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Abstract:
 
The United States faces a hotly debated illegal immigration crisis, especially in Arizona, California, and Texas. This paper describes programmatic efforts made under the Unaccompanied Minors Shelter Care Program (UMSCP) to provide special care for unaccompanied minor children (under the age of 18) who enter the country illegally. The UMSCP is a federally funded program. Shelters staff and administrators provide medical, legal, religious, and educational needs to children held in administrative custody by the Immigration & Naturalization Service (INS). The shelters are the result of an Agreement reached under Flores vs. Reno. This paper reviews the history of the UMSCP, and describes daily shelter services and activities provided by specially trained caseworkers. It concludes with a discussion of how to deal with the omnipresent media and the vexing NIMBY syndrome.


Illegal Immigration: Crisis in the United States’ – 
Border States Confront Illegal Immigration of Minor Children
Through the Unaccompanied Minors Shelter Care Program (UMSCP)
 

“Give me your tired, your poor, your huddled masses yearning to breathe free.  The wretched refuse of your teeming shore.  Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to me.  I lift my lamp beside the golden door.” Statue of Liberty Inscription.

Introduction
	Imagine you are the director of a non-profit shelter for under-age children smuggled into your country from China and Central America. You are responsible for the health, education, and safety of forty-eight children; most of whom do not speak English.  You have been hired to direct shelter services—and there are few procedural blueprints to guide you.  The shelter described in this case study is the first-of-its-kind and the only original shelter to house Asian and Hispanic children in the same facility.  
In 1996, the Unaccompanied Minor Shelter Care Program (UMSCP) shelter was considered “a high priority, high risk” project by then United States Attorney General Janet Reno.  Among the more traditional recurring themes in public administration that we teach in our classrooms are: accountability, efficiency, effectiveness, economy, administrative responsibility, politics vs. administration dichotomy, bureaucracy and representative bureaucracy, collaboration, program implementation and evaluation, national agendas and priorities, transparency, and the immense discretionary authority possessed by those who run public programs (Wilson, 1887; Goodnow, 1900; Taylor 1912, Weber, 1946; White, 1926; Follett, 1926; Appleby, 1945; Waldo, 1948; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973; Krislov, 1974; Lipsky, 1980). More recently scholars of public administration consider such issues such as program quality. 
Scholars and elected officials now question whether programs have produced desired results and ask have they achieved their mission and objectives, and will the program withstand evaluation through careful public and political scrutiny? (Hatry, 1996; Newcomer, 1996). Each of these recurring themes and critical questions resonate throughout public program implementation, and, in particular throughout the implementation of the UMSCP--the focus of this paper. This paper advances theory and knowledge about public policies and programs and discusses public recurring themes as they relate to the implementation of the UMSCP.
The UMSCP, funded by the United States government, was created and implemented to provide temporary shelter, medical and dental care, religious and legal access, and education for minors who have entered the country illegally. The Arizona shelter described in this case study began with a $2 million budget to support a 48 bed shelter and a 24/7 around the clock staff of 54 bi-lingual caseworkers, teachers, and administrators. This shelter is where Elian Gonzales may have been held in “administrative custody,” if family members had not been available to care for him. (http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/law/elian/). At the time of the creation of the UMSCP, public suspicion and fear of illegal aliens was high. It remains at an all time high today. Fear is greatest along the Southwest border of the United States: Arizona, Texas, and California. Because of these tensions, shelter administrators and case workers were under intense public scrutiny when the shelter opened. Although Kingdon (1983)  found that media scrutiny is fleeting and has little influence on setting the national agenda, his view provided little comfort to newly hired shelter administrators who were under constant media scrutiny and intense public pressure not to build a shelter for illegal immigrants anywhere—the omnipresent NIMBY syndrome (not-in-my-backyard).
Outline
This paper discusses (1) how the UMSCP was the outcome of a United States Supreme Court decision, Reno v. Flores (507 U.S. 292 (1993)), and (2) offers a behind-the-scenes look at how a federally funded non-profit organization delivered quality public services to a vulnerable population—illegal immigrant children. The paper discusses how staff from the non-profit shelter collaborated closely with federal agencies all of which had a stake in the success of the UMSCP. Public agencies involved daily: Public Health Services (PHS), Immigration and Naturalization Services (INS), Office of International Affairs (OIA) and the Bureau of Humanitarian Affairs (BHA). The paper concludes with (3) a discussion of how to deal with the NIMBY syndrome by establishing effective media relations. Included in the paper are descriptions of day-to-day shelter operations, challenges met and overcome, and staff training needed to efficiently and effectively deliver scarce public goods and quality services to multi-lingual, multi-cultural, under-age (0-17) children.    
History of the Unaccompanied Minors Shelter Care Program: Day One
It is two o’clock in the morning in an isolated Arizona town when the doors of the Unaccompanied Minors Shelter (UMS) swing open.  Guards on duty have pushed a button inside the shelter opening a locked steel chain link gate. The gate opens from an unpaved, dusty and deserted street.  Into the shelter’s driveway rolls a huge, white, windowless bus more often used to transport adult prisoners.  A seven-year-old boy and his five-year-old brother are its lone occupants.  They have been traveling alone throughout the night.  They are sleepy, exhausted and frightened.  The children are from Sri Lanka.  They have been abandoned at the Los Angeles airport by an unknown smuggler who brought them into the United States. Smugglers disappear into the airport crowd and are never seen again.
  In the wee hours of the morning, shelter caseworkers spring into action picking up the telephone and asking if there is a bilingual AT&T operator who can speak to the children.  Miraculously, an operator comes on line and, speaking to them in their language, calms the boys’ fears.  The operator tells them not to be afraid; they will be taken care of until their parents or family members can be located.  The boys are hungry and are given a light meal of jell-o, chicken soup, and bottled water. A small bedroom is made ready with pastel colored blankets and teddy bears purchased at an all-night discount supermarket by compassionate caseworkers who want to make the children feel safe and secure.  Soon the two boys fall asleep in a country they have never seen before.
As this case study suggests, one of the first UMSCP shelters was located in a remote part of the Arizona desert--a location selected to prevent smugglers from finding it. Who are these children?  From where do they come? What happens to them?  Who are the administrative professionals who care for them?  This is their story.
Flores v. Reno
  Like these two small boys from Sri Lanka, children are taken daily into Immigration and Naturalization Services (INS) administrative custody at airports and other locations all over the United States.  The INS has assumed the responsibility of transporting illegal minor children to safe havens—shelters established under the auspices of the UMSCP. UMSCP shelters were the outcome of the Reno v. Flores lawsuit. In her complaint, Jenny Lizette Flores, alleged that she sustained injuries while being held in administrative custody by INS officials. The facility where she was held was intended for adult prisoners. Flores, a young woman under the age of eighteen, alleged that being held in an adult facility was injurious to her and violated her constitutional rights. The suit reached the U.S. Supreme Court. In her opinion, Justice O’Connor wrote:
It may seem odd that institutional placement as such, even where conditions are decent and humane and where the child has no less authority to make personal choices than she would have in a family setting, nonetheless implicates the Due Process Clause. The answer, I think, is this. Institutionalization is a decisive and unusual event. "The consequences of an erroneous commitment decision are more tragic where children are involved. [C]hildhood is a particularly vulnerable time of life and children erroneously institutionalized during their formative years may bear the scars for the rest of their lives." Parham, supra, at 627-628 (footnotes omitted) (opinion of Brennan, J.). Just as it is true that "[i]n our society liberty [for adults] is the norm, and detention prior to trial or without trial is the carefully limited exception," Salerno, supra, at 755, so too, in our society, children normally grow up in families, not in governmental institutions. To be sure, government's failure to take custody of a child whose family is unable to care for her may also effect harm. But the purpose of heightened scrutiny is not to prevent government from placing children in an institutional setting, where necessary. Rather, judicial review ensures that government acts in this sensitive area with the requisite care. (Reno v. Flores, 507 U.S. 292 (1993)); http://www.law.cornell.edu/supct/html/91-905.ZC.html).

After considering the case, the U. S. Supreme Court ruled that INS was not legally required to provide special treatment for minors held in custody or to house in separate shelters immigrant children who illegally entered the United States. In her support for the majority decision, Justice O’Connor wrote:
…the purposes of confinement are no longer the troublesome ones of lack of resources and expertise published in the Federal Register, see 53 Fed. Reg. 17449 (1988), but rather the plainly legitimate purposes associated with the government's concern for the welfare of the minors. With those presumptions in place, "the terms and conditions of confinement . . . are in fact compatible with [legitimate] purposes," Schall, supra, at 269, and the Court finds that the INS program conforms with the Due Process Clause. On this understanding, I join the opinion of the Court. (Reno v. Flores, 507 U.S. 292 (1993)); http://www.law.cornell.edu/supct/html/91-905.ZC.html).


Even though the Supreme Court found in Reno v. Flores that the INS detention program for illegal aliens, “conforms with the Due Process Clause,” and, therefore, did not violate Ms. Flores’ rights--all interested parties, including attorneys for the plaintiff and human rights groups--entered into a surprising formal Agreement in which all parties agreed that separate shelters would be established to house “unaccompanied minors” away from adult prisoners. In other words, children are held in INS administrative custody pending judicial review, they are not under arrest.
Administrative Custody
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) guidelines require that minor children be placed in “administrative custody.”  Administrative custody is a term used to denote that the person held is not in official custody in the eyes of the American judicial system.  Instead illegal immigrants who are under the age of eighteen are held pending a review of their case. Their cases receive prompt review by Juvenile Courts.
During the time they are awaiting trial, juvenile court judges review the facts and determine if the detained minor is in the country illegally.  Judges also determine if the child is eligible for political asylum.  Until a decision is made, judges permit immigration attorneys and non-profit agencies, including Catholic Charities and Lutheran Refugee Services, to identify a relative in the United States who is willing and able to care for the youth in custody.  After an adult relative is found, the child is placed in temporary custody of that relative.  Locating a responsible adult willing to assume custody may take one day or one year and is a major responsibility of the UMSCP. Average stays are less than thirty days.  Children from Mexico are deported back to Mexico almost immediately. 
The White House 2006 Immigration Plan
On March 27, 2006 President George W. Bush addressed a crowd of soon-to-be American citizens. In his press conference, President Bush outlined his plan to reform immigration laws. The Bush plan describes three critical elements:
· Securing the border,
· Strengthening enforcement inside the country and,
· Creating a Temporary Worker Program. 
In his public address, President Bush claimed these elements not only depend upon one another--but one reinforces the other. He said that together these elements will give the United States an immigration system that meets the demands of the 21st century. In its press release, the White House issued the following statement: 
Since President Bush took office, agents have apprehended and sent home more than 6 million people entering the country illegally - including more than 400,000 with criminal records. Federal, State, local, and tribal law enforcement are working together. More than 600,000 illegal immigrants were apprehended through the Arizona Border Control Initiative last year - an increase of more than 50 percent increase over the previous year. The men and women of our Border Patrol have made good progress - but we have much more work ahead, and we will not be satisfied until our agents have full control of our border. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2006/03/20060327-1.html

The Obama Administration (2009- 2011) - Immigration Facts & Figures
The Obama White House proclaims illegal immigration is a high priority, and released the following pledges to correct deficiencies the Administration sees in U. S. immigration policies. Remarking that we are a nation of immigrants, the White House insists in an orderly, controlled, border--one that will best meet the economic needs of the United States. To this end the Administration pledges:
	· President Obama will protect the integrity of our borders by investing in additional personnel, infrastructure, and technology on the border and at our ports of entry.
· President Obama will fix the dysfunctional immigration bureaucracy and enable legal immigration so that families can stay together.
· President Obama will remove incentives to enter the country illegally by preventing employers from hiring undocumented workers and enforcing the law.
· President Obama supports a system that allows undocumented immigrants who are in good standing to pay a fine, learn English, and go to the back of the line for the opportunity to become citizens.
· President Obama will promote economic development in Mexico to decrease the economic desperation that leads to illegal immigration.
· The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act provides over $400 million in funds to strengthen security and infrastructure for ports of entry on the Southwest border. http://www.whitehouse.gov/issues/immigration 


	Former Arizona Governor Janet Napolitano, now Cabinet Secretary of Homeland Security (DHS), is intimately familiar with border illegal immigration issues. Speaking to these issues she delivered the following remarks: 
For starters, the security of the Southwest border has been transformed from where it was in 2007. The federal government has dedicated unprecedented resources to the Mexican border in terms of manpower, technology and infrastructure—and it’s made a real difference.
Last March, the Obama Administration announced a Southwest Border Initiative that has increased the resources the government is dedicating to combating drug cartels, and the smuggled cash and illegal weapons they thrive on. The Departments of Homeland Security, Justice and Defense have dedicated unprecedented resources to this initiative. This includes additional inspection and surveillance technology, as well as hundreds of personnel specializing in fields like inspection, intelligence and prosecutions. At DHS, we started screening 100 percent of southbound rail shipments for illegal weapons and cash—for the first time ever.
Compared to last year, seizures in all categories—drugs, smuggled cash, and illegal weapons—are up dramatically. For example, just looking at bulk cash, Customs and Border Protection has seized at the border more than $34 million in cash being smuggled southbound so far this year—more than four times as much as at this time last year.
Moreover, the immigration debate in 2007 happened during a period of historically high levels of illegal entry into the United States. Two years later, because of better enforcement and the current economic circumstances, those numbers have fallen sharply. The flow has reduced significantly – by more than half from the busiest years, proving we are in a much different environment than we were before.
These are major differences that should change the immigration conversation. In 2007, many members of Congress said that they could support immigration reform in the future, but only if we first made significant progress securing the border. This reflected the real concern of many Americans that the government was not serious about enforcing the law. Fast-forward to today, and many of the benchmarks these members of Congress set in 2007 have been met. For example, the Border Patrol has increased its forces to more than 20,000 officers, and DHS has built more than 600 miles of border fencing. Both of these milestones demonstrate that we have gotten Congress’ message.
We’ve also shown that the government is serious and strategic in its approach to enforcement by making changes in how we enforce the law in the interior of the country and at worksites. We have replaced old policies that merely looked tough with policies that are designed to actually be effective. http://www.dhs.gov/ynews/speeches/sp_1258123461050.shtm
These facts, figures, pledges and proclamations indicate that in spite of increasing Border Patrol Officers by 20,000 and building more than 600 miles of border fencing; record numbers of new illegal immigrants; nonetheless, are finding their way to the United States. Most immigrants see the United States as the land of political, social, and economic freedom.  Families from all over the world---China, Central America, Mexico, Cuba, India, Russia, and elsewhere make sacrifices to save the money needed in the hope of reaching America. They are willing to pay large sums of money to smugglers willing to help them reach the United States. Immigration is a global issue and immigration policies raise moral, legal, social, economic, and political questions far beyond the scope of this paper; however, it is instructive to frame contemporaneous immigration issues as set forth by the Bush and Obama Administrations in the context of the Unaccompanied Minors Shelter Care Program.
Day-to-day Living in the UMSCP
In Mexico and Central America smugglers are called “coyotes,” in China they are called “snakeheads.”  Whatever the name of the smuggler, people are illegally streaming into the United States by plane, boat, rail, and on foot—some walking miles across hostile countryside and deserts.  One fourteen-year-old boy from Honduras arrived in the Arizona shelter with worn out shoes, the soles gaping apart at every seam.  Another boy arrived from El Salvador.  The boy from El Salvador had gang tattoos on his face, neck, and upper arms.  The tattoos gave him a frightening appearance to caseworkers completing his intake information.  When he first arrived at the shelter, teachers, caseworkers, and other children living in the shelter, shrank from him. INS policies require that if a youth has a history of gang activity, the minor is not eligible to remain in a UMSCP shelter and must be transferred to a more secure, adult, facility. Other mandated transfers occur when forensic dental tests reveal a youth is an adult, not a child.  The newly found adult must be transferred to an adult facility--facilities with locked gates and armed guards.
The boy with tattoos was tough; nonetheless, because he was under the age of eighteen, he was permitted to stay for an extended time during which his court appointed attorney argued a case for political asylum.  The attorney argued that if the boy were to be returned to his country, a rival gang would kill him.  The youth remained long enough to prove that he was a “good kid.”  Through his case worker, he learned about a tattoo removal program and asked to have his tattoos removed because, as he said, the tattoos made him appear “muy malo.”  The attorney representing him insisted that the tattoos remain on his arms and face because they helped establish his case for political asylum. The attorney won his point and the case. The boy was granted political asylum and allowed to remain in the United States. When the boy left the shelter to live with relatives, the last thing he did was point to the tattoos on his arms and say in Spanish, “I want to have the tattoos removed—when, where?”  It was too late—he had been released into the custody of family members and was no longer in INS administrative custody. None of the caseworkers working with him in the shelter know what has become of him.  Administrative rules prohibit maintaining contact with shelter children.
Intake Procedures -- Shelter Orientation
No matter what time of the day or night children arrive at the shelter, caseworkers are trained and instructed to complete an intake form.  Shelter rules are the first thing explained in detail to each child.  Depending on the age of the minor, each is asked to provide as much information as possible--names, addresses, and telephone numbers of possible relatives living in the United States.  During the intake process, children are asked their first and last names, age, country of origin, and medical history.  They are asked for as much information as the child can provide about relatives, including names and addresses, into whose custody INS may transfer custody. 
Every newcomer is informed that he or she has certain rights. Each child has a right to: 
· an attorney
· medical and dental services
· attend religious services
· food and shelter, and to
· participate in daily exercise activities. 
 
When children arrive at the shelter they are offered a light meal.  Many suffer from dehydration.  Most of them eat hungrily.  Some are suspicious and refuse to eat fearing that the food is poisoned or drugged. When most children first arrive they have little knowledge of shelter operations and are wary.  They do not know that in the morning they will awaken to the sights, sounds, and smell of bacon and eggs, or a choice of hot and cold cereals. Chinese and Mexican foods are prepared separately and served daily.
Upon arrival, each child is given new clothing; usually a sweatshirt, sweatpants, underclothes, and sneakers. Shorts and t-shirts are distributed in the summer when the Arizona desert is hot.  New sneakers seem to delight the children the most—especially teenagers.  They are told they may keep the clothes when they leave--including the sneakers.  New clothes are also provided for making their first court appearance.  
Judicial Review—The Juvenile Justice System
UMSCP shelter children are transported to court hearings once a week and must be dressed appropriately.  Appropriate clothes for making a court appearance are purchased for them. One juvenile court judge remarked that the children looked like they were from a “prep” school” not a detention facility.  Boys are given slacks, a white shirt, and a necktie.  Girls also are provided with appropriate attire for court appearances. 
Daily Activities
During the first hour of their arrival caseworkers give the children soap, towels, washcloths, and new clothes and underwear. They are asked to shower with Nix to remove body and head lice.  Sick children are placed in a separate bedroom, and, if necessary, quarantined.  All children are assigned a bed in the dormitory and a footlocker to keep personal possessions.  Valuables, including cash, are placed in a locked safe. Individual wall safes were eventually installed so each child had his or her own safe and personal combination. Despite this precaution, occasional thefts occurred and money or personal valuables was found missing. All thefts require immediate investigation using federal and internal policies to determine an appropriate course of action. 
Medical & Dental Services
Shelter policy requires that new arrivals are transported to Public Health Services (PHS) for a health examination the morning after they arrive. Sick children receive medical attention continuously as needed. Very young children require special care.  Because all children in the shelter are minors, they are susceptible to childhood diseases such as chicken pox, measles, and mumps.  Once a child contracts a disease, it quickly spreads to the rest of the population.  In this case, PHS officials place the shelter under quarantine.  No new children are admitted.  Malaria and tuberculosis are the worst diseases to which shelter children are exposed.  In the first year of operation, several cases of suspected TB were diagnosed and one confirmed case of malaria.  These diseases require caseworkers to be trained to properly dispose of bodily wastes in “red” bags or “burn bags,” according to public health (PHS) policies.  All contaminated body fluids must be handled in a similar manner. It is essential that shelter staff and caseworkers receive appropriate training in handling bio-hazardous materials. At the outset of setting up the shelter, amicable relationships with public health care agencies were forged and are essential to shelter operation especially in health care issues. 
Public Relations
Visitors, including attorneys, public health officials, INS caseworkers, Bureau of Humanitarian Affairs (BHA) representatives, members of the media, and interested community leaders visited the shelter and praised staff for running the UMSC more like a school instead of a prison.  This school-like philosophy is in keeping with the view of the Office of International Affairs (OIA) and Bureau of Humanitarian Affairs (BHA) that the shelter should not be run or have the appearance of a prison. This philosophy underscored a decision not to install razor wire on top of the chain link fence surrounding the patch of desert that comprised the “campus” of the shelter.
Education
Shelter teachers are bilingual.  Some are bilingual English/Mandarin and some are bilingual English/Spanish. One was bilingual English/Hindi.  After the children are assured they are in a safe haven, where they will receive three nutritious meals, exercise, play basketball outside or watch videos inside, they are informed they must attend regularly scheduled classes daily; except week-ends.  Most children never object to going to school—even though they never leave the building.  Some children enter the shelter only knowing how to make a “mark” as their signature.  Some learn the alphabet for the first time.  Every child who learns to write his or her name feels a sense of accomplishment and pride when they leave the shelter.  
To enhance the feeling of being in a school house, a Chinese caseworker who had artistic talent painted the walls of the shelter with brightly colored murals consisting of a little red schoolhouse, grassy rolling hills and large, green trees.  The murals did not look like the surrounding desert, but they made children and the caseworkers who work with them feel at home and welcomed.  Music, English, computer education and art, including origami, are taught.  Instruction is given using English-as-a-Second-Language software (ESL).  All children have an opportunity to learn to read, write, and speak English.  
Daily Stipend or Allowance
Children in INS custody are entitled to receive an allowance of one U.S. dollar daily. Any unspent money is given to the children when they leave the shelter. Chinese children remain in the shelter longest—sometimes as long as a year; therefore, at the end of the year some Chinese children may accrue as much as $365.00 which they take with them when they leave the shelter.  Caseworkers learned that when exchanged for Chinese currency, U.S. dollars become more than $3000.00—enough to start a preschool in China.  An interesting side note is that many Chinese children smuggled into the United States come from a single province in China.  It is the chang le province.  
Caseworkers and administrators learned that families living in chang le are fully knowledgeable about United States’ policies regarding unaccompanied minors including the temporary placement of children in INS custody.  Families know that children illegally entering the United States will be placed in a protective shelter pending the outcome of each child’s case.  Chinese families know the name of the shelter—before the child arrives in the United States. They know also that it takes time for caseworkers to identify a family member who will accept responsibility for caring for the child, and they know also that Chinese children who successfully argue for political asylum will be permitted to remain in the United States. Chinese families are well-informed and knowledgeable about U.S. immigration policies and procedures. The grapevine is active.
Children coming to the United States from Central America are more often deported than are Chinese children.  Children coming into the United States from Central America have little knowledge about the system. One example of the difference in knowledge and comprehension about United States immigration policy is that children illegally arriving from China appear to know they are eligible for political asylum; however, children arriving illegally from Central America or Mexico rarely fall into this protective category.  In other words, because of this knowledge about the system children arriving from China seem to fear the system less then children coming from Central America or Mexico.  
Shelter Administration & Training
All staff members, caseworkers and teachers, undergo rigorous training. Escapes, malaria, tuberculosis, teen pregnancy, broken or sprained arms and legs, and even brain injury are typical of the workload professional caseworkers must be trained to handle. As stated earlier, a majority of teachers are bilingual.  Most caseworkers are bilingual English/Mandarin or bilingual English/Spanish. A caseworker who spoke Hindi also was hired. One case involved a seventeen-year-old girl from India.  She arrived at the shelter dressed in her colorful native sari.  She remained overnight in the shelter and was quickly reunited with her family. 
Administrators, staff, teachers, and caseworkers receive training in cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR), fire drill, shelter rules, intake procedures, shelter governing policies, disposal of contaminated body fluids, and sick room clean-up. Some training was conducted by local emergency management service (EMS) or the local fire department. Certificates of completion are earned for all training completed.
Training was vital to the survival of a young Hispanic female who suffered a head injury when she fell on the concrete slab that served as an outdoor basketball court.  The girl collided accidentally with a boy and was knocked to the pavement hitting her head when she fell.  Blood shot out of her ear, a 911 operator was called, and soon an ambulance arrived.  Ambulance attendants assessed the severity of the girls’ injury and within minutes a life-saving helicopter was on-the-scene.  She was transported to the hospital where she was treated for head and neck injuries.  INS paid for her long, intensive, hospital care and when she was well enough to travel INS paid for her return to her family in North Carolina.  All serious injuries must be reported to the non-profit headquarters, local sheriff department, INS, OIA, and PHS.  
Case workers receive training in writing incident reports (IR). Serious injuries, fights among children, and escape attempts must be written up in the form of an incident report. Report writing is time consuming for administrators; however, reports are an essential component of public service accountability. INS officials reviewed all incident reports weekly.
Shelter policy requires that INS and the local sheriff’s department must be notified when there is an escape. The local EMS and fire department are notified also. A “manhunt” begins that may last through the night. Only boys try to escape and the young fugitive is usually caught quickly.  Escapes are usually attempted the night before a boy is scheduled for deportation. In his mind, he has nothing to lose.  Chinese children never attempt to escape.  Minors from Mexico are quickly returned to Mexico because of the proximity to the United States.  Mexican Nationals are ineligible for political asylum and are not eligible to stay in the UMSCP shelter—except for an occasional overnight stay.
Once an escape is tried, and the child is caught, he is transferred immediately to an adult facility.  Most boys ask to be given another chance.  His pleas fall on deaf ears.  Many a teen-age boy is reduced to tears when being transferred to an adult facility.  Only when it is too late do they realize they have been in a “safe haven.”  In many cases, the shelter was the best home the child ever had.  In the shelter, good friends are made, English-proficiency skills are gained in reading, writing and speaking, and all their medical and dental needs are met.  After they leave the shelter, Catholic Charities or Lutheran Refugee Services make follow-up calls to the family homes where the children have been placed.  Shelter caseworkers rarely know what becomes of the children after they leave.  New arrivals take the place of the ones who came before.  
Public Pressure, NIMBY & Media Scrutiny
Arizona’s UMSCP received unwelcomed negative newspaper and television publicity. In its first two months of operation allegations of child abuse were lodged against shelter administrators. Reporters could be seen suspending themselves from trees and staking themselves out near the chain link fence surrounding the shelter. They were trying to take pictures of children in their daily outdoor exercise routine. Ugly headlines alleging child abuse surfaced in Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona newspapers and television. The controversy had to be handled diplomatically and effectively. At the height of the scandal the UMSCP director called a press conference. Newspaper and television reporters were invited inside the shelter. With cameras rolling and microphones turned on, reporters record every word that is said. Questions were answered by the shelter’s director and representatives from INS. Because of the willingness of INS officials and the program director to invite members of the media into the shelter, the press conference effectively silenced the charges and criticism. The shelter was seen as transparent and “open and honest.” Transparency in policies and programs is hotly debated, but there are few examples. The Arizona UMSCP shelter is a shining example of transparency.
It has been suggested that elected officials receive the bulk of media attention when examining media affects on public programs and policies (Lee 1999). Although elected officials may receive the bulk of attention, public service providers often feel the pressure of negative headlines when their agencies are under media scrutiny. One day of negative publicity often feels much longer. Kingdon (1985) suggests, “Media are often portrayed as powerful agenda setters.  Mass media clearly do affect the public opinion agenda” (p. 57); however, he argues, the influence may be less than the general public and public officials believe to be true.  
Salzman (1998) offers another view of the media, “In the long term, your work with the news media should be guided…by how you want your organization and issue to be perceived by citizens.  Media outreach should be part of a long-term communications plan, covering all aspects of your organization’s public profile,” (p. 243).  In his view, everything from web page design and content of the homepage to printed brochures should become part and parcel of every organization’s public profile. Besides building an on-line public profile, administrators should train themselves to effectively work with members of the media. 
In addition to being prepared to answer basic questions, public administrators should become knowledgeable about relevant administrative law.  Speaking directly to this issue, Rosenbloom (1989) suggests that,
Public administrators are legally obliged to notify the public about what they do and supply information and documents to interested parties; they may have to announce their meetings in advance and open many of them to public scrutiny, seek the advice of representative advisory committees, allow public comment on their proposed rules, and afford a substantial measure of procedural due process when engaging in adjudication.  Under pain of civil suits for damages, many public administrators must strive to avoid unconstitutionally invading the rights of individuals upon whom they act...Together, all these constraints on and requirements of public administration have brought the “fourth branch” within the constitutional framework to a very considerable extent,” (pp. 570-571).  

Public servants or “street-level bureaucrats” as Lipsky (1983) terms them, sometimes make the mistake of holding meetings behind closed doors or withholding public information from reporters. Withholding information from reporters is a mistake. Reporters view themselves as “watchdogs of the public trust” (Ortega, 2001). They believe they are performing a needed public service and are responsible for upholding the Constitution--especially the First Amendment guarantee of freedom of the press. Here are some questions reporters may ask and administrators should be prepared to answer:
· How many people work for your agency?
· How many cases do you handle each year? 
· How many clients do you serve? And,
·  What is the agency’s budget? 

Agency administrators should know this information off-hand or know where to quickly find it.  Having budgetary, personnel, and other agency information available makes it easier to answer questions during a press conference.  Agency information should be packaged to provide a snapshot of the population you serve and the services provided. Preparing press packets is a wise thing to do. Having to dig for this information creates an uncomfortable situation of scrambling to put it together during a time of crisis—the exact time when administrators need to demonstrate competence, confidence and professionalism. Agency information may be made available on your organization’s website.  Reporters are aware of websites and turn to them for information.  Websites should be updated regularly.
Be Prepared for Critics—Every Agency Has Them
	Public agencies have critics. This is particularly true of agencies working on immigration issues. Administrators in public offices should develop a tough hide for tough times.  Knowing the people who write or give the news may be helpful.  Knowing a few reporters who cover your beat should be made part of your agency’s standard practice.  Establishing respectful media relations includes being on a first name basis.  Personally knowing reporters adds another skill to your resume and should be viewed as a tool for effectively managing public agencies.  Reporters argue, just as they must know their sources and learn about governing statutes dictating agency operations, administrators should likewise learn more about media systems that will subject them to intense public scrutiny. Reporters should not, of course, become ex-officio members of any agency and administrators would do well to remember that reporters are not friends. They simply are part of the political and social environment. Healthy press relations should be cordial and professional, but keep in mind that whatever you say may become tomorrow’s headlines.
Know Open Meeting Laws
	Reporters interviewed (Ortega, 2001) for this case study support Rosenbloom’s (1989) position that public administrators should be well versed on governing statutes. They should understand open meeting laws and legal mandates about public records access.   Reporters complain that while state employees tell citizens that ignorance of the law is no defense for violating public laws they, nonetheless, attempt to defy public records and open meeting laws.  
From a reporter’s perspective, information delayed becomes information denied.  By the time the sought after information is released, other stories may have taken precedence and the public’s right to know is jeopardized. Delaying tactics only serve to anger reporters. The overriding issue is this--public records laws are meant to make public records public.  In other words public records, including electronic records such as audio and videotapes, are public because it is plain and simply the law.  Reporters make a good point when they say it is the same law public employees are sworn to uphold.  Exceptions include lawyer-client privileges, investigations “in progress,” and necessary redactions of sensitive information, and releasing confidential information about minors; however, these are well known exceptions and can be clearly spelled out so there is no suspicion that information is withheld intentionally. Simply stated, there should be a greater tendency to release public records, rather than withholding them.
Conclusion
Illegal immigration is one of the most intractable of all issues facing the United States, especially in Border States like Arizona, California, and Texas. Illegal immigration is also a challenge faced by other countries. It has major political, social, moral and legal implications that will not easily be resolved. Shelters like those operated under the UMSCP must strive to deliver scarce public goods and services efficiently and effectively. Administrators must pay careful attention to administrative procedures, policies, and laws. Likewise they must effectively collaborate with all other public agencies charged with providing services to vulnerable populations. Shelters never close. They are open seven days a week, twenty-four hours a day and, like a beacon, shelter lights are kept burning throughout the night as caseworkers patiently wait for the next INS busload of illegal minors to arrive with children seeking a better way of life in a country they have never seen before--the United States of America. While policymakers in each new Congress debate immigration issues--unaccompanied minors arrive daily at airports and other locations across the United States. They will be cared for by a well-trained staff working under the auspices of the Unaccompanied Minors Shelter Care Program (UMSCP).
Summary
	This case study presents an overview of challenges met and overcome during the first-year implementation phase of the Unaccompanied Minor Shelter Care Program (UMSCP). The Arizona shelter established in 1996 housed children smuggled into the country from China and Central America. The case explains that minors are held in INS administrative custody pending a decision by the juvenile court system. The UMSCP program is the result of a formal Agreement reached after the U.S. Supreme Court decided in Reno v. Flores (507 U.S. 292 1993) that the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) was not constitutionally required to provide separate shelters for children illegally entering the United States. Under a proactive INS Agreement, one reached cooperatively with interested stakeholders (e.g. the Bureau of Humanitarian Affairs and Public Health Services), a decision was made to house illegal immigrants under the age of eighteen in separate shelters away from adult detainees. The paper discusses the rights and treatment of children held in INS administrative custody and the importance of staff development and on-the-job (OJT) training for employees. UMSC shelters provide access to legal counsel, health care, education, and religious opportunities for all minors.
The paper offers suggestions for establishing healthy media relations through open and honest communication and by keeping public records open for media scrutiny. Administrators are urged to avoid even the appearance of impropriety in the conduct of the public’s business. Attempts to thwart efforts to obtain public records are counterproductive and do nothing to promote effective media relations. Cordial media relations and complete program transparency with an eye to delivering scarce public goods and services effectively and efficiently should be the goal of public agencies.
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