j. Placement/counseling services for youth (crisis residential centers, receiving 

homes and interim care) 
k. At-Risk Youth, Truancy and Child In Need of Services  

 

The analysis includes data and findings by race/ethnicity—youth of color are generally over-
represented in the juvenile justice system in Washington State.   
 
These data serve as the basis for selection of program areas to fund and focus areas to pursue with 
juvenile justice professionals, the Governor, and the Legislature in order to improve the juvenile justice 
system. 
 
Updated data collected in 2008 are presented in tables and graphs (see Appendix I) and are 
described in the following narrative summaries. 
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(1)  Juvenile Arrests by Offense Type, Gender, Age and Race  
 (See Tables 40-56 and Graphs 21-33) 

 
Arrest data contained in the following pages were provided by the Washington Uniform Crime 
Reporting (WUCR) program of the Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs.  The 
information is reported by individual law enforcement agencies, collected and categorized by 
WUCR.  Staff of the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (GJJAC) provided the 
analysis and summary. 

 
Arrests shown on the following tables actually underreport the number of juveniles arrested; 
these numbers have not been adjusted by subtracting the population of police jurisdictions that 
did not report arrest data to UCR.  The figures of arrests do not represent every juvenile arrest 
made during the year, but reflect the information that was reported by the arresting agencies.   
Please note that juvenile arrest data provided in GJJAC reports do not include runaways or 
curfew violators reported to the WUCR by individual agencies. 
 
Available reports for 2007 represent approximately 93 percent of the state’s juvenile 
population, an increase in the reporting population from 2006 (91 percent).  The percentage of 
the population represented has remained fairly consistent from 2002 to 2007 with 90 to 93 
percent of the population represented.  From 1998 to 2001 the percentages of the population 
represented was higher, from 94 to 96 percent.  However, the percentage of the juvenile 
population represented from 1998 to 2007 is a substantial increase from prior years—available 
reports for 1997 accounted for about 86 percent of the state's juvenile population, while 
reports for 1995-1996 accounted for approximately 84 percent. 

 
Rates for the various categories of offenses are based on the population of juveniles age 10 
through 17.  There were 35,865 juvenile arrests reported in 2007.  This figure represents an 
arrest rate of 49.8 for every thousand juveniles in the state age 10 through 17, an increase 
from the 2006 rate of 48.0.  The 2006 juvenile arrest rate is the lowest reported for 
Washington State since prior to 1982.  There was a 38 percent decrease in the rate per 1,000 
juveniles age 10-17 from 1998 to 2007. 
 
From 1985 to 1988, the arrest rate for juveniles age 10-17 remained fairly steady at 
approximately 90 per 1,000.  The rate decreased in the 1989-1990 period to about 86 per 
1,000, and for the years, 1991-1992, the rates were approximately 92 per 1,000.  The juvenile 
arrest rate for 1993 was 90.1, and increased to a high of 94.9 in 1994. 
 
Arrest data for 2007 include 196 juveniles under the age of 10 (representing less than one 
percent of the total juvenile arrests).  There was a 23 percent decrease in the number of youth 
arrested under the age of 10 years from 2006 to 2007, and there has been a 65 percent 
decrease from 2000 to 2007. 

Comparing Juvenile and Adult Arrests 
 
When comparing arrests for adults and juveniles in Washington State in 2007, juveniles 
comprised approximately 14 percent of the total number of arrests statewide, no change from 
2005 and 2006, and a decrease from 15 percent in 2003 and 2004.  Adults continue to 
represent a significantly larger proportion of the arrests for drug and alcohol offenses (90 
percent) than juveniles (approximately 10 percent of the total arrests in 2006 and 2007). 

 
Approximately 26 percent of property crime arrests were juvenile arrests in 2007 (no change 
from 2006).  There was an increase in the proportion of juvenile violent crime arrests in 2007 
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compared to 2006 (juveniles represented 19 percent of the total arrests for violent crimes in 
2007, and 18 percent of the total arrests for violent crimes in 2006). 
 
Juvenile Violent Crime Arrests 
 
There was a 15 percent increase in the juvenile arrest rate for violent offenses from 2006 to 
2007.  The rate of arrests for violent offenses was 2.3 per 1,000 juveniles age 10-17 in 2007, 
an increase from the rate of 2.0 per 1,000 juveniles age 10-17 from 2004 to 2006 (the lowest 
rate reported since prior to 1982).  There was a 30 percent decrease in the violent crime arrest 
rate from 1998 to 2007. 
 
It must be taken into account when looking at violent offense trends in Washington that 
beginning in 1994, the method of accounting for assaults in the Seattle Police Department 
changed - 12 classifications of assaults which were previously categorized as "violent 
offenses" are now categorized as "other offenses" from 1995 forward.  Data in this report do 
not historically adjust for this change.   
 
The 1,650 arrests of juveniles for violent crimes in 2007 breakdown as follows: 

• 17 arrests for murder or manslaughter. 
• 127 arrests for forcible rape. 
• 921 arrests for aggravated assault. 
• 585 arrests for robbery. 

Of the above four violent offense categories (see also Table 48), juvenile arrests for murder or 
manslaughter and forcible rape showed a decrease in the number of arrests from 2006 to 
2007, while there was an increase in the number of arrests for aggravated assaults and 
robbery.  The arrest rates per 1,000 juveniles age 10-17 showed:  a 14 percent increase in the 
arrest rate for aggravated assault arrests and for robbery arrests from 2006 to 2007; and a five 
percent decrease in the arrest rate for forcible rape arrests, and a 33 percent decrease in the 
rate for murder or manslaughter arrests from 2006 to 2007. 

 
In 2007, 10 counties had a violent offense rate above the statewide average, while one county 
(Yakima) had a juvenile violent offense rate that was more than twice the statewide average. 

Juvenile Arrests for Other Offenses 
 
The rate of juvenile arrests for property crimes increased by approximately six percent from 
2006 to 2007 (from 18.8 per 1,000 youth age 10-17 to 19.9 per 1,000 youth age 10-17).  The 
2006 rate was the lowest reported rate for juvenile property offenses since prior to 1985.  The 
rate of arrests decreased by 46 percent from 1998 to 2007. 
 
Larceny – theft has continued to represent the offense for which youth were most often 
arrested (23 percent of the total juvenile arrests in 2007).  Larceny arrests comprised 
approximately 58 percent of the property crimes in 2007, a slight increase from 56 percent of 
the total juvenile property crimes in 2006.  Approximately 19 percent of the arrests for property 
crimes were for vandalism, and about 13 percent were for burglary in 2007. 

 
In 2007, the rate of juvenile arrests for drug and alcohol offenses was 11.4 per 1,000 
juveniles age 10-17.  This represents an increase (approximately 5 percent) in the rate from 
2006 to 2007.  The 2004 and 05 rates are consistent with rates for juvenile drug and alcohol 
offenses in the early 1990s.   
 
Within the drug and alcohol offense category, in 2007, drug offenses comprised approximately 
38 percent and alcohol offenses comprised approximately 62 percent of all juvenile drug and 
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alcohol arrests.  The majority of all juvenile arrests for drug offenses were for “possession” 
(approximately 88 percent in 2007).  
 
Juvenile Arrests by County 

 
The arrest rates for counties with very small juvenile populations (such as Columbia, Garfield, 
and Wahkiakum) may be distorted, because a few arrests can change the rates dramatically. 
 
When the 39 counties are ranked by arrest rates in 2007, the five largest counties rank:  King 
(29th); Pierce (27th); Snohomish (25th), Spokane (35th, due to significant under-reporting) and 
Clark (18th). 
 
In 2007, there were 14 counties with juvenile populations age 10-17 over 5,000, with an arrest 
rate above the statewide average of 49.8 per 1,000 juveniles age 10-17:  Benton, Chelan, 
Clallam, Clark, Cowlitz, Franklin, Grays Harbor, Lewis, Mason, Okanogan, Skagit, Walla 
Walla, Whatcom and Yakima.  

 
In 2007, two counties (Adams and Cowlitz) had a juvenile arrest rate that was more than twice 
the statewide average per 1,000 youth for total arrests.  Three counties had arrest rates that 
were more than twice the statewide average for arrests for drug and alcohol offenses in 2007:  
Asotin, Columbia and Jefferson, and two counties (Adams and Skagit) had a juvenile arrest 
rate for property crimes that was more than twice the statewide average.  The following five 
counties had an arrest rate that was more than twice the statewide average for “all other 
offenses”:  Adams, Benton, Cowlitz, Franklin and Mason. 

Juvenile Arrests by Race 
 
The racial distribution of total juvenile arrests for 2007 showed that approximately 82 percent 
were White, 11.8 percent were Black, 2.9 percent were American Indian, and 2.8 percent were 
Asian youth. 

 
Percentage of Total Juvenile Arrests by Race * 

 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
White 83 84 84 85 85 85 84 83 83 82
Black 10 9 9 9 10 10 10 11 11 12
American Indian 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 4 3 3
Asian/Pacific 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

 
*Note: Race proportions include persons of Hispanic origin.  While persons of Hispanic origin can be of any 
race, the majority of youth of Hispanic origin are reported in the White race category.   
Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
 

Arrest rates for violent offenses by race in 2007 show the following: 
 

  
WHITE 

 
BLACK 

 
AMERICAN 

INDIAN 

ASIAN & 
PACIFIC 

ISLANDER 
% of Population Age 
10-17* 

84.47 5.88 2.35 7.28 

% of Arrests     

Homicide/Manslaughter 64.7 11.8 23.5 0.0 
Rape 81.1 14.9 2.4 1.6 
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Robbery 49.2 40.9 2.7 7.2 
Aggravated Assault** 78.8 16.1 2.6 2.5 

 
** Beginning in 1994 the method of accounting for assaults in Seattle P.D. changed.  Prior data included 12 
classifications of assaults, which are now categorized as “other offenses.” 
 
Note:  The 2007 population estimates by race used in this table include youth of Hispanic origin in the total 
percentages; while persons of Hispanic origin can be of any race, the majority of youth of Hispanic origin (91% 
in 2007) are reported in the White race category (population source:  “Easy Access to Juvenile Populations 
1990-2007,” online.  Available:  http://www.ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop/).   

 
Juvenile Arrests by Gender 
 
In 2007, females accounted for approximately 29 percent of the total juvenile arrests, no 
change from the percentage of total arrests in 2006.  The percentage of total juvenile arrests 
committed by females has remained constant at 29 to 30% of total arrests over the past five 
years.  From 1998 to 2007, the percentage of total arrests increased by approximately eight 
percent for girls, while in comparison the percentage of total arrests for males decreased by 
three percent from 1998 to 2007.   
 
During 2007 females accounted for approximately:  
 

• 29 percent of all juvenile arrests (no change from 2006). 
• 28 percent of all juvenile arrests for drug and alcohol offenses (an increase from 2006). 
• 30 percent of all juvenile arrests for property offenses (a slight decrease from 2006). 
• 18 percent of all juvenile arrests for violent offenses (an increase from 2006). 
• 29 percent of all juvenile arrests for all other offenses (no change from 2006). 

 
Girls accounted for approximately 30 percent of the juvenile arrests for property crimes in 
2007, while the percentage of total arrests of females for property crimes decreased slightly 
(by one percent) from 2006 to 2007.  Girls represented 41 percent of all juvenile arrests for 
larceny (theft) in 2007. 
 
Girls accounted for approximately 28 percent of the total juvenile arrests for drug and alcohol 
offenses, an increase from 2006.  The percentage of total arrests for “all other offenses” 
committed by females remained the same from 2006 to 2007.  In 2007, girls represented 
approximately 38 percent of the arrests for “other assaults”; 41 percent of the juvenile arrests 
for larceny-theft; 43 percent of the total juvenile arrests for forgery and counterfeiting; 
approximately 39 percent of all juvenile arrests for fraud and embezzlement; 87 percent of the 
total juvenile arrests for prostitution and commercial vice; and 34 percent of the juvenile 
arrests for liquor law violations.  

 
Thus, while the total number of juvenile arrests for committing crimes has decreased 
substantially over the past ten years (from 53,827 arrests in 1998 to 35,865 in 2007—a 33 
percent decrease), the female juvenile arrest trend differs from the male trend (the number of 
juvenile arrests for boys decreased by 35 percent from 1998 to 2007, compared to a 28 
percent decrease for girls).  This is consistent with the national trend in the rise in the 
proportion of females entering the juvenile justice system—“in 1980, 20 percent of all juvenile 
arrests were female arrests; in 2003, this percentage had increased to 29 percent--with the 
majority of this growth since the early 1990s” (Source:  Snyder, Sickmund, “Juvenile Offenders 
and Victims:  2006 National Report,” OJJDP, OJP, March 2006.) 
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(2) Juvenile Court Offense Referrals 
(See Graphs 34-38) 
 
Juvenile court offense referrals are a way to track trends in juvenile crime. Juvenile court referrals are 
standardized throughout the state and can be retrieved from the JUVIS system, which is maintained 
by the Office of the Administrator for the Courts, and from the King County record system. The two 
systems are not compatible. 
 
A court referral is a listing of a juvenile’s name and offense in the juvenile court’s legal record keeping 
system. It is a record that the juvenile was arrested or cited for an offense by a law enforcement 
agency, and then referred to the prosecutor. A referral is not a conviction. 
The number of juvenile court offense referrals is always greater than the number of arrests, because a 
referral may include other court procedures, such as warrants. 
 
In 2005, the Administrative Office of the Courts converted counties from the previous JUVIS reporting 
system to a new Juvenile and Corrections System (JCS). The JCS is a major component of the effort 
to better serve the needs of courts and judges.   
 
As a result of the statewide conversion to JCS, data for 2005 is considered unreliable.  Data for 2006 
and 2007 is in the final stages of analysis and it is anticipated this data will be ready by June 1, 2009.   
Data for 2005 will not be reported due to the system change-over.  The GJJAC is working with AOC to 
assure the accuracy and the differences in how the data will be reported in this report. 
 
The JCS was developed to support the unique needs of juvenile departments, standardizing data and 
enabling statewide data sharing with JIS, local court systems and other justice agencies. The new 
system is Web-based – much more user-friendly than the old code-driven system – and eliminates the 
need for multiple entries of the same data. 
 
Previously, AOC used four applications to record and process information on each juvenile in their 
system. These programs - the Judicial Information System (JIS), the Superior Court Management 
Information System (SCOMIS), The Juvenile Information System (JUVIS), all mainframe-based 
applications and the Court Automated Proceedings and Scheduling System (CAPS), a web-based 
application needed to be integrated and simplified to enable customers to decrease duplicate data-
entry time, to provide a single consolidated view of as much pertinent information about a youth as 
possible, and for professionals working on a case to access information easily. 
 
The total number of juvenile court offense referrals for 2004 was 54,866. This figure represents a 
decrease of five percent over the 2003 figure of 58,084. From 1995 to 2004 the rate of juvenile court 
offense referrals decreased steadily from 80,263 to 54,866 (a 32 percent decrease). 
 
Of the 54,866 court offense referrals, 8,697 were from King County. This represents a decrease of 
nine percent over the 2003 figure of 9,518.  Juvenile court offense referrals from King County 
decreased by 42 percent from 1995 to 2004. 
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Offense referrals are grouped according to severity. Type A+ and A are the most serious and include 
murder and rape; Type E is the least serious and includes reckless driving. Over three-quarters (77 
percent) of offense referrals for 2004 were for Type D and E. Less than two percent of all referrals 
were for Type A+, A, or A -. 
 
Court Referrals by Race and Ethnicity 
 
The racial/ethnic distribution of juvenile court offense referrals for 2004 showed that 64 percent were 
White, 11 percent were Black, three percent were Asian, 13 percent were Hispanic, and four percent 
were Native American. The ethnicity of five percent of juvenile court offense referrals was not reported 
or unknown. 
 
Youth of color accounted for 31.5 percent of all 2004 juvenile court offense referrals. This is a ten 
percent increase from 2003 (28.6% of referrals were for youth of color). Since 2000, there has been a 
steady increase, over 22 percent, of juvenile court offense referrals for youth of color. (25.8% of 
referrals were for youth of color in 2000). 
 
From 2000 to 2004 there has been a steady decrease in the percentage of juvenile court offense 
referrals for white youth (69 percent to 64 percent) and a steady increase in the number of referrals for 
Hispanic youth (9 percent to 13 percent). Other categories have remained relatively stable. 
Offense referrals for Native American youth are two times their proportion of the juvenile population. 
Offense referrals for Black youth are 1.8 times their proportion of the juvenile population. 
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(3)  Juvenile Court Case Results (Cases Referred to Prosecutor)* 
  
 
The county prosecutor is responsible for prosecuting juvenile cases. The prosecutor decides whether 
to divert a case, whether charges should be filed and which offenses should be charged. A juvenile 
may be involved in more than one case within a year depending on the number of times the juvenile 
offends. A case may involve more than one charge/offense depending on the circumstances of the 
event and the decision of the prosecutor. 
 
Juveniles who commit minor/first offenses may be offered diversion instead of being taken to court. 
Juveniles who do not complete a diversion agreement, refuse diversion or are refused diversion are 
charged in juvenile court. 
 
In 2005, the Administrative Office of the Courts converted counties from the previous JUVIS reporting 
system to a new Juvenile and Corrections System (JCS). The JCS is a major component of the effort 
to better serve the needs of courts and judges.   
 
As a result of the statewide conversion to JCS, data for 2005 is considered unreliable.  Data for 2006 
and 2007 is in the final stages of analysis and it is anticipated this data will be ready by June 1, 2009.   
Data for 2005 will not be reported due to the system change-over.  The GJJAC is working with AOC to 
assure the accuracy and the differences in how the data will be reported in this report. 
 
In 2004, 42,284 cases were referred to the prosecutor for criminal offenses. (This is a 27.3 percent 
decrease from 1995). Cases referred to diversion comprised 38 percent of the cases; charges were 
filed on 38 percent of the cases; and on 20 percent of the cases there was no action taken.  
 
The rate of referrals to diversion was fairly constant from 1988 to 1992 in the range of 45 to 49 percent 
of those cases referred to the prosecutor. The rate decreased from 1993 to 1996 (from 42% to 37%), 
and remained relatively unchanged from 1997-2004 (38%). 
 
The proportion of cases where charges were filed has increased from 29 percent in 1988 to 38 
percent in 2004, an increase of 31 percent. The proportion of cases for which no action was taken in 
2004 was 21 percent. This figure has remained fairly constant from 1989 to 2004, ranging from 21 
percent to 26 percent. 
 
The courts remanded juveniles to adult court in less than one percent of the cases charged in 2004, 
relatively no change throughout an eight-year period. 
 
In 2004, just over six percent of the juvenile cases where a youth was found to be guilty were 
sentenced to the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA). This figure continues a steady 
decrease from the 1994 figure of 13 percent. Ninety-three percent of the cases were sentenced to 
detention, probation, community service, community supervision, counseling, fines, restitution, or the 
Consolidated Juvenile Services program. 
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During 2004, 116 juvenile cases (less than one half of one percent of those juvenile cases referred to 
the prosecutor) were remanded to adult court. Counties where ten or more juvenile cases were 
remanded to adult court were Columbia (13), Mason (42), Spokane (22), and Thurston (10). 
Of the juvenile cases referred to diversion, 77 percent completed diversion, four percent are in 
process, and 19 percent did not complete, refused or were refused diversion. Of those diversion cases 
where juveniles did not complete the diversion agreement, refused or were refused diversion, 43 
percent resulted in charges being filed and cases referred to court. 
 
Sentencing within the standard range was the most common disposition. Ninety-eight percent of the 
juvenile cases adjudicated guilty were sentenced within the standard range. Two percent were 
sentenced outside the standard range (judge declared a manifest injustice [M.I.]).  Of the cases 
sentenced outside the standard range, 87 percent of the cases were above the standard range (MI 
up) and 13 percent of the cases were below the standard range (MI down) -- no change from the 2003 
rates. 
 
Gender 
 
Males are referred to the prosecutor at a higher rate than females. Seventy percent of the juvenile 
cases referred to the prosecutor in 2004 involved males. Eighty-two percent of the juvenile cases 
remanded to adult court involved males (down from 96% in 2003). 
 
Cases involving females are referred to diversion at a higher rate than males. Fifty percent of cases 
involving females were referred to diversion as compared to 33 percent of cases that involved males. 
 
Cases referred to the prosecutor that involved females were much less likely to be charged (28 
percent for females, compared to 43 percent for males in 2004). From 1995 to 2003 there was a 
steady increase in the percent of cases involving females that resulted in charges being filed (from 22 
percent to 29 percent.) There was no action on 21 percent of the cases for males and 20 percent for 
females. 
 
Race and Ethnic Distribution 
 
Reporting of race and ethnicity has increased since 1990. Consequently, the rate of increase in cases 
referred to the prosecutor, diversion, etc., by race or ethnicity may be overstated. 
 
Of the cases where race or ethnicity was recorded in 2004, 70 percent of the cases referred to the 
prosecutor were White, eight percent were Black, five percent were Native American, fifteen percent 
were Hispanic, two percent were Asian American, and nine percent were unknown/other. 
 
Of the juvenile cases referred to diversion where race or ethnicity was recorded, 66 percent of the 
juveniles were White, seven percent were Black, three percent were Native American, twelve percent 
were Hispanic, three percent were Asian American, and six percent were unknown/other.  
 
Of the juvenile cases remanded to adult court where race was recorded 63 percent of the juveniles 
were White, 17 percent were Black, six percent were Native American, 10 percent were Hispanic, four 
percent were Asian American, and six percent were unknown/other. 
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In 2004, 10,754 juvenile cases were sentenced within the local standard range. Of those cases where 
race or ethnicity was recorded, 68 percent were White, nine percent were Black, five percent were 
Native American, 12 percent were Hispanic, and none were Asian American.  
In 2004, 252 juvenile cases were sentenced outside the standard range (judge declared a manifest 
injustice or M.I.). Of those cases in 2004, 165 were sentenced outside the standard range to the 
Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA). Of the 165 juvenile cases sentenced, 72 percent were 
White, seven percent were Black, six percent were Native American, 14 percent were Hispanic, and 
one percent was Asian American. 
 

Data on juveniles referred to King County Juvenile Court were provided by the King County Office of 
the Prosecuting Attorney. Data on gender and race/ethnicity are not available.  
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(4) (a) Admissions to Juvenile Detention Facilities 
(See Tables 77-81 and Graphs 39-41) 

Washington has 21 county-operated detention facilities, which are maintained by the juvenile courts, 
and one regional center maintained by a consortium of counties. Juveniles from all 39 counties are 
held in these 22 facilities. 
 
Juveniles are held in local detention facilities to await court hearings or as sentenced offenders. Some 
facilities also hold juveniles sentenced to the State Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration. 
 
Juvenile detention population figures used in this report were provided by the Office of the 
Administrator for the Courts. Population figures represent each entry into the detention database 
(episode), where a juvenile was held for four hours or longer. Juveniles who are over the age of 18 
and who are under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court or who have been remanded to adult court are 
also included in the detention population data. A juvenile may be held in detention more than once 
within a year depending on the number of times the juvenile offends. Changes in the method of 
tabulation may account for differences in population data from previous years. 
 
The number of admissions of juveniles to detention facilities in 2007 decreased slightly, by almost five 
percent, from the number of juveniles admitted in 2006.  
 
Facilities that experienced a decrease from 2006 to 2007 of over ten percent in the number of 
juveniles held in detention include: Clallam(16.7) Grant (12.1), Grays Harbor (12.5), Okanogan (11.4), 
Pierce (10.3), Skagit (11), and Snohomish (13.9). 
 
Two facilities experienced an increase of over ten percent: Island (25), which opened in 2006, and 
Mason (11.8). 
 
Race and Ethnic Distribution 
 
Reporting of race and ethnicity has increased since 1986. Consequently, the rate of increase in 
detention population may be overstated. Minority youth, age 10-17, representation in detention 
increased from 2006 to 2007 by 2.7 percent. Over the past five years, the percentage of minority 
youth in detention has steadily increased annually, from 32.7 percent in 2003 to 39.5 percent in 2007 
(a 21 percent increase). 
 
The race and ethnic distribution of the detention population during 2007 showed that 60 percent were 
White, 14 percent were Black, six percent were Native American, three percent were Asian/Pacific 
Islander, and 15 percent were Hispanic. Race or ethnicity was unknown or not reported for four 
percent of the detention population. 
 
Gender 
 
Females accounted for 27.6 percent of the detention population in 2007, and 29.2 percent in 2006.  
This represents the first decrease in many years.  There was a steady increase in the percentage of 
girls in detention form 1998 to 2006 of 20 percent – from 24.4 in 1998 to 29.2 in 2006. 
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(4)(b) Juvenile Population in the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) 
(See Tables 82-87 and Graphs 42-47) 
 
The county juvenile courts commit the most serious offenders to JRA. With rare exception, youth 
committed to JRA have been adjudicated for at least one violent offense, or a large number of various 
offenses. 

JRA operates the following five secure residential facilities:  

• Three maximum security institutions (Green Hill School, Maple Lane School, and Echo Glen 
Children’s Center). 

• One medium security youth camp (Naselle Youth Camp).  
• One basic training camp (Camp Outlook) which is operated through a contract with Pioneer 

Human Services a private non-profit corporation. 

Both Echo Glen and Naselle provide services for female offenders, and the basic training camp 
provides a 120-day program for both male and female offenders. 

Currently, JRA operates six state-run community facilities with 72 minimum-security beds, and 
contracts with one private provider for 6 Residential Treatment and Care beds for low-risk offenders 
that replicates the Therapeutic Foster Care blueprints program.  

Juveniles released from these facilities may be supervised in the community for up to 6 months; most 
sex offenders are supervised for 24 to 36 months. 

JRA provides specialized drug and alcohol treatment services to substance abusing and chemically 
dependent juvenile offenders. (In 2008, JRA reports that 85% of the youth in residential care are 
substance abusers or are chemically dependent.)  JRA currently operates three separate intensive 
inpatient chemical dependency programs, two intensive outpatient programs and one recovery house 
and long-term care chemical dependency program. Other institutional and community programs 
include; drug and alcohol assessment, intervention, education, and aftercare. 

Sex offenders are provided assessments, treatment and resources throughout the JRA system. 
Offenders with mental health disorders are given assessments, appropriate medication management 
and treatment services. 

Populations for both the residential programs and institutions showed a steady decrease since 1997. 
(From 1990 to 1997, the populations in institutions steadily increased.) 

The average daily population in all residential programs for 2007 was 809, a slight decrease of two (2) 
percent from the 2006 average daily population of 824. From 1997 (when the average daily population 
peaked at 1,394) to 2007 the average daily population has decreased by approximately 42 percent. 

The average daily population of juveniles in JRA institutions for 2007 was 722, a slight decrease from 
the 2006 average daily population of 731. From 1997 (when the average daily population peaked at 
1,038) to 2007 the average daily population has decreased by approximately 30 percent.  

The average daily population for community placement for 2007 was 91. This is a slight decrease from 
2006 (93). From 1998 to 2007, the average daily population for community placement has decrease 
by 65 percent. 
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The average daily active parole caseload for 2007 was 700, a slight decrease from the 2006 figure of 
722. From 2000 (when the average daily active parole caseload peaked at 1,084) to 2007 the average 
daily population has decreased by approximately 35 percent. 

Race and Ethnic Distribution  
 
A one-day survey of JRA population on June 30, 2008, of the racial/ethnic distribution within JRA for 
that day, showed that: 51 percent were White, 19 percent were Black, four percent were Native 
American, 15 percent were Hispanic, three percent were Asian, and seven percent were “other” 
(percentages do not equal 100% due to rounding). 

The percentage of non-white youth held in state juvenile correctional institutions for 2007 was 49.1 
percent. In 2007, Black youth were confined in state juvenile correctional institutions more than four 
times their proportion of the general population (Black youth represented less than four percent of the 
juvenile population and 19 percent of the population in JRA). 

The demographic characteristics of the JRA population for 2007 showed that 49.1 percent were non-
white, 10.3 percent were female, 16.9 percent were sex offenders and 47.9 percent were violent 
offenders. 

Gender 
 
The percentage of females in JRA for 2007, 10.3 percent, is unchanged from 2006. The percentage of 
females in JRA has been increasing steadily over the past few years. Since 2003 the percent of 
females in JRA has increased over 37 percent (from 7.5 to 10.3). 
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(5)  Other social, economic, legal and organizational conditions considered 

relevant to delinquency prevention programming. 
 
a. Current Demographic Picture (See Tables 1-18 and Graphs 1-8) 
 
Washington’s total statewide population (almost 6.5 million per 2007 population estimates) has 
increased by 31 percent, and grew by over 1.5 million, from the 1990 Census.  However, a 
recent press release (July 2008) from the State Office of Financial Management announced: 
“Washington’s population growth moderates as interstate population movement from 
California and other states slows.”1 
There was approximately a 1.8 percent increase in the total state population from 2006 to 
2007, and a 1.5 percent increase in the total population from 2007 to 2008 (according to 
population estimates). 
      
Juveniles continue to comprise 24 percent of the state’s total population, according to 2007 
population estimates, with over 1.5 million youth ages 0-17 years old residing in Washington 
State.  The juvenile population has increased by 23 percent from the 1990 Census count.   In 
2005, the state OFM forecasted a third population wave is approaching the K through 12 
educational system, “Another wave of enrollment increases should begin in 2010 or 2011 with 
annual increases reaching 13,000 to 14,000 by 2015.”2     

 
The 0-9 age group represents 54 percent of the total youth population age 0-17.  This cohort 
increased slightly (by three percent) from the 2000 census to 2007, and increased by 13.4 
percent from the 1990 census.  The number of youth age 0-9 in the state is forecasted to 
increase by six percent by the year 2010, and by 20 percent by the year 2020. 
 
The 10-17 age group accounts for 46 percent of the total youth population.  Since 1990, the 
10-17 year old population group has steadily increased from 522,615 to 720,502 in 2007, a 3.9 
percent increase for this population from 2000, and a 38 percent increase since the 1990 
census.  The 10-17 year old age group is forecasted to increase by approximately nine 
percent by the year 2020. 
 
The 15-17 year old age group had the highest youth population increase (approximately 52 
percent) from the 1990 census to 2007.  The 0-4 age group is forecasted to have the highest 
percentage increase of the four juvenile population age groups from 2007 to 2010 (by eight 
percent).  In 2007, the 10-14 year old age group comprised approximately 28 percent of the 
total juvenile population, followed by the 5-9 year old and 0-4 year old age groups, which each 
comprised approximately 27 percent of the total juvenile population. 
 
Trends in the state’s juvenile population by gender show the percentage of girls and boys has 
remained constant from the 1990 Census to 2007 estimates, with boys representing 51.2 
percent of the 0-17 juvenile population, and girls representing 48.8 percent. 
 
Changes in the number of youth in selected age groups will make different demands upon the 
state.  Demographic trends should influence how the state plans services for youth.  Factors 
such as minority status, poverty, juvenile crime, and child abuse should also be considered.  
Public policy, funding, public awareness, types of crimes committed, and law enforcement and 
judicial behavior can also affect the demand for services for children. 

 

 
1 Wash. State OFM Press Release, July 2, 2008, “Washington’s Population Growth Moderates as Interstate population 
movement from California and Other States Slows.” 
2 Wash. State OFM, Research Brief #30, January 2005, “A Third Population Wave to Affect the K through 12 System.” 
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ashington.   

                                           

Location of Youth 
 
Population estimates for 2007 show that about one-half (49 percent) of the youth in our state 
continue to live in three western counties:  King, Pierce and Snohomish.  The OFM reported 
(July 2008) “the majority of growth since 2000 remains concentrated in Western 
Washington…”3  The largest 8-year population gains were increases in King, Pierce, 
Snohomish and Clark counties.   
 
On April 1, 2008,4 31 counties continued to meet the state’s definition of a “rural” county 
(those with population density of fewer than 100 persons per square mile).  The remaining
eight counties (Clark, Island, King, Kitsap, Pierce, Snohomish, Spokane and Thurston) 
collectively comprise almost three-fourths (72%) of the youth population in the state; with the 
exception of Spokane, all of these counties are located in Western W
 
The July 08 OFM press release also reported, “The fastest growing counties, in terms of 
percent change since the 2000 census, are Franklin (42.3 percent), Clark (22.9 percent), 
Thurston (18.3 percent) and Kittitas (18.1 percent).” 
 
Racial and Ethnic Distribution 
 
The statewide juvenile minority population increased by 6.7 percent from 2005 to 2006, and 
from 24 percent in Census 2000 to 29 percent in 2006 estimates.  The 2002 to 2006 estimates 
utilize the National Center for Health Statistics’ U.S. Census Populations with Bridge Race 
Categories data files, and are not directly comparable with 2000 Census racial categories (see 
footnote on Table 9). 
 
According to 2006 estimates, approximately 71 percent of Washington’s youth (age 0-17) are 
White (non-hispanic), 6 percent are Black (non-hispanic), 2 percent are American Indian & 
Alaska Native (non-hispanic), 7 percent are Asian (non-hispanic), and 15 percent are Hispanic 
(of any race).   
 
The 1990 Census reported that 7 percent of juveniles in the state were of Hispanic origin; 
according to the 2000 Census data, 12 percent of Washington’s youth were of Hispanic or 
Latino origin; and 2006 estimates show that approximately 15 percent of Washington’s youth 
were of Hispanic origin. 
 
The 11 counties with a juvenile minority population above the 2006 statewide average 
percentage (29.4%) include:  Adams, Chelan, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Grant, King, 
Okanogan, Pierce, Walla Walla and Yakima.  Counties with a juvenile minority population over 
twice the statewide average percentage include Adams, Franklin and Yakima.  Adams County 
continues to have the highest percentage of minority youth in the state in 2006 (67.7 percent). 
 
Almost one-half (45 percent) of Washington State’s minority youth reside in two counties (King 
and Pierce).  Eleven counties have minority youth populations of over 10,000 youth:  Benton, 
Clark, Franklin, Grant, King, Kitsap, Pierce, Snohomish, Spokane, Thurston, and Yakima. 
 
Juvenile Population of American Indians 
 
The federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act requires states to collect juvenile 
justice data on the juvenile population residing on reservations and off-reservation trust lands.  

 
3 Wash. State OFM Press Release, July 2, 2008, “Washington’s Population Growth Moderates as Interstate population 
movement from California and Other States Slows.” 
4 Wash. State Office of Financial Management, Forecasting Division, “Counties with Population Density Less than 100 
Persons per Square Mile,” last modified July 3, 2008. 
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The Act also requires states to allocate a portion of their formula grant funds to American 
Indian Tribes that perform law enforcement functions and who agree to comply with the core 
requirements of the JJDP Act.  There are currently 29 federally recognized Indian Tribes in 
Washington State.  The 2000 Census provides information on youth residing on 27 tribal 
reservations and trust lands. 
 
The 2000 Census shows there are a total of 44,242 youth (age 0-17) in the state who live on 
reservations and trust lands, approximately 3 percent of the state’s total youth population.  The 
age 0-17 American Indian juvenile population residing on reservations and trust lands 
represents 25 percent of the total youth residing on reservations and trust lands in the state.  
There has been a 19 percent increase in the American Indian juvenile population residing on 
reservations and trust lands from the 1990 to 2000 Census, which is similar to the increase in 
the total statewide juvenile population.  In 2000, approximately 35 percent of American Indian 
youth age 0-17 statewide resided on reservations and trust lands. 

 

b.  Public School Enrollment (See Tables 19-20, and Graphs 9-10) 

In 2008, according to the Washington State Superintendent of Public Instruction, there were 
1,027,625 students enrolled in Washington’s public schools.  This is an increase of 5,791 
students from the prior year (2007), when the enrollment was 1,021,834.  During the last five 
years (2004-2008), public school enrollment increased by about 1.8 percent, from 1,009,563 in 
2004 to 1,027,625 in 2008.  Grades with the highest number of students enrolled in October 
2008 were ninth (87,638); tenth (83,359); eleventh (81,601), and twelfth (80,013). 
 
During the school year 2008-2009, minority youth represented 34.5 percent of the total 
Washington public school enrollment.  Approximately 7.9 percent of the students were Asian, 
5.5 percent were Black, 15.2 percent were Hispanic, 2.6 percent were American Indian, and 
64.8 percent were White.  Minority enrollment in Washington’s public schools has increased 
during the past decade, particularly enrollment of Hispanic students.   
 
National statistics for the school year 2003-2004 showed approximately 43 percent minority 
student enrollment in public schools, an increase of five percentage points since 1998.  This 
increase was largely due to the growth in the percentage of Hispanic students (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, reported in the Condition of Education, 
National Center for Education Statistics, 2000 and 2005).   
 
According to researchers including J. David Hawkins, Richard Catalano, Bonnie Bernard and 
others, there is a correlation between school attendance and performance, and risky 
behaviors including substance abuse, delinquency, sexual activity and association with peers 
engaging in risky behaviors.  
 
The National Center for Educational Statistics estimates that on an average school day, as 
many as 15 percent of junior and senior students are not in school.  For many, this is a pattern 
that leads to the negative behaviors listed above and dropping out of school.  Dropping out of 
school can have profound effects on a young person’s life.  As reported in the Condition of 
Education 1999 (National Center for Education Statistics, June 1998, Annual Report to 
Congress) "students who drop out of school have fewer opportunities to succeed in the 
workforce or to assume a fully functional place in society at large than those who complete 
high school." 
 
Programs that help youth stay in school, and programs that help youth re-enter school and 
complete graduation, have both social and economic implications.  Socially, youth who are 
attending school are less likely to be involved in substance abuse and delinquency.  
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Economically, youth who complete high school are more likely to be employed than youth who 
drop out of school.   
 
The Census Bureau reports that earnings of students without a high school diploma average 
far below the poverty line.  The U.S. Department of Education reports that high school 
dropouts experience more unemployment during their work careers than those students who 
completed high school or college.  Additionally, those who complete high school are more 
likely to be employed as young adults (Condition of Education, 1999). When employment rates 
for recent high school graduates (who were not enrolled in college) were compared to recent 
school dropouts, it was found that 67 percent of the high school graduates were employed, 
compared to 45 percent of the school dropouts (averaged rate) (the Condition of Education, 
1999, Annual Report to Congress).     

 

c.  School Dropout (See Tables 21-24 and Graphs 11-12) 
  

Graduation and Dropout Statistics for Washington’s Counties, Districts, and Schools 
(School Year 2005-06), a report from the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
indicates that, “in school year 2005-06, nearly 19,000 students in grades 9-12 dropped out of 
school.”  And, “of the students who began grade 9 in the fall of 2001 and were expected to 
graduate in 2006, about 21 percent dropped out and 9.5 percent were still enrolled in school at 
the end of grade 12.  An additional 5 percent graduated after their expected year, so the 
“extended” graduation rate was 75 percent.  Asian/Pacific Islander and White students had the 
highest graduation rates (76% and 74%) while only 48 percent of the American Indian 
students had graduated by the end of the four-year period.”  Using the above 
rates/percentages as a means of calculation, approximately 25 percent of the graduating 
class of 2006 dropped out of school between grades 9-12.   
 
Interestingly, the dropout rate by grade level increased for grades 11 and 12 during the school 
year 2005-06 over the previous school year, while remaining relatively unchanged for grades 9 
and 10.  For grade 11 the dropout rate was 6.62 in 2005-06, as compared to 5.54 in 2004-05; 
and for grade 12 the dropout rate was 8.04 in 2005-06, as compared to 6.77 in 2004-05.  The 
annual dropout rate for grade 12 in 2005-06 is the second highest in the past 20 years (in 
2001-02 the dropout rate was 10.14).   
 
Helping Students to Finish School, a report released in December 2003 by Washington’s 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, revealed that on 66 percent of students in the Class of 
2002 graduated in four years after starting high school.  The Superintendent of Public 
Instruction points out that this does not mean that Washington’s school dropout rate is 34 
percent.  Approximately 8 percent of the students that do not graduate in four years after 
starting high school remain in school.   
 
New graduation requirements went into effect for the graduating class of 2008.  This class was 
the first to be required to pass the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) as a 
requirement of graduation.  Initially given in the tenth grade, students have a total of five 
opportunities to pass the WASL.  During the 2004-2005 school year, only 42.3 percent of 
Washington’s tenth graders passed the portions of the WASL required for graduation.  
Students’ proficiency in reading and writing as measured by the WASL appears to have 
increased over the past three years.  When tested during school year 2007-08, over 81 
percent of Washington 10th graders demonstrated proficiency in reading and 86.2 percent 
demonstrated proficiency in writing.  While science and math scores are also up, only 39.7 
percent demonstrated proficiency in science and 49.3 demonstrated proficiency in math. 
There is much concern by parents, juvenile justice providers and educators, among others, 
about how this graduation requirement may impact high school graduation rates in the future.    
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d.  Youth Unemployment (See Table 25) 

In December 2008, the Washington unemployment rate was 7.1 percent, seasonally 
adjusted.  This rate is well above the December 2007 rate of 4.6 percent5 (a 2.5 percent 
increase).  The state unemployment rate is slightly below the national rate (7.2 percent in 
December 2008).6   

In Washington State, approximately 17.6 percent of those youth (16 to 19 years old) 
seeking employment were unemployed in 2007 (well above the national rate for youth of 
15.7 percent7).  This represents a slight decline from 2006, and a more significant change 
from 2004, when Washington’s unemployment rate for youth seeking employment was 
21.9 percent (the highest youth unemployment rate for our state in the past 10 years).   

According to a recent (August 2008) Bureau of Labor Statistics news release8: “In July 
2008, 3.4 million youth were unemployed and the youth unemployment rate was 14.0 
percent, the highest rate for July since 1992.  As with the decline in employment, the 
increase in youth unemployment in the summer of 2008 partly reflected a weaker job 
market.”  According to the news bulletin, almost one-fourth (23 percent) of employed youth 
worked in the leisure and hospitality industry (include food services) and 18 percent 
worked in retail trade.  

Findings released in April 2005 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics from the National 
Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (based upon the recurring interviews of a panel of 
young people conducted over the 1997-2003 period), included:  “Year-round attachment to 
the formal labor market forms early while in high school.  Nearly 18 percent of freshmen 
worked9 during both the school year and the following summer.  By sophomore year, the 
percent of students who worked during both school and summer doubled to 39 percent.  
By senior year, two-thirds of students worked during both the school year and summer.”   

Many youth begin working during their first year (9th grade) in high school—nearly 41 
percent of freshmen worked at some time during the school year or following summer.  
Working while in high school was common—“nearly 75 percent of high school seniors 
worked at some time during the school year.”  The study also found there were differences 
in the working behaviors of students who later drop out of high school compared to the 
working behavior of students who eventually graduate:  “Youth who eventually dropped out 
of high school were less likely than their peers to have worked more than half of the 
school year prior to the one in which they dropped out.”   

e.  Youth Living In Poverty (See Tables 26-27) 
 

According to data published by the U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty 
Estimates, published December 2008, approximately15 percent (approximately 225,338) of 
Washington’s children under 18 lived below the poverty level in 2007.  While children account 
for only 1 out of every 4 people in Washington, they account for nearly 1 of every 3 people in 
poverty.  

 
5 The December 2007 state unemployment rate was revised in 2009 from the preliminary rate of 4.8 percent.  
6 Washington State Employment Security Department, LMEA, January 2009. 
7 Bureau of Labor Statistics, retrieved from:  ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/lf/aat5.txt . 
8 “Employment and Unemployment Among Youth—Summer 2008,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Labor, News Release, August 28, 2008. 
9 The press release examines only “employee jobs”, also known as wage and salary jobs, in which youths have an 
ongoing formal relationship with a particular employer.  “Freelance jobs,” such as baby sitting or lawn care, in which 
youths are more casually involved in the labor market are not examined. 

ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/lf/aat5.txt
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Washington’s poverty rate is below the national average.  The U.S. Census Bureau, 2004 and 
2005, indicates the 17.6 percent of U.S. children live in poverty.  The poverty rate for black 
children is 33.2 percent (nationally) and for Hispanic children is 28.9 percent, compared to 
14.8 percent for white children.  
 
According to the National Center for Children in Poverty, in 2007, 32 percent of Washington’s 
children lived in low-income and poor families (National: 39%).  Low-income is defined as 
income between 100 and 200 percent of the federal poverty level (FPL). Twelve percent of 
Washington’s children lived in “poor” families (Nationally 18%), defined as income below 100 
percent of the federal poverty level.  
  
The State of Washington’s Children, University of Washington Human Services Policy Center, 
School of Public Health, Community Medicine, Spring 2002, points out that 73 percent of 
families living in poverty in Washington are headed by working adults, 61 percent by single 
adults, and 17 percent by single nonworking parents. 
 
An indicator of children living in poverty is the National School Lunch Program. In Washington 
State, the number of children eligible for the free and reduced lunch program has increased 
during the past five years, from 349,515 in school year 2002-2003 to 388,254 in school year 
2006-2007.  This is an increase of over 11 percent in the past five years (2003-2007). 
 
It is worth noting that in 2008 Washington, along with much of the rest of the nation, 
experienced the effects of the nationwide recession.  The poverty rate for 2007 may not be 
indicative of the current status of children and families.  With increased unemployment comes 
increased demand for publically funded resources including social services, food and housing, 
medical and dental care, mental health and others. 
 
In December 2008, the Washington unemployment rate was 7.1 percent, seasonally adjusted.  
This rate is well above the December 2007 rate of 4.6 percent.  This increase in the 
unemployment rate in one year may indicate an increase in the poverty rate, and represent 
even more pressure for publically funded resources. 
 
Children and youth living in poverty is widely recognized as an indicator of well being.  Poverty 
is closely linked to inadequate prenatal care, low birth weight, low academic achievement, 
risky behavior, and emotional problems.  In addition to the physical and emotional health 
issues associated with poverty, the Child Trends Data Bank points out that, “…poverty in 
childhood and adolescence is associated with a higher risk for negative cognitive and 
academic outcomes, including decreased cognitive abilities and development, less school 
attendance, lower reading and math test scores, increased distractibility, and higher rates of 
grade failure and early high school dropout.  Poor children are also more likely than other 
children to have externalizing and other behavior problems, increased aggression, and 
emotional problems, and are more likely to engage in delinquent behaviors during 
adolescence”.  
 
According to Ruby K. Payne, Ph.D., A Framework for Understanding Poverty, poverty is more 
that a lack of financial resources.  Further, the extent of a person’s ability to leave poverty is 
more dependent upon other resources than it is upon financial resources.  Dr. Payne explains 
that poverty is “the extent to which an individual does without resources.”   She goes on to 
identify resources in eight areas:  1) financial, 2) emotional, 3) mental, 4) spiritual, 5) physical, 
6) support systems, 7) relationships/role models, and 8) knowledge of hidden rules.  This is 
important in that crime and poverty are so inter-relational.  An understanding of the extent of 
resource deficits in these areas is instrumental to understanding juvenile delinquency and 
effective prevention, intervention and treatment strategies.   
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 f. Adolescent Pregnancy (See Tables 28-29 and Graph 13) 

 
In 2007, Washington teens 17 years of age and younger had 4,154 pregnancies (live births, 
abortions and fetal deaths).  This equates to a rate of 28.7 pregnancies per 1000 youth ages 
15-17 years.  This rate is up over one point from the previous year (27.6 in 2006).  
Washington’s rate for this age group is lower than the national rate.  The rate of adolescent 
pregnancy has shown a steady and significant decline in recent years.  The adolescent 
pregnancy rate in 1997 (ten years ago) was 45.7 per 1000 females ages 15 though 17, 
whereas in 2007 the rate was 28.7 for the same age group.   

 
Five of Washington’s counties are significantly higher that the state rate.  These counties 
include:  Adams (69), Wahkiakum (61.9), Franklin (58.9), Yakima (56.4), and Skagit (49). 
The adolescent pregnancy rate in each of these counties increased over the previous year.  
The most dramatic increase was Wahkiakum County where the rate increased from 10.5 in 
2006 to 61.9 in 2007.  Wahkiakum County has a very small population thus two or three 
adolescent pregnancies can make a significant difference in the rate.  In 2007 there were 6 
teen pregnancies in Wahkiakum County. 
 
Children who have children put both generations at risk. Teenage mothers typically have less 
education and work experience than their peers who did not bear a child.   They are more 
likely to need public assistance to support their children).  According to Washington State’s 
Department of Health, “Compared to their peers who have children later, teen parents are:  

 
• More likely to have children born at a low birth-weight, and who suffer from poor health 

and development. 
• More likely to have low family incomes, live in poverty and receive public assistance. 
• Less likely to fulfill their educational and economic goals. 
• At increased risk of substance abuse, intimate partner violence, maternal depression 

and divorce or separation.” 
 

Further, according to the Florida State University Prevention and Early Intervention Center, 
Teen Parent Child Care Quality Improvement Project, Fact Sheet, (2001), “The prevalence of 
child abuse among children born to adolescent mothers is greater than in the general 
population…Children born to mothers age 15 and younger are two times more likely to 
become an indicated case of child abuse/neglect in the first five years of their lives than are 
children born to mothers ages 20-21.” 

 
The same fact sheet identifies a host of problems often faced by children born to teenage 
mothers. These problems include: 

 
• Developmental delays 
• Behavioral problems in school 
• School dropout 
• Incarceration (boys born to teenage mothers are three times more likely to be 

incarcerated than those born to adult mothers) 
• Daughters are more likely to become teen parents 

 
Programs that appear to make a difference in reducing teenage pregnancy include: early 
childhood education, nurse home-visiting, school-based curricula, abstinence and 
contraceptive programs, and activities that enhance life options for adolescent girls.  
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g. Youth Suicide (See Tables 30-31 and Graph 14) 
 

The number of suicides by youth in Washington varies significantly from year to year.  In 2007, 
there were 14 suicides by youth.  During the five years 2003-2007 the number of Washington 
youth committing suicide has ranged from a high of 28 in 2003 to a low of 14 in 2007.  The 
average number of youth deaths due to suicide for the five-year period is 20.6. 
 
While the number of males who commit suicide is generally higher than the number of females, it 
is noteworthy that 12 of the 14 youth suicides in 2007 were males.  In recent years, the ratio of 
males to females has been approximately 4 to 1.   

 
According to Washington’s Department of Health, suicide is the second leading cause of death 
among our state’s young people 15-19 years old.  In the most recent survey of adolescent 
behaviors conducted by Washington’s Department of Health, one-fifth of Washington’s 
students in grades 9 through 12 reported that they had seriously considered suicide.  Of these, 
80 percent had made a suicide plan, 40 percent had made a suicide attempt, and 20 percent 
had made an attempt that required medical attention.   
 
The American Association of SUICIDOLOGY indicates that suicide is the third leading cause 
of death for young people (ages 15-19 and 15-24; only accidents and homicides occur more 
frequently.  According to the Centers for Disease Control, in 2002, 1,327 youth between the ages 
of 10 and 18 committed suicide.  Most of these youth, nearly 81 percent, were males (1070).   
 
The National Center for Policy Analysis, 2001, reports that, “Young white males are more likely to 
kill themselves than blacks—though the rate for black males has risen sharply since 1980.  The 
highest rate of all is among young Native American males.”  Equivalent data regarding ethnicity is 
not collected in Washington. 
 
In 1994, the Washington State Legislature directed the Department of Health to develop a 
youth suicide prevention plan.  The Department has developed a three-tiered prevention 
approach: a public education program, “Gatekeeper” training (provides training to adult front-
line caregivers to recognize risk factors, screen youth, communicate and make referrals) and 
crisis service enhancements.  Washington’s Suicide Prevention Plan is considered a national 
model of state sponsored suicide prevention programs. 

 
Attempted suicide is a risk factor for future completed suicide, and a potential indicator of other 
health problems. Many adolescents who have committed suicide or attempted suicide have been 
in contact with the juvenile justice system (or law enforcement).   Incarcerated youth are at an 
extreme risk for suicide (OJJDP, “Conditions of Confinement” report). 

 
 

h.  Child Abuse (See Table 32 and Graph 15) 
 
In 2008, 72,423 children were referred to Child Protective Services (CPS) in Washington 
State.  This reflects a decrease of 1,932 from the number of children referred in 2007 
(74,355). Throughout the past ten years, referrals to CPS have varied from a low of 74,979 
in 1999 to a high of 78,336 in 2004.  The average number of CPS referrals per year (1997-
2006) is 76,623.   
 
According to Washington’s Children’s Administration, approximately 40 percent of the 
referrals for child abuse and neglect are screened out "because there is not sufficient 
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information to locate the child, the alleged perpetrator is not a caretaker, the risk factor 
does not exist, or the allegation does not meet the legal and/or WAC definition.” Thus, the 
number of confirmed cases of child abuse and neglect in Washington State in 2007  
is estimated to be approximately 45,213. 
 
According to staff in Washington’s Division of Children and Family Services, at least 50 
percent of the families of victims of child abuse contained an adult with a substance abuse 
problem. In addition, research continues to document a link between domestic violence and 
substance abuse, and domestic violence and child abuse. According to the National Youth 
Law Center, in homes where domestic violence occurs there is a 30 to 60 percent likelihood 
that child abuse also is happening.  
 
Nationally, nearly one million children each year are confirmed by State agencies as abused 
and neglected, and over 1,200 children tragically die at the hands of caretaker.  (Prevent Child 
Abuse America, September 2007) 
 
Child abuse and neglect have known detrimental effects on the physical, psychological, 
cognitive and behavioral development of children (National Research Council 1993).  These 
consequences range from minor to severe, and include physical injuries, brain damage, 
chronic low self-esteem, problems with bonding and forming relationships, developmental 
delays, learning disorders, and aggressive and anti-social behaviors.  More recently, Vincent 
Felitti, M.D. has demonstrated a connection between childhood abuse, particularly sexual 
abuse, and adult obesity, thus increasing weight-related health risks.  Child maltreatment has 
been linked with long-term negative societal consequences.  For example, studies link child 
maltreatment with increased risk of low academic achievement, drug use, teen pregnancy, 
generational child abuse and neglect, juvenile delinquency, and adult criminality (Widom, 
1992; Kelly, Thornberry, and Smith, 1997).   
 
“Total Estimated Cost of Child Abuse and Neglect in the United States,” written for Prevent 
Child Abuse America by Ching-Tung Wang, Ph.D. and John Holten, Ph.D., states, “It is well 
documented that children who have been abused or neglected are more likely to experience 
adverse outcomes throughout their life span in a number of areas” (summarized): 

• Poor physical health 
• Poor emotional and mental health 
• Social difficulties 
• Cognitive dysfunction 
• High-risk health behavior 
• Behavior problems 
 

The authors go on to estimate the cost of child abuse and neglect in the United States in 2007 
to be $103.8 billion.  This cost is based on the number of children who could be classified as 
being abused or neglected according to the Harm Standard in the Third National Incidence 
Study of Child Abuse and Neglect (NIS-3) and only the cost related to victims are included. 
  
While the causes of child abuse and neglect are complex, research has identified risk factors 
that contribute to child maltreatment.  These factors include: family history of abuse, parental 
substance abuse, mental illness or mental retardation, childhood disability, domestic violence, 
lack of parenting skills and knowledge, extreme poverty, social isolation, and life stress 
overload. Effective prevention programs identify family risk factors and develop service 
approaches that target these risk factors. 
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i. Girls in the Juvenile Justice System 

In Washington, during the past five years the percentage of total juvenile arrests represented by 
girls has remained relatively constant, although juvenile arrests for 2007 showed a slight increase 
in both the number of girls arrested and the percentage of total arrests girls represent.  In fact, in 
all juvenile arrest categories reported in 2007, the number for girls arrested increased.  This is 
contrary to the trend of the past five years when the number of girls arrested in each category 
decreased.   

In 2007, girls represented 10,349 arrests or 28.9 percent of the total juvenile arrests in 
Washington.  This is an increase over 2006 in both the number of girls arrested (9,889) and 
the percent of total arrests represented by girls (28.7).   

1998 data on juvenile arrests reveal that 14,362 girls were arrested representing 25.8 percent 
of total arrests (51,940).  While during the past ten years the total number of juveniles arrested 
for criminal-type behavior has decreased substantially (53,827 in 1998 to 35,865 in 2007), the 
number of boys arrested has decreased significantly more that the number of girls.  Hence 
girls continue to represent a higher percentage of the total arrests although the number of girls 
arrested has decreased. 
 
An analysis of the types of crimes for which girls are arrested provides some interesting 
insights.  
  

• Violent Crimes:  In 2007, the number of girls arrested for violent crimes increased and 
was the highest seen in five years.  Prior to 2007, there had been a steady decrease in 
violent crime arrests of females.  244 girls were arrested for violent crimes in 2006 
representing 16.6 percent of the total arrests in this arrest category.  In 2007, 299 girls 
were arrested for violent crimes; this represents 18.1 percent of the total juvenile 
arrests for violent crimes.   

 
• Property Offenses:  The number of girls arrested for property offenses has decreased 

from 4,685 in 2003 to 4,312 in 2007, while their representation as the percentage of 
total arrests for property offenses has remained relatively constant (29.8 in 2003 to 
30.1 in 2007).  The number of girls arrested for property crimes actually increased 
from 2006 (4,114) to 2007. 

 
• Drug and Alcohol Offenses:  The number of girls arrested for drug and alcohol 

offenses increased from 2,131 in 2006 to 2,336 in 2007, and the percentage of total 
arrests for the same years increased from 27.3 to 28.4.   

 
• All Other Offenses:  This category includes simple assault, minor assault, assault and  

battery, injury by culpable negligence, resisting or obstructing an officer, intimidation, 
coercion, hazing, weapons possession, prostitution, sex offenses (except forcible 
rape), offenses against family and children, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, suspicion 
and arrests on warrants.  The number of girls arrested for all other offenses changed 
slightly, from 3,400 in 2006 to 3,402 in 2007.  The percentage of total arrests girls 
represent in this category remained the same both years (29.1). 

 
Not only has the percentage of girls arrested for committing crimes increased in the past 15, 
so has their representation as a percentage of the juvenile detention population.  This increase 
is dramatic when looking at the 15 year period from 1993-2007.  In 1993, the percentage of 
the overall detention population represented by girls was 18 percent.  In 2007, that percentage 
had increased to 27.6 percent.  
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Information from Washington’s Administrative Office of the Courts indicates the top five 
reasons for girls’ detention in 2007 were: 
 

• Assault 4 
• Truancy (Violation of a Court order) 
• At-Risk Youth (Violation of a Court order) 
• Theft 3 
• Probation Violation 
 

These reasons for girls’ detention appear to be consistent over the past three years (2005-
2007).  In 2005 the fifth reason was “Taking a Motor Vehicle without Permission 2 instead of 
Probation Violation. 
 
The county juvenile courts commit the most serious offenders to the Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Administration (JRA).  Most of the youth committed to JRA have been adjudicated for at least 
one violent offense, or a large number of various offenses.   Since 2000, the percentage of the 
total JRA population represented by girls has increased from 8.2 percent (2000) to 11 percent 
in 2007.   
 
In 1995, Washington enacted the At-Risk/Runaway Youth Act, also know as the “Becca Law”.  
This act authorized the creation and use of Secure Crisis Residential Centers (S-CRCs) to 
hold runaway youth brought to these facilities by law enforcement.  Runaway youth may be 
held in these facilities for up to five days, so they can be assessed, stabilized, and reunified 
with their caregivers.   There are nine S-CRCs in Washington, with 60 beds available.  Four of 
the S-CRCs are located within juvenile detention facilities. 
 
Girls comprise the majority of youth confined in our state’s Secure Crisis Residential Centers.  
Based on information provided for 2007 by the four detention based S-CRCs (Clallam, Chelan, 
Kitsap and Snohomish Counties), 64 percent of the youth admitted to the S-CRCs for runaway 
were girls.  This percentage has remained constant since the implementation of the S-CRCs.   
 
Based on 2007 data, girls represent 51 percent of the filings for At Risk Youth Petitions (down 
from 53 percent in 2006); 58 percent of the filings for Child in Need of Services (down from 63 
percent in 2006); and 48 percent of the Truancy filings (up from 47 percent in 2006).    
  
The total number of ARY contempt hearings has remained relatively constant for the past five 
years (2003-2007), averaging about 2,416 (2,397 in 2007); while the number of truancy 
contempt hearings has increased, averaging 5,098 during the past five years (2003-2007).  In 
2007 there were 5,393 truancy contempt hearings.  This is commensurate with an increase in 
the number of Truancy filings from 12,573 in 2003 to 16,236 in 2007. 

 

j.  Placement/Counseling Services for Youth  (See Tables 33-36) 
 
Regional Crisis Residential Centers (CRCs), as authorized by state statute, are 
emergency, temporary shelters available 24 hours a day, seven days a week, to runaway 
youth and youth in conflict with their families.  Access to these shelters is usually arranged 
through the Division of Children and Family Services (DCFS), Children’s Administration 
(CA), DSHS.  Receiving homes also provide short-term temporary care for youth in conflict 
with their families.  The family is contacted and on-site family counseling is arranged.   

 
The number of regional CRC beds has declined notably in recent years, as a result of the 
2005-07 budget, which reduced regional CRC spending by 25 percent.  In March 2009, 
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there are 26 regional CRC beds available statewide (a decrease from 34 beds in 2007, 
and a substantial decrease from 52 beds from 2002 to 2004).  These 26 regional CRC 
beds are located in five of the state’s 39 counties (Clark, Snohomish, Spokane, Thurston, 
and Yakima).   
 
Secure Crisis Residential Centers - The At-Risk/Runaway Youth Act, effective in July 1995, 
authorized the creation of “Secure” Crisis Residential Centers (S-CRCs) to receive 
runaway children taken into custody by law enforcement officers.  It also provides for the 
creation of multi-disciplinary teams to provide assistance and support to a youth and his or her 
parents.  Teams may be formed at the request of a youth placed at the facility, or at the 
request of a parent.  The administrator of the facility may also convene a team if there is 
reasonable cause to believe that a child is in need of services and the parent is unavailable or 
unwilling to continue efforts to maintain the family structure. 

 
Per RCW 13.32A.130, youth may not be securely detained for more than five consecutive 
days in the facility.  If the child is transferred between centers or between secure and 
semi-secure facilities, the combined length of time spent in all such facilities may not 
exceed five consecutive days. 
 
Youth may be placed in a S-CRC by law enforcement, by CA staff (only after the filing of a 
CHINS petition⎯youth must be considered at risk of harm or running away), and under 
limited circumstances, by transfer from a semi-secure facility if the youth is assessed as a 
risk to run.  Additionally, in 2000, the Act was amended to expand the population of youth 
eligible for admission to some S-CRCs.  Effective June 8, 2000, state law permits juvenile 
courts to order detention of a child for contempt of court related to a status offense 
proceeding/order to either a detention facility or a S-CRC which is located within a 
separate section of a detention facility.  No more than 50 percent of the S-CRC population 
can be comprised of youth held for contempt of court. 
 
There were 2,531 admissions/placements of youth in the nine operating S-CRCs in SFY 
2008 (July 07 through June 08),10 little change from SFY 07 when admissions totaled 
about 2,600.  In 2005, the number of Secure CRC beds was reduced from 66 beds to 60 
beds total within the nine facilities (with four of these CRCs located within specific 
designated areas of secure juvenile detention facilities, and five privately operated 
facilities).  Recently, in February 2009, the total number of secure CRC beds was reduced 
(from 60 beds to 44 beds within eight facilities) as a result of the state’s budget shortfall 
and reductions to the 2009 operating budget. 
 
A study completed by Merit Research in 200311 found the average cost of placements 
(admissions) in S-CRCs was $1,378 per placement, with an average stay of 54 hours; the 
study also found that many of these youth had prior contact with the juvenile justice 
system. 
 
For the four secure crisis residential centers located within juvenile detention facilities in 
calendar year 2007, approximately 64 percent of the total admissions were girls; over one-
third (36 percent) of the youth admitted were minority youth; and the average age 
continued to be 15 years.  
 

                                            
10 Data obtained from the DSHS Research & Data Analysis (RDA) Executive Management Information System (EMIS) Foster 
Care Programs Report, “Crisis Residential Center Services—Admissions” 11/18/08 report. 
11 “Washington’s Runaway Youth Placed in Secure Facilities,” Suzy G. McCausland and Robert L. Griffin, Merit Research, 
February 2003. 
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Findings from the second year of a multi-site evaluation conducted by Rainier Research 
Associates12 provide characteristics of the runaway youth placed in S-CRCs.  During SFY 06, 
data for admissions to the privately-operated (non-detention) S-CRCs13 showed:  59 percent 
of the admissions were female youth; average age was 15.1 years; almost one-half (43 
percent) were minority; the average number of visits to a S-CRC during the past 12 months 
was 2.1 visits; and the average length of stay was 57 hours (about 2-1/2 days).  Less than 
one-half of the admissions were released to a parent (46 percent); consequently, the release 
destination for only about one-half (52%) of the youth was ‘home.”  Approximately two-thirds 
(63%) of the youth had parental guardians and 27 percent were wards of the state, while six 
percent were in the custody of an “other guardian” or foster parent (legal status at release from 
the facility).  

Conclusions from the third year multi-site evaluation report14 (including a summary/process 
analysis of the Snohomish County D.A.R.T.S. Bridges project) included:  boys are more likely 
to repeat runaway behavior than are girls; youth who are in the custody of a foster parent are 
much more likely to repeat their runaway behavior compared to youth who are in the custody 
of a parent or parents; there is consistent evidence that receipt of FRS Phase II counseling 
services may reduce runaway behavior by about 19 percent; the use of a multidisciplinary 
team did not have a statistically significant effect on reducing recidivism to runaway behavior; 
and, in general, if a youth is put under the protection of a CHINS, he or she is neither more nor 
less likely to repeat runaway behavior than is a youth who does not have such protection (i.e., 
the filing of a CHINS did not have a statistically significant effect on reducing recidivism).   

Findings specific to the Bridges project included:  there was a decrease in the average number 
of hours youth were held in the Snohomish S-CRC, culminating in a decrease of 20.23 hours 
in 2006-07 (when compared to the average number of hours over the four year period from 
2000-01 to 2003-04, just prior to the project); both drug and alcohol and mental health 
assessments increased during the final project year, particularly mental health assessments; 
and Bridges immediately increased services to families of youth held at the S-CRC – the rise 
in the number of family meetings during custody of the youth was noteworthy.   

Assessment Services - Diagnostic Assessment Services are offered to children and youth in 
the care of the state who may qualify for more intensive services.  Assessment services 
(residential and in-home providers) typically last no more than 90 days. 
 
Assessment services provided to youth include:  assessment of the contributing factors to 
the child’s behaviors; assessment of the strengths and needs of the family system; case 
planning; case management; and individual and family treatment.  From assessment care, 
a child may be placed in treatment foster care, residential care or may return to the family 
setting with additional community supports.   

Hope Centers and Responsible Livings Skills Programs - The 1998 Washington State 
Legislature established HOPE Centers and Responsible Living Skills Programs to address the 
needs of dependent homeless and/or street youth who were not the primary focus of the “Becca 
Law,” in that they do not have active, responsible parents in their lives.  A “street youth” is defined 
in RCW as a person under the age of 18 who lives outdoors or in another unsafe location not 
intended for occupancy.   

 
12 “Final Report, Net Impact Study, Multi-Site Evaluation for Runaway Youth Projects:  2005-06 Project Year: Detention-Based 
and Staff-Secure S-CRCs Compared,” Rainier Research Associates, Olympia, Washington, April 2007.  
13 In SFY 06, all privately operated S-CRCs statewide reported electronic data to the Children’s Administration, DSHS. 
14 “Net Impact Study - Multi-Site Evaluation for Runaway Youth Projects, 2006-2007 Project Year: Process Analysis of the 
Snohomish County D.A.R.T.S./Bridges Project:  A Three Year Summary from 2004-05 through 2006-07,” Rainier Research 
Associates, Olympia, Washington, February 2008.  
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The objective of Hope Centers is to perform a comprehensive assessment of the youth, and 
establish an appropriate permanency placement plan.  HOPE Centers are 30-day temporary 
residential facilities, primarily intended to serve older adolescent “street youth,” for whom 
traditional child welfare services have proved ineffective.   

Responsible Living Skills (RLS) Programs are designed for dependent street youth age 16 to 18, 
who have not found success in other traditional state placement.  The RLS Program provides 
residential and transitional living services with an emphasis on independent living skills.  In order 
for a youth to be eligible for the RLS Program, a youth must have first resided in a HOPE Center 
or in a S-CRC; occasionally, a youth age 14-15 may qualify to reside in an RLS program. 

Currently (March 2009), there are nine Hope Centers in the state for a total of 27 beds (a slight 
decrease from 28 beds in 2007, but a significant increase from prior years—there were 15–18 
beds from 2003 to 2006).  There are seven Responsible Living Skills Program providers, with a 
total of 32 beds (there were 33 beds available in 2006 and 2007, and 31 RLSP beds from 2003 to 
2005). 
 
Foster Care And Residential Care - Family foster care serves most of the children who need 
out of home care due to abuse, neglect or family conflict.  Children live with individual families 
who are licensed by the Children’s Administration (CA) either through the Division of Licensed 
Resources or through authorized Child Placing Agencies. 
 
During SFY 2008, Children’s Administration served an average of 7,825 children per month in 
foster care.15  CA also monitored a monthly average of 3,651 placements of children in the 
homes of relatives during this time period. 
 
Family Reconciliation Services - Within CA, the Family Reconciliation Services (FRS) 
program provides services to families in conflict and to runaway youth and their families.  This 
service is mandated by law and designed to stabilize a family crisis and prevent out of home 
placement.  Intake/assessment, referral to community resources, and in-home crisis 
counseling are provided.   
 
Phase I Services (intake/assessment) provide immediate counseling to families within 48 
hours of their request; Phase II Services are provided to families who require further intensive 
intervention through contracted community providers for in-home crisis counseling.  According 
to data reported by CA, from 1996 through 2002 the percentage of families receiving FRS 
Phase II services, based on the number of intake/assessment cases, varied on a year-to-year 
basis in the range of 25 to 31 percent.   
 
Effective October 2002, FRS was restructured to accommodate budget reductions.  
Changes to policy impacting FRS programming and practice include:  youth ages 13 
through 17 only are eligible for services; 30-day crisis counseling service sessions have 
been reduced/limited to 12 hours within 45 days (previous policy allowed up to 15 hours in a 
30-day period); 45-day crisis counseling may not be extended for additional hours; and this 
service is available a maximum of twice in the lifetime of a family.   
 
Hence, from 2003 through 2007 there has been a reduction in the number of families receiving 
FRS Phase II services, based on the number of intake/assessment cases, when compared to 
prior years (from 17 percent in 2003, to 20 - 21 percent served from 2004 to 2005, and a 
decrease to 18 and 19 percent, respectively, in 2006 and 2007.) 
 

                                            
15 Unduplicated total that includes receiving care, family foster care, and group care—but does not reflect an 
unduplicated count between the programs. 
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Preservation Services - In addition to FRS, preservation services are provided through the 
Division of Children and Family Services, Children’s Administration, DSHS.  Family 
Preservation Services (FPS) and Intensive Family Preservation Services (IFPS) are available.  
FPS is available to families whose children face a substantial likelihood of being placed 
outside of the home or to reunify a child with their family from out-of-home care.  These 
services are available within 48 hours of the referral, and are offered for a maximum of six 
months provided by a contracted service provider.  IFPS is a voluntary service that provides 
up to 20 hours of in-home therapy weekly, when a family has a child who DCFS believes is at 
imminent risk of foster care placement.  These services are available seven days per week, 24 
hours per day, for approximately a 40-day period of time. 
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TABLE 34 

Washington State CRC/Hope Center/RLSP Facilities by Region 
 
RReeggiioonn  11  REGIONAL CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTER 
   YFA Connections      8 Regional 
   Spokane, WA   
 
   HOPE CENTER 
   YFA Connections      5 Hope 
   Spokane, WA 
 
   RESPONSIBLE LIVING SKILLS PROGRAM 
   Morningstar Boys Ranch      4 RLSP 
   Spokane, WA   
    
 SECURE CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTERS 
   Chelan County Juvenile Center     3 Secure 
   Wenatchee, WA      

   Daybreak of Spokane      4 Secure 
   Spokane, WA   
         TOTAL BEDS 24 

RReeggiioonn  22  REGIONAL CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTER 
   EPIC Youth Services       4 Regional 
   Yakima, WA 
        

HOPE CENTER  
Positive Directions       4 Hope 

   Yakima, WA 

   Service Alternatives      1 Hope 
   Ellensburg, WA 

   Service Alternatives      1 Hope 
   Waitsburg, WA 

   RESPONSIBLE LIVING SKILLS PROGRAM 
   Positive Directions      4 RLSP 
   Yakima, WA  
 
   SECURE CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTER 
   EPIC Youth Services      9 Secure 
    (5 beds – Yakima SCRC) 
    (4 beds – TriCities/Kennewick SCRC) 
         TOTAL BEDS 23 

RReeggiioonn  33  REGIONAL CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTER  
   Evergreen House      6 Regional 
   Everett, WA 
        
   HOPE CENTERS 
   Cocoon House       3 Hope 
   Everett, WA 

   Northwest Youth Services 
   Bellingham, WA       2 Hope 

   RESPONSIBLE LIVING SKILLS PROGRAMS 
   Cocoon House       4 RLSP 
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   Everett, WA  

   Northwest Youth Services 
   Bellingham, WA       3 RLSP 
 
   SECURE CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTER 
   Denny Juvenile Justice Center—DARTS Program   7 Secure 
   Everett, WA 
         TOTAL BEDS 25 

RReeggiioonn  44  HOPE CENTER 
   Youth Care       4 Hope 
   Seattle, WA 
 
   RESPONSIBLE LIVING SKILLS PROGRAM 
   YouthCare       0 RLSP 
   Seattle, WA 
 
   SECURE CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTER 
   Pioneer Human Services      13 Secure 

Seattle, WA 
         TOTAL BEDS 17  
     
RReeggiioonn  55    RESPONSIBLE LIVING SKILLS PROGRAMS 
   Pierce County Alliance      7 RLSP 
   Tacoma, WA 
    
         TOTAL BEDS 7 

RReeggiioonn  66   REGIONAL CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTERS 
   Community Youth Services     4 Regional 
   Olympia, WA 
    
   JANUS Youth Programs      4 Regional 
   Vancouver, WA  
 
   HOPE CENTERS 
   Community Youth Services     3 Hope 
   Olympia, WA 
    
   JANUS Youth Programs      4 Hope 
   Vancouver, WA 
 
   RESPONSIBLE LIVING SKILLS PROGRAMS 
   Service Alternatives      4 RLSP 
   Vancouver, WA 
 
   Community Youth Services     6 RLSP 
   Olympia, WA 
 
   SECURE CRISIS RESIDENTIAL CENTERS 
   Clallam County Juvenile Court     3 Secure 
   Port Angeles, WA 

   JANUS Youth Programs      5 Secure 
   Vancouver, WA 
         TOTAL BEDS 33 
    
 
Source:   Program and Policy Development, Children’s Administration, Department of Social & Health Services, updated March 2009. 
*Does not include Family Crisis Residential Homes. 
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 k. At-Risk Youth (ARY), Truancy and CHINS Filings 
 (See Tables 37-39 and Graphs 16-20) 

 
Child in Need of Services (CHINS) and At-Risk Youth (ARY) - Under the provisions of 
the Child in Need of Services (CHINS), the parent, the child or DSHS can file a petition for 
out of home placement.  Placement may be in a foster home or a group home.  A 
multidisciplinary team may be formed to provide assistance and support to children and 
parents. 
 
In 2007, a total of 276 CHINS were filed, a decrease from 354 filings in 2006 and 337 
filings in 2005.  In July 1995, CHINS replaced the Alternative Residential Placement 
process.  From 1997 to 1999, the number of CHINS petitions filed had remained fairly 
constant at 529 to 534 filings, and ranged from 467 to 408 filings during the period 2001 to 
2004.  
 
Parents of at-risk youth may petition the court to order the youth to remain in the home.  
An at-risk youth is defined by statute as a juvenile (under the age of 18):  who is absent 
from home for more than 72 consecutive hours without parental consent; who is beyond 
the control of the parent such that the child’s behavior substantially endangers the health, 
safety or welfare of the child or another person; or who has a substance abuse problem for 
which there are no pending criminal charges related to the substance abuse. 
 
In 2007, there were 2,104 ARY filings (a five percent decrease from 2,213 filings in 2006).  
There was an average of 2,141 ARY petition filings annually over the past five years.  
Contempt hearings were held in 2,397 ARY cases during 2007.  The number of contempt 
hearings held related to an ARY proceeding or order continues to be significant from 1998 
forward.  From 2003 to 2007, the number of contempt hearings held related to an ARY 
petition averaged 2,416 annually, with an 11 percent decrease in the number of hearings 
held from 2006 to 2007. 
 
Truancy - Changes in the state law in 1995 require the filing of truancy petitions by school 
districts under certain conditions when a youth required to attend public school has seven 
unexcused absences in a month or ten unexcused absences in a school year.  
Additionally, a parent may file a truancy petition with the juvenile court if the school district 
fails to file a petition, if a child has five or more unexcused absences in any month during a 
school year, or upon the 10th unexcused absence during a school year.  
 
In 1996, in conjunction with the enactment of the At Risk/Runaway Youth Act, the number 
of petitions filed quadrupled (over a 300 percent increase in the number of filings).  
Approximately 15 to 16,000 truancy petitions were filed annually with juvenile courts from 
1997 through 2001.  From 2002 to 2004, the number of truancy filings declined (to an 
average of 13,145 annually).  The number of truancy petitions filed has increased annually 
since 2003, from 12,573 filings in 2003 to 16,236 filings in 2007.  There was a three 
percent increase in truancy petitions filed from 2006 to 2007. 

The number of contempt hearings held related to a truancy order/proceeding have increased in 
recent years; from 2003 to 2007, the number of contempt hearings held averaged 5,098 annually.  
There were 5,393 contempt of court hearings held related to a truancy order/proceeding in 2007 
in juvenile courts, with 16,236 filings during the same time period.   The number of truancy 
contempt hearings held has increased by over 600 percent since 1996, with a ten percent 
increase in the number of contempt hearings related to a truancy order from 2006 to 2007. 
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(B) State Priority Juvenile Justice Needs/Problem Statements 
 

The Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (GJJAC) selected their 2009-11 priorities based 
on extensive data (as collected and analyzed by the Office of Juvenile Justice staff), input from 
stakeholders, and discussion.  The community-based Community Juvenile Justice Coordination 
planning groups, formerly known as “Regional Program Development Units,” and all County Juvenile 
Court Administrators were sent draft juvenile justice data packets, requesting comments, 
observations, or recommendations of juvenile justice needs.  In addition, the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and GJJAC hosted a business retreat in October 2008 which included structured discussion and 
identification of juvenile justice needs and issues as lead by a trained OJJDP TA facilitator.  The 
following is a summary of the discussion, including prioritization of identified needs and issues.   
 
Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders: 

• Prioritize funding for staff positions and system liaisons to assist local sites to ensure that the 
youth who are held in secure settings do not get entrenched in the system. 

• Develop a menu of placement alternatives for law enforcement personnel whom  make 
decisions on placing status offenders. 

• Gather accurate data on youth in placement to develop alternative placement for status 
offenders in collaboration with Children’s Administration and the juvenile courts. 

 
System Improvement – Community Juvenile Justice Coordination (CJJCs): 

• Develop a survey to determine effectiveness on reducing DSO and continued funding based 
on outcome measures. 

• Provide extensive evaluation of currently funded projects to determine and develop 
performance expectations and priorities. 

• Reduce the amount of sites and limit funding to projects that demonstrate outcomes as 
required by the GJJAC, and DSO requirements. 

 
Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 

• Convene a group of policy makers and community stakeholders to lead a statewide DMC 
Coordination. 

• Develop a master list of all statewide DMC activities 
• Promote local DMC initiatives 
• Increase understanding and knowledge of GJJAC members and CJJC groups regarding DMC 

strategies and cultural competency.  
 
Based on the extensive data and data analysis, input from Juvenile Court Administrators, discussion 
and prioritizations of the CJJCs, and GJJAC discussion, the following are the State’s primary priority 
areas and focus areas.  

The GJJAC has identified five primary priority areas:  

• Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO): DSO refers to the practice of eliminating or 
preventing the placement of status offender and non-offender youth in secure facilities. The 
federal JJDP Act provides that status offenders and non offenders (such as runaways, truants, at-
risk youth, children in need of services, and youth in need of mental health and substance abuse 
treatment) not be detained or confined in secure juvenile detention or correctional facilities.  

• Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI):  JDAI was established by the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation in 1992. The objectives of JDAI are to reduce the number of children unnecessarily or 
inappropriately detained; to minimize the number of youth who fail to appear in court or re-offend 
pending adjudication; to redirect public funds toward successful reform strategies; and to improve 
conditions of confinement.  

http://www.dshs.wa.gov/ojj/DSO.shtml
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/ojj/JDAI.shtml
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• Restorative Justice: Restorative Justice is a collaborative community based approach to juvenile 
justice that holds juvenile offenders accountable to the people and communities they have 
harmed; enhances community safety and security; provides offender rehabilitation and 
reintegration; and respects the rights of victims in the process.  

• Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC): DMC refers to addressing juvenile delinquency 
prevention and system improvement efforts designed to reduce the disproportionate number of 
juvenile members of minority groups who come into contact with the juvenile justice system (at all 
points of the system, from law enforcement referral, or arrest, through incarceration in a juvenile 
rehabilitation facility).  

• Youth Gang Prevention and Intervention: The Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 
(GJJAC) has met in several communities during the two years where we heard growing fear and 
concern about gangs.  The GJJAC added “Youth Gang Prevention and Intervention” to their 
priorities in November 2007.  The GJJAC intends to work with communities to help institute proven 
prevention and intervention strategies that build trust, reduce delinquency, and support the 
success of young people and the safety of everyone in the community.   

Focus Areas: 

• Strengthening the Juvenile Justice System in Rural and Underserved Areas - The GJJAC 
recognizes the unique needs and challenges of juvenile justice systems in rural and underserved 
communities. The GJJAC offers technical assistance  to these communities for community 
collaboration, grant writing, program planning and capacity building, and to address individual 
needs of rural communities.  

• Gender Specific Services for Girls - The increase in the percent of total arrest and in detention 
rates for girls poses challenges for a juvenile justice system designed primarily to meet the needs 
of boys. Data from research findings and from national surveys point to the need for establishing 
gender-specific programming and “best practices” for meeting the needs of girls in the juvenile 
justice system. The GJJAC is interested in increasing the capacity of the juvenile justice system 
and service providers to meet the needs and offer gender specific services for girls.  

• Mental Health Services - Communities are challenged in meeting mental health needs of at-risk 
youth and juvenile offenders. Training, protocol among community agencies, and policy are 
examples of possible technical assistance.  

• The GJJAC has a commitment to evaluation and research-based or promising programs. 
Funded projects are required to have objective independent evaluations that utilize the outcome-
based Logic Model. Technical Assistance is available to assist with Logic Model development and 
other evaluation needs.  

 

http://www.dshs.wa.gov/ojj/restorativeJustice.shtml
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/ojj/DMC.shtml
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/word/OJJ/TechnicalAssistanceRequestForm.doc
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/ojj/genderSpecificGirls.shtml
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/ojj/mentalHealthServices.shtml
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/word/OJJ/TechnicalAssistanceRequestForm.doc
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3. Plan for Compliance with the First Three Core Requirements of 
the JJDP Act and the State’s Compliance Monitoring Plan 
 
A.  Plan for Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) 
 

Background:  
 
The state’s juvenile justice code prohibits the secure confinement of status offenders in the 
state’s juvenile correctional facilities (four juvenile institutions and one basic training camp).   
 
Each year the GJJAC, through their staff, works with the Administrative Office of the Courts, 
the Division of Children and Family Services, and the Juvenile Court Administrators of the 21 
detention facilities and one regional center to collect data on juveniles detained. 
 
Data are collected in the detention facilities by a self-report and through the juvenile 
management information system managed by the Administrative Office of the Courts.  
Verification has conducted by on-site inspection by Regional Program Development Units, 
members of the GJJAC, and staff.  No status offenders held related to a contempt of court 
finding for a status offense (At-Risk Youth, CHINS, Truancy order, etc.) were held in violation 
of the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.  These youth were held 
pursuant to the valid court order exclusion. 
 
A four-level screening and review system is in place to ensure that only youth committed to 
custody after having been convicted of a delinquent act are admitted to a juvenile correctional 
facility.  Standard sentencing guidelines limit commitments to serious and/or repeat offenders. 
 
State law (enacted in 1995, the At-Risk & Runaway Youth Act) allows runaways (brought to 
the facility by law enforcement) to be held in secure crisis residential centers in excess of 24 
hours, and for up to five days.  In 2001, the GJJAC on-site compliance monitors determined 
that five facilities operated by private non-profit organizations are non-secure facilities 
according to federal guidelines, while they do meet the state definition for secure crisis 
residential centers.  Four of the nine facilities (S-CRCs) are located within designated areas of 
juvenile detention facilities.  In February 2009, one of the four S-CRCs was eliminated leaving 
three of the facilities operating at a reduced number of beds as the result of the state’s budget 
shortfall. 
 
S-CRC data are collected through self-reporting by individual facilities, and through Children’s 
Administration, DSHS.  On-site verification of data/monitoring has been conducted by the 
GJJAC’s contracted compliance monitors since 1999. 
 
Washington State was found to be out of compliance with the DSO requirement of the JJDP 
Act in 2000.  As a result of being out of compliance, OJJDP has reduced the federal funding 
available to Washington State by 25% each federal fiscal year, beginning in 2000.   The 2002 
amendment of the JJDP Act allowed Washington State full funding in FFY 04.  Since FFY 05 
Formula funding has and continues to be reduced by 20%, requiring at least 50% of the 
remaining funds be allocated to addressing the DSO core requirement.   
 
The following is a chart that describes Washington’s continued decrease in DSO non-
compliance: 
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 DSO Violations Summary for CY 2005 - 2007 
    
 Secure CRCs within Adult  

CY Juvenile Detention Ctrs Jails & Lockups Total 
    

2005 549 67 616 
2006 470 48 518 
2007 396 101 497 

 
 
While the majority of DSO violations are related to runaway youth securely detained beyond the 
federal allowance in the secure crisis residential centers located with juvenile detention centers, 
approximately 20 percent of the total DSO violations in 2007 were status offender youth who were 
held in secure custody status for a short time period in adult jails, lockups and holding facilities 
(awaiting transport, or release to a parent or guardian).  The majority (approximately two-thirds) of the 
DSO violations in adult jails and lockups in 2007 were MIPs, and almost one-fifth were runaway youth.  
 
Since 2004 there has been a significant increase in the number of reporting agencies (primarily 
lockups and holding facilities) from previous years in Washington.  Currently (January 2009), there are 
over 200 adult jails, lockups and holding facilities in our state (this includes substations and precincts).   
With this significant increase in the number of jails and lockups/holding facilities for our state and 
increased onsite compliance monitoring visits providing records verification, as well as improvements 
in the quality of agencies’ record-keeping, increased self-reporting and understanding of the laws 
regarding holding juveniles (particularly status offenders), the number of jail removal violations for 
Washington has increased from the late 1990s and early 2000s, and has ranged from a low of 66 
violations to a high of 119 violations during the past five years.   
 
For the past several years, the majority (85-90%) of jail removal violations were in city (including 
precincts/substations) lockups or holding facilities.  Agencies are willing to implement strategies and 
provide training to officers to achieve compliance with jail removal requirements—the compliance level 
remains high.  Washington State has historically met the federal numerical de minimis standard for jail 
removal (the annual removal rate has ranged from 4.26 to 7.82 from 2003 to 2007), and violations of jail 
removal regulations are also a violation of state law (RCW 13.04.116).   
 
The GJJAC/Office of Juvenile Justice (OJJ), DSHS, and compliance monitors continue to work 
intensively with jurisdictions where violations occur to ensure that they are aware of and understand the 
law, and to help agencies adopt and develop alternative strategies.   
 
Collocated Facility and Policy:  The state of Washington has one approved collocated facility, located in 
rural Whitman County.  This short-term juvenile holding/detention facility is used intermittently for 
juveniles serving weekend sentences, and is located in the same building as the county adult jail.   
Washington has no collocated facilities that share staff (i.e., there are no individuals who work with both 
juvenile and adult inmates).  See the attached policy from the Whitman County Juvenile Court; juvenile 
detention officers (employed by Whitman County Juvenile and Family Court) staff this temporary holding 
facility when juveniles are being detained, and are separate staff from the adult jail.  
 
GJJAC’s number one priority:  DSO  

 
The program area of "Status Offenders/Non-Offenders" has again been selected by the Governor’s 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (GJJAC), Washington’s State Advisory Group, as their first 
priority program area for the 2009-11 Formula Grant application.  In July 2008, GJJAC and the DSHS 
Office of Juvenile Justice requested federal technical assistance to bring in a facilitator to participate in 
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the development of the state’s three year plan.  On October 3rd and 4th 2008, Vicki Blankenship joined 
the Washington SAG in Seattle to facilitate a two day discussion on identifying this state’s priorities for 
the upcoming three year plan.  It was determined that the GJJAC would continue to address DSO 
through increased community stakeholder and evaluation of the ongoing DSO non-compliance, 
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative, and the Community Juvenile Justice Coordination groups as 
outlined below.  
 
The following is a list of currently funded projects funded to address the program area of DSO.  These 
projects are funded in the amount of $590,917: 

             Benton-Franklin Counties Juvenile 
             Justice Center 
            “B-F Counties Truancy Contempt  
             Prevention Project” 

10/10/08 - 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $67,000 
Federal Amount:  $67,000 
The project will provide education, skills training, 
targeted case management (utilizing the “Check 
and Connect” strategy) and alternatives to 
detention (electronic monitoring and restorative 
community service) for truant youth who are found 
in contempt.  

Community Youth Services 
“Positive Attendance and School 
Support (PASS)” 
7/15/08 – 6/30/09 
360-943-0780, x. 136 
Fax:  360-943-0785 
Project Amount:  $92,500 
Federal Amount:  $92,500 
The project will provide case management for 200 
youth referred for school attendance problems. 

ESD 112 
“Cowlitz County Truancy Project” 
7/01/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $92,717 
Federal Amount:  $92,717 
Provides a non-judicial alternative for truant youth 
in Cowlitz County through the development of 
Attendance Workshops and Community Truancy 
Boards (targeting truant students in grades 6-12). 

Spokane County Juvenile Court 
“DSO Project for At-Risk Youth (ARY), 
CHINS and Truant Youth” 
7/1/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $73,314 
Federal Amount:  $73,314 
The project will continue Spokane County’s work in   
furthering alternatives to detention through 
providing a Truancy Prevention Specialist position.  

 

Grays Harbor Juvenile Department 
“FFT-ARY – Status Offenders” 
7/01/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $64,200 
Federal Amount:  $64,200 
Provides Functional Family Therapy for 24 youth (and 
their families) under the jurisdiction of the court due 
to an ARY petition, and who have violated conditions 
of the order and would otherwise be held in 
detention. 

 

King County Superior Court 
“Targeting Services to Reduce Status 
Offenders in Detention (ARY Intervention 
Specialist)” 
7/1/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $65,686 
Federal Amount:  $65,686 
The project will employ an At-Risk Youth Intervention    
Specialist to assess youth and link youth and their  
Families to community resources. 
 
La Conner School District 
“Tall Cedars Project” 
10/10/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $67,000 
Federal Amount:  $67,000 
The project will provide school-based truancy 
prevention and intervention programming through a 
personalized learning component and outreach to 
students and their families, and through Swinomish 
elder volunteers at the schools.  

Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department 
“Positive Steps Program for At-Risk 
Youth” 
7/1/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $68,500 
Federal Amount:  $68,500 
The project provides individualized, strategic and 
coordinated services directly targeting risk and 
protective factors for At-Risk Youth. 

The Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative Strategy: 
 
The GJJAC's primary programmatic strategy for bringing Washington State into compliance with the 
DSO requirement of the Act is to continue Annie E. Casey Foundation (AECF) funding for the Juvenile 
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Detention Alternatives Initiative.  The GJJAC has adopted the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative 
(JDAI) to work towards detention reform in the state.  In Washington, JDAI has provided a template to 
eliminate the inappropriate or unnecessary use of secure detention, particularly for status offenders.  
Youth who do not pose a threat to community safety are referred to other community resources, 
outside of a detention facility, while their charge is processed.  The purpose of the initiative is to 
review court procedures and to use a data-driven process to see if certain juveniles might be better 
served by the use of alternatives, rather than detention.  The goal of JDAI is to provide the right 
service to the right juvenile at the right time, and to hold (in detention) only those juveniles that must 
be held in locked detention to protect the community. 
 
In 2003 the GJJAC launched a “Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative” (JDAI), based on the model 
developed by the Annie E. Casey Foundation.  In just four years, JDAI has reduced reliance on 
detention, freed resources for the development of more effective alternatives, and improved the 
overall efficiency of local juvenile justice systems.  Instead of being drawn deeper into the system, 
many youth in JDAI sites have been provided with new opportunities to stay connected with their 
schools and families, solve the problems that brought them to court, and prepare for success in life.   
 
The State is now is its fifth year of AECF funding in the annual amount of $200,000 per year.  GJJAC 
has contracted with six county juvenile courts to provide JDAI services.  Today, 52% of the state’s 
youth live in these areas with JDAI programs, including the majority of the state’s minority population.  
In 2007, in additional to the AECF funding, GJJAC partnered with the Washington State Legislature to 
secure an additional $200,000 per year in state funding for JDAI.  Unfortunately, due to unanticipated 
state budget reductions, the state funding for JDAI was eliminated in the upcoming proposed biennial 
budget. 
 
Currently, many juvenile courts do not collect or analyze data to determine a youth’s risk level to 
public safety when they are arrested.  Consequently, many youth who are not risks to public safety are 
unnecessarily held in detention.  The absence of reliable data limits a jurisdiction’s ability to identify 
opportunities to reduce reliance on detention.  The Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 
has contracted with the Washington State Center for Court Research within the Office of the 
Administrator of the Courts to help JDAI sites improve data reporting and data uniformity.  This will 
enable sites to critically evaluate the benefits of JDAI, pinpoint opportunities to further reduce reliance 
on secure detention identify and reduce racial disparities, and create and evaluate alternatives to 
detention. 
 
So far, the project has produced an analysis of current data practices, and the development of 
statewide standards to make data comparable across sites.  A preliminary outcomes analysis also 
found that: 

• Since implementing JDAI strategies, the average daily population in juvenile detention has 
decreased by 25 percent, and the average length of stay in detention has decreased by 15 
percent within Washington state JDAI sites. 

• Detention admissions have decreased by 17 percent for JDAI sites compared to 6 percent 
from non JDAI sites 

 
The following chart shows the number of detention days, youth detained, and the average length of 
stay from JDAI (2003) through 2008.  Not all sites are included as they have not been in the program 
for the reporting period. 

WA State JDAI Sites 
       

Admissions 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
King 4,080 3,781 4,102 3,859 3,784 3,522 



47 
 

Pierce 4,245 3,809 3,892 2,967 2,885 2,812 
Spokane 2,633 2,353 2,225 1,592 1,751   
Whatcom 1,041 1,031 890 858 928 886 
Total 11,999 10,974 11,109 9,276 9,348   
       
       
ADP 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
King 108 105.4 107.9 102.8 94.9 89.7 
Pierce 102 91 85 80 74 65 
Spokane 61 53 52 45 44.2   
Whatcom 26.9 23.5 19.8 19.7 20.1 20.9 
Total 297.9 272.9 264.7 247.5 233.2   
       
       
ALOS 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
King 10.2 10.6 9.9 10.4 9.7 9.8 
Pierce 13 10 10 9 10 8 
Spokane 7.8 7.4 7 4.6 6.6   
Whatcom 9 8 8 7.8 7.9 5.6 
Average 10 9 8.725 7.95 8.55   

 
Community Juvenile Justice Coordination: 
 
The GJJAC coordinates with local jurisdictions and juvenile justice planning units (“Community 
Juvenile Justice Coordination” (CJJC), formerly known as Regional Program Development Units, at 
the county/regional level regarding issues surrounding the DSO requirement, and providing education 
and information to legislators, judges and other policymakers.  The CJJCs have been instrumental in 
continuing to address and provide information regarding the core requirements of the federal JJDP Act 
in their local jurisdictions. 
 
The Office of Juvenile Justice staff provide technical assistance to counties throughout the state on 
best practices in juvenile detention, with a direct impact on status offenders and non-offenders.  The 
GJJAC’s plan also includes to continue to provide technical assistance and training on DSO issues 
and issues related to status offenders (mental health, substance abuse, gender specific training for 
girls, etc.); clarify for constituents policies regarding Title V eligibility with regard to the state’s 
noncompliance with the DSO requirement (Washington has a model policy in place for determining 
unit of local government eligibility); work with interested parties in developing non-secure facilities for 
runaway youth; and support and encourage alternatives to detention for status offenders; The plan 
may also provide for local communities to create juvenile “holdover” programs for status offenders and 
non-offenders, including minors in possession of alcohol and youth in the midst of a mental health 
crisis, as an alternative to being held in adult jails and lockups, to continue efforts to reduce/address 
DSO and jail removal violations, particularly in rural communities. 
 
GJJAC plan for strategies, activities and timeline to reach DSO compliance: 
 
The following outlines future plans, strategies, activities and timelines to reach DSO compliance: 
 

1. Strategy:  Request technical assistance from OJJDP  
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Activity A:   Request technical assistance from OJJDP regarding DSO compliance, which 
may include providing facilitation with local community partners in the assessment and 
development of non-secure (regional or staff-secure) community alternatives to the detention-
based secure crisis residential centers, and based upon local community needs and services 
for this population; this technical assistance would also be dependent upon the outcome of the 
SFY 2010 budget, and the possible closure of the secure CRCs due to the budget shortfall 
(the Governor’s proposed budget eliminates funding for these facilities).   

        
Timeline:  Request Technical Assistance –  Ongoing  

  
2.   Strategy:  GJJAC names DSO compliance as number ONE priority for 2009 – 2011 
 Title II Plan 
  
 Activity A: Review interventions and promising programs for status offenders. 
 

Activity B: Assist system to re-deploy current services and new programs to the priority 
populations - supported by the data specific to At Risk Youth, Children in Need of Services, 
and dependent children. 

 
 

3.  Strategy:  Continue commitment to Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) 
The State is now in its fifth year of AECF funding.  It is anticipated through conversation with 
Annie E Casey Foundation that funding in the upcoming biennium will be reduced to $100,000 
per year which is half of the previous award Washington received in previous fiscal years.   
The GJJAC is making every effort to educate the policy makers at the state level to reallocate 
state funding towards JDAI previously funded levels.  The GJJAC has produced a policy brief 
on JDAI to help promote the JDAI results in this state. 
 
Activity A: Grow efforts of JDAI and maximize resources by accessing federal funds. 

 
 
       4.  Strategy:  Continue to cultivate and strengthen relationships with key juvenile  justice 
 stakeholders, including legislators and juvenile court administrators. 

 
Activity A:  GJJAC Chair and Office Chief continue to meet regularly and update, the 
Governor’s Policy Staff, key legislators and DSHS policy makers on key issues that the 
GJJAC is working on in regards to the importance of reducing DSO.  

 
Activity B:  GJJAC Chair and OJJ Office Chief and staff continue to meet with courts that 
operate secure crisis residential centers in this state to educate and implement resources in 
local communities to address DSO.  We will continue to work with Pierce County Juvenile 
Court to assist their partnership with the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) 
Children’s Administration to develop and license a non-secure crisis residential center in the 
county.  The purpose of citing this facility is to increase bed capacity in the local area, 
therefore allowing the court to have additional placement resources for status offenders and 
not having to place them in a secure setting that is detention based. 
 
Activity C:  Coordinate and collaborate with the CJJCs in the counties and with the SCRCs.  
Involve them as stakeholders and ask them to help provide solutions to address DSO 
compliance. 
 

 
5. Strategy:  Participate in training, workshops, or conferences which provide      
       information and strategies which would help Washington State reach compliance    
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       with DSO 
  
 Activity A: A combination Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) and 

Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Conference will be held in 03/09.   
 
Future activities:  OJJ staff and GJJAC will be watchful to find pertinent workshop or training 
opportunities.  The DSO program area has included $15,000 set aside for technical assistance 
(which may include training) for DSO compliance.   

 

6. Strategy:  Advocate with MacArthur Foundation to include DSO compliance as a priority 
in the Washington State “Models of Change” juvenile justice reform efforts 
 
The GJJAC continues to be actively involved in discussions with the MacArthur Foundation 
about juvenile justice needs and reform efforts.  The GJJAC has clearly stated the GJJAC 
priorities, which include reaching DSO compliance as our number one priority.  In addition, we 
have stated that the AECF funded JDAI is a clear and conscious strategy chosen to address 
DSO.   It should be noted that the Foundation has funded several sites across the state to 
participate in their Models for Change grant.  Several JDAI sites have been chosen to 
participate in the funding of Models for Change. 
  
Activity:  The Foundation has participated and co-sponsored the GJJAC annual JDAI /DMC 
conference for the last two years and has committed funding for this years conference. 
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3. B. Plan for Separation of Juveniles from Adult Offenders (Separation) 
 

Washington State has historically met federal JJDP Act sight and sound separation 
requirements.  Separation is defined as “accused or adjudicated delinquent juvenile offenders, 
status offenders and non offenders cannot have contact with adult inmates, including inmate 
trustees. Contact is defined to include any physical or sustained sight or sound contact.  Sight 
contact is defined as clear visual contact between adult inmates and juveniles within close 
proximity to each other; sound contact is defined as direct oral communication between adult 
inmates and juvenile offenders.”  

 
Washington’s Guidance Manual for Washington State Monitors (see Appendix III) provides 
background information regarding sight and sound separation for adult facilities: 

 
Facilities built with state dollars during the late 1970s and 1980s, jails and few lockups, were 
required to provide sight and sound separation between males and females, juveniles and 
adults.  

 
It is one of the few conditions of confinement standards still remaining as a state statute; the 
others have been passed to the local jurisdictions.  Since 1990, a significant number of jails, 
even those constructed with state funds, have extensively remodeled, enlarged or built anew. 
Sight and sound separation was clearly on the minds of most of those responsible for these 
new or renewed buildings and remains so for the operators. 

 
The Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (WASPC) provides for Commission 
on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA)-based accreditation inspections.  
Accreditation requires sight and sound separation.  The commentary states that: 

 
“The intent of this standard is to ensure the segregation of three detainee types. 
Juveniles should not be processed in the presence of adult violators and should be 
held in areas away from adult detainees. Females should be separated from areas 
where males are detained. 
 
“Sound for the purpose of this standard is defined as normal/loud conversation and 
does not include deliberate yelling or screaming. Yelling and screaming should be 
controlled by persons supervising detainees. 
 
“Agencies may comply with this standard by developing written procedural alternatives 
to avoid detaining males/females/juveniles in the same area. Compliance must be 
observed.” 

 
Jail managers and officers know that sight and sound separation is required by state law.  
Some agencies make a practice of not having both adults and juveniles in their holding facility. 
A few have a separate area in which they routinely hold juveniles.  Others have a more 
eclectic approach, using the holding facility if no adults are there, and turning to another 
location if adults are in holding.  
 
Collocated Facility:  Washington State has one collocated facility that was approved 
in 1982, in Whitman County (in eastern Washington).  This facility does not utilize the 
same staff to serve both adult and juvenile populations -- it operates with separate 
juvenile administration and staff.  Staff for this county short-term juvenile detention 
facility are Detention Officers employed by Whitman County Juvenile and Family 
Court, and are separate staff from the adult jail.  An OJJ compliance monitor visits this 
facility annually.    
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The GJJAC’s plan to continue to provide information and ensure compliance with 
separation requirements includes:  Information regarding scared straight/shock 
incarceration programs was sent to all juvenile court administrators statewide in December 
2004.  The GJJAC also distributed this information to law enforcement agencies statewide, 
which included all jail and lockups.  Additionally, in 2005 the OJJ added a question to the 6-
month Survey to ensure jails and lockups are aware that some types of scared straight 
programs may be in violation of jail removal and separation requirements.  GJJAC compliance 
monitors continue to provide this information to agencies/facilities as applicable on compliance 
monitoring visits. 
 
A second question was added to the 6-month Survey forms that requests agencies ensure 
that sight and sound separation occurs for juveniles who are securely detained per the federal 
definition.  Also, that agencies report any structural changes in their building/facility, or any 
anticipated changes (new building, remodel/expansion, etc.)  See a sample of the 2-page 6-
month Survey form in Washington’s Guidance Manual.  The OJJ/GJJAC compliance monitors 
prioritize compliance visits to facilities that have new buildings or are planning expansions, and 
provide information/technical assistance regarding separation requirements. Facilities expert 
and contracted compliance monitor Merlyn Bell provides additional technical assistance 
support to the GJJAC and compliance monitors for identified facilities. 
 
Also in 2005, each of the approved Removal (Rural) Exception locations in the state was 
requested to review their sight and sound separation facility description, and re-certify that 
they are in compliance with federal separation requirements.  The Compliance Monitors 
continue to provide technical assistance to agencies/facilities in assuring sight and sound 
separation requirements are being met.  The state submitted documentation in 2007 to the 
OJJDP as requested, to provide additional verification that each facility currently utilizing the 
Rural Exception in Washington meets the necessary criteria (and requested that 10 facilities be 
approved as non-MSA areas that meet the federal removal exception criteria).  The state 
received approval from OJJDP in May 2008 to utilize the Rural Exception in these ten facilities. 

State statutes are consistent with federal requirements regarding separation. 

RCW 13.04.116 states:  
 

(1) A juvenile shall not be confined in a jail or holding facility for adults, except:  
(a) For a period not exceeding twenty-four hours excluding weekends and holidays and only for the 

purpose of an initial court appearance in a county where no juvenile detention facility is 
available, a juvenile may be held in an adult facility provided that the confinement is separate 
from the sight and sound of adult inmates; or  

(b) For not more than six hours and pursuant to a lawful detention in the course of an investigation, 
a juvenile may be held in an adult facility provided that the confinement is separate from the 
sight and sound of adult inmates. 

Juveniles Who Have Been Transferred or Waived to Criminal Court –  

Washington State has historically utilized the federal transfer or waiver exception for juveniles 
who have been waived or transferred to criminal court (adult court) jurisdiction. 
 
Washington State law is more restrictive than federal regulations regarding sight and sound 
separation for juveniles who have been remanded or transferred to adult court jurisdiction (per 
RCW 72.01.415—an offender under age 18 who is convicted in adult criminal court of a crime 



52 
 

and who is committed for a term of confinement in a jail must be housed in a jail cell that does 
not contain adult offenders, until the offender reaches the age of 18; and RCW 72.01.410—a 
juvenile under age 18 who is convicted in adult criminal court and confined in an adult Dept. of 
Corrections facility must be placed in a separate housing unit…that is separated from 
offenders 18 years of age or older, until the offender reaches the age of 18). 

RCW 72.01.410 also states that …”the secretary of corrections…with the consent of the 
secretary of social and health services, may transfer such child to a juvenile correctional 
institution, or to such other institution as is now, or may hereafter be authorized by law to 
receive such child, until such time as the child arrives at the age of 21 years, whereupon 
the child shall be returned to the institution of original commitment,”…    

The state’s previous practice was to transfer these remanded youth from the juvenile 
correctional facility, operated by the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA), to an adult 
facility within six months after the juvenile reached the state’s age of majority (18 years), 
consistent with the former OJJDP interpretation of the separation requirement, which was 
required of states.   However, per the August 2008 memo from the OJJDP Administrator which 
revises the previous interpretation and provides “that the continued placement of a member of 
the TCW population in a juvenile facility, not to exceed the state’s maximum age of extended 
juvenile jurisdiction, does not constitute a sight and sound separation requirement violation.  
This decision provides states the maximum flexibility allowed under the Act regarding the 
placement of members of the TCW population.” 
 
Hence, Washington State law and the revised federal interpretation are consistent and allow a 
juvenile who has been transferred or waived to criminal court jurisdiction to be held in a juvenile 
facility, not to exceed the state’s maximum age of extended juvenile jurisdiction (21 years).  The 
state will continue to utilize this exception in allowing juveniles who have been transferred or 
waived to adult court jurisdiction and sentenced to the DOC to be transferred to the JRA and held 
in juvenile facilities until they reach age 21. 
 
Separation and the Housing of Juveniles Who Have Been Transferred To Adult Court 
Jurisdiction And Who Are Held Locally Pre-Sentencing:  In February-March 2008, the 
GJJAC distributed a framework for consideration to Sheriffs, Jail Administrators and Juvenile 
Court Administrators that provides a model policy/practice regarding the housing of juveniles 
who have been transferred to adult court jurisdiction and who are held locally pre-sentencing.  
The framework is based on the premise that pre-trial and pre-sentencing time should conform 
to the same restrictions (at a minimum) as post-sentencing and commitment, with regard to 
the separation of remanded juveniles from adults. 

 
The following background information was provided:  Washington State laws require that 
juveniles transferred to adult criminal court be housed in a separate cell if convicted and 
committed to a term of confinement in an adult jail, or that they be placed in a separate 
housing unit from adult inmates if committed to a term of confinement in a DOC correctional 
facility (most remanded juveniles are transferred from DOC to JRA—the Youthful Offender 
Program, and held at Green Hill training school).  Washington State law is silent on the 
question of separation of remanded juveniles during the pre‐trial period if they are detained 
in an adult jail.  State law does specifically provide that juveniles subject to adult superior 
court jurisdiction who are detained pending trial may be detained in a juvenile detention 
facility pending sentencing; they are not required to be sight and sound separated from non‐
remanded juveniles.  Relevant state laws:   RCW 13.04.030 (4); 13.04.116; 72.01.415; 
72.01.410.  
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The following framework was provided for consideration: 
 
• Develop an agreement or MOU between the juvenile court director/administrator, adult 

jail/corrections administration, and superior court judges regarding the housing of juvenile 
declines or remands under age 18.   The agreement would be in place for the time span from the 
transfer of the case to criminal court until they are convicted in, or discharged from, criminal 
court, and would provide that these youth would be housed at the local (or regional) juvenile 
detention facility during this time period.16   

• Transfer any juvenile held initially (and for no more than six hours) for identification and other 
processing from the local jail/corrections facility to the local juvenile detention facility; the 
detention facility would be responsible for providing ongoing housing and age‐appropriate 
services, including education, until the juvenile has been convicted in adult court of a criminal 
offense, or discharged from incarceration by the Court.  The juvenile once remanded would be 
recorded on the jail’s recordkeeping system regardless of facility location.   

 
• The juvenile court/detention administration would retain the discretion to transfer or return any 

juvenile housed under the agreement back to the jail in the event of a significant management 
issue or security‐related concern (i.e., dangerous, violent or destructive remanded juveniles that 
cannot be managed at the juvenile facility).   

 
• If remanded juveniles under age 18 are held in the adult jail, they should be segregated from 

the adult population to the greatest extent possible (sight and sound separation), and housed in a 
separate cell or in a cell with other remanded juveniles at a minimum.  A decline of jurisdiction 
order must be provided for any remanded juvenile housed in an adult jail at the time of booking.  
Age‐appropriate services and education must be provided, and other special needs for juveniles 
must be considered, including mental health needs and nutritional requirements. 

  
Also, the following policy was drafted in July 1992 (by Tom Davis, former Juvenile Court Administrator 
in Spokane and Rosalie McHale, former OJJ Office Chief) and was recommended by GJJAC 
regarding the holding of remanded juveniles locally:  
 

“Juveniles sixteen (16) and seventeen (17) years old who have been arrested for offenses referred 
to or listed in RCW 13.04.030 (1) (e) (iv), and are under the “exclusive original jurisdiction” of the 
adult criminal court by this statute will first be placed in juvenile detention. The prosecutor will review 
the probable cause and identify the RCW to be charged. If the prosecutor’s decision is written and is 
within the guidelines of RCW 13.04.030 (1) (e) (iv), the juvenile may be transferred to the jail. 
Juvenile Court will send the written decision with the juvenile when transporting to the jail.”     

In summary, Washington State has historically met (or exceeded) federal JJDP Act sight and sound 
separation requirements, and has been found in full compliance (0 separation violations).  

                                            
16 A written order that transfers the case to adult criminal court must accompany any remanded juvenile who is booked into the jail.  
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3.C.  Plan for Removal of Juveniles from Adult Jails and Lockups 

Violations of Jail Removal regulations are also a violation of state law (RCW 13.04.116).  The 
GJJAC/Office of Juvenile Justice (OJJ), DSHS, and compliance monitors continue to work intensively 
with jurisdictions where violations occur to ensure that they are aware of and understand the law, and 
to help agencies adopt and develop alternative strategies.  Washington State has historically met 
federal jail removal requirements (met the numerical de minimis standard).   
 
During 2003, a statewide inventory of law enforcement agencies statewide was conducted by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice.  As a result, since 2004 there has been a significant increase in the 
number of reporting agencies (primarily lockups and holding facilities) from previous years in 
Washington.  Merlyn Bell, an experienced compliance monitor and facilities expert, reports the primary 
reason the old monitoring universe was outdated may be attributed to the shift of correctional costs to 
local municipalities and the consequent reopening of old secure areas, and the construction of new 
facilities with secure areas.    
 
Currently (January 2009), there are over 200 adult jails, lockups and holding facilities in our state (this 
includes substations and precincts).  Sixty-four (64) percent of these facilities may securely detain 
juveniles (accused of a criminal-type offense) temporarily, and the remaining 36 percent by policy do 
not hold juveniles securely in their facilities (annual written certification forms are submitted by these 
agencies to verify their policy has not changed).  Additionally, there are over 140 law enforcement 
facilities (sheriff’s offices, police departments, substations/precincts) statewide that do not have the 
ability to hold an individual in secure custody status, and hence do not meet the definition of a jail or 
lockup.  Collectively, there are almost 350 law enforcement facilities and jails statewide in 
Washington’s monitoring universe. 
 
With this significant increase in the number of jails and lockups/holding facilities for our state and 
increased onsite compliance monitoring visits providing records verification, as well as improvements 
in the quality of agencies’ record-keeping, increased self-reporting and understanding of the laws 
regarding holding juveniles (particularly status offenders), the number of jail removal violations for 
Washington has increased from the late 1990s and early 2000s, and has ranged from a low of 66 
violations to a high of 119 violations during the past five years.  These rates continue to be within the 
numerical de minimis allowance. 
 
Over the past five years, from CY 2003 through 2007 (see table below), approximately one-fifth of the 
violations of jail removal were time (6-hour rule) violations, while the majority over the five year period 
(80 percent) were status offenders held in secure areas of lockups or jails for a brief time period 
awaiting pickup by a parent or guardian, or transport to a CRC.  For the past several years, the 
majority (85-90%) of jail removal violations were in city (including precincts/substations) lockups or 
holding facilities.  Agencies are willing to implement strategies and provide training to officers to 
achieve compliance with jail removal requirements—the compliance level remains high.  Washington 
State has historically met the federal numerical de minimis standard for jail removal (the annual removal 
rate has ranged from 4.26 to 7.82 from 2003 to 2007).  
 

Jail Removal Violations Summary 2003 - 2007 
      
 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 
Jail Removal  13 18 10 28 20 
Status Offender 101 48 67 91 50 
Total Violations 114 66 77 119 70 
Removal Rates 7.68 4.26 5.03 7.82 4.60 

 
 



55 
 

It is anticipated that Office of Juvenile Justice staff (primarily Sharon Pearson and Peggy Slavick) will 
continue to conduct compliance monitoring visits and provide technical assistance to adult jails and 
lockups statewide, per the 3-year timetable, and provide for extensive data collection and record keeping, 
along with written reports of each facility monitored.   It is anticipated local facilities expert and former 
experienced compliance monitor Merlyn Bell will continue to also provide technical assistance to 
agencies, working the GJJAC staff.  Approximately 100 jails, lockups and non-secure law enforcement 
facilities were visited onsite in SFY 2008.   
 
The Washington Cities Insurance Authority, the provider for the majority of mid-sized cities 
(approximately 100 cities), understands the JJDP Act requirements, and distributed a bulletin on 
“Juvenile Holdings” that supports compliance with JJDP Act DSO and Jail Removal compliance. 
In December 2004, the Office of Juvenile Justice distributed information regarding scared 
straight/shock incarceration programs to all juvenile court administrators (as recommended by 
OJJDP).  This information was also distributed to law enforcement agencies statewide in January 
2005, and is available on the SAG’s (GJJAC’s) website and offered at onsite visits.  The OJJ has also 
included a question on scared straight/prison preview programs on the 6-month survey form to law 
enforcement agencies. 
 
The GJJAC’s compliance monitoring plan includes continuing to provide a high level of technical 
assistance.  Since the OJJ has instituted 6-month reporting and data submittal, the compliance 
monitors can observe failures to comply with state and federal laws in a timely manner and work 
immediately with jurisdictions to clarify laws surrounding the holding of juveniles, and find a remedy as 
applicable.  During the current state fiscal year (SFY 09), surveys have continued to be distributed 
electronically to agencies, via an extensive email distribution list.  All forms and information/materials 
for law enforcement agencies and jails are available on the GJJAC’s website; agencies can download 
the 6-month survey forms, complete and email them to a dedicated survey address; also available are 
sample certification letters, sample policies and procedures, sample custody log forms, agency data 
form/questionnaire to determine secure custody status, information on scared straight programs, etc.   
 
Also, since 2004, agencies have received a copy of their onsite compliance report and the compliance 
monitor’s recommendations.  These reports are viewed as a useful tool for encouraging compliance 
and providing recommendations for the facilities/agencies.  In 2006 the OJJ printed and distributed 
updated posters for jails and law enforcement agencies (regarding responsibilities under the JJDP Act 
and state laws)—the posters were revised to include additional summary information, and in a size 
recommended for holding cell areas.  The OJJ and compliance monitors have also distributed 
information regarding the PREA, including the NIC booklet (in collaboration with The Moss Group), 
“PREA and Local Jails:  The Facts.”  
 
In addition, in 2008 the OJJ created post-card size resource cards on holding juveniles in secure 
custody for law enforcement officers, based on feedback the compliance monitors received from law 
enforcement agencies on tools/aides that would be of benefit.  These laminated cards provide a 
guide/outline of federal laws on holding juveniles accused of criminal-type offenses, address 
separation, define status offenders (emphasizing that MIP for youth under age 18 is a status offense), 
and define when a juvenile is in secure custody/confinement status.  Over 4,000 cards have been 
distributed to date; the compliance monitors have received very positive feedback on these resource 
guides from law enforcement agencies.  Additionally, the Wash State Criminal Justice Training 
Commission is now providing these resource cards for all new recruits.  The OJJ and compliance 
monitors also continue to work collaboratively with the Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police 
Chiefs, who also notified law enforcement agencies of these resource guides at their spring 2008 
conference.   
 
Plans to produce a training video(s)/DVD specifically addressing status offenders and MIPs (underage 
alcohol offenses) are currently on hold.  This will be further examined during the next year (i.e., the 
possibility of producing a 3-5 minute training module that could be distributed to all law enforcement 
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jurisdictions and the Criminal Justice Training Commission, as well as WASPC, and in a format that 
could easily be viewed and accessed by Officers). 

 
It is anticipated that the ongoing technical assistance provided by the compliance monitors and the 
GJJAC, implementation of recommendations made to the individual facilities, along with the 
training/educational resources (in particular the resource cards) will impact/reduce future jail removal 
violations for Washington State.   
 
Rural Exception (see attached certification form):  The state submitted documentation in 2007 to the 
OJJDP as requested, to provide additional verification that each facility currently utilizing the Rural 
Exception in Washington meets the necessary criteria (and requested that 10 facilities be approved as 
non-MSA areas that meet the federal removal exception criteria).  The state received approval from 
OJJDP in May 2008 to utilize the Rural Exception in these ten facilities.  See the attached signed Rural 
Removal Exception Certification form for Washington.  
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3.D.  Plan for Compliance Monitoring for the First Three Core Requirements of the 
JJDP Act 

 
The state’s system for compliance monitoring meets the 10 elements of an adequate 
compliance monitoring system, as follows. 

 
(1) Policy and Procedures.   The state’s updated compliance monitoring policy and procedures 

manual (“Guidance Manual for Washington State Compliance Monitors”) is attached.  This 
Manual was created in 2005. 

(2) Monitoring Authority.  The DSHS has legal authority to inspect and collect data from 
facilities pursuant to state law (RCW 13.04.116 and 13.50.010).  Also, per Executive Order 
82-21, that created the GJJAC in 1982, “DSHS shall provide staff support for the Committee 
in order to: … (d) carry out such other responsibilities, including administrative support 
activities, as requested to enable the Committee to perform its functions.”   The GJJAC may 
consider requesting revisions to the Executive Order in order to strengthen (and include more 
specific language) regarding the monitoring authority for the agency and staff, including 
addressing confidentiality of records.  The GJJAC may also request a revision to state law in 
the future, to clarify and strengthen the agency’s authority to inspect and have access to 
confidential records at juvenile facilities.  

(3) Monitoring Timeline.  This information is included in the state’s Guidance Manual for 
Compliance Monitors; see pages 27-29. 

(4) Violation Procedures.  See page 22 of the state’s Guidance Manual. 

(5) Barriers and Strategies.  The state has historically implemented an adequate system of 
compliance monitoring, without any barriers.  The GJJAC may consider the following actions 
(noted in #2 above) in order to strengthen the language regarding the monitoring authority for 
the agency and GJJAC staff by requesting that additional language be added to the 
Executive Order, and to state law in the future, particularly regarding the review of records 
and confidentiality for the inspection of juvenile facilities. 

(6) Definition of Terms.  The state’s definitions for key juvenile and criminal justice terms are 
consistent with those provided in the JJDP Act, with the following exceptions:  the state’s 
definition for a “holding facility” meets the federal definition of an adult lockup; hence, these 
facilities are included in the classification of an adult lockup for all reporting purposes to 
OJJDP and for monitoring purposes.  Information reported for the four secure crisis 
residential centers that are located within juvenile detention facilities in the state are included 
in the classification of juvenile detention centers for all reporting purposes to OJJDP.  Also, 
while Minor in Possession of Alcohol is a delinquent offense in our state, the federal definition 
of MIP (as a status offense) is utilized for all monitoring purposes and reporting (see page 13 
of the Guidance Manual).  The Youth Handgun Safety Act exception allows a state to 
consider juveniles in possession of a handgun as status offenders or delinquent offenders. 
In Washington State, these youth are treated as delinquents. (See Possession of Firearms 
by Minor (<18) (9.41.040(1)(b)(iii)).)   

(7) Identification of the Monitoring Universe.   See the Guidance Manual, Appendix III, 
Universe of Facilities by Type and Classification (pages 30-37) for a current listing of adult 
jails, holding facilities and lockups; collocated facilities; adult Department of Corrections 
facilities; juvenile detention centers; secure crisis residential centers; Juvenile Rehabilitation 
Administration facilities (juvenile training schools); non-secure community-based facilities 
(staff-secure and regional crisis residential centers, Hope Centers, RLSP programs); and 
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mental health treatment facilities.  Page 21 of the state’s Guidance Manual summarizes the 
state’s identification process. 

(8) Classification of Monitoring Universe.  The state’s classification process is included in the 
Guidance Manual, see pages 24-26.  A list of facilities by classification is included in the 
Appendix to the Guidance Manual. 

(9) Inspection of Facilities.  A detailed description of the state’s inspection process is included 
in the state’s Guidance Manual for Monitoring facilities; see pages 27-28. 

(10) Data Collection and Verification.  Adult jails and lockups self-report data via 2-page survey 
forms every six months to the Office of Juvenile Justice/GJJAC.  Data is verified onsite via the 
state’s inspection process and timetable, and includes the review of self-reported survey 
information, and a review of the facility’s admission’s records or booking/custody log forms.  
See pages 28-29 of the state’s Guidance Manual for timetables of the annual data collection 
timelines for adult jails and lockups, as well as for juvenile facilities in the state.   

 
Staff to the GJJAC, within the Designated State Agency--DSHS, conduct the compliance 
monitoring of facilities statewide for compliance with the JJDP Act.      
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4. Plan for Compliance with the Disproportionate Minority Contact 
(DMC) Core Requirement 

Phase I: Identification 
 
(1) Updated DMC Identification Spreadsheets  
 
RRI’s for 2004 are attached. As noted below, 2005 data has been determined to be unreliable, 
and data for 2006 and 2007 will be complete by June 1, 2009.  At that time, updated RRIs will 
be submitted.  Washington State was collecting data annually until the change in the court data 
reporting system.  It is anticipated that Washington will return to annual data collection by June 
of 2009.  
 
(2)  DMC Data Discussion  
 
According to 2007 estimates, Washington State’s juvenile (age 10 – 17) racial composition was 
approximately 72 percent White and 27.55 percent minority youth (5 percent Black, 2 percent 
American Indian, 7 percent Asian, and 13 percent Hispanic of any race).  In four eastern Washington 
counties (Adams, Franklin, Grant and Yakima) the percentage of non-white youth is more than 50% of 
the total youth population.   

 
Relative Rate Index data collected by the GJJAC examined race and ethnicity as factors 
influencing decisions at various points within the juvenile justice system, each decision point 
being based on the preceding decision point.  In 2004, non-white youth accounted for 16.1 percent 
of all juvenile arrests17, 28 percent of all juvenile court offense referrals, 33 percent of juveniles held in 
county detention facilities, and 45 percent of juveniles held in JRA facilities. Juvenile court referral 
data for 2006 and 2007 will not be available until June, 2009.  But we can look at 2007 arrests, 
detention and JRA facilities data.  In 2007, non-white youth accounted for 17.6 of all juvenile arrests, 
39.5 percent of juveniles held in county detention facilities, and 49.1 percent of juvenile held in JRA 
facilities. 
 

Year % Arrests % Juv. Crt. 
Ref. 

% Held in 
Det. 

% Held in 
JRA 

2004 16.1 28 33 45 
     

2007 17.6 * 39.5 49.1 
 
 
Studies conducted in Washington State have confirmed that minority youth are disproportionately 
represented as a youth progresses through the juvenile justice system.  The difference between 
minority and non-minority juveniles’ representation becomes amplified with each successive decision 
point.  Although minorities are approximately 28 percent of the juvenile population (age 10-17), they 
are 49 percent of the JRA population. 

In 2004, the GJJAC staff completed the DMC Identification Spreadsheets to obtain the relative Rate 
Indexes (RRI) for various racial/ethnic groups at different juvenile justice system contact points.  
Identification Spreadsheets were completed for statewide, Pierce County, and Yakima County.  These 
RRI spreadsheets will be completed again for 2005 for these counties as well as King County.   The 
majority of the data to complete the RRI forms is obtained from the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC).  In 2005, AOC converted all counties to a new data collection system.   

                                            
17 Information is also not available through UCR (for juvenile arrests) for ethnicity separately by Hispanic 
origin. 
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At this time, we are working with AOC to verify the accuracy of the data for 2006 and 2007, and 
will then complete the 2006 and 2007 RRIs.  Data for 2005 is considered too unreliable to utilize 
due to the conversion to the new system that year.  We anticipate the update being completed 
by June 1, 2009.   Additionally, each GJJAC funded Community Juvenile Justice Coordination group 
(15 around the state representing 17 counties) as of contract year (July 2007 – June 2008) are 
required to complete the RRI for their county.  The first year, the GJJAC required RRI spreadsheets 
using 2002 and 2003 data.   Counties will complete the RRIs for 2006 and 2007 when the court 
data is available in June, 2009.   

The DMC Identification Spreadsheets have proven helpful in determining areas of weakness in data 
collection.  Census information is provided in different racial category breakdowns than Uniform Crime 
Reporting (UCR) or juvenile court information.  The categories of Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islanders and Other/Mixed are not available through UCR18 or juvenile court data.  Additionally, staff is 
working to identify the source for data on cases resulting in probation placement (item 8 on RRI 
spreadsheet). 
 

Phase II: Assessment/Diagnosis 
 

(1) Studies in Washington State have confirmed that minority youth are disproportionately over-
represented in the juvenile justice system (Bridges et al., 1993, 1995,1997).  These studies 
found that minority youth were over-represented at every stage of the juvenile justice process 
and that they tended to receive more severe sanctions than White youth, even when 
controlling for legally relevant factors such as “seriousness of the offense” and “prior criminal 
history.”  In particular, pre-adjudication detention was found to have an effect upon the 
disposition of the juvenile’s case.  The study found that minority youth were more likely to be 
held pre-adjudication than White youth. These studies resulted in very specific activities and 
programs in Washington State, including legislation that resulted in Prosecutorial standards 
being adopted in 1995 and the development and implementation of a statewide Risk 
Assessment instrument. 

More recently, the GJJAC received funding from the Annie E. Casey Foundation to fund 
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) sites around the state. There are currently six 
JDAI replication sites in the state located in Benton/Franklin, King, Pierce, Spokane, 
Whatcom, and Mason counties. Over 52 percent of the state’s youth live in areas with JDAI 
programs, including the majority of the state’s minority youth.  

Currently, many juvenile courts do not collect or analyze data to determine a youth’s risk level 
to public safety when they are arrested. Consequently, many youth who are not risks to public 
safety are unnecessarily held in detention. The absence of reliable data limits a jurisdiction’s 
ability to identify opportunities to reduce reliance on detention, and redirect resources to more 
effective programs that achieve better outcomes. Today, juvenile courts across the state differ 
in what data they collect, and how it is compiled and used, so it is difficult to track trends or 
pinpoint areas for improvement.  
 
The Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee has contracted with the Washington 
State Center for Court Research within the Office of the Administrator for the Courts to help 
JDAI sites improve data reporting and data uniformity. This will enable sites to critically 
evaluate the benefits of JDAI, pinpoint opportunities to further reduce reliance on secure 
detention, identify and reduce racial disparities, and create and evaluate alternatives to 
detention.  

 

                                            
18 Information is also not available through UCR (for juvenile arrests) for ethnicity by Hispanic origin.  
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So far, the project has produced an analysis of current data practices, and the development of 
statewide standards to make data comparable across sites. A preliminary outcomes analysis 
also found that:  
 

• Since implementing JDAI strategies, the average daily population in juvenile detention 
has decreased by 25 percent, and the average length of stay in detention has decreased 
by 15 percent within Washington state JDAI sites. 

  
• Detention admissions have decreased by approximately 17 percent for JDAI sites, as 

compared to 6 percent for non-JDAI sites in Washington.  
 
• During the same period, measures of Disproportionate Minority Contact and juvenile 

arrest rates have decreased within JDAI sites.  
 

The Washington State Center for Court Research is currently producing a more detailed 
analysis of JDAI in Washington that will report on program outcomes within and among JDAI 
sites, across time and compared to the rest of the state.  It is anticipated this report will be 
completed in August 2009.   
 
Contributing mechanisms to DMC vary from county to county.  Statewide, the mechanisms 
include Indirect Effects and Simple Accumulation. It is anticipated that the JDAI analysis will 
provide updated information to the contributing mechanisms. The GJJAC continues to offer 
technical assistance to local counties to assist in DMC identification and assessment.   
 
The GJJAC received technical assistance from OJJDP regarding the three year planning 
process, and may request additional technical assistance to have a consultant provide work 
with the GJJAC and their DMC Work Group to do more strategic planning specific to DMC. 

 

Phase III: Intervention 
 

(1) Progress made in FY 2008: 
Technical Assistance focus – Technical assistance was not offered to the extent 
planned as the DMC Coordinator was on medical leave for a large portion of the year.  TA 
was offered to pay the conference registration fees for the 2009 GJJAC JDAI/DMC 
conference, and to pay the hotel costs for some tribal attendees.  The technical assistance 
brochure was distributed describing the technical assistance request process; DMC is a 
stated GJJAC priority for technical assistance. 

DMC Brochure – Development of the DMC brochure is still under development.  The 
brochure was tabled while the Coordinator was out on medical leave.  It is anticipated that 
the brochure will be completed and ready for distribution in September 2009. 

DMC/JDAI Conference – The GJJAC held a two day conference in mid-March 2008 on DMC 
and JDAI.  Approximately 250 people attended the conference.  Part of the conference was 
set aside for focus groups.  Participants were divided into 26 focus groups based on power 
structure and role in the juvenile justice system.  The feedback from the focus groups is being 
collected and will be reviewed by the DMC Workgroup.  Assistance for the conference was 
provided by MacArthur Foundation.   

GJJAC member training:  The GJJAC is committed to assuring that committee members are 
well-trained and understand DMC concepts and issues.  The following DMC training has been 
provided to GJJAC members: 
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• Four GJJAC members attended the annual Oregon DMC conference in November of 

2008.  
• Two GJJAC members attended the OJJDP Annual conference in 2008. 

 

 Agenda item on all GJJAC meetings – The GJJAC established a DMC workgroup that is a 
standing agenda item at all GJJAC meetings.    The DMC Workgroup and/or the DMC 
Coordinator reports on the status of the DMC work plan.  Time is allotted for committee 
members to discuss DMC issues, how to further DMC initiatives in Washington State, and/or 
hear from guest presenters. 

 Conferences attended by OJJ staff and GJJAC members  
   
 One GJJAC staff attended the annual Oregon DMC conference in November of 2008.  
 The Office Chief attended the OJJDP Annual conference in 2008. 
 Twelve GJJAC members attended the two day State DMC/JDAI conference in March 

2008. 

 DMC Workplan – The DMC Coordinator developed a work plan for the GJJAC DMC efforts in 
Washington State.  The plan is updated quarterly and presented to the GJJAC for discussion  
(see attached workplan.)  (Please note:  the DMC Coordinator was out of the office on extended 
medical leave.  While some work on the workplan has been delayed, such as the brochure and 
county work, the DMC Workgroup and the SAG continue to move forward to address DMC.) 

 DMC/JDAI Conference – The GJJAC held a two day conference in mid March 2008 on DMC 
and JDAI.  Approximately 250 people attended the conference.  Part of the conference was 
set aside for focus groups.  Participants were divided into 26 focus groups base on power 
structure and role in the juvenile justice system.  The feedback from the focus groups is being 
collected and will be reviewed by the DMC Workgroup.  Assistance for the conference was 
provided by MacArthur Foundation.   

(2)  DMC Reduction Plan for FY 2009-2011 

(a)  Specific Activities in data collection, data system improvement, assessment, 
programmatic and systems improvement intervention, evaluation and monitoring 
strategies, as appropriate. 
Staff continue to work with a new data system from courts to clearly identify county and statewide 
juvenile court data.  The new data collection system provides more accurate information than past 
systems.  Data will be entered into the DMC web-based reporting system.  The DMC Coordinator 
will analyze data and continue to work with and provide technical assistance and training to 
identified counties, as well as identifying additional counties.  The GJJAC will review the JDAI data 
expected to be completed in August of 2009 to identify DMC concerns and plan the intervention 
steps accordingly. 

 
(b)  Specify the timeline, funding amount, and funding source(s) designated to 
conduct each of the planned activities.  

 
See attached work-plan regarding timelines. 
 
Budgeted $42,000 for part-time DMC Coordinator position and for some required travel.   

 



(c)  Include planned Formula Grant-supported activities under “Program Descriptions” 
section below with amount budgeted and required descriptions of goals, objectives, and 
performance measures selected to document the output and outcomes of these activities.  
(See “Program Descriptions” below.) 

 

Phase IV: Evaluation 
 

Evaluation results of JDAI sites from the Center for Court Research, AOC is anticipated in August of 
2009.  The following table is a result of data collected at each individual JDAI site. While the total 
average daily population and the youth of color average daily population have shown some dramatic 
decreases as a result of JDAI, the disproportionality between them has increased significantly.  
 

PIERCE 2003 2007 % CHANGE

Total Average Daily Population (ADP) 126 74 ‐41.3%
APD of youth of color 56 40 ‐28.6%
Youth of Color % of ADP 44% 53% 20.5%
Youth committed to state corrections 177 178 0.6%
Youth of Color committed to state corrections 82 109 32.9%

King 2003 2007 % CHANGE

Total Average Daily Population (ADP) 108 94.9 ‐12.1%
ADP of youth of color 61.3 63.1 2.9%
Youth of Color % of ADP 57% 67% 16.3%
Youth committed to state corrections 144 122 ‐15.3%
Youth of Color committed to state corrections 58.6 73.7 25.8%

Spokane 2003 2007 % CHANGE

Total Average Daily Population (ADP) 61 44.2 ‐27.5%
ADP of youth of color 15 13.2 ‐12.0%
Youth of Color % of ADP 25% 27% 9.2%
Youth committed to state corrections 39 28 ‐28.2%
Youth of Color committed to state corrections 3 10 233.3%

Whatcom 2003 2007 % CHANGE

Total Average Daily Population (ADP) 126 74 ‐41.3%
ADP of youth of color 56 40 ‐28.6%
Youth of Color % of ADP 44% 53% 20.5%
Youth committed to state corrections 177 178 0.6%
Youth of Color committed to state corrections 46 61.2 33.0%  
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Phase V: Monitoring 

(1)  The GJJAC will monitor and track changes in DMC trends over time utilizing: 
a. RRIs 
b. JDAI data 
c. Working with Models for Change and the data they may have for the Washington sites 

that are working on DMC. 
(2) The part-time DMC Coordinator will monitor the trends. 
(3) Timelines: 

a. RRIs should be entered into the web-based system by Sept. 2009 and annually 
thereafter for each county in Washington 

b. JDAI reports are compiled quarterly and the DMC Coordinator attends the JDAI 
quarterly meetings. 



65 
 

 
5. Coordination of Child Abuse & Neglect and Delinquency Programs 
 

 
A. Reducing the Caseload of Probation Officers 
 

This is not a current outcome. 
 
B. Sharing Public Child Welfare Records with the Courts in the Juvenile Justice System  

 
The King County System Integration project continues to be a model program both for 
Washington as well as nationally.  A team from the King County project presented at the recent 
GJJAC DMC conference on their model.  GJJAC will work with King County to create the 
replication process for other counties in the state.  Currently, the city of Kent is working with King 
County and MacArthur Models for Change to develop a cross-system program for the city of 
Kent. 
 
The GJJAC approached the legislators in the past regarding this issue.  The SAG will continue to 
look at ways to work with the legislators on this issue; however, given the current budget crisis in 
the state, the priority for the child welfare system is maintaining the current level of service for 
clients. 
 

C. Establishing Policies and Systems to Incorporate Relevant Child Protective Services 
Records into Juvenile Justice Records  
 
The Washington State SAG, in cooperation with the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration, 
using Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG) funding, provided funding to send four 
members of a King County team to the Regional Training on Juvenile Integrated Information 
Sharing to be held in Chicago, Illinois in June.  King County representatives and one SAG 
member, Lyman Legters, presented at the National Juvenile Justice Coalition Conference in 
2004 on King County efforts.  The SAG’s goal is to assist the King County team in becoming a 
model program in integrated information sharing that can assist other Washington counties 
and cities in this effort.   
 
In King County, a broad group of community entities concerned about success for children and 
youth have come together in support of a more integrated system of services and responses 
for dependent children and youthful offenders.  Initially invited by Casey Family Programs to 
begin a dialogue on systems integration, they have now formed into an enthusiastic coalition 
intent on examining their client populations, communication and teamwork, and outcomes.  
 
The primary goals of the Initiative, as established in a charter to which participating agencies 
and organizations are signatories, include: 

• Promote increased cooperation, coordination, and integration at the administrative 
and service delivery levels for the benefit of children and families within the 
purview of children in the child welfare and juvenile justice systems. 

• Through a comprehensive, strategic planning process that embraces and values 
inclusion of youth, families, and a broad-based representation of youth serving 
agencies and organizations, achieve and institutionalize greater multi-system 
coordination and integration to improve outcomes for King County children, youth 
and families. 

 
The King County Systems Integration Steering Committee requested the assistance of the 
Child Welfare League of America (CWLA) in examining common service populations, 
services, teamwork and outcomes for children and youth.  This effort is discussed in a CWLA 
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publication, titled “King County Child Welfare/Juvenile Justice Systems Integration Initiative.” 
and on the CWLA website at www.cwla.org/programs/juvenilejustice/jjkingcounty.htm.  
 
The following information is a summary of accomplishments and current activity from the King 
County Systems Integration Project regarding sharing of information of at-risk youth among 
state agencies:  (A panel from the King County Systems Integration Initiative will present at the 
GJJAC DMC conference scheduled for March 19-20 in SeaTac, WA.) 
 

Background  
Since the spring of 2004, a leadership group representing juvenile justice and child welfare 
systems has met on a regular basis to examine and improve the way they work together on 
behalf of King County children and youth. The King County Systems Integration Initiative, 
governed through a charter agreement, is envisioned as a permanent planning and service 
coordination body concerned with normal growth and well-being of youth. The goal is to 
disrupt the path from child maltreatment to delinquency and improve outcomes for children, 
youth and families through greater multi-system integration and service coordination at both 
the individual case and system levels.  
 
The Initiative is led by an Executive Steering Committee of a dozen leaders representing all 
major public systems working within King County with youth and families in the juvenile justice 
and child welfare systems. This includes several state and county agencies, education, key 
community agencies, judiciary and other elected officials. A much larger Oversight Committee 
meets less often to advise and expand the scope of the integration work. The Child Welfare 
League of America provides ongoing consultation and assists in facilitating some of the 
planning and other activities of the Initiative.  

Accomplishments and activities near completion  
 

• Charter agreement: Commitment and terms of governance for the collaborative Initiative were 
finalized and undergo periodic review.  

 
• Guide for Information-Sharing in King County: This critical document provides a resource for 

legal, policy and practice matters for all Initiative partner agencies regarding the exchange of 
case-related information necessary for joint case assessment, planning and integrated service 
delivery.  

 
• King County Integrated Data System: Design work is completed for a web-based method of 

accessing sharable case-related information between the public systems involved with 
children and youth; funding is required for implementation.  

 
• Protocol: A working agreement is near completion which details joint policy and procedures 

regarding how juvenile court probation and the state Children’s Administration work together in 
support of dual status youth and their families.  

 
• Cross-system training: Design work completed for training among personnel of the Initiative 

partner agencies, to increase familiarity and develop relationships which support shared 
responsibility and services; to be piloted by late spring.  

 
• Educational Engagement Task Force: A cross-system group has been established to address 

the needs of dual status children/youth that have dropped out, are at risk of dropping out or 
are under-performing. This work will include the design of more appropriate services through 
re-claimed and re-programmed education funds.  

 

http://www.cwla.org/programs/juvenilejustice/jjkingcounty.htm
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• MacArthur Foundation: The Initiative was instrumental in securing the selection of Washington 
as the 4

th 
state to participate in the MacArthur Foundation’s Models for Change: Systems 

Reform in Juvenile Justice Initiative, a 5 year commitment to the state of up to $1.5 million per 
year in grant funds, consultation and technical assistance, with the added possibility of 
matching funds from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.  

 
• Child Welfare League of America (CWLA): Engagement of CWLA consultative assistance 

through 2006, with significant support from the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory 
Committee, Casey Family Program, and Washington state Children’s Administration.  

 

Activities in Progress  
 
• Mental Health Services: A subcommittee on mental health has been established to develop an 

integrated plan for improved access to services for children and youth served by the child 
welfare and juvenile justice systems.  

 
• Assessment instruments: A subcommittee on Assessments has completed an inventory of 

instruments in use by the partner agencies of the Initiative, and is working on an analysis of 
purposes and possible sharing if not common use of some of these instruments.  

 
• Blended Funding: The Initiative is committed to the development of expanded mechanisms for 

shared funding and responsibility; the vehicle(s) for this have not as yet been developed and 
agreed upon.  

 
• Evaluation Committee: This effort is under development, the purposes of which will be to track 

Initiative accomplishments and to design methods of gathering and evaluating client-related 
outcome information over time.  

 
• 2007 Budget development: Work is underway to plan and secure 2007 funding for the Initiative, 

which will include administrative support necessary to its various activities and funding 
required for implementation of the shared case-related information system.  

 
• Aggregated data sharing: Planning will soon begin on options for shared data in aggregated 

form between the agencies, which will be necessary to inform the on-going planning functions 
of the collaboration.  

 
• Further protocol development: Once the juvenile probation – Children’s Administration 

protocol is completed regarding dual-status youth, similar protocols will be developed 
regarding other identified populations of concern to Initiative partners.  
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6. Collecting and Sharing Juvenile Justice Information 
 

A. A description of the state’s process for gathering juvenile justice 
information and data across state agencies:   

 
The Office of Juvenile Justice has historically gathered information from a variety of state 
agencies and other resources (including federal sources, local government sources and the 
Washington Association of Sheriffs & Police Chiefs) in order to compile data for the federal 
application and for the annual Juvenile Justice Report.  Other state data sources include:  
Office of Financial Management, Department of Health, Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Department of Employment Security, Department of Social & Health Services (Research & 
Data Analysis, Children’s Administration, and Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration), and the 
Administrative Office of the Courts.  The OJJ has in place a process of requesting data from 
these sources on an annual basis (or more frequently, depending upon the source, and taking 
into account other deadlines for reporting, such as for compliance monitoring—i.e., collecting 
information every six months from adult jails, lockups and holding facilities—law enforcement 
agencies and jails).   

 
Data on race/ethnicity is collected from the recommended OJJDP source, “Easy Access to 
Juvenile Populations” online (derived from data originally collected by the U.S. Census Bureau 
and subsequently modified by the National Center for Health Statistics).  The SMART system 
is also queried as applicable. 

 
This data/information is available from the GJJAC’s (SAG’s) annual juvenile justice report 
(displayed in over 90 tables and almost 50 graphs), which is distributed widely on an annual 
basis to juvenile justice stakeholders and other state agencies (and is also provided to the 
Governor and legislature), and is also available online through the SAG’s website.  The 
updated, draft data is provided annually to members of the SAG along with a summary of key 
findings, and is used to inform the process of selecting priorities for the 3-year plan and the 
annual plan updates.  
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B. Identify specific barriers the state encounters with the sharing of juvenile 

information of at-risk youth among state agencies, including local law enforcement:   
 

While the sharing of general information including arrest rates, school enrollment rates, 
child protection referrals, etc. is generally accepted practice, sharing individual client 
information between the juvenile justice, mental health, child welfare, schools, and other 
systems in a child’s life remains a challenge.  With no legislation requiring that information 
be shared between juvenile justice and other systems, the policies and protocols have not 
been developed.  For the most part, Washington is reliant on the cumbersome process of 
“client release of information forms.”  King County is the major exception, in having 
developed protocol for information sharing. 

 
The following information is a summary of accomplishments and current activity from the 
King County Systems Integration Project regarding sharing of information of at-risk youth 
among state agencies:  (A panel from the King County Systems Integration Initiative will 
present at the GJJAC DMC conference scheduled for March 19-20 in SeaTac, WA.) 
 

Background  
Since the spring of 2004, a leadership group representing juvenile justice and child welfare 
systems has met on a regular basis to examine and improve the way they work together on 
behalf of King County children and youth. The King County Systems Integration Initiative, 
governed through a charter agreement, is envisioned as a permanent planning and service 
coordination body concerned with normal growth and well-being of youth. The goal is to 
disrupt the path from child maltreatment to delinquency and improve outcomes for children, 
youth and families through greater multi-system integration and service coordination at both 
the individual case and system levels.  
 
The Initiative is led by an Executive Steering Committee of a dozen leaders representing all 
major public systems working within King County with youth and families in the juvenile justice 
and child welfare systems. This includes several state and county agencies, education, key 
community agencies, judiciary and other elected officials. A much larger Oversight Committee 
meets less often to advise and expand the scope of the integration work. The Child Welfare 
League of America provides ongoing consultation and assists in facilitating some of the 
planning and other activities of the Initiative.  

Accomplishments and activities near completion  
 

• Charter agreement: Commitment and terms of governance for the collaborative Initiative were 
finalized and undergo periodic review.  

 
• Guide for Information-Sharing in King County: This critical document provides a resource for 

legal, policy and practice matters for all Initiative partner agencies regarding the exchange of 
case-related information necessary for joint case assessment, planning and integrated service 
delivery.  

 
• King County Integrated Data System: Design work is completed for a web-based method of 

accessing sharable case-related information between the public systems involved with 
children and youth; funding is required for implementation.  
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• Protocol: A working agreement is near completion which details joint policy and procedures 
regarding how juvenile court probation and the state Children’s Administration work together in 
support of dual status youth and their families.  

 
• Cross-system training: Design work completed for training among personnel of the Initiative 

partner agencies, to increase familiarity and develop relationships which support shared 
responsibility and services; to be piloted by late spring.  

 
• Educational Engagement Task Force: A cross-system group has been established to address 

the needs of dual status children/youth that have dropped out, are at risk of dropping out or 
are under-performing. This work will include the design of more appropriate services through 
re-claimed and re-programmed education funds.  

 
• MacArthur Foundation: The Initiative was instrumental in securing the selection of Washington 

as the 4
th 

state to participate in the MacArthur Foundation’s Models for Change: Systems 
Reform in Juvenile Justice Initiative, a 5 year commitment to the state of up to $1.5 million per 
year in grant funds, consultation and technical assistance, with the added possibility of 
matching funds from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.  

 
• Child Welfare League of America (CWLA): Engagement of CWLA consultative assistance 

through 2006, with significant support from the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory 
Committee, Casey Family Program, and Washington state Children’s Administration.  

 

Activities in Progress  
 
• Mental Health Services: A subcommittee on mental health has been established to develop an 

integrated plan for improved access to services for children and youth served by the child 
welfare and juvenile justice systems.  

 
• Assessment instruments: A subcommittee on Assessments has completed an inventory of 

instruments in use by the partner agencies of the Initiative, and is working on an analysis of 
purposes and possible sharing if not common use of some of these instruments.  

 
• Blended Funding: The Initiative is committed to the development of expanded mechanisms for 

shared funding and responsibility; the vehicle(s) for this have not as yet been developed and 
agreed upon.  

 
• Evaluation Committee: This effort is under development, the purposes of which will be to track 

Initiative accomplishments and to design methods of gathering and evaluating client-related 
outcome information over time.  

 
• 2007 Budget development: Work is underway to plan and secure 2007 funding for the Initiative, 

which will include administrative support necessary to its various activities and funding 
required for implementation of the shared case-related information system.  

 
• Aggregated data sharing: Planning will soon begin on options for shared data in aggregated 

form between the agencies, which will be necessary to inform the on-going planning functions 
of the collaboration.  

 
• Further protocol development: Once the juvenile probation – Children’s Administration 

protocol is completed regarding dual-status youth, similar protocols will be developed 
regarding other identified populations of concern to Initiative partners.  
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7. Statement of the Problem/Program Narratives 

 
 
The following seven program areas will be supported with FY 09 Formula Grant 
funds:   
 

• Compliance Monitoring 
• DSO 
• DMC 
• Systems Improvement 
• American Indian Pass-Through 
• Planning and Administration 
• State Advisory Group 

 
The problem statements/program narratives follow. 
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7.   PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 
 
A. Program Area Code and Title:  Compliance Monitoring (Code 6) 
 
B. Problem Statement:  To monitor compliance with sections 223(a)(11), 223(a)(12), 223(a)(13), 

and 223(a)(14) of the JJDP Act (reauthorized in 2002).  See attached Guidance Manual for 
Washington State Compliance Monitors for detailed description of compliance monitoring 
protocol in Washington State.  

 
 Jails & Lockups -  Monitoring of jails for compliance with JJDP Act requirements, including 

compliance with Sections 223(a)(12)(13) and (14) was the responsibility of the Corrections 
Standards Board (CSB).  The CSB employed Jail Inspectors, who annually conducted on-site 
evaluations of every jail in the state for compliance with state standards.  Jail standards in 
Washington State are almost identical to the provisions of the JJDP Act including prohibiting the 
holding of juveniles in adult jails, except in certain narrowly defined circumstances and mandating 
the complete separation of juveniles from adult offenders. 

 
 Legislation was passed (RCW 13.04.116) in 1987 which resulted in the termination of the CSB 

and the transfer of responsibility for jail inspection for JJDP Act compliance to the Office of 
Juvenile Justice, Department of Social and Health Services.  In SFY 09, Office of Juvenile Justice 
staff have assumed all responsibilities related to the on-site monitoring of jails and lockups (in 
past years, the OJJ contracted all or a portion of the onsite compliance monitoring function; the 
OJJ has continued to contract with facilities expert Merlyn Bell to provide technical assistance on 
an as needed basis).   

 
 Within the OJJ, two staff (a designated compliance coordinator and monitor, and a principal 

compliance monitor) work collaboratively with regard to the collection of data and monitoring for 
jails and lockups, and compiling information for the annual compliance monitoring report to 
OJJDP.   

 
 During 2003, a statewide inventory of law enforcement agencies statewide was conducted by 

the Office of Juvenile Justice.  As a result, in 2004 there was a significant increase in the 
number of reporting agencies (holding facilities/lockups and jails) from previous years.  The 
state’s contracted compliance monitor at that time, Merlyn Bell, monitored the detention 
practices of 281 agencies in 2004.  As a result, the number of jails and lockups that securely 
hold juveniles increased from 43 to 132 agencies, and accordingly the number of reporting 
agencies also increased from 68 to 181 agencies in 2004.  Ms. Bell reported the primary 
reason the old monitoring universe was outdated may be attributed to the shift of correctional 
costs to local municipalities and the consequent reopening of old secure areas, and the 
construction of new facilities with secure areas.   

 
 As of December 2008, there are 129 adult facilities statewide that are secure and may 

temporarily hold juveniles, and 72 that are secure but certify they do not hold juveniles—201 total 
secure facilities.  (There are also almost 140 law enforcement facilities—departments, precincts 
and substations—that are non-secure.)   
 
Juvenile Detention Centers - There are 22 juvenile detention centers statewide—21 are county-
operated and maintained by the juvenile courts, and one is a regional center maintained by a 
consortium of counties.  Juveniles from all 39 counties are held in these 22 facilities.  Juveniles 
are held in local detention facilities either to await court hearings or as sentenced juveniles.  
Washington State utilizes the valid court order exception—status offenders are held in these 
juvenile detention facilities pursuant to a contempt of a court finding related to a status offense 
(primarily Truancy or At-Risk Youth orders/proceedings).  Onsite monitoring and data collection is 
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required—OJJ staff have historically collected the data annually regarding status offenders held 
in these facilities (from the Administrative Office of the Courts and from several of the juvenile 
courts), provided analysis and coordination of the onsite monitoring, and compiled information for 
the annual compliance report to OJJDP.  OJJ staff will continue to conduct the required onsite 
monitoring visits to juvenile detention centers (every effort will be made to monitor each detention 
facility once every three years—a minimum of 10 percent, or on average 7-8 facilities annually). 
 
Secure Crisis Residential Centers (located within 4 juvenile detention centers) - State 
legislation passed in 1995 (the Family Reconciliation Act) authorized the creation of “Secure” 
Crisis Residential Centers (S-CRCs) to receive primarily runaway children taken into custody by 
law enforcement.  As per state law, youth may be held in the facility for up to five days.  In 2001, 
the OJJ compliance monitors determined that five of the S-CRCs operated by private non-profit 
organizations were non-secure facilities according to federal guidelines, while they do meet the 
state definition for Secure Crisis Residential Centers. 
 
Through 2008, four S-CRCs continued to operate in the state of Washington that are separate 
secure designated areas within secure juvenile detention facilities that meet state requirements, 
and are as separate from the other residents and activities of the larger facility as is possible, with 
dedicated staff.  A minimum of one of these four facilities is visited onsite annually; as 
recommended by OJJDP, data for these facilities are reported within the “juvenile detention 
center” category in the annual compliance report.  Data are collected and provided to the OJJ on 
a quarterly basis by the four facilities, including length of stay in hours, time of court reviews, etc.  
OJJ staff will continue to conduct onsite monitoring visits to a minimum of one of these four 
facilities annually.  Washington State uses the allowance to hold an accused status offender in a 
secure juvenile detention facility for up to 24 hours, exclusive of weekends and holidays, prior to 
an initial court appearance and for an additional 24 hours, exclusive of weekends and holidays, 
immediately following an initial court appearance.    
 
Technical assistance was requested from OJJDP to review DSO compliance requirements, 
current Washington State law (the Family Reconciliation Act), and the four detention-based 
Secure CRCs.   
 
Juvenile Training Schools and Collocated Facility - The county juvenile courts commit the 
most serious offenders to the state Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA).  JRA operates 
five secure juvenile residential facilities (three maximum security juvenile training schools, one 
medium security forestry camp, and one basic training camp) statewide.  OJJ compliance 
monitors have provided onsite monitoring visits to a minimum of one JRA facility annually (20%); 
OJJ staff will continue to conduct the onsite monitoring and data verification of JRA training 
schools (1-2 JRA facilities annually). 
 
There is one (approved) collocated facility in the state located in Whitman County (eastern 
Washington); annual onsite monitoring visits/inspections are required for this facility.   

C. Program Goals:   

To provide for the effective compliance monitoring statewide of:  adult jails and lockups, juvenile 
detention centers (and Secure CRCs located within detention centers), juvenile training schools, 
and a collocated facility in accordance with the requirements of the federal JJDP Act (including 
data collection, compliance monitoring coordination, onsite inspections, technical assistance, and 
preparation of the annual compliance monitoring report for submission to OJJDP).  Additionally, 
the OJJ will ensure that non-secure community-based facilities (group homes and semi-
secure/staff secure CRCs) and mental health treatment facilities are periodically monitored to 
verify their non-secure status.  The OJJ has incorporated recommendations from the October 
2005 OJJDP onsite compliance monitoring visit report (conducted by Elissa Rumsey and Julie 
Herr) into the compliance monitoring activities and services for Washington State.  
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D. Program Objectives: 

To establish a process for jail and lockup inspection that will assure that any violations of state or 
federal statutes regarding the holding of juveniles in adult jails and lockups are identified and 
corrected (agencies are provided information, technical assistance, training, etc.). 

To establish a process for juvenile detention center and Secure CRC inspection that will assure 
that any violations of federal statutes regarding the holding of status offenders in secure 
confinement are identified.   

To establish a process for inspection of juvenile institutions and collocated facilities that will 
assure that any violations of state or federal statutes regarding the holding of juveniles in secure 
confinement are identified and corrected. 

E. Activities and Services Planned:  

OJJ staff will conduct on-site monitoring and provide technical assistance to secure facilities that 
hold juveniles; additionally, a contract for compliance monitoring technical assistance may be 
awarded with an experienced facilities expert in our state. 

Conduct 6-month surveys of adult jails and lockups, and summarize information from statewide 
surveys (disseminated electronically to distribution list of agencies).  Disseminate information 
regarding state and federal requirements, and provide technical assistance to facilities, as 
needed. 

Post jail and lockup survey and additional forms and information on the SAG’s website, for ease 
of access for facilities and completion and submittal of required data/information twice annually 
(to dedicated survey email address). 

Compile self-reported information from jails and lockups regarding all juveniles held in jails and 
lockups semi-annually; follow-up with agencies, as applicable, to clarify information reported. 

Select jails and lockups to be monitored -- both jails and lockups recommended to receive onsite 
review by the compliance monitors, and those that have not received an onsite inspection within 
three years will be prioritized; agencies requiring technical assistance will be identified and 
prioritized, and visited onsite. 

Identify jails and lockups to be monitored, based on self-reporting survey data collected bi-
annually, and on the compliance staff’s recommendations. 

Collect and analyze data; identify a minimum of 1 to 2 of the five secure juvenile institutions in the 
state to monitor onsite, and provide an annual onsite monitoring visit of the one collocated facility.  
Collect and analyze juvenile detention center data; identify a minimum of 7-8 facilities in the state 
to monitor onsite.   

Incorporate recommendations from VCO workgroup into onsite monitoring process of detention 
facilities to provide verification at the facilities of all steps in the federal VCO exception; 
information will continue to be gathered from all juvenile courts statewide, and verified at onsite 
compliance visits. 

Collect data for status offenders placed in Secure CRCs through established data collection 
system—submittal of password-protected monthly client listing report forms indicating admission 
& release date/time, length of stay, judicial court review date(s)/time(s), etc.—forms are submitted 
on a monthly or quarterly basis to the OJJ.  Analyze data/records submitted and identify a 
minimum of one of the four detention-based S-CRCs to receive an onsite monitoring visit and 
verification of data (including violations of DSO that have been identified). 

Continue to disseminate resource cards/guides on the secure holding of juveniles, and posters 
providing an outline of federal and state laws on jail removal, separation and DSO, for jails and 
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law enforcement agencies.  The Criminal Justice Training Commission is also distributing the 
resource cards to new law enforcement recruits. 

Continue collaborative efforts with the Washington Association of Sheriffs & Police Chiefs to 
enhance compliance monitoring efforts and educate law enforcement agencies statewide 
regarding the JJDP Act requirements; the OJJ is considering providing one or two 3-5 minute 
training video(s) for law enforcement agencies. 

All compliance monitors will provide written reports of findings and recommendations for each 
adult facility monitored.   

OJJ staff will prepare and submit the required annual compliance monitoring report to the federal 
OJJDP as per the recommended Compliance Monitoring Report technical assistance tool (report 
form) on a calendar year basis (report due by June 30th). 

See the Guidance Manual for Washington State Monitors, attached as Appendix II, for 
additional information and detailed inspection process and timetable for activities and collection of 
data on a calendar year basis (updated December 2008). 

 Anticipated Awards/Expected Number of Subgrants:   
 

One grant contract (subgrant) may be awarded for compliance monitoring technical assistance, 
and funds will also continue to be obligated/designated to the Office of Juvenile Justice for OJJ 
staff to conduct onsite compliance monitoring and compliance coordination (to provide onsite 
inspections via a 3-year timetable, and ongoing data collection/coordination responsibilities and 
reporting). 
 

F. Performance Measures: 

• Outputs:  4, 5, 6 
 

#4 Funds allocated to adhere to Section 223(a) (14) of the JJDP Act of 2002. (mandatory) 
#6 Number of activities that address compliance with Section 223(a)(14) of the Act. 
#5 Number of materials developed. 
 

• Outcomes: 1, 2 
#1 Submission of complete Annual Monitoring Report to OJJDP.  (mandatory) 
#2 Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area. 

G. Budget  
 
 

Fiscal year Formula grant 
funds 

State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $125,000 - 0 -  $125,000 
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A. Program Area Title:   Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (Code 8) 
 

B. Problem Statement:  
 
The GJJAC continues to hold Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) as a very high 
priority.  Since the enactment of the state’s “Becca” law in 1995, Washington State law allows for 
status offenders to be held in Secure-Crisis Residential Centers (S-CRCs) for up to five days, in 
conflict with the federal JJDP Act.   Four of the state’s nine S-CRCs are located within county 
detention facilities; therefore, OJJDP has declared that Washington State is out of compliance with 
the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO).  It should be noted that in February 2009 
there are only three programs remain to operate with secure detention facilities.  As a result of 
being out of compliance, OJJDP has reduced the federal funding available to Washington State 
between 20% and 25% each year, beginning in 2000.    
 

C-E. Program Goals, Objectives & Activities:  It is anticipated the following six projects will continue 
to respond to DSO objectives.  It should be noted that “projects eligible to be funded” depends on 
satisfactory progress toward stated outcomes, per the project’s outside evaluation and OJJ staff 
on-site monitoring visits and reports.   

 
 Projects eligible to be funded in 2009-2011: 

             Benton-Franklin Counties Juvenile 
             Justice Center 
            “B-F Counties Truancy Contempt 
             Prevention Project” 

10/10/08 - 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $67,000 
Federal Amount:  $67,000 
The project will provide education, skills training, 
targeted case management (utilizing the “Check 
and Connect” strategy) and alternatives to 
detention (electronic monitoring and restorative 
community service) for truant youth who are 
found in contempt.  

Community Youth Services 
“Positive Attendance and School 
Support (PASS)” 
7/15/08 – 6/30/09 
360-943-0780, x. 136 
Fax:  360-943-0785 
Project Amount:  $92,500 
Federal Amount:  $92,500 
The project will provide case management for 
200 youth referred for school attendance 
problems. 

Spokane County Juvenile Court 
“DSO Project for At-Risk Youth (ARY), 
CHINS and Truant Youth” 
7/1/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $73,314 
Federal Amount:  $73,314 
The project will continue Spokane County’s work 
in furthering alternatives to detention through 
providing a Truancy Prevention Specialist 
position.   

King County Superior Court 
“Targeting Services to Reduce Status 
Offenders in Detention (ARY Intervention 
Specialist)” 
7/1/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $65,686 
Federal Amount:  $65,686 
The project will employ an At-Risk Youth 
Intervention Specialist to assess youth and               
 link youth and their families to community 
 resources. 

La Conner School District 
“Tall Cedars Project” 
10/10/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $67,000 
Federal Amount:  $67,000 
The project will provide school-based truancy 
prevention and intervention programming through a 
personalized learning component and outreach to 
students and their families, and through Swinomish 
elder volunteers at the schools.  

Tacoma-Pierce County Health 
Department 
“Positive Steps Program for At-Risk 
Youth” 
7/1/08 – 6/30/09 
Project Amount:  $68,500 
Federal Amount:  $68,500 
The project provides individualized, strategic and 
coordinated services directly targeting risk and 
protective factors for At-Risk Youth. 
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F. Performance measures: 
 

Outcomes:  1, 2 
 #1 – Change in the number of violations of DSO (mandatory) 

  #2 – Number and percent of staff with increased knowledge of program area. 
   
 Outputs:  1, 4, 9, 10, 12, 13 

  #1 – Formula grant funds awarded for DSO (mandatory) 
  #4 – Number of programs implemented (mandatory) 
  #9 – Number of site visits conducted (mandatory) 
  #10 – Number of facilities receiving TA 
  #12 – Number of policies or procedures created, amended or rescinded 
  #13 – Number of program youth served (mandatory) 
 

G. Budget: 
 

Fiscal year Formula grant 
funds 

State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $375,240 - 0 - $375,240 
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A. Program Area Code & Title:  Disproportionate Minority Contact (Code 10) 
 
B. Problem Statement:  
 
 Disproportionate minority contact (DMC) is the number 2 priority of the Governor’s Juvenile 

Justice Advisory Committee.  Washington State’s RRI reveals that youth of color are treated 
disproportionately in the juvenile justice system.   

 
 According to 2007 estimates, Washington State’s juvenile (age 0 – 17) racial composition was 

73 percent White and 27 percent minority youth (5 percent Black, 2 percent American Indian, 
7 percent Asian, and 13 percent Hispanic of any race).  In four eastern Washington counties 
(Adams, Franklin, Grant and Yakima) the percentage of non-white youth is more than 50% of 
the total youth population.   

 
 Research data collected by the GJJAC examined race and ethnicity as factors influencing 

decisions at various points within the juvenile justice system.  In 2004, non-white youth 
accounted for 16.1 percent of all juvenile arrests, 28 percent of all juvenile court offense 
referrals, 33 percent of juveniles held in county detention facilities, and 45 percent of juveniles 
held in JRA facilities. Juvenile court referral data for 2006 and 2007 will not be available until 
June, 2009.  But we can look at 2007 arrests, detention and JRA facilities data.  In 2007, non-
white youth accounted for 17.6 of all juvenile arrests, 39.5 percent of juveniles held in county 
detention facilities, and 49.1 percent of juvenile held in JRA facilities. 

 
Year % Arrests % Juv. Crt. 

Ref. 
% Held in 

Det. 
% Held in 

JRA 
2004 16.1 28 33 45 

     
2007 17.6 * 39.5 49.1 

 
 

Studies conducted in Washington State have confirmed that minority youth are 
disproportionately represented as a youth progresses through the juvenile justice system.  The 
difference between minority and non-minority juveniles’ representation becomes amplified with 
each successive decision point.  Although minorities are 28 percent of the juvenile population, 
they are 49 percent of the JRA population. 
 
Over this three year period (2002 – 2004), the following statewide observations can be 
made:   

• Generally, DMC does exist at all levels of the juvenile justice system in Washington 
State. 

• Asian arrest RRI has been consistently lower than the White population, ranging from 
an RRI of .33 to .35.   

• African-American youth arrest RRI has been consistently higher than any other 
ethnic/racial category, ranging from 1.34 to 1.51.   

• Native American arrest RRI has increased over these three years; from 1.04 in 2002 to 
1.27 in 2004.   

• Minority youth are referred to juvenile court at a much higher rate than White youth.   
• The RRI shows that non-White youth are diverted less often than White youth.  
• African-American and Hispanic youth are securely detained at approximately the same 

rate as White youth.  Native American youth are disproportionately placed in secure 
detention (RRI rate has been 1.57 or 1.58 over these three years.)   
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• Based on the statewide RRI, there does not appear to be a DMC issue for youth 
confined in secure juvenile correctional facilities.  In 2004, Hispanic youth RRI for this 
category was 1.0.  

• Minority youth are transferred to adult court more frequently than White youth.  This 
category has shown improvement over the past three years.  African-American youth 
RRI in 2002 was 1.93.  The RRI for African-American youth in 2004 was 1.30.   

 
C. Program Goals:  
 

1. Reduce the representation of youth of color at each stage of the juvenile justice 
system. 

2. Increase participation by members of diverse communities in making policy 
recommendations regarding DMC. 

3. Assist in delivering juvenile justice services in Washington State with a high degree of 
cultural competency. 

4. Build true collaboration and relationship building around DMC. 
 
D. Program Objectives: 
 

1. Increase understanding and knowledge of GJJAC members and Community Juvenile 
Justice Coordination groups regarding DMC issues, concerns, and strategies.  

2. Develop a research initiative for practice based evidence and evidence based practice. 
3. Improve cultural competency of juvenile justice professionals and systems. 
4. Increase JGGAC and OJJ staff outreach to communities to educate and share 

 information regarding DMC. 
 
E. Activities and Services Planned:  
 

GJJAC leadership:  training and development – The GJJAC will continue their self-
education and training during this three year period.  Most GJJAC meetings held during 2009 
will dedicate a portion of the agenda to DMC education, discussion, and strategy 
development.   
 
Technical assistance focus – The GJJAC will continue to offer technical assistance to both 
public and private organizations to assist communities in their efforts to address DMC.  The 
DMC Coordinator will work closely with identified counties to assist efforts to address DMC at 
the local level.   

DMC brochure – The Office of Juvenile Justice DMC coordinator plans to develop a DMC 
brochure.  This brochure will clearly define DMC, provide an overview of the current DMC 
issues in Washington State, describe current strategies and efforts used in Washington State 
which are addressing DMC, and provide links to additional information about DMC and OJJ 
staff.  The GJJAC views the brochure as a strategy and method to inform and engage a 
variety of people and organizations regarding DMC. 

“Community Juvenile Justice Coordination” (CJJC) RRI responsibilities – The GJJAC 
contracted with 15 counties (representing 20 counties) for “Community Juvenile Justice 
Coordination” services.  These organizations will serve as local community-based versions of 
the GJJAC in order to develop and facilitate processes for coordination and information 
sharing of local juvenile justice needs.  The mission of CJJC organizations must be 
complementary to that of the GJJAC.  Based on local data, the CJJC must identify and 
prioritize juvenile justice needs and issues in their service area.  GJJAC priorities (including 
DMC) should be considered as one of their prioritized needs.   
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The statement of work for the CJJCs includes specific requirements regarding DMC.  Those 
requirements are:     

 “Assess the representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system, and where 
racial disparity exists, develop a plan and strategies to address the racial disparity.  As 
part of the assessment process, complete Relative Rate Index (RRI) forms annually, and 
submit to the GJJAC.”   

 “Discuss and analyze RRI results, selecting at least one area which will be addressed 
during the contract period.” 

Hold annual conference – GJJAC will sponsor an annual JDAI conference that will include 
the topic of DMC.  It is anticipated that the 2011 conference will be a multi-track DMC 
conference to include tracks for JDAI, Law Enforcement, educators, Juvenile Courts, Service 
Providers, etc. 

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative – JDAI -  The GJJAC has clearly identified the 
JDAI as one of their chosen strategies which shows promise to impact DMC.  The five current 
JDAI replication sites are well underway in their implementation.  The fourth annual JDAI 
conference’s main focus is on DMC.  The conference will be held March 19-20, 2009, and is 
entitled “In All Fairness: Working with minority youth and youth in poverty to transform the 
juvenile justice system”.  Thirty-two workshops will be offered.   

The conference will address the interaction of Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) in the 
juvenile justice system, juvenile detention alternatives, and poverty.  The goal of the 
conference is to lay the foundation to begin understanding the interaction of race, culture and 
poverty, and how these factors drive/influence decision making in the juvenile justice system; 
further, to examine how we (as decision makers) are influenced by our own race, culture and 
socio economic status and what that means - and how we move into action around these 
issues.   

Disproportionality in juvenile justice cannot be completely addressed without addressing the 
culture of poverty.  Linking the two, DMC and poverty, will create a more complete response 
by juvenile justice professionals to ensure all youth have access to detention alternatives, 
treatment and services The Washington State lead entity for the MacArthur Models for 
Change (Center for Children’s & Youth Justice), the Annie E. Casey Foundation and the 
Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration are co-sponsors of the conference.  All Counties (not 
just JDAI counties) and CJJC’s will be encouraged to attend.   

MacArthur Foundation Funding – The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation 
“Models for Change” Initiative for juvenile justice reform is well underway in Washington State.  
Washington has been recognized by the MacArthur foundation as a “bellweather” state in 
juvenile justice reform.  The MacArthur foundation’s Models for Change initiative seeks “to 
develop replicable system-wide changes”.   The Foundation has committed up to $10 million 
over a five year period to the Washington State effort.   

The GJJAC assisted the MacArthur Foundation in their fact finding tour and discussion with 
key state and community stakeholders.  The Foundation is aware that one of GJJAC’s 
priorities is DMC.  Two of the five Models for Change sites in Washington are focusing on 
DMC. 
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Performance Measures: 
 

• Outcomes:  10, 11, 12, 13, 14 
 

 #10 – Number and percent of non-program personnel with increased knowledge of program 
area. 
#11 – (mandatory) Number of contributing factors determined from assessment studies  
#12 –(mandatory) Number of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionality at the 
state level 
#13 – (mandatory) Number of contact points reporting reduction in disproportionality at the 
local level  
#14 – (Mandatory) Number and percent of recommendations from assessment studies 
implemented  
 

• Outputs:  1, 3, 6, 9, 12 
 

#1 – Number of FTEs funded with formula grant dollars 
#3 – Number and percent of program staff trained 
#6 - Number of hours of non-program personnel training provided 
#9 – Number of service hours completed 
#12 – Number of assessment studies conducted 
 
 

 
G. Budget: 
 

Fiscal year Formula grant 
funds 

State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $42,000 - 0 - $42,000 
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A. Program Area Code and Title:  Systems Improvement (Code 19) 
 

B. Problem Statement:  
 

The GJJAC believes that Systems Improvement through technical assistance and training may 
be the most cost-effective response to many emerging issues and systemic problems, rather than 
funding specific direct service projects.  Direct service projects often provide services to individual 
clients, with services terminating when grand funding ends. Technical assistance and training can 
provide long-term solutions to problems, and ultimately impact policy and practice. 

 
The GJJAC often uses technical assistance, training and research to address system 
improvements in a more far-reaching fashion than can be done by funding the few direct service 
projects that are possible from the state’s allocation.  The GJJAC contracts, from time to time, 
with researchers to address specific problem areas.  This research provides more detailed 
information regarding the nature and extent of the problem so that the GJJAC can identify 
systemic needs and make informed decisions about funding direct service projects. 
 
In addition to providing technical assistance, training and research supporting systems 
improvement directly related to the core requirements of the federal JJDP Act, the coordination of 
child abuse/neglect and delinquency programs, and the GJJAC’s identified priorities, the GJJAC 
responds to ad hoc training requests from local communities and other groups.  Requests for 
assistance, verified for appropriateness, can be funded in response to emergent or unanticipated 
needs.  Technical Assistance, Training and Research funds provide the flexibility for the GJJAC 
to respond to specific problems identified outside the normal funding cycle, time lines, and grant 
priorities. 
 
In addition to the core requirements of the federal JJDP Act, other identified system improvement 
priorities of the GJJAC include: 

 
• Restorative Justice – The GJJAC supports efforts in systemic change to a collaborative 

community based approach to juvenile justice that holds juvenile offenders accountable 
to the people and communities they have harmed, enhances community safety and 
security, provides offender rehabilitation and reintegration, and respects the rights of 
victims in the process. 

• Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) – Washington State was selected in 
2004 by the AECF to receive technical assistance and $200,000 funding, annually for 
three years.  These funds are to be administered by the GJJAC/Office of Juvenile Justice.  
The JDAI is a proven detention and system for reform model of eight core strategies that 
enable Juvenile Courts to safely remove certain youth populations from secure detention.  
These youth have not committed a serious crime, and are in fact youth who do not pose a 
risk to public safety: runaways, truants, youth without a home or available state 
placement, youth needing mental health services, or youth who have been detained for a 
minor offense.  

The GJJAC supports JDAI efforts statewide and offers technical assistance to communities 
currently engaged in JDAI efforts as well as communities interested in learning about and/or 
implementing the initiative. 

• Strengthening the juvenile justice system in rural and underserved areas - The 
GJJAC recognizes the unique needs and challenges of juvenile justice systems in rural 
and underserved communities.  The GJJAC offers technical assistance to these 
communities for community collaboration, grant writing, program planning and capacity 
building, and to address individual needs of rural communities. 
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• Gender specific services for girls – The increase in the percent of total arrest and in 
detention rates for girls poses challenges for a juvenile justice system designed primarily 
to meet the needs of boys.  Data from research findings and from national surveys point 
to the need for establishing gender-specific programming and “best practices” for meeting 
the needs of girls in the juvenile justice system.. The GJJAC is interested in increasing 
the capacity of the juvenile justice system and service providers to meet the needs and 
offer gender specific services for girls. 

• Mental health services – Communities are challenged in meeting mental health needs 
of at-risk youth and juvenile offenders.  Training, protocol among community agencies, 
and policy are examples of possible technical assistance. 

• Strengthening evaluation systems – The GJJAC has a commitment to evaluation and 
research-based or promising programs.  Funded projects are required to have objective 
independent evaluations that utilize the outcome-based Logic Model.  TA is available to 
assist with Logic Model development and other evaluation needs. 

• Local juvenile justice coordination – The GJJAC contracts with public and non-profit 
entities to facilitate community-based juvenile justice cooperative efforts.  Local 
Community Juvenile Justice Coordination efforts develop and facilitate processes for 
coordination and information sharing of local juvenile justice needs, identify and prioritize 
local juvenile justice needs and issues based on local data, assess DMC in local 
communities through the use of the relative rate index, identifying areas of DMC concern 
and addressing at least one identified area. 

• Youth Gang Prevention and Intervention:  The GJJAC added “Youth Gang 
Prevention and Intervention” to their priorities in November 2007.  The GJJAC intends 
to work with communities to help institute proven prevention and intervention 
strategies that build trust, reduce delinquency, and support the success of young 
people and the safety of everyone in the community.   

 
C. Program Goals:  

 
Goal A:  Improve the juvenile justice system and/or the services to youth involved or likely to 
be involved in the system. 
 
Goal B: In face of budget reductions, be responsive to local, regional and statewide 
technical assistance needs. 

 
D. Program Objectives: 
 

Objective A1:  Provide or assist in providing juvenile justice programs, system personnel, 
community juvenile justice planning members, SAG members, and Washington’s Juvenile 
Justice Specialist and OJJ staff with training and/or technical assistance and research 
regarding best practices approaches, policies and practices, and other juvenile issues or in 
response to unique needs supporting systems improvement. 
 
Objective A2:  Provide for systems collaboration and coordination at the local, 
community level through Community Juvenile Justice Coordination grants. 
 
Objective A3:  Establish evaluation of the CJJCs in meeting their statement of work 
and goals. 
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Objective B1: Seek additional partnerships and collaborations in providing technical 
assistance/training to assist local communities. 
 
Objective B2: Prioritize limited resources for youth programs. 
 

E. Activities and Services Planned:  
 

• The SAG subcommittee on technical assistance will develop, with the advice and 
assistance of outside consultants, where necessary, proposals for technical 
assistance projects that address SAG priorities.  The proposed technical 
assistance will be offered to appropriate agencies and organizations. 

• Offer technical assistance and training in response to identified needs and ad hoc 
requests responding to emergent needs. 

• Sponsor and provide funding for training on issues identified by the Federal Act or 
as priorities by the SAG. 

• Award contracts for research projects that will provide information necessary for 
the development of systems improvement. 

• Release RFQQ for Community Juvenile Justice Coordination (CJJC) services. 
• Award contracts to provide county-wide, multi-county, and Tribal Community 

Juvenile Justice Coordination services.  
• Release RFP to CJJCs to address DSO.  This RFP would use the “one-time only” 

funding, under the DSO funding category.   
 
F. Performance Measures: 
 

• Outcomes:  2, 7, 14 
#2(Mandatory) Number and percent of program youth exhibiting a desired change in targeted 
behaviors 
#7 Number of recommendations implemented 
#14 Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area. 
 

• Outputs: 1, 4, 5 
#1 (Mandatory) Formula grant funds awarded for juvenile justice system improvement  
#4 Number of planning activities conducted 
#5 Number and percent of program staff trained 
   

 
G. Budget: 
 

Fiscal year Formula grant 
funds 

State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $192,412 -0- $192,412 
 

 
 

 



85 
 

A. Program Area Code and Title:  American Indian Programs -- American Indian 
Pass-Through (Code 22) 

 
B. Problem Statement:  

 
According to the 2000 Census, there are 11,015 American Indian youth in Washington State, age 0-
17, who reside on Washington State reservations or trust lands.  The Data Analysis (Attachment I) of 
this plan contains information on the number of youth age 0-17 that reside in each of the 29 tribes in 
Washington State.  The total juvenile population (age 0-17) residing on American Indian Reservations 
and Trust Lands in Washington is 44,242 youth, according to 2000 Census data—approximately 3 
percent of the state’s total juvenile population. 
 
From 1991 to 2007, the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (GJJAC) awarded 
approximately $665,726 in formula grant funds to projects which address the needs of Native 
American youth of eligible tribes.   
 
Funded projects in the past have provided alternatives to jail (diversion), community placement 
services, case management, development of a Juvenile Code and probation services, advocacy, 
mentoring, educational tutoring, counseling, and treatment services to Native American youth, and 
tribal juvenile justice conferences.  
 
In past years, the formula grant funds allocated to eligible tribes were far in excess of the minimum 
pass through requirement to be made available to eligible tribes as described in the 1988 amendment 
to the JJDP Act.  Washington State was found to be out of compliance with the DSO requirement of 
the federal JJDP Act; hence, the state’s formula grant award was reduced by 25% in FYs 2000 
through 2008, and all remaining funds were required to be spent on efforts to achieve compliance 
(except planning and administration, State Advisory Group set-aside, and American Indian pass-
through funds).  The GJJAC has ensured that the required pass-through amount has been made 
available to Tribes in Washington State. 
 
Assessment of Native American Juvenile Justice System 
 
The collection and analysis of American Indian juvenile crime data is difficult.  There are 29 federally 
recognized Indian Tribes in the state.  Additionally, there are seven landless non-federally recognized 
Indian Tribes.  None of them routinely report UCR or other data to a central data collection point.  A 
number of tribes do not collect arrest data.  There is no statewide organization of Indian Tribes. 
 
During the previous reporting period, the statewide RRI data did not show DMC among American 
Indian youth in Washington State.  However the current data is not available at this writing and will be 
made available in June of 09.  We will provide a detailed Relative Rate Index Report at that time. 
 
GJJAC Chronological Response and Strategies:  
 
In October 2000 the GJJAC approved a $3,000 grant award to the Kalispel Tribe of Indians.  The 
funds were to be used to survey the 52 tribes representing the Affiliated Tribes of Northwest 
Indians regarding each Tribe's interest, data, and needs for detention (including boot camp) and 
alternative options for juveniles.  However, as a congressional directive was received to complete 
this assessment, the survey instrument was developed through a team of consultants from the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Department of Justice.  Responses were received from 77 
percent of the Tribes.  Preliminary survey report findings (September 2001) indicate a need for 
juvenile detention services; however, it was emphasized that alternatives to detention practices 
should also be explored.  The consultants summarized that study findings indicate that an in-depth 
needs assessment should be completed.   
 



86 
 

A federal JAIBG grant was awarded in 2001 by the Department of Social and Health Services to the 
South Puget Intertribal Planning Agency to conduct a Tribal Juvenile Justice Capacity Self-Study.  
The study was completed over a 2-year period ($20,000 per grant year).  The goal of the study was to 
provide data to Tribes and the State Department of Social and Health Services for use in planning for 
increased state and federal support of tribal juvenile justice services.   
 
Some of the risk factors identified are substance abuse problems within the home, school dropout 
and households with incomes below the poverty level.  The tribes welcome culturally sensitive 
community resource development and service delivery. Training in Juvenile Justice was needed and 
requested by many of the survey participants.  For those tribes that wish to move toward establishing 
their own juvenile justice programs, training, technical assistance and funding if negotiated and 
offered with realistic funding levels and realistic deliverables will most likely be accepted. 
 
The second annual Tribal Juvenile Justice Conference was held April 11 – 12, 2006.  The 
Snoqualmie Tribe held the contract for this conference.  The Governor’s Office of Indian Affairs and 
the Indian Policy and Support Office (IPAC) within the Department of Social and Health Services 
(DSHS) collaborated with Washington’s State Advisory Group (the GJJAC) to identify the need for 
this conference, along with the Indian Policy Advisory Committee (IPAC)--representing 29 tribes 
statewide, and six organizations for affiliated tribes. The conference planning team included GJJAC 
members and staff, IPAC staff and tribal members, and State DSHS aging and adult services staff.  
 
In October 2008 GJJAC entered into discussion with the University of Washington Tribal Juvenile 
Justice Initiative project.  This project is a result of the work done in conjunction with the GJJAC and 
ongoing efforts of the Center for Children and Youth Justice, Washington State’s lead entity for 
Models for Change.  The project is working on facilitating a statewide gathering of tribes to 
address tribal juvenile justice needs, as well as a host of other social and justice topics.  
 
It is anticipated that FY 2007-08, as well as FY 2009-2010, Indian Pass Thru funds will be allocated to 
develop and fund tribal Community Juvenile Justice Coordination planning grants (CJJCs), similar to 
the other Title II projects (CJJCs) funded by the GJJAC through the system improvement program 
area, to address DSO and DMC.  

 
C. Program Goals:  
 

1. To increase GJJAC and community awareness and understanding of Native American issues 
and concerns regarding youth and juvenile justice  

2. To strive to reduce disproportionate minority contact of Native American youth throughout the 
juvenile justice system in Washington State  

3. To increase culturally appropriate juvenile justice services to Native American youth in 
Washington State 

  
D. Program objectives: 
 

1. Provide training and technical assistance to GJJAC members, staff, and community members 
regarding DMC, and specifically Native American juvenile issues.  

2. Continue gathering Native American juvenile justice data; analysis data via the RRI 
spreadsheets 

3. Provide funding/TA for annual tribal juvenile justice conference 
 

E. Activities and services planned:  
 
The GJJAC has been identified by the MacArthur “Models for Change” (MfC) initiative as the tribal 
liaison.  The GJJAC Chair and Office Chief continue to meet with the MfC leadership and DMC 
Resource Bank and the Center for Children and Youth Justice, Washington State’s lead entity for 
MfC.   
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The GJJAC Chair and Office Chief and JDAI coordinator sponsored by the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation have also met with several tribal entities in the state to discuss developing and 
adopting the tribal courts into JDAI sites.  An example of this partnership is the ongoing 
collaboration and dialogue with the Yakima Tribal Court Judge to develop programmatic changes 
and detention alternatives to a court that does not have a juvenile facility.  These discussions will 
help create options for sanctions that do not include building secure detention facilities in that 
jurisdiction. 

 
F. Performance measures: 
 

Performance Measures Program Area 22:   
 

• Outcomes:  1, 3, 4, 7 
 

#1 Number and percent of program youth who offend or reoffend 
#3 (Mandatory) Number and percent of program youth exhibiting desired change in desired 
behaviors 
#4 (Mandatory) Number and percent of program youth completing program requirements  
#7   Number and percent of program staff with increased knowledge of program area 

  
• Outputs:  1, 5, 9 

#1 Number of MOUs developed 
#5 Number and percent of program staff trained 
#9 (Mandatory)  Number of program youth served  

 
G. Budget: 
 

Fiscal year Formula grant 
funds 

State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $15,828 - 0 - $15,828 
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A.  Program Area Code and Title:  Planning and Administration (Code 23) 

B. Problem Statement:  Washington’s State Advisory Group (the Governor’s Juvenile Justice 
Advisory Committee—GJJAC) was established in 1982 to respond to the provisions of the federal 
JJDP Act.  The GJJAC serves as Washington’s supervisory board in response to the federal Act 
(supervises the preparation, administration and implementation of the Formula Grants plan).  The 
GJJAC’s staff are located in the Office of Juvenile Justice, Department of Social and Health 
Services, and are responsible for planning and administering the functions and activities of the 
GJJAC.  

C. Program Goals:  To improve the juvenile justice system in Washington by increasing compliance 
with the core requirements and increasing the availability and types of prevention and intervention 
programs statewide.   

D. Program Objectives:  To support both state and local prevention and intervention efforts and 
juvenile justice system improvements (to improve planning and development). 

E. Activities:  To conduct planning and oversight activities for the implementation of the federal 
Formula Grants Program in the state of Washington. 

F.  Performance Measures: 

Outputs:  1, 3, 7, 9, 10 
 

#1 (mandatory) Formula Grant funds awarded for P & A 
#3 (mandatory) Number of FTEs funded with FG $ 
# 7 (mandatory) Number of subgrants awarded. 
#9 Number of RFPs developed that support programming identified in the Plan. 
#10 Number and percent of programs monitored. 

Outcomes:  1, 2, 3 
 
#1 (mandatory) Average Time from Receipt of subgrant application to date of award 
# 2 Number and Percent of programs funded directly in line with 3-year plan. 
#3 Number and percent of Formula Grant programs evaluated. 

 
G. Budget: 

Fiscal Year Formula Grant funds State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $86,720 $86,720 $173,440 
 
H. SMART:  NA 
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A. Program Area Code and Title:  State Advisory Group Allocation (Code 31) 

B. Problem Statement:  Washington’s State Advisory Group (the Governor’s Juvenile Justice 
Advisory Committee—GJJAC) was established in 1982 in response to the provisions of the federal 
JJDP Act.  The GJJAC serves as Washington’s supervisory board with regard to the federal Act 
(supervises the preparation, administration and implementation of the Formula Grants plan). 

C. Program Goals:  To improve juvenile justice systems by increasing compliance with the core 
requirements and increasing the availability and types of prevention and intervention programs 
statewide.  The GJJAC’s mission is to promote partnerships and innovations that improve 
outcomes for juvenile offenders and their victims, to build family and community capacity to 
prevent delinquency, and to provide analysis and expertise to state and local policymakers. 

D. Program Objectives:  To support both state and local prevention and intervention efforts and 
juvenile justice system improvements (to improve planning and development). 

E. Activities:  To conduct planning and oversight activities for the implementation of the federal 
Formula Grants Program in the state of Washington. 

F. Performance Measures: 

Outputs:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8  

#1 (mandatory) Number of SAG Committee Meetings Held 
#2 (mandatory) Number of SAG Subcommittee Meetings Held 
#3 (mandatory) Annual report submitted to the Governor. 
# 4 (mandatory) Number of Grants funded with Formula Grants funds. 
# 5 (mandatory) Number and Percent of Programs Using Evidence-Based Models 
#7 Number of grant applications reviewed and commented on 
#8 Number and percent of SAG activities/meetings that involve youth 

Outcomes: 1, 2, 3 
# 1 (mandatory) Number and Percent of plan recommendations implemented. 
#2 Number of Formula Grants funded programs sustained after 3 years. 
#3 Number and percent of SAG members showing increased knowledge of program areas (for 
which they have oversight).  

G. Budget: 

Fiscal year Formula grant 
funds 

State/local funds Total funds 

2009 $30,000 -0- $30,000 
 

H. SMART:  NA 



8.  Subgrant Award Assurances 
 

A.  Subaward Selection - The GJJAC awards grant funds to prevent juvenile delinquency 
and improve the juvenile justice system from the following sources: 

 Federal JJDP Act (Title II Formula Grants Program and Title V Community 
Delinquency Prevention Program);  

 Annie E. Casey Foundation grant funds to implement the Juvenile Detention 
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) in Washington State. 

 State funds for the JDAI in Washington. 
 

The purpose of the grant funds is to improve the juvenile justice system by allowing 
carefully selected innovative projects to have stable funding while they demonstrate their 
effectiveness.  As the state has been found out of compliance with the DSO requirement 
of the JJDP Act, a minimum of 50 percent of the Formula Grant award must be spent on 
efforts to achieve compliance with the DSO requirement.  GJJAC RFPs include information 
linking potential subgrantees to websites providing information about proven and promising 
programs (research-based and evidence-based) programs for youth.  Demonstration projects 
selected for funding are required to be objectively evaluated by outside, qualified 
evaluators (or a multi-site evaluator), and provide outcome-based performance measures 
using the Logic Model format.  Projects that are proven to be effective are often continued 
by private, local government or state funding.  

The GJJAC also commissions policy research studies on topics of special concern, and 
provides technical assistance and training.  

The following steps provide a general outline of the competitive process the GJJAC 
follows regarding the selection of projects to receive GJJAC grant awards.  The GJJAC: 

1. Issues a Request for Proposals (RFP). 

2. Reviews proposals for demonstration projects based on the Logic Model. 

3. Selects finalists to submit full grant applications. 

4. Reviews full grant applications. 

5. Selects applications for funding. 

6. Signs a one-year contract with the applicant through the Office of Juvenile 
Justice, Department of Social & Health Services. 

The GJJAC may renew a demonstration project contract for up to two additional years, but 
only if the GJJAC determines, by on-site monitoring and outside evaluation, that the 
project is effective.  Projects are also required to submit quarterly progress reports 
addressing activities, outputs and outcomes, and six-month (interim) as well as annual 
evaluation reports conducted by outside, independent evaluators (thus, the GJJAC has 
project evaluation methods and protocols in place to meet the federal requirement that 
states ”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 as specified in the subgrant 
application.”   

In 2008:  8 demonstration projects, 15 community juvenile justice coordination planning 
grants, 6 JDAI grants, one contract for JDAI coordination and one contract for JDAI data 
analysis, 7 technical assistance projects, and one multi-site evaluation were awarded 
funds within one of the funding sources administered by the GJJAC.  In addition, GJJAC 
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entered into one contract for compliance monitoring technical assistance of adult jails and 
lockups.  In 2008, the GJJAC awarded approximately $840,000 federal dollars statewide, 
along with almost $500,000 for the JDAI (both Annie E. Casey Foundation and state JDAI 
funds). 



B.  Geographic Information  
 
  

 The GJJAC/OJJ is consulting with the DSHS Research & Data Analysis Division to identify the best 
method for staff to use in providing the requested geographic information in a uniform manner.  
Several methods, including various mapping system software, have been considered, and GJJAC 
staff have attended training on Mapping Washington Communities.  The training was an 
introduction to GIS and Community Analysis training.  Contracts awarded during the interim period 
will be asked to provide geographic information to the GJJAC. 

 
The map, below, shows the current locations of all Title II funded projects statewide (with the 
exception of technical assistance awards). 
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9. SAG Membership  
 

WASHINGTON STATE 

STATE ADVISORY GROUP (SAG) MEMBERSHIP ROSTER * 
 

  Name Represent
s 

Full-time 
Govt. 

Youth 
Member 

Date of 
Appointment 

Residential (or 
preferred) address 

1 HOLLAND, PAUL—Chair B3   8/05; appointed 
Chair 7/08 

Seattle 

2 AMENN, SAMANTHA D3  X 12/07 Gold Bar 

3 BIRD, MARTHA E, H   10/04 Silverdale 

4 BROWN, DAVID D3  X 7/04 Seattle 

5 BUSH, BONNIE B4 X  8/06 Liberty Lake 

6 COOK, DARRYL C2,7 X  8/06 Tukwila 

7 CUMMINS, JERRY A   7/03 Walla Walla 

8 FARRELL, TIMOTHY A X  8/06 Tacoma 

9 GLENN, BONNIE B2 X  8/05 Bellevue 

10 GONZALEZ, MARYROSE B1   10/07 Toppenish 

11 GRYTDAL, KARI—Vice Chair D, H   8/05 Spokane 

12 JOHNSON-CONLEY, CHRISTINA E   12/06 Olympia 

13 MICHEL, GARY B X  12/04 Olympia 

14 MOREHEAD, BERNICE C2 X  1/08 Olympia 

15 ORLANDO, JAMES B1 X  8/07 Tacoma 

16 PINA, JESSICA D3  X 1/09 Yakima 

17 PUENTE, MIGUEL D7   12/07 Sunnyside 

18 RAY, JOANN D1   12/07 Shelton 

19 ROBERTSON, DAN B X  10/02 Olympia 

20 RODRIGUEZ, VICTOR C7 X  2/08 Mount Vernon 

21 SHAFAAT, MELANIE C4   12/07 Langley 

22 SCHRAMLING, RYAN C X  9/08 Bainbridge Island 

23 SPANKSI-DREFFIN, KAAREN D3,7  X 1/09 Winlock 

24 YEANNAKIS, GEORGE D   12/06 Seattle 

The SAG serves as the supervisory   or advisory  board (check one). 
Performance measures – Program area 31:   
Outcomes:  1, 2, and 3                  Outputs:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8 



10. Formula Grants Program Staff 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 List of Other Programs Administered: 

In addition to the Formula Grants Program, the State Advisory Group/Governor’s Juvenile 
Justice Advisory Committee administers the following: 

 Title V Community Prevention Grants Program  
 Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative grant from the Annie E. Casey Foundation 
 State funding for the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) 
 State funding for TeamChild (a non-profit agency providing advocacy for youth) 

  

 Staffing and management for the state agency implementing the Formula Grants Program:  
The Office of Juvenile Justice (OJJ) is located within the Washington State Department of 
Social and Health Services (DSHS), and implements the federal Formula Grants Program 
in Washington State (staff to the State Advisory Group/GJJAC).  The Office Chief of the 
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OJJ (Juvenile Justice Specialist for Washington) reports directly to Deputy Secretary Blake 
Chard in DSHS.    

 
      Office of Juvenile Justice Staff:  
 

 
Name 

 
Staff Position Titles 

 
5.6 FTES 
Total 

 
Funding 
Sources and 
State Match for 
State FY 09   

Estimated % 
of time 

devoted to 
the JJDP 
Program 

Ryan Pinto Office Chief / Juvenile 
Justice Specialist 

Full-time 
(1 FTE) 

Formula Grants 
Program w/state 
match  

 
100% 

Deanna McCann Office Assistant II Part-time 
(.80 FTE) 

Formula Grants 
Program w/state 
match 

100% 

Tamara McDaniel Administrative 
Assistant IV 

Full-time 
(1 FTE) 

Formula Grants 
Program w/state 
match  

100% 

Sharon Pearson Program Coordinator/ 
Compliance Monitor 
Coordinator 

Full-time 
(1 FTE) 

Formula Grants 
Program w/state 
match  

 
100% 

Peggy Slavick Program Coordinator/ 
Compliance Monitor 
Coordinator 

Full-time 
(1 FTE) 

Formula Grants 
Program w/state 
match  

 
100% 

Lisa Wolph Program Coordinator/ 
DMC Coordinator 

Part-time 
(.80 FTE) 

Formula Grants 
Program w/state 
match  

 
100% 

 
 

 Descriptions of the Duties for the JJ Specialist and other juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention staff - (see attached job descriptions for the Office Chief and a full-time 
Program Coordinator position). 

 
Performance measures:  Program Area 23 
 Outcomes:    1, 2 and 3 
  #1 (mandatory) Average time from receipt of subgrant application to date of award 
  #2 Number and percent of programs funded directly in line with 3-year plan 
  #3 Number and percent of FG programs evaluated 
 
 Outputs:   1, 3, 7, 9 and 10 
  #1 (mandatory) FG funds awarded for P & A 
  #3 (mandatory) Number of FTEs funded with FG $ 
  #7 (mandatory) Number of subgrants awarded 
  #9 Number of RFPs developed that support programming identified in the Plan 
  #10 Number and percent of programs monitored   
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WASHINGTON MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
POSITION DESCRIPTION 

 
JOB CLASS:  Office Chief 
AGENCY/DIVISION:  DSHS, Public Affairs, Office of Juvenile Justice  
INCUMBENT'S NAME:  Ryan Pinto  
 
General Position Description: 
 
This position provides support to the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (GJJAC) 
chairperson and Committee members, managing, directing and planning the use of federal, state and 
private foundation grant funds awarded to improve Washington’s Juvenile Justice System. Supervises 
staff and provides contract management support functions to grantees.  
 
Policy Impact:  Acts as liaison with legislative and congressional staff, coordinates with the Governor’s 
Policy  Office in determining and drafting legislative positions, drafts legislative and policy statements and 
analyses related to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention issues.  Initiates, develops and 
coordinates collaborative activities with federal, state and local officials as well as private organizations to 
define juvenile justice needs and coordinate activities designed to improve state and national juvenile 
justice systems, implement the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and administer 
other federal, state and private foundation grant programs. 
 
Represents the GJJAC and the Office of Juvenile Justice in negotiations at all levels of government to 
ensure compliance with the federal JJDP Act and legal requirements.  Maintains up-to-date knowledge of 
federal, state and local laws and regulations affecting juveniles.  Advises state agencies and speaks to 
local governments and organizations, private non-profit agencies, tribes and the public regarding juvenile 
laws, regulations and emerging issues.  Drafts legislative and congressional testimony on findings and 
recommendations regarding juvenile justice issues for Committee member use.  
 
Decision Making:   Administers federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) 
formula and discretionary grants to the State of Washington, State and private foundation funding 
sources. Provides oversight of solicitation and selection process of grant recipients which demonstrate 
effective approaches to addressing juvenile justice needs and issues.  Selects and supervises Office of 
Juvenile Justice Staff; detailing, scheduling and reviewing assignments, evaluating performances, and 
initiating corrective action as necessary.  Plans, coordinates and authorizes production and distribution of 
GJJAC reports and other written materials establishing and maintaining GJJAC and Office of Juvenile 
Justice policy and procedures. 
 
Essential Functions: 
 
Represents the GJJAC and the Office of Juvenile Justice in negotiations at all levels of government to 
ensure compliance with the federal JJDP Act and legal requirements. 
 
Coordinates with the Governor’s Policy Office in determining and drafting legislative positions, drafts 
legislation and policy statements and analyses related to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 
issues at the direction of the Committee Chair. 
 
Initiates develops and coordinates collaborative activities with federal, state and local officials as well 
as private organizations to define juvenile justice needs and coordinate activities designed to improve 
state and national juvenile justice systems and to implement the federal Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act and administer federal, state, and privately funded delinquency 
prevention ad reduction grant programs. 
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Administers federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) formula and 
discretionary grants, State, and private foundations grants to the State of Washington, by reviewing 
juvenile justice grant applications, selecting for contracted service those applications which demonstrate 
unique approaches to addressing juvenile justice needs and issues. Selects and provides further 
development of limited project proposals having merit, defining potential problems and resources required 
for implementation. 
 
Collects and analyses statewide juvenile justice system data; composes and presents reports on the 
state of juvenile justice in Washington State, offering recommendations for improvements.  Prepares  
Annual Juvenile Justice Report for Governor, DSHS and legislature. 
 
Develops, submits and negotiates annual GJJAC formula and discretionary grants applications/contracts, 
and State and Annie E. Casey (JDAI) grant applications/contracts presently amounting to approximately 
$1.5 million per year.  The Office of Juvenile Justice manages the general use of these federal, state, and 
Private Foundation funds, making day-to-day decisions, expenditure decisions and administering 25 - 30 
juvenile justice service contracts annually. 
 
Develops and provides technical assistance, training and consultation to DSHS, other governmental 
entities, private sector and juvenile justice professionals regarding juvenile justice issues and the state’s 
compliance with the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act.  Develops training 
and public presentations for professional and citizen’s groups. 
 
Selects and supervises Office of Juvenile Justice staff, assigns work, approves schedules evaluates 
performance and initiating corrective action as necessary.  Ensures staff complete mandatory training 
required for all DSHS employees and specific training required for development, execution, and 
monitoring of department contracts. Ensures Office fiscal and budget accountability. 
 
Participates in national and state conferences and periodic training for juvenile justice professionals and 
citizen’s groups. 
 
Plans, coordinates and authorizes production and distribution of GJJAC reports and other written 
materials establishing and maintaining GJJAC and Office of Juvenile Justice policy and procedures. 
 
Plan, lead, organize and directs the work performed by the office in support of the Committee.  Assure 
appropriate and optimum use of the office and Committee resources and enhance the effectiveness of 
employees through timely appraisal and professional development opportunities.  Support effective 
communications throughout the organization.  Maintain the highest standards of personal/professional 
and ethnical conduct and support the State’s goals for a diverse workforce. 
 
Essential Skills and Abilities Required:   A Master’s Degree with major study in a social or behavioral 
science or public or business administration and five years of experience in criminal justice or juvenile 
justice planning, administration or policy analysis, planning, developing and managing criminal/juvenile 
justice grants and contracts. 
 
Two additional years of criminal justice planning, administration or policy analysis experience could be 
substituted for the Master’s Degree provided that a Bachelor’s Degree is attained.  A Doctorate with major 
study in a social or behavioral science field, public or business administration could be substituted for two 
years of the required experience. 
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WASHINGTON MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
POSITION DESCRIPTION 

 
JOB CLASS:  Juvenile Justice Program Coordinator 
AGENCY/DIVISION:  DSHS, Public Affairs, Office of Juvenile Justice  
INCUMBENT'S NAME:  Sharon Pearson, Peggy Slavick, Lisa Wolph  
 
General Position Description 
 
Scope of Work:  The position administers federal block grant programs statewide that:  address 
preventing and reducing juvenile delinquency, provide compliance monitoring regarding federal core 
requirements and regulations, and that provide improvements to the juvenile justice system.  The 
position serves as one of the professional staff positions to the Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory 
Committee (GJJAC) within the Office of Juvenile Justice (OJJ), and reports to the Office Chief of the 
OJJ.  The Governor’s Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee serves as Washington’s State Advisory 
Group, and is responsible for developing and implementing a state plan, which sets priorities for 
awarding federal funds, and for implementing the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act in our state.  This position also provides technical assistance, consultation, contract management, 
compliance monitoring, responds to requests for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention data and 
information, and coordinates regional and statewide juvenile justice training opportunities.  This 
position may also administer other juvenile justice funding as it becomes available. 
 
Assigned Duties and Responsibilities (Essential Functions underlined): 

• Implements the federal Office of Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) Title II 
Formula Grant and discretionary Title V Delinquency Prevention Grant Programs.  Works 
collaboratively with other GJJAC staff to produce federal applications for receipt of grant awards to 
the state, including statements of need, and analysis of applicable data and research; prepares 
timely progress or performance reports as required by the federal OJJDP/U.S. DOJ. 

• Manages and monitors contracts with agencies of state, local and tribal government, and with non-
profit agencies, for compliance with contractual requirements; reviews and approves/disapproves 
fiscal and programmatic contract revisions/amendments with contractors; and reviews and 
approves quarterly progress and financial reports submitted by funded projects.  Provides 
technical assistance to projects as needed.  Works with projects and their evaluators to ensure 
that quality evaluations are conducted, utilizing the logic model, as required by the GJJAC.  
Conducts on-site monitoring of grant projects statewide, including written report of findings and 
recommendations for improvements.  Prepare RFPs as assigned, in collaboration with other 
GJJAC staff, to award federal and state grants to local jurisdictions.  

• Serves as one of the professional staff to the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee 
(GJJAC).  Prepares information for meetings, as requested; attends meetings to answer 
questions, provide information, and carry out the motions adopted by the Committee.  Staff GJJAC 
subcommittee or ad hoc work groups, as assigned.  Coordinates regional and statewide juvenile 
justice training in response to emerging needs and interests, and new research.   Responds to 
requests for technical assistance and training.  Prepares written reports and workshop summaries, 
as assigned; collects and analyzes data for reports.  Provides technical assistance, training and/or 
consultation to potential and current contractors regarding program design, implementation and 
funding. 

• Acts as a compliance monitor for the OJJ/GJJAC regarding the federal JJDP Act and 
requirements; tasks include reviewing and verifying self-reported survey data from 
agencies/facilities statewide and individual data on violations regarding juveniles securely 
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detained, as well as data received from the AOC; work collaboratively with other OJJ compliance 
monitors, and conduct on-site monitoring visits and draft individual facility monitoring reports.  
Secure facilities to be monitored include adult lockups, jails, and holding facilities (over 200 
statewide); collocated facilities; juvenile detention centers and juvenile institutions/basic training 
camp; secure crisis residential centers within juvenile detention facilities; and non-secure facilities 
(non-secure sheriff’s offices and police departments—over 130 facilities statewide). 

• Collect and analyze juvenile justice system data for inclusion in annual plan to the U.S. 
Department of Justice, OJJDP, and annual juvenile justice report; prepares written summaries and 
other information for annual report.  Works with associations and state agencies in the collection 
and reporting of data for the annual report.   

• Responds to inquiries from state and federal agency staff, grant applicants, general public and 
statewide juvenile courts and law enforcement agencies (particularly regarding jail removal, sight and 
sound separation, and regulations regarding status offenders).  Provides interpretation of 
agency/program related-laws and policies, as well as guidance regarding correct procedures 
regarding Juvenile Justice resources/services.  Responds to requests for juvenile justice-related 
statistics/data.  Maintains knowledge of available training resources and providers. 

• Other duties as assigned by the Office Chief. 
 

Qualifications: 
 

• A Master’s degree with major study in a social or behavioral science field or public or business 
administration AND: 

• Three (3) years of experience in criminal or juvenile justice planning, administration, or policy 
analysis.  At least one of the three years of experience must have been in planning, developing 
and managing criminal or juvenile justice grants and contracts. 

• Two (2) additional years of criminal or juvenile justice planning, administration, or policy analysis 
experience may be substituted for the Master’s degree providing a Bachelor’s degree has been 
achieved. 

Required knowledge of:  federal and state laws relating to holding juveniles in adult facilities; 
federal and state laws regarding holding status offenders in secure confinement; contract 
management, and audits contractual requirements for grant contracts within federal grant 
programs, and specific requirements for each federal block grant program; GJJAC/OJJ policies 
and procedures for the preparation of contracts; federal contractual guidelines; federal fiscal 
guidelines and reporting requirements for U.S. Dept. of Justice grant programs; research 
evaluation methods; evidence-based practices; OFM contractual guidelines; budget 
management; public and media relations; interagency relations; state ethics regulations; on-site 
GJJAC/OJJ project monitoring requirements; available training resources and providers; and 
state and federal reporting and funding requirements.  

 
Required ability to:  Communicate effectively, both written and orally; effectively set priorities 
and problem-solve; conduct subcontractors’ program audits, and review subcontractors’ fiscal 
audits; work collaboratively with other agencies and juvenile justice trainers to offer high 
quality training, work effectively with grant-funded project administrators and staff—ability to 
work as a member of a team and take the lead on specific projects; negotiate terms of 
contracts and provide approval for contractual amendments; evaluate performance of funded 
programs and provide recommendations; collect data, analyze and summarize research 
findings (including data collected through statewide surveys and other processes); write 
research reports; provide technical assistance and training opportunities to programs and 
others in the juvenile justice system; respond to requests from state and local agencies, and the 
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public on juvenile justice issues and data requests; respond to inquiries from state and federal 
agency staff, grant applicants, general public and statewide juvenile courts and law enforcement 
agencies, provide interpretation of agency/program related-laws and policies (particularly jail 
removal, sight and sound separation, and regulations regarding status offenders); respond to 
public and media requests for committee and project information.  Work with external 
stakeholders to continue to improve working relationships between GJJAC and stakeholder 
groups.   

PC and software proficiency, including Word, Excel and Access (required). 
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Budget and Budget Narrative (Attachment #3) 
 
  
 

Budget Detail Worksheet 
Washington State Formula Grants Program FY 2009 

 
 

Program 
Areas 

 PROGRAM AREA TITLE Total Funds OJJDP Federal 
Share 

State 
Match 

23 Planning and Administration 173,440 86,720 86,720

31 State Advisory Group (SAG) Allocation 30,000 30,000

6 Compliance Monitoring  125,000 125,000

8 Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders 
(DSO)  

375,240 375,240

10 Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC)  42,000 42,000

19 Juvenile Justice System Improvement  192,412 192,412   

22 American Indian Programs 15,828 15,828

 TOTALS 953,920 867,200 86,720
 
    
 
Lobbying Prohibition:  Regarding the use of federal funds under this grant program, the State will follow 
the legal advice of its state’s attorney. 
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Budget Narrative: 
 
The Planning and Administration costs cover (including state dollars): 
 

 The salaries and benefits for a full time juvenile justice specialist and administrative assistant; 
1.1 FTE juvenile justice program coordinator positions; and .40 Office Assistant position. 

 
 Supplies for the Office of Juvenile Justice, including office supplies and operational supplies, 

services and charges for communication (copying and printing, copier lease, postage, etc.); 
miscellaneous fees for training registrations, subscriptions, etc. and other necessary 
operational supplies and small equipment needs (may include computer and other equipment 
upgrade needs for the Office).  

 
 For local travel to conduct monitoring visits to projects/subgrantees, attend meetings and SAG 

subcommittee or quarterly meetings; for travel costs to attend workshops/conferences and 
trainings, as appropriate, both local and national. 

 
Compliance Monitoring costs cover: 
 

 The salaries and benefits for 1.2 FTE Juvenile Justice Program Coordinator positions to 
provide compliance monitoring and compliance coordination (including some funds for 
required statewide travel to conduct onsite monitoring visits and for onsite monitoring 
resources), and a .40 Office Assistant position for compliance monitoring support.  

 
DMC Program Area costs cover: 
 

 Salary and benefits for a part-time (.5 FTE) DMC coordinator position (filled by juvenile justice 
program coordinator Lisa Wolph), and some funds for travel (both local and to attend one 
national conference). 

 
SAG Allocation costs cover: 
 

 Meeting room rentals and other associated costs to hold GJJAC full committee meetings and 
subcommittee or workgroup meetings (includes travel for members); may also provide for 
other travel costs for members to meetings and workshops or trainings, as appropriate; and 
other costs associated with conducting planning and supervisory board functions (including 
annual plan and report). 

 
DSO Program Area, System Improvement Program Area and American Indian Programs:  The 
amount allocated for DSO meets the requirement that the state use 50 percent of the remaining 
amount (less planning & administration and SAG funding) to address DSO compliance.  A description 
of the 3-year plan for DSO, System Improvement and American Indian Programs is included in the 
program description section of the plan (approximately 70% of the total federal award amount less 
SAG funding). 
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Requested Assurance regarding Section 472 of the Social Security Act: 
 
In Washington, juvenile offenders are not funded through Section 472 of the Social Security Act 
per information received from the Children’s Administration, Dept. of Social and Health Services; 
juvenile offenders are not eligible for Title IV-E foster care payments -- their placements are state-
funded, so the protections provided for foster children in Section 471 do not require an assurance.   
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APPENDICES  
Washington State  

FY 2009 Formula Grants Program Application 
3-Year Plan 

 
(See Attachments) 

 
 
 

I. Data for Analysis of Juvenile Crime Problems 
A. Tables (Excel file) 
B. RRI forms (Excel file) 
C. Graphs (Word document) 

II. Timeline:   

A. “DSO Non-Compliance with JJDP Act—Washington State’s Response” 
B. “Washington State Comprehensive Plan to Address DSO” 

III. Rural Removal Exception Certification form (Word document) 

IV. Guidance Manual for Washington State Compliance Monitors 

V. Mapping Report – SMART System Attachment 
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