UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

United States v. A.D.

28 F.3d 1353 (3d Cir. 1994) - No. Nos. 93-3197, 93-3205, 93-3209, 93-3225 - Decided July 8, 1994

SUMMARY

The Third Circuit held that the Juvenile Delinquency Act does not mandate the categorical closure of

juvenile delinquency proceedings or sealing of related court records. Instead, district courts retain

authority to regulate access on a case-by-case basis by balancing the public's First Amendment

interests against juvenile privacy and confidentiality interests. The court applied constitutional-

avoidance principles in interpreting 18 U.S.C. §8§ 5032 and 5038.
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Newspaper publishers appealed orders of the United States District

Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania denying their motions
to open federal juvenile detention proceedings, unseal the records of
those proceedings, and require future proceedings to be conducted in

open court.

De novo review of the statutory interpretation issue; access
determinations are committed to the district court's informed discretion

subject to factual findings and First Amendment requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the confidentiality provisions of the Juvenile Delinquency Act, 18 U.S.C. §§ 5032 and 5038,

mandate closure of all federal juvenile delinquency proceedings and sealing of all related records.

2. Whether the Act instead permits the district court to regulate access to juvenile proceedings and records
on a case-by-case basis by balancing the public's interest in access against the juvenile's privacy and

rehabilitation interests.

3. Whether the newspapers' appeal was moot after the underlying juvenile proceedings apparently
concluded.

HOLDINGS
1. The Juvenile Delinquency Act does not mandate closed hearings and sealed records in all cases.

2. District judges have authority to regulate access to federal juvenile delinquency proceedings and records
on a case-by-case basis by balancing the juvenile's privacy and rehabilitation interests against the

public's and press's interests in access.

3. The appeal was not moot because the newspapers continued to seek access to the records, and the
dispute was also capable of repetition yet evading review.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that the Act gives district judges authority to regulate access to the record of proceedings under the

Act on a case-by-case basis through a balancing of interests.” (Opinion at 4)
“The Act does not mandate closed hearings and sealed records in all situations.” (Opinion at 22)

“Any denial or limitation of access must be supported by factual findings related to the circumstances of this

particular case.” (Opinion at 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A.D. and T.Y., both juveniles, were arrested in connection with gang-related armed robberies of Pittsburgh-area
convenience, clothing, and food stores. After the government initiated federal juvenile delinquency proceedings
and sought detention, PG Publishing and Tribune-Review Publishing sought access to the detention hearings and
related records. The magistrate closed the detention hearings, and the district court later denied the newspapers'

motions to open the proceedings and unseal the records.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The United States initiated federal juvenile delinquency proceedings against A.D. and T.Y. and sought their
detention. A magistrate closed the detention hearings on the ground that the Juvenile Delinquency Act required
closure. The district court permitted the newspapers to intervene but denied their motions to open the



proceedings and unseal the records. The Third Circuit held that the Act does not mandate closure in every case

and reversed and remanded for individualized consideration of access.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court must exercise its discretion concerning whether, and to what extent, there should be public
access to the records of the juvenile proceedings. Any denial or limitation of access must be supported by factual
findings related to the circumstances of the particular case. Because the proceedings had apparently concluded,
the district court need not decide attendance at those hearings, but it must separately consider access to the

records.
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