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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE JUVENILE JUSTICE
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

TUESDAY, JUNE 27, 1978

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY,

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in Room
2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ike F. Andrews (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Andrews and Hawkins.
Also present: William F. Causey, majority counsel; Gordon A.

Raley, legislative associate, majority; Patricia A. Sullivan, legisla-
tive clerk, majority; Deborah A. LaMay, administrative assistant,
majority; Roberta Stanley, majority staff; and Martin L. LaVor,
senior legislative associate, minority.

Mr. ANDREWS. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I welcome
you here. Our purpose here is oversight of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the implementation of the
Juvenile Justice Act, as amended in 1977.

[Text of Public Law 93-415 referred to above follows:]
(1)
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THE

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

As Amended Through October 3,1977

Public Law 93-415

As Amended By

The Fiscal Year Adjustment Act
(Public Law 94-273)

The Crime Control Act of 1976
(Public L.aw 94-503)

and

The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977
(Public Law 95-115)

*
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congres8 asembled, That this Act may
be cited as the "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974". (40 U.S.C. 6601 note)

TITLE I-FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

FINDINGS

SEC. 101. (a) The Congress hereby finds that-
(1) juveniles account for ahnost half the arrests for serious

crimes in the United States today;
(2) understaffed, overcrowded juvenile courts. probation serv-

ices, and correctional facilities are not able to provide individ-
ualized justice or effective help;

(3) present juvenile courts, foster and protective care pro-
grams, and shelter facilities are inadequate to meet the needs of
the countless, abandoned, and dependent children, who, because
of this failure to provide effective services, may become
delinquents,

(4) existing programs have not adequately responded to the
particular problems of the increasing numbers of young people
who are addicted to or who abuse drugs, particularly nonopiate
or polydrug abusers;

(5) juvenile delinquency can be prevented through programs
designed to keep students in elementary and secondary schools
through the prevention of unwarranted and arbitrary suspen-
sions and expulsions;

(6) States and local communities which experience directly
the devastating failures of the juvenile justice system do not pres-
entlv have sufficietit technical expertise or adequate resources to
deal comprehensively with the problems of juvenile delinquency;
and

(7) existing Federal programs have not provided the direction.
coordination, resources, and leadership required to meet the crisis
of delinquency.

(b) Congress finds further that the high incidence of delinquency
in the United States today results in enormous annual cost and ir-

(1)
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mitasti'alh, I.. of 1hiuan life. ip(rs)iI secilrity :nd wiat(,ed i llin
i1Ir CQs a1111( t li t p1 i'itwenile dell(jlilicy constitiltes a growing threa-lt
to til nationl 1 wel faric rei lin'itng iiil liii iatv :111l coillp el It-lisi e -Ict ion
I) tlie l hdei, ral ( ;mvic'ilitiiila to)r F(dlitct U1( pa eve! ir t (hiil(ljleleyC . (42
I".. '. 61 ) PURPOE

Si:'. 102. (a) It is lie puirp(j-, of this Act-
(1) et provide for tlhe thorough and prompt evahifl t"tio of all

fedenally w-i,tvd jivenihI delinquency propramis:
(2) to provide technical assiztanice to public mid priva-re agen-

cies. ili,.tiolunioi. and ini vidna lI in developing and iiletfh ien t-111' ilvtllile dhelinillit'lly lr.ran I,-
(3) to ,stablish training plrogr4ariru for persons. including pro-

fessionals. paraprofessionals. and volunteers. who work with
(lelinlieits or potentiau delinqutents or whose work or activities
relate to itveunile delinquency programs:

(4) to establish a centralized research effort on the problems
of ju venile delin(cency, inclidinur an information clearin.honise
to disseminate the findings of'such research and all data related to
juvenile delinquency;

(5) to develop and encourage the implementation of national
standards for the administer nation of juvenile justice. including
recommendations for administrative. butdgetary, and legislative
action at the Federal, State, and local level to facilitate the adop-
tion of such standards:

(6) to assist State and local colirniiities with resources to
develop and implement programs to keep students in elementary
and secondary schools and to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary
suspensions and expulsions; and

(7) to establish a Federal assistance prograni to deal with the
problems of runaway youth.

(b) It is therefore thc i'urther declared policy of Congress to pro-
vide the necessary resources, leadershi), and coordination (1) to
develop and implement effective methods of preventing and redlI(i ng
juvenile delinquency; (2) to develop and conduct effective progranis
to prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from the traditional juv-e-
nile justice syste, and to provide critically needed alternatives to
institutionalization; ;3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in
the Uinited States: and (4) to increase the capacity of State an( local
governents and public and private agreneie.s to conduct eflective,
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation pro-
grais and to provide research, evaluation, and training services in the
field of juvenile delinquency prevention. (42 U.S.C. 5602)

DEF NITIONS
Si.:x. 103. For purposes of this Act-

(1) the term "community based" facility, program. or service
ineans a small, oVen group home or other suitable place loeatc,,
near the juvenile s home or family and programs of community
supervision and service which maintain community and consumer
participation in the planning operation, and evaluation of their
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programs which may include, but are not limited to, medical, edu-
cational, vocatioxial, social, and psychological guidance, t rainimg,
counseling, alcoholism treatment, drug treatment., and other
rehabilitative services;

(2) the term "Federal juvenile delinquency program" means
any juvenile delinquency program which is conducted, directly, or
indirectly, or is assisted by my Federal department or agency,
including any program funded under this Act;

(3) the term "juvenile delinquency program means any pro-
gram or activity related to juvenile delinquency prevention, con-
trol, diversion, treatment, rehabilitation, planning, education,
training, and research, including drug mnd alcohol abuse pro-
grams; the improvement of the juvenile justice systern; and any
program or activity for neglected, abandoned, or dependent youth
and other youth to help prevent delinquency;

(4) the term "Law Enforcement Assistance Administration"
means the agency established by section 101 (a) of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended;

(5) the term "Admlinistrator'" means the agency head desig-
nated by sectioit 101 (b) of the Omnibus Crimie Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968. as amended;

(6) the terni "law enforcement and criniinal justice" means
any activity pertaining to crime prevention, control, or reduction
or the enforcement of the criminal law, including, but not 1urwited
to police eflort- to prevent, control, or reduce criic o1 to al)pre-
Iiend ciinjiinal, activities of courts having criminal juri-,cLiction
and related agencies (including prosecutorial and defender serv-
ices, act ivitie of corretions, probation. or parole authorities, and
prugrains relating to the prevention. control, or reductions of
juvenile delinquency or narcotic addiction;

(7) the term "State" means any State of the United States, the
Di,trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any territory or p-ws-
sion of the United Statez;

(b) the term --unit of general local government" means any
city, eounity, township, town, borough, parish, village, or her
general purpose political subdivision of a State, an Indian tribe
which performs law enforcement functions a. determined by the
Secretary of the Interior, or, for the purpose of as.s-tance eligi-
bility. any agency of the District of Columbia government per-
foniling law enforcement functions in and for the District of
Columibia and fundsappropriated by the Cong~ra., for the activi-
ties of such agency may be used to provide the non-Federal slhaie
of the cost of programs or projects funded under this title;

()) the ter,l "eCombination" as applied to States or units of
general local government ineans any grouping or joining together
of such States or units for the purpose of preparing, developing,
or implementing a law" enforcement plan:

(10) the tenu "'costnliction" means acquisition, expansion.
remiiodeling. and alterat ion of existing building,. aid initial equip-
ruent of any such building,. or any combination of such activities
(including architects' fees but not the cost of acquisition of land
for building) ;
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(11) the term "public agency" means any State, unit of local
government, combination of such States or units, or any depart-
rnent, agency, or instrumentality of any of the foregoing;

(12) the term "correctional institution or facility" means any
placo for the confinement or rehabilitation of juvenile offenders
or individuals charged with or convicted of criminal offenses; and

(13) the term "treatment" includes but is not limited to medi-
cal, educational, social, psychological, and vocational services, cor-
rective and preventive guidance and training, and other rehabili-
tative services designed to protect the public and benefit the addict
or other user by eliminating his dependence on addicting or other
drugs or by controlling his dependence, and his susceptibility to
addiction or use. (42 U.S.C. 560.J)

TITLE II--JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

PART A-J-vENrLE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION OFFICE

ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE

SEc. 201. (a) There is hereby created within the Department of
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (referred to in tli Act
as the "Office"). The Administrator shall administer the provisions of
this Act through the Office.

(b) The programs authorized pursuant to this Act unless otherwise
specified in this Act shall be administered by the Office established
under this section.

(c) There shall be at the head of the Office an Associate Administra-
tor who shall be nominated by the President by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The Associate Administrator may be re-
ferred to as the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention in connection with the performance of his
functions as the head of the Oihce, except that any reference in this
Act to the "Administrator" shall not be construed as a reference to
the Associate Administrator.

(d) The Associate Administrator shall exercise all necessary pow-
ers, subject to the direction of the Administrator of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. The Associate Administrator is an-
thorized. subject to the direction of the Administrator. to award.
administer, modify, extend, terminate. monitor. evaluate. reject. or
deny all grants and contracts from. and aRnlications for. funds made
available under part B and part C of this title. The Administrator may
delegate such authority to the Associate Administrator for 0ll grants
and contracts from. and applications for. funds made availablee under
this part. and funds made available for juvenile justice and delin-
quencv prevention nro-mams under the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 196R. As amended. The Associate Administrator
shall renort directly to the AdministrAtor.

(e) Therp shall be in the Office a Deputy Akvociate Administrator
who shall bp appointed by the Administrator of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration. The Deputy Associate Administrator shall
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perform such functions as the Associate Administrator from time to
time assigns or delegates, and shall act as Associate Administrator
during the absence or disability of the Associate Administrator or in
the event of a vacancy in the Office I of the Associate Administrator.

(f) There shall be established in the Office a Deputy Associate Ad-
ministrator who shall be appointed by the Adninistrator whose func-
tion shall be to supervise and direct the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention established under section 241 of
this Act.

(g) Section 5108(c) (10) of title 5, United States Code first occur-
rence, is amended by deleting the word "twenty-two" and inserting
in lieu thereof the word "twenty-five". (42 U.S.C. 5611)

PF-R5ONNEL, SPECIAL PERSONNEL, EXPERTS, AND CONSrLTAXNTS

SEC. 202. (a) The Administrator is authorized to select. employ, and
fix the compensation of such officers and employees, including attor-
neys. as are necessary to perform the functions'vested in him and to
prescribe their functions.

(b) The Administrator is authorized to select, appoint, and employ
not to exceed three officers and to fix their compensation at rates not
to exceed the rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the General
Schedule by section 5332 of title 5 of the United States Code.

(c) Upon the request of the Administrator. the head of any Fed-
eral agency is authorized to detail, on a reimbursable basis, any of its
personnel to the Associate Administrator to assist him in carrying out
his f unctions under this Act.

(d) The Administrator may obtain services as authorized by sec-
tion 3109 of title 5 of the United States Code, at rates not to exceed
the rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the General Sched-
ule by section 5332 of title 1 , of the United States Code. (42 U.S.C.
5612)

VOLUNTARY SERVICE

SEC. 203. The Administrator is authorized to accept and employ, in
carrying out the provisions of this Act, voluntary" and uncompensated
services notwithstanding the provisions of section 3679(b) of the Re-
vised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665(b)). (42 U.S.C. 6C13)

CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORTS

SEc. 204. (a) The Administrator shall implement overall policy and
develop objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs and activities relating to prevention, diversion, training.
treatment, rehabilitation, evaluation, research, and improvement of
the juvenile justice system in the United States. In carrying out his
functions, the Administrator shall consult with the Counci [and the
National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

(b) In carrying out the purposes of this Act. the Administrator,
with the assistance of the Associate Administrator, shall-

I An In orllnal. Apparently should read "nomrp".
ISo in originaL Apparently should read "Utle 5".
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(r) advise the President through the Attorney General as to
all matters relating to federally assisted juvenile delinquency pro-
grams and Federal policies regarding juvenile delinquency;

(2) aist operating agencies which have direct responsibilities
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency in the
development and promulgation of regulations, guidelines, require-
ments criteria, standards procedures, and budget requests in
accordance with the policies, priorities, and objectives he
establishes;

(8) conduct and support evaluations and studies of the per-
formance and results achieved by Federal juvenile delinquency
programs and activities and of the prospective performance and
results that might be. achieved by alternative programs and activi-
ties supplementary to or in lieu of those currently being
administered;

(4) implement Federal juvenile delinquency programs and
activities among Federal departments and agencies and between
Federal juvenile delinquency programs and activities and other
Federal programs and atiities which he determines may have
an important bearing on the success of the entire Federal juvenile
delinquency effort;

(5) develop annually with the assistance of the Ab-Isorv
Committee and the Coordinating Council and submit to the Pred-

--dent and the Congress, after the first year following the date of
the enactment of the Juvenile Justice Anmendments of 1977, prior
to December 31, an analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile
delinquency programs conducted and assisted by Federal deiart-
ments and agencies. the expenditures made, the results achieved.
the plans developed, and problems in the operations and coordi-
nation of such programs and a brief but precise comprehensive
plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs. with particular
emphasis on the prevention of.juvenile delinquent and the devel-
opment of programs and services which will encourage increased
diversion of juveniles from the traditional juvenile jwitice system.
which analysis and evaluation shall include recommendation. for
modifications in organization, management, personnel. stnndri+.
budget requests, and implementation plans nece.s.trv to increatse
the effectiveness. of the.e Prorams: and

(6) provide technical aristanep to FedernI, State. ann lnAl
Fovernments. courts, public and private agencie., institutions. and
individuals, in the planning. establishment, funding. operation.
or evaluation of juvenile delinquency programs.

(c) The President shall, no later than ninety days after receiving
each annual report under sibsection (b) (5), subm-it a report to the
CongereR and to the Council containing a detailed statement nf any
action taken or anticipated with respect to recommendations made by
each such annual report.

(d) (1) The first animal report submitted to the President and the
Congre.m by the Administrator under subsection (b) (5) shall contain,
in addition to information required by subsection (b)((5). a detailed
statement of criteria developed by 6e Asociate Administrator for
identifying the characteristics of juvenile delinqIen'r, jnrenile delin-
quency prevention, diversion of youths from the juvenile justice Sys-
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tern, and tite trainitig, treatment, and rehabilitation of juvenile
delinquents.

(2) The second such annual report shall contain, in addition to
information required by subsection (b) (5), an identification of Fed-
eral programs which are related to juvenile delinquency prevention
or treatment, together with a statement of the moneys expended for
each such p)rogral during the most recent complete fiscal year. Such
identification shall be made by the Administrator through the use of
criteria developed under paragraph (1).

(e) The third such annual report submitted to the President wid
the Coigress by the Administrator under subsection (b) (5) shall
contain, in addition to the coin prehensive plan required by subsection
(b) (5). a detailed statement of procedures to be used with respect to
the ubiission of juvenile delinquency development statements to
the Administrator by Federal agencies under subsection ("I"). Such
statement slhiiitted 1w the Administrator shall include a description
of information, data. and analyses which shall be contained in each
such development statement.

(f) The Administrator may require, through appropriate authority,
Federal departments and agencies engaged in any activity involving
any Federal juvenile delinquiency program to provide him with such
information and reports, and to conduct such studies and surveys, P.6
he may deem to l)e necessary to carry out the purposes of this part.

(g) The Administrator may delegate any of his function under
this title, to any officer or employee of the Administration.

(h) The Administrator is authorized to utilize the services and
facilities of any agency of the Federal Government and of any other
l)ublic agency or institution in accordance with appropriate agree-
ments, and to pay for such services either in advance or by way of
reimbursement as may be agreed upon.

(i) The Administrator is authorized to transfer funds appropriated
under this title to any agency of the Federal Governient to develop
or dnonstrate new methods in juvenile delinquency prevention and
rehabilitation and to supplement existing delinquetcy prevention and
rehabilitation prog'ranis which the Associate Administrator finds to be
exceptionally effective or for which he finds there exists exceptional
need.

(i) The Administrator is authorized to make grants to, or enter into
contracts with. any publ ic or private agency. organization. institution,
or individual to carry out the purposes of this title.

(k) All functions of the Administrator under this title shall be
coordinated as appropriate, with the functions of the Seeretarv of the
Department of Ihealth. Education. and Welfare under title IT! of this
Act.

(1) (1) The XrIntinistrator shall require throunLh appropriate
authority each Federal agency which administers a Federal juvenile
delinmIlencv proarnm which meets any criterion developed by the
Associate Administrator under section 204(d) (1) to submit annual to
tle (ouneil a iiivenil ,lelinupiencv development statement. Such state-
ment shall he in addition to any information, report. study. or survey
which the Administrator may require under section 204 (f).

(2) Each juvenile delinqiency development statement submitted to
the XAdministrator under snbsection ("1") shall be sulamitted in accord-
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ance with procedures established by the Administrator under section
204(e) and shall contain such information, data, and analyses as the
Administrator may require under section 204(e). Such analyses shall
include an analysis of the extent to which the juvenile delinquency
program of the Federal agency submitting such development state-
ment conforms with and furthers Federal juvenile delinquency pre-
vention and treatment, goals and policies.

(3) The Administrator shall review and comment upon each juve-
oedelinquency development statement transmitted to him under sub-
section ("1"). Such development statement, together with the com-
ments of the Administrator, shall be included by the Federal agency
involved in every recommendation or request made by such agency for
Federal legislation which significantly affects juvenile delinquency
prevention and treatment. (42 U.S.C. 6614)

JTOIN'T FUNDING

SEc. 205. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, where funds
are made available by more than one Federal agency to be used by any
agency, organization, institution, or individual to carry out a Federal
juvenile delinquency program or activity, any one of the FRderal agen-
cies providing funds may be requested by the Administrator to act for
all in administering the funds advanced whenever the Associate Ad-
ministrator finds the program or activity to be exceptionally effective
or for which the Associate Administraior finds exceptional need. In
such cases, a single non-Federal share requirement mar be established
according to the proportion of funds advanced by each Federal agency,
and the Administrator may order any such agency to waive any tech-
nical grant or contract requirement 7(as defined in such regulations)
which is inconsistent with the similar requirement of the administer-
ing aLency or which the administering agency does not impose. (42
U.S.C. 661J)

QORDINATITO COUNCIL ON J UT NL US-CE AND DELIN1'QUE'CT
PREVENTION

SEc. 206. (a) (1) There is hereby established, as an independent
organization in the executive branch of the Federal Government a
Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion (hereinafter referred to as the "Council") composed of the At-
torney General, the Secretary of Health, Eduication. and Welfare. the
Secretary of Labor, the Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy,
the Commissioner of the Office of Education. the Director of the
ACTION Agency, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development,
or their respective designees, the Associate Administrator of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Deputy AksociAte
Administrator of the Institute -for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention. and representatives of such other agencies as the
President shall designate.

(2) Any individual designated under thi-, section shall be selected
from individuals who exercise significant decisionmaking authority
in the Federal agency involved.

32-505 0 - '78 - 2
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(b) The Attorney General shall srve as Chairman of the Council.
The Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and

hD *"uency Prevention shall serve as Vice Chairman of the Council.
The ice Chairman shall act as Chairman in the absence of the
Chairman.

(c) The function of the Council shall be to coordinate all Federal
juvenile delinquency programs. The Council shall make recommenda-
tions to the Attorney General and the President at least annually with
respect to the coordination of overall policy and development of ob-
jectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency programs
and activities. The Council is authorized to review the programs and
practices of Federal agencies and report on the degree to which Fed-
eral agency funds are used for purposes which are consistent or incon-
sstent with the mandates of section 223(a) (12) (A) and (13) of this
title.

(d) The Council shall meet a minimum of four times per year and
a description of the activities of the Council shall be included in the
annual report required by section 204 (b) (5) of this title.

(e) The Associate Administrator may, with the approval of the-
Council, appoint such personnel or staff support as he considers neces-
sarv to carry out the purposes of this title..

(f) Members of the Council who are employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment full time shall be reimbursed for travel. subsistence. and
other necessary expenses incurred by them in carrying out the duties
of the Council.

(g) To carry out the purposes of this section there is authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be necessary. (41 U.S.C. 5616)

ADVISORY OOM'rrrEE

Svc. 207. (a) There is hereby established a National Advisory Com-
mittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (hereinafter
referred to as the "Advisory Committee") which shall consist of
twenty-one members.

(b) The tnembers of the Coordinating Council or their respective
designers shall be ex officio members of the Committee.

(c) The regular. members of the Advisory Committee shall be ap-
poinlted by the President from persons who by virtue of their train-
mg or experience have special knowledge concerning the prevention
and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the administration of juvte-
nile justice. such as juvenile or family court judges; probation. correc-
tional, or law enforcement personnel; and representatives of private
voluntary organizations and community-based programs, including
youth workers involved with alternative youth programs and persons
with special experience and competence in addressing the problem of
school violence and vandalism and the problem of learning disabil-
ities..' The President shall designate the Chairman. A majority of the
members of the Advisory Committee. including the. Chairmin, shall
not, be full-time employees of Federal. State. or local governments. At
least seven members shall not have attained twentv-six years of age
on the date of their appointment, of whom at least thre shall have

I go In ortgtnal.
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been or shall currently be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice
system.

(d) Members appointed by the Presdent to the Committee shall
erve for terms of four years and shall be eligible for reappointmentexcept that for the first composition of the Advisor Committee. one-

third of these members shallvbeappointed to one-year terms, one-third
to two-year term. and one-third to three-year trms; thereafter each
term shall be four years. Such membe't'shall be appointed within
-ninety days after the date of the enactment of this title. Any members '
appointed to fill a vacaney occurring prior to the expiration of the
term for which hiq predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed for
the remainder of such term. Eleren members of the committee shall
constitute a quorum. (42 U..C. 6617)

PMT-ES OF THE -ADVISORY cnMMrITrE

Syc. 208. (a) The Advisor Committee 6hall meet at the call of
the Chairnan. but not les than four times a year.

(b) The Advisory Committee shall makp recommendations to the
Associate Administrator. the President. and the Congress at least
annually with respect to plannivz. policy, priorities, operations, and
management of nil Federal juvenile delinquency programs.

(c) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of members of
the Advi.sorv Committee to advise the Apsociate Administrator on
particular fnctions or aspects of thc work of the Office.

(d) The Chairman shall designate a stibcommittee of not less than
five members of the Conmnittee to serve, together with the Director of
the .National Institute of Corrections. as members of an Advisorv
Committee for the National Institute for .Nvenile .Tutice and De-
linquency Prevention to perform the functions set forth in section 245
of this title.

(e) The Chairman shall designate a mbcommittee of not less than
five members of the Comnittee to erve as an Advisory Committee to
the A.sociate Administrator on Standards for Juvenile Justice to
perform the functions wt forth in section 247 of this title.

(fM The Chairman. with the approval of the Committee, shall
request of the Associate Administrator such staff and other support as
may be necPesary to carry out the duties of the Advisory Committee.

(g) The Associate Administrator shall provide sneh staff and other
support as may be necessary to perform the duties of the Advisory
Committee. (42 U.S.C. 5618)

COMP F.Y5ATJO2. Ati) xxpxrs

SEc. 2W. (,) Menbers of the Advisory Committee who are em-
ployed bT the Federal Government full time shall serve without com-
pensation but shall be reimbursed for travel. subsistence. and other
ne e ary expenses incurred by them in carrying ont the duties of the
Ad'isorv Committee.

(b) Member. of the Advisory Committee not employed full time
by the Federal Government s|ailJ receive compensation' at a rate not
to exceed the rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-AI of the Gen-

3 go In original Apparently abould read "member".
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eral Schedule by section 5332 of title b of the United States Code,
including traveltime for each day they are engaged in the performance
of their duties as members of the Advisory Committee. Members shall
be entitled to reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and other neces-
eary expenses incurred by them in carrying out the duties of the Advi-
sory Committe (4. U.S.C. 5619)

PART B-FEDERAL ASaiSTACz FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

Subpart I-Formula Grants.

Swc. 221. The Administrator is authorized to make grants to States
tnd units of general local government or combinations thereof to assist
them in planning, estalishing. operating. coordinating, and evaluat-
Mng projects directly or through grants and contracts with public and
private agencies for the development of more effective education,
training. reaerch, prevention, diversion, treatment. and rehabilitation
progranis in the area of juvenile delinquency and programs to im-
prove the juvenile justice system. (4f U.8.0. 6631)

ALWCATION

SEC. 222. (a) In accordance with regulations promulgated under
this part, funds shall be allocated annually among the States on the
basis- of relative population of people under age eighteen. No such
allotment to any State shall be less than $225,000. except that for the
Virgin Islands: Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands no allotment shall be less than $56,250.

(b) Except for funds appropriated for fiscal year 1975, if any
amount so allotted remains unobligated at the end of the fiscal year,
such -funds shall be reallocated in a manner equitable and consistent
with the purpose of this part. Funds appropriated for fiscal year 1975
may be obligated in accordance with subsection (a) until June 30,
1976. after which time they may be reallocated. Any amount so reallo-
cated shall be in addition to the amounts already allotted and avail-
able to the State, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands for the same period.

(c) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,
a portion of any allotment to any State under this part shall be avail-
able to develop a State plan and to pay that portion of the expendi-
tures which are neoary for eicient idministration. Not more than
15 per centum of the total annual allotment of such State shall be
available for such purposes. The State shall make available needed
funds for planning and administration to units of general local gov-
ernment or combinations thereof within the State on an equitable basis.

(d) Financial assistance extended under the provisions of this sec-
tion shall not exceed 90 per eentum of the approved easts of any
assisted programs or activities. The non-Federal share shall be made
in cash or kind con, Ltent with the maintenance of programs required
by actionn 261.

(e) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this pnrt.
5 per centum of the minimum annual allotment to any State under this
part shall be available to assist the advisory group established under
section 22.3 (a) (3) of this Act. (4f U.SC. 663t)
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(a)ALLOCA71O0Y[(Sac. 9ff. (a) * * • LOOT0

((c) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,
a portion of any allotment to any State under thie part shall be avail-
able to develop a State plan or for other pre-award activities ossoeated
with such State plan, and to pay that portion of the expenditures which
arc necessary for efficient ddministratioi, including monitoring and
evaluation. Not more than 7 per centum of the total annual allot-
ment of such State shall be available for such purposes, except that
any amount expended or obligated by such State, or by vnits of gein-

_eral local gorernmentt or any combination thereof, frwn amounts made
available under this subsection shall be matched (in an arnout equal
to any such amount so expended or obligated) by such State. or by
-such units or combinations, from State or looal fund., as the case may
be. The State shall make available needed funds for planrdin and od-
-mrinistration to units of general local government or combinations
thereof within the State on an equitable ba#is.r (d) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,
5per centum of the minimum annual allotment to any State under this
part shall be available to assist the advisay group established under
section o23(a) (3) of this Act. I

STATE PLANS

SEc. 223. (a) In order to receive formula grants under this part, a
State shall submit a plan for carrying out its purposes consistent with
the provisions of section 303(a), (1), (3), (5), (6), (8), (10), (11),
12), (15), and (17) of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
treets Act of 1968. In accordance with regulations established under

this title, such plan must-
(1) designate the State planning agency established by the

State under section 203 of such title I as the sole agency for super-
vising the preparation and administration of the plan;

(2) contain satisfactory evidence that the State agency desig-
nated in accordance with paragraph (1) (hereafter referred to in
this part as the "State planning agency") has or will have
authority, by legislation if necessary, to implement such plan in
conformity with this part;

(3) provide for an advisory group appointed by the chief execu-
tive of the State to carry out the functions specified in subpara-
graph (F), and to participate in the development and review of
the State's juvenile justice plan prior to submission to the super-
visory board for final action and (A) which shall consist of not
less than twenty-one and not more than thirty-three persons who
have training, experience, or special knowledge concerning the
prevention and treatment of a I juvenile delinquency or the admin-
istration of juvenile justice, (B) which shall include representa-
tion of units of local government, law enforcement and juvenile
justice agencies such as law enforcement, correction or probation
personnel, and juvenile or family court judges, and public agen-

I The foilowtx provtisions of section 222 take elect on October 1. 1975. Amendments
made to section 222 te) of the Act by setion 4(b)(2) of the Juvenile Justice Amendments
of 1977 Pubiic Law 95-115; 91 Stat. 1051) are reflected in the italic type, section
4(b) (2) also amended section 222 by striking out subsection (d) and redesimuatinx sub-
section (e) as subsection (d).

8 So In original.
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cies concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment such aj
welfare, social services, mental health, education, or youth er,-
ices departments, (C) which shall include representatives of pri-
vate organizations concerned with delinquency prevention or
treatment; concerned with neglected or dependent children; con-
cerned with the quality of juvenile justice, education, or social
services for children; which utilize volunteers to work with
delinquents or potential delinquents; community-basd delin-
quency prevention or treatment programs; business groups and
businesses employing youth, youth workers involved with alter-
native youth programs, and persons with special experience and
competence in addressing the problem of school violence and van-
dalism and the problem of learning disabilities; and organizations
which represent employees affected by this Act (D) a majority
of whose members (including the chairman) shall not be full-time
employees of the Federal, State, or local government, (E) at least
one-third of whose members shall he under the age of twenty-six
at the time of appointment at least three of whom shall have been
or shall currently be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice
system; and (F) which (i) shall, consistent with this title, ad-
vise the State planning agency and its supervisory board; (ii)
may advise the Governor and the legislature on matters related
to its functions, as requested; (iii) shall have an opportunity for
review and comment on all juvenile justice and delinquency pre-
vention grant applications submitted to the State planning agency
other than those subject to review by the State's judicial plan-
ning committee established pursuant to section 203(c) of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
except that any such review and comment shall be made no later
than 30 days after the submission of any such application to the
advisory group; and (iv) may be given a role in monitoring State
compliance with the requirements of paragraph (12) (A) and
paragraph (13), in advising on State planning agency and re-
gional planning unit supervisory board composition, in advising
on the State's maintenance of effort under section 261(b) and sec-
tion 520(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968, as amended, and in review of the progress and accom-
plishments of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention projects

nded under the comprehensive State plan;
(4) provide for the active consultation with and participation

of units of general local government or combinations thereof in
the development of a State plan which adequately takes into
account the needs and requests of local governments, except that
nothing in the plan requirements, or any regulations promulgated
to carry out such requirements, shall be construed to prohibit or
impede the State from making grants to, or entering into contracts
with, local private agencies or the advisory group;

(5) unless the provisions of this paragraph are waived at the
discretion of the Administrator for any State in which the serv-
ices for delinquent or other youth are organized primarily on a
statewide basis, provide that at least 66% per centum of funds
received by the State under section 222, other than funds made
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available ft the State advisory group under section f2"2 (e) , shall
be expended through-

'(A) programs of units of general local government or
mmibinatons thereof, to the extent such programs are con-
sistent with the State plan; and

(B) programs of local private agencies, to the extent suich
programs are consistent with the State plan, except that
direct funding of any local private agency by a Stale shall
be permitted only if such agency requests such funding after
it tas applied for and been denied funding by any unit of
general local government or combination thereof;

(6) provide that the chief executive officer of the imit of cen-
era local government shall assign responsibility for the prepara-
tion and administration of the [ocal government's part of a State
plan. or for the supervision of the preparation and administration
of the local government's part of the State plan, to that agency
within the local governments structure or to a regional planning
agency (hereinafter in this part referred to as the local agency"
which can most effectively carry out the purposes of this part and
shall provide for supervision of the programs funded under this
part. by that local agency:

(T) proide for an equitable dktribution of the assistance
received under section 222 within the State:

(8) set forth a detailed study of the State needs for an effec-
tive, comprehensive, coordinated approach to juvenile delin-
quency prevention and treatment and the improvement of the
juvenile juqtice system. This plan shall include itemized esti-
mated costs for the development and implementation of such

programs. Programs and projects developed from the study may
be funded under paragraph (10) provided that they meet the
criteria for advanced technique programs as specified therein:

(9) provide for the active consultation with and participation
of private agencies in the development and execution of the State
plan: and provide for coordination and maximum utilization of
existing juvenile delinquency programs and other related pro-
grams. such as education, health, and welfare within the State:

(10) provide that not less than 75 per centum of the funds
available to such State under section 22. other than funds made
available to the State advisory group under section 22(e). 1

whether expended directly by the State. by the unit of general
local government or combination thereof, or through grants and
contracts with public or private agencies. shall bi used for ad-
vanced techniques in developing, maintaining, and expanding
prog ms and services designed to prevent juvenile delinquency,
to divert juveniles from the juvenile justice system. to provide
community-based alternatives to juvenile detention and corec-
tional facilities, to encourage a diversity of alternatives within
the juvenile justice system. and to establizh and adopt juvenile
justice standards. Thewe advanced techniques inclide-

3 As ameadmest wbhteb takes elfet October 1. )rs, ebmmas t i referene to "section
22(d)" to conform with other I.mendmests taking effect on such date.
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(A) community-based programs and services for the pre-
vention and treatment of juvenile delinquency through the
development of foster-care and shelter-care homes, group
homes, halfway houses, homemaker and home health services,
twenty-four hour intake screening, volunteer and crisis home
programs, day treatment, and home probation, and any other
designated community-based diagnostic, treatment, or re-
hablitative service;

(B) community-based programs and services to work with
parents and other family members to maintain and
strengthen the family unit so that the juvenile may be
retained in his home;

(C) youth service bureaus and other community-based pro-
grams to divert youth from the juvenile court or to support,
counsel, or provide work and recreational opportunities for
delinquents and other youth to help prevent delinquency;

(D projects designed to develop and implement programs
stresig advocacy activities aimed at improving services for
and protecting the rights of youth impacted by the juvenile
justice system;

(E) educational programs or supportive services designed
to keep delinquents and to encourage other youth to remain
in elementary and secondary schools or in alternative learn-
ing situations

(F) expanded use of probation and recruitment and train-
ing of probation officers, other professional and paraprofes-
sional personnel and volunteers to work effectively with
youth;

(G) youth initiated programs and outreach programs de-
signed to assist youth who otherwise would not be reached
by traditional youth assistance programs;

(H) provide forI a statewide program through the use
of probation subsidies, other subsidies, other financial incen-
tives or disincentives to units of local government, or other
effective means, are I designed to-

(i) reduce the number of commitments of juveniles to
any form of-juvenile facility as a percentage of the State
juvenile population;

(ii) increase the use of nonsecure community-based
facilities as a percentage of total commitments to juvenile
facilities; and

(iii) discourage the use of secure incarceration and
detention;

(I) programs and activities to establish and adopt, based
on the z commendations of the Advisory Committee, sand-
ards for the improvement of juvenile justice within the
State;

(11) providesI for the development of an adequate research,
training, and evaluation capacity within the State;

(12) (A) provide within three years after submission of the
initial plan that juveniles who are charged with or who have com-
mitted offenses that would not be mifiinal if commuted by an
adult, or such nonoffenders as dependent or neglected ail dren,

Ime in original.
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shall not be placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities;
and

(B) provide that the State shall submit annual reports to the
Associate Administrator containing a review of the progress made
by the State to achieve the deinsttutionaliration of juveniles de-
scribed in subparagraph (A and a Teview of the progress made
by the State to provide that such juveniles, if placed in facilities,
are placed in facilities which (i) are the least restrictive alterna-
tives appropriate to the needs of the child and the community;
(ii) are in reasonable pro3 imity to the family and the home
communities of such juveniles; and (iii) provide the services de-
scribed in section 103(1);

(13) provide that juveniles alleged to be or found to be delin-
quent and youths within the purview of paragraph (12) shall
not be detained or confined in any institution in which they have
regular contact with adult persons incarcerated because they have
been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charges;

(14) provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, deten-
tion facilities, correctional facilities, and non-secure facilities to
insure that the requirements of paragraph (12) (A) and para-
graph (13) are met and for annual reporting of the results of
such monitoring to the Associate Administrator;

(15) provide assurance that assistance will be available on an
equitable basis to deal with disadvantaged youth including, but
not limited to, females, minority youth, and mentally retarded
and emotionally or physically handicapped youth;

(16) provide for procedures to be established for protecting
the rights of recipients of services and for assuring appropriate
privacy with regard to records relating to such services provided
to any individual under the State plan;

(17) provide that fair and equitable arrangements are made
to protect the interests of employees affected by assistance under
this Act. Such protective arrangements shall, to the maximum
extent feasible, include, without being limited to, such provisions
as may be necessary fot-

(A) the preservation orI rights, privileges, and benefits
(including continuation of pension rights and benefits) under
existing oollective-bargaining agreements or otherwise;

(B) the continuation of collectire-bargaining rights;
C) the protection of individual employees against a

worsening of their positions with respect to their employ-
ment-

.DS assurances of employment to employees of any State or
political subdivision thereof who will be affected by any pro-
gram funded in whole or in part under provisions of this Act;

(E) training or retraining programs.
The State plan shall provide for the terms and conditions of the
protection arrangements established pursuant to this section:

(18) provide !or such fiscal control and fund accounting proce-
dures necessary to assure prudent use, proper disbursement, and
accurate accounting of funds received under this title;

So In original.
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(19) provide reasonable assurances that Federal funds madi
available under this part for any period will be so used as to
supplement and increase (but -not supplant) the level of the State,
local, and other non-Federal funds that would in the absence of
such Federal funds be made available for the programs described
in this part, and will in no event replace such 2tate, local, and
other non-Federal funds

(20) provide that the State planning agency will from time to
time, but not less often then I annually, review its plan and submit
to the Associate Administrator an analysis and evaluation of the
effectiveness of the programs and activities carried out under the
plan, and any modifications in the plan, including the survey of
State and locil needs, which it considers necessary; and

(21) contain such other terms and conditions as the Associate
Administrator may reasonably prescribe to assure the effectiveness
of the programs assisted under this title.

Such plan may at the discretion of the Administrator be incorporated
into the plan specified in 303(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act.

(b) The State planning agency designated pursuant to section
23 (a), after receiving and considering the advice and recommenda-
tions of the advisory group referred to in section 223 (a), shall approve
the State plan and any modification thereof prior to submission to the
Administrator.

(c) The Administrator shall approve any State plan and anymodi-
fication thereof that meets the requirements of this section. Failure
to achieve compliance with the subsection (a)(12)(A) requirement
within the three-year time limitation shall terminate any State's eli'-
bility for funding under this subpart unless the Administrator, with
the concurrence of the Associate Administrator, determines that the
State is in substantial compliance with the requirement, through
achievement of deinstitutionalization of not less than 75 per centum of
such juveniles, and has made, through appropriate executive or legisla-
tive action, an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance
within a reasonable time not exceeding two additional years.

(d) In the event that any State chooses not to submit a plan, fails
to submit a plan, or submits a plan or any modification thereof, which
the Administrator, after reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing, in accordance with sections 509, 510, and 511 of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, determines does
not meet the requirements of this section, the Administrator shall make
that State's allotment under the provisions of section 222(a) available
to public and -private agencies for special emphasis prevention and
treatment programs as defined in section 224. The Administrator shall
endeavor to make such reallocated funds available on a preferential
basis to programs in nonparticipating States under section 224 (a) (2)
and to those States that have achieved substantial or full compliance
with the subsection (a) (12) (A) requirement within the initial three
years of participation or have achieved full compliance within a rea-
sonable time thereafter as provided by subsection (c). (42 J.S.C.6633)

3 so 10 oritgial.
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Subpart I[--pecial Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs

Su. 224. (a) The Administrator is authorized to make grants to
and enter into contracts with public and private agencies, organiza-
tions, institutions, or individuals to-

(1) develop and implement new approaches, techniques, and
methods with respect to juvenile delinquency programs;

(2) develop and maintain community-based alternatives to
traditional forms of institutionalization;

(8) develop and implement effective means of diverting juve-
niles from the traditional juvenile justice and correctional system,
including restitution projects which test and validate selected
arbitration models, such as neighborhood courts or panels, and in-
ease victim satisfaction while 'providing alternatives to incar-
ceration for detained or adjudicated delinquents;

(4) improve the capability of public and private agencies
and organizations to provide services for delinquents and other
youth to help prevent delinquency:

(5) facilitate the adoption of the recommendations of the Ad-
visor Committee and the Institute as set forth pursuant to sec-
tion &47;

(6') develop and implement, in coordination with the Commis-
sioner of Education, model programs and methods to keep students
in elementary and secondary schools and to prevent unwarranted
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions and to enoourage new
approaches and techniques with respect to the prevention of school
violence and vandalism;

(7) develop and support programs stressing advocacy activi-
ties aimed at improving services to youth impacted by the juvenile
justice system;

(8) develop, implement, and support, in conjunction with the
Secretary of Labor, other public and private agencies and orga-
nizations and business and industry prpgrams for yonth employ-
ment;

(9) improve the juvenile justice system to conform to stand-
ards of due process;

(10) develop and support, programs designed to encourage
and enable State legislatures to consider and further the purpose
of this Act, both by amending State laws where necessary, and
devoting greater resourxs to those purposes; and

(11) develop and implement programs relating to juvenile
delinquency and learning disabilities.

(b) Twenty-five per pentum of the funds appropriated for each
fiscal year pursuant to this part shall be available only for special
emphasis prevention and treatment grants and contracts made pursu-
ant to this section.

(c) At least 30 per centum of the funds available for grants and
contracts made pursuant to this section shall be available for grants
and contracts to private nonprofit agencies, organizations. or institu-
tions who have had experience in dealing I youth. (4, U.S.C. 5634)
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CONMErATIONS FOR #"noVAL or AucATIoxS

SEc. 225. (a) Any agency, U action, or individual desiring to
receive a grant, or enter into any contract under section 224, ahall
submit an application at such time, in such manner, and containing
or accompanied by such information as the Administrator may
prescribe.

(b) In accordance with guidelines established by the Administrator,
each such application shall-

(1) provide that the program for which assistance is sought
will be administered by or under the supervision of the applicant;

(2) set folh a program for carrying out one or more of the
purposes set forth in section 224;

(3) provide for the proper and efficient administration of such
program;

(4) provide for regular eveiation of the program;
(5) indicate that the applicant has requested the review of the

application from tlhe Stnte planning agency and local agency
designated in section 223, when appropriate, and indicate the
response of such agency to the request for review and comment
on the application;

(6) provide that regular reports on the program shall be sent
to the Administrator and to the State planning agency and local
agency, when appropriate;

(7) provide for such fiscal control and fund accounting pro-
cedures as may be necessary to assure prudent use, proper dis-
bursement, and accurate accounting of funds received under this
title: and

(8) indicate the response of the State agency or the local
agency to the request for review and comment on the application.

(c) In determining whether or not to approve applications for
grants under section 224. the Administrator shall consider-

(1) the relative cost and effectiveness of the proposed program
in effectuating the purposes of this part:

(2) the extent to which the proposed program will incorporate
new or innovative techniques:

(3) the extent to which the proposed program meets the objec-
tives and priorities of the State plan. when a State plan has been
approved by the Administrator under section 223(c) and when
the location and scope of the program makes such owisideration
appropriate:

(4) the incre.se in capacity of the public and private agency.
institution. or individual to provide services to delinquents and
other youth to help prevent delinquency;

(5) the extent to which the proposed project serves communities
which have high rates of youth unemployment, school dropout,
and delinquency:

(6) the extent to which the proposed program facilitates the
implementation of the recommendations of the Advisory Com-
mittee as set forth pursuant to section 247: and

(7) the adverse impact that may result from the restriction of
eligibility, based upon population, for cities with a population
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greater than forty thousand, located within States which have
no city with a population over two hundred and fifty thousand.

(d) No city should be denied an application solely on the basis of
its p.Opulation. (42 U.S.C. b635)

GENERAL IROVISIONS

Withholding

SEC. 226. Whenever the Administrator, after giving reasonable
notice and opportunity for hearing to a recipient of financial assistance
under this title, finds-

(1) that the program or activity for which such grant was
made has been so changed that it no longer complies with the
provisions of this title; or

(2) that in the operation of the program or activity there is
failure to comply substantially with any such provision;

the Administrator shall initiate such proceedings as are appropriate.
(42 U.S.C. 6636)

USE OF FUND6

Src. 227. (a) Funds paid pursuant to this title to any public or
private agency, organization, institution, or individual (whether di-
rectly or through a State planning agency) may be used for-

(1) planning, developing, or operating the program designed
to carry out the purposes of this part; and-

(2) not more than 50 per centum of the cost of the construction
of innovative community -based facilities for less than twenty
persons which, in the judgment of the Administrator, are neces-
sarfor carrying out the purposes of this part.

(b) Except as provided by subsection (a), no funds paid to any
public or private agency, institution, or individual under this part
(whether directly or through a State agency or local agency) may be
used for construktion. (42 U.S.C. 6637)

PAYMENTS

Szc. 228. (a) In accordance with criteria established by the Admin-
istrator, it is the policy of Congress that programs funded under this
title shall continue to receive financial assistance providing that the
yearly evaluation of such programs is satisfactory.

(b) At the discretion of the Administrator, when there is no other
way to fund an essential juvenile delinquency program not funded
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the State may
utilize 25 per centum of the formula grant funds available to it under
this part to meet the non-Federal matching share requirement for any
other Federal juvenile delinquency program grant.

(c) Whenever the Administrator determines that it will contribute
to the purposes of part A or part C. he may require the recipient of
any grant or contract to contribute money, facilities, or services.

(d) Payments under this part, pursuant to a grant or contract,
may be made (after necessary adjustment, in the case of grants, on
account of previously made overpayments or underpayments) in
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advance or by way of reimbursements, in such installments and on such
conditions as the Administrator may determine.
[(e) Except as provided in the second sentence of section 222(c),

financial assistance extended under theprovisions of this title shall be
100 per centum of the approved costs of any program or activity. ] 1

(f) In the case of a grant under this part to an Indian tribe or
other aboriginal group, if the Administrator determines that the tribe
or group does not have sufficient funds available to meet the local share
of the cost of any program or project to be funded under the grant,
the Administrator may increase the Federal share of the cost thereof
to the extent he deems necessary. Where a State does not have an
adequate forum to enforce grant provisions imposing any liability on
Indian tribes, the Administrator is authorized to waive State liability
and may pursue such legal remedies as are necessary.

(g) If the Administrator determines, on the basis of information
available to him during any fiscal year, that a portion of the funds
granted to an applicant under this part for that fiscal year will not be
required by the applicant or will become available by virtue of the
application of the provisions of section 509 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, that portion shall
be available for reallocation under section 224 of this title. (4. U.S.C.
6638)

CONFIDENTIALITY OF PROGRAM RECORDS

Sr.c. 229. Except as authorized by law, program records containing
the identity of individual juveniles gathered for purposes pursuant to
this title miav not be disclosed except with the consent of the service
recipient or legally authorized representative, or as may be necessary
to perform the functions required bv this title. Under no circumstances
may project reports or findings available for public dissemination
couitain the actual names of individual service recipients. (4 U.S.C.
56.9)

PAmr C-NAlON.AL IN.SrTi-Tlu- FOR JUVENILE JUsTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PRLmENTiiON

Src. 241. (a) There is hereby established within the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Office a National Institute for Juvenile
,Justie and Delinquency Prevention.

(1)) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention shall be under the supervision and direction of the Asso-
i'iate Administrator. and shall be headed by a Deputy Associate
Administrator of the Office appointed under section 201(f).

(e) The activities of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquencv Prevention shall be coordinated with the activities of the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in
accordance with the requirements of section 201 (b).

(d) It shall be the purpose of the Institute to provide a coordinating
center for the collection, preparation, and dissemination of useful data
regarding the treatment and control of juvenile offenders, and it shall

I Section 2. 8(e) of the Act. as added by section 4(g)(8)(A) of the Juvenile Justice
Amendimenta of 1977 (Public Law 05-115: 91 Bt.t 1080) take elect October 1. 1978.
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also be the purpose of the institute to provide training for representa-
tivis of Federal, State, and locad law enforcement officers, teachers,
1m11d otlhr educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers, juvenile
judges and judicial personnel, probation perionmel, correctional per-
.-,,111l ImlIl otlirve Im'ol.-,. iic'liiliig la" l,I iOll l, incl dinig persons
as.ok-iated with law-related education programs, youth workers, and

prer-eit tives of private youth agencies and organizations, connected
withl the treatment and control of juvenile offenders.

(e) In addition to tie other powers. express and implied, the Insti-
lute 11111V__

(1) request an'y federal agency to supply such statistics, data,
lrograil r t 1(. ald other material as the Institute deems neces-
-: I'V to carry olut its functions:

(") arrange witl i and reimburse the heads of Federal agencies
Im the tuse of lr.omimiel or facilities or equipment of such agencies;

(3) confer with and avail itself of the cooperation, services,
records. and facilities of State. mlunicii)al. or other public or
plivate local agencies:

(4) make grants and enter into contracts with public or private
agencies, organizations. or individuals, for tie partial perform-

omice of any flinctions of the Institute;
(5) vollipensate consultants and members of technical advisory

tnlcils \v'o are not in the regular full-time employ of the UInitel
.qtates. at a rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the
generall Schedule by section 5332 of title 5 of the United States
Code anl while away from home, or regular place of business,
they may be allowed travel expenses, including per (lieli in lieu
Of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code for 1iC -.ons in the Government service employed
intermitteutlv a d

(6) assist, through training, tie advisory groups established
pu°suant to section 2-203,(a) (3) or comparable public or private
citizen groups in nonl)articilating States in the accomplishment
of their objectives consistent with this Aqt.

(f) Any Federal agency which receives a request from the Institute
•mder subsection (e) (I) may cooperate with the Institute and shall,
to the maximum extent practicable, consult with and furnish infor-
mat io, n 011 a'dvic to teie 1 n.titute. (42 U.S.C. 56.1,)

INFORMATION FUNCTION

SEc. 242. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
wiency Prevention is authorized to-

(1) serve as an information bank by collecting systematically
and synthesizing the data and knowledge obtained'from studies
and research by public and private agencies. institutions, or indi-
viduals concerning all aspects of juvenile delinquency, including
tihe prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency;

(2) serve as a clearinghouse and information Center for the
preparation, publication, and dissemination of all information
regarding juvenile delinquency. including State and local juvenile
delinquency prevention and tReatnment programs and plans, avail-
ability of resources, training and educational programs, statistics,
and other pertinent data and information. (4 2 U.S.C. 5652)
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RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATIONS, AXND EVALUATION FUNCTIONS

S.c. 243. Tl'ho National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is authorized to--

(1) conduct, encourage, and coordinate research and evaluation
into any aspect of juvenile delinquency, particularly with regard
to new programs and methods which show promise of making a
contribution toward the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency;

(2) encourage the. development of demonstration projects in
new, innovative techniques and methods to prevent and treat
juvenile delinquency:

(3) provide for the evaluation of all juvenile delinquency
p'rr1a1sassisted under this title in order to determine the results
an, the l(,fl'et i vene.s of such programs;

(4) provide for the evaluation of any other Federal, State. or
local juvenile ,lelinqIpeulvy program, upon the request of the. Aso-
ciate Administrator:

(5) prepare, in cooperation with educational institutions. Fed-
eral. State. and local age-0ncies. and appropriate individuals and
lrivate agencies. such studies as it considers to be necessary with

reSpc,t to the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency
an(I related matters, including recommendations designed to pro-
iiiotc effective prevention and treatment. such as assessments re-
garding the ro1e of family violence, sexual abuse or exploitation
and media violence in delinquency, the improper handling of
youth placed in one State by another, State. the possible ameliorat-
ing roles of recreation and the arts, and the extent to which youth
in the juvenile system are treated differently on the. basis of sex and
the ramii ications of such practices;

(6) disseminate the results of such evaluations and re,,earci
andd demonstration activities particularly to persons actively
w0,1king in the fiehl of juvenile delinquency"; and

(7) dissentinate pertinent data and studies (including a periodic
jonunial) to individuals, agencies, and organizations concerned
withi thi, prl ' litiol '1141 tilvatilleit of jllve iilh helimnlhuuncy.

'I.\INING Ft Ni"I'ItN,

SEC. 21-1. '1'l Nzitim l Instituite for ,Im'-ellilc 1 ustic awl.i )eliil-
quency I 'l'tvt- itiui i- att lmorizvd to--

(M) levelop. cornI ct . aind provide fol tuailIilig progrl tm for
tile triu.1iuiu of Jpl(Ife:-Si()lul. lparaIrofessi(0i'll. an1d volutlt(ei per-
soliuel, anl (tl! Iotther Irsos who are or \\OF arell pr, larilg to w\ork
\it It j \it' il'e- 1v 1 uit iihi 'e fTfen~lv'i-:

(2) develop. conluct. aml provide for --emiuiiar-. \wrlk-op. ail1
tin illilig Ilogrillus ill tile hated4 p)1O.(uI elictiv I'e(cch1,11i1jues" '111(
iuiet Io )( f 1i'e\'cilt ig a11d t reatinag jut\ti Ic cli m 1qlcicy for ]aw
elforrellent office's. Ki j nlges, and ,,lie coaiit jitol' iit.

probat ion officers, correct imial personnel l, a I ,t her Feoleral. St ut c.
and local government periowmiel who are engaged in work relating
to iuvenile fcliliqulllcy;

(3) levise al,] co,luct a tuuinaitim program. il accordance \\ilt
the )Irovii, .. of sections 2 W.. 25,0, and 251.1 of short-teui inst ruc-

Si, ri'iti.il Apparently . iould read "sections 24S, 211. and 250r'.
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tion in the latest proven-effectiv, methods of prevention, control,
and treatment of juvenile delinquency for correctional and law
enforcement personnel, teachers and other educational personnel,
juvenile welfare workers, juvenile judges and judicial personnel,
-probation officers, and other persons (including lay personnel,
including persons associated with law-rel Ad education programs,
youth workers, and representatives of private youth agencies and
organizations) connected with the prevention and treatment of
juvenile delinquency; and

(4) develop technical training teams to aid in the develo nnent
of training programs in the States and to assist State anI local
agencies which work directly with juveniles and juvenile offenders.
(42 U.S.C. 5664)

INSTrFUTE ADViMORY OO0MME

Sc. 245. The Advisory Committee shall advise, consult with, and
make recommendations to the Associate Administrator concerning the
overall policy and operations of the Institute. (42 U.S.C. 66565)

ANNUAL REPORT

SEC. 246. The Deputy Associate Administrator for the National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and l)eliiiqiieiicy Prevention sliall
develop annually and submit to the Associate Administrator after the
first year the legislation is enacted, prior to September 30, a report on
research, demonstration, training, and evaluation programs funded
under this title, including a review of the results of such programs, an
assessment of the application of such results to existing and to new
juvenile delinquency programs, and detailed recommendations for fu-
ture research, demonstration, training, and evaluation programs. The
Associate Administrator shall include a summary of these results and
recommendations in his report to the President and Congress required
by section 204(b) (5). (4US.C.6656)

DEVELOPED .T 'OF STANDARDS FR JrVEINILE JUSTICE
Szo. 247. (a) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Deliii-

quency Prevention, under the supervision of the Advisory Committee,
shall review existing reports, data, and standards, relating to the
juvenile justice system in the United States.

(b) Not later than ore year after the passage of this section, the
Advisory Committee shall submit to the President and the Congrpes a
report which, based on recommended standards for the administration
of juvenile justice at the Federal, State, and local level-

(1) recommends Federal action, including but not limited to ad-
ministrative and legislative action, required to facilitate the adop-
tion of these standards throughout the United States; and

(2) recommends State andlocal action to facilitate the adoption
of these standards for juvenile justice at the State and local level.

(c) Each department, agency, and instrumentality of the executive
branch of the Government. including independent agencies, is author-
ized and directed to furnish to the Advisory Committee such infornia-

32-505 0 - 78 - 3
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tion as the Committee deems necessary to carry out itt functions under
this section.

(d) Following the submission of its report under subsection (b)
the Advisory Committee shall direct its efforts toward refinement of
the recommended standards and may a. is State and local goverli-
ments and private agencies and organizations in the adoption of ap-
propriate standards at State and local levels. The National Institute
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention iF authorized to de-
velop and support model State legislation consistent with the man-
date-, of this Act and the standards developed by Advisory Committee.
(42 U.S.C. 665?)

EfZrABLUS1MEN'T OF 7RAIifl O PROORAM

SFc. 24S. (a) The Associate Administrator shall establish within
the Institute a training program designed to train enrollees with re-
spect to methods and techniques for the prevention and treatment of
juvenile delinquency. In carrying out this program the Associate
Administrator is authorized to make use of available State and local
services, equipment, personnel, facilities, and the like.

(b) Enrollees in the training program established under this section
shall be drawn from correctional and law enforcement personnel,
teachers and other educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers,
juvenile judges and judicial personnel, probation officers, and other
I!rsons (including lay personnel, including persons associated with
Iaw-related education'programs, youth workers, and representatives
of private youth agencies and organizations) connected with the pre-
vention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. (4f U.S.C. 6659)

CURRICULUM FOR TRAINING PROGRAM

Sw. 249. The Associate Administrator shall design and supervise a
curriculum for the training program established by section 248 which
shall utilize an interdisciplinary approach with respect to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency, the treatment of juvenile delinquents,
and the diversion of youths from the juvenile justice system. Such
curriculum shall be appropriate to the needs of the enrollees of the
training program. (42 U.S.C. 5660)

EXROLLVXNT FOR TRaIWO PROGRAM

Sw. 250. (a) Any person seeking to enroll in the training program
established under section 248 shall transmit an application to the
Associate Administrator, in such form and according to such proce-
dures as the Associate Administrator may prescribe.

(b) The Associate Administrator shall make the final determination
with respect to the admittance of any person to the training program.
The Associate Administrator, in makig such determination, shall seek
to assure that persons admitted to the training program are broadly
representative of the categories described in section 248(b).

(c) While studying at the Institute and while traveling in connec-
tion with his study (including authorized field trips), each person
enrolled in the Institute shall be allowed travel expense and a per
diem allowance in the same manner as prescribed for persons employed
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intermittently in the Government service under section 5703(b) of
title 5, United States Code. (42 U.S.C. 6601)

PAr D-AXmIXwRATI PRovIoSs

Sx c. 261. (a) To carry out the purposes of this title there is author-
ized to be appropriated $150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 80, 1978, $175,000,000 or the fiscal year ending September 30,
1979, and $200,000,000 for the -fiscal year ending September 80, 1980.
Funds appropriated for any fiscal year may remain available for obli-
gation until expended.

(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under section 261 (a)
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the
Administration shall maintain from the appropriation for the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, each fiscal year, at least 19.15
percent of the total appropriations for the Administration, for juve-
nile delinquency programs. (42 U.S.C. 5071)

APPLICABILITY OF OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Src. 262. The administrative provisions of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, designated as sections
601, 504, 507, 509, 510, 511, 516, 518(c), 521, and 524 (a) and (c) of
such Act, are incorporated herein as administrative provisions appli-
cable to this Act. (4f U.S.C. 6672)

FrFECTIVE CLAUSE

SF~c. 263. (a) Except as provided by subsections (b) and (c), the
foregoing provisions of this Act shall take effect on the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(b) Section 204(b) (5) and 204(b) (6) shall become effective at the
close of the thirty-first day of the twelfth calendar month of 1974.
Section 204 (1) shall become effective at the close of the thirtieth day of
the eleventh calendar month of 1976.

(c) Except as otherwise provided by the Juvenile Justice Amend-
ments of 1977, the amendments made by the Juvenile Justice Amend-
ments of 1977 shall take effect on October 1, 1977. (42 U.S.C. 6601
note ) TITLE III-RUNAWAY YOUTH

SHORT TITE

SEC. 801. This title may be cited as the "Runaway Youth Act"
(42 U.S.C. 6701 nwte)

FINDINGS

Smc 802. The Congress hereby finds that,-
(1) the number of juveniles who leave and remain away from

home without parental permission has increased to alarming pro-
portions, creating a substantial law enforcement problem for the
communities inundated, and significantly endangering the young
people who are without resources and live on the street;
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(2) the exact nature of the probkmn is t well defined because
rational statistics on the size and profile of the ruiaway youth
population are not tabulated;

(8) many such young peop because of tbeir age and situa-
tion, are urgently in need of temporary sheJer aad counseling
services:

(4) the problem of locating, detaining, and returning runaway
children should not be the responsibility of already overburdened!
police departnieits and juvenile justice authorities; and

(5) in view of the integrate nature of the problem, it i the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Goverinera tu dkvelop accurate, re-
porting of the probki, natio.Mlly and to develop aa efficti'Vc
systeJm of temlxoary care outside the law enforcement structure.

RULES

Ssc. 303. The Secretary of Health Education, and Welfare (herein-
after referred to as the "Secretary,) may prescribe such rules as he
couside i, nocezsary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of thi.
title. (42 U.,.C. 5702)

PAR-T -GPANTS PRO.tL31

PERPoisES OF GRANT PROGRAM

Szc. 311. The Secretary is authorized to make grants and to pro-
vide technical assistance and short-term training to States, localities
and nonprofit private agencies and coordinated networks of such agen-
ciev in accordance with the provisions of this part. Grants wider this
part shall be made for the purpose of developing local facilities to deal
primaril\' with the immediate needs of runaway youth or otherwise
homeless youth in a manner which is outside the law enforcement strip ic-
ture and juvenile justice system. The size of such grant shall be deter-
mined by the number of such youth in the community and the exist in,
availability of services. Among applicants priority shall be given to
private organizations or institutions which have had past experience
in dv.iling with sucli youth. (42 U.S.C. 5711)

ELIGIBILITY

Si:c. 312. (a) To be eligible for assistance under this pnrt. sn appli-
cant shall propose to establish, strengthen, or fund an existing or pro-
posed runaway house, a locally controlled facility providing temporary
shelter, and counseling services to juveniles who have left home with-
out prmission of their parents or guardian.

(b, In order to qualify for assistance under this part, an applicant
shall submit a plan to the Secetary meeting the following require-
ments and including the following information. Each house-

(1) shall be located in an area which i.- denionstrably frequented
by or easily reachable by runaway youth:

(2) shall have a maximum capacity of no more than twenty
children, with a ratio of staff to children of sufficient portion to
nuire adePqiate supervision and treat meit ;
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(8) shall develop adequate plans for contacting the child's
parents or relatives (if such action is required by State law) and
assuring the safe return of the child according to the best interests
of the child, for contacting local government officials pursuant to
informal arrangements established with such officials by the run-
away house, and for providing for other appropriate alternative
living arrangements;

(4) shall develop an adequate plan for assuring proper rela-
tions with law enforcement personnel, and the return of runaway
youths from correctional institutions:

(5) shall develop an adequate plan for aftercare counseling
involving runaway youth and their parents within the State in
which the runaway house is located and for assuring, as possible,
that aftercare services will be provided to those children who are
returned beyond the State in which the runaway house is located:

(6) shall keep adequate statistical records profiling the children
and parents which it serves, except that records maintained on
individual runaway youths shall not be disclosed without the con-
sent of the individual youth and parent or legal guardian to any-
one other than another agency compiling statistical records or'a
government agency involved in the disposition of criminal charges
against an individual runaway youth, and reports or other docn-
.ments based on such statistical records shall not disclose the
identity of individual rnaway youths:

(7) shall submit annual reports to the Secretary detailing how
the house has been able to meet the goals of its plans and report-

ing the statistical summaries required by paragraph (6) ;
(8) shall demonstrate its ability to operate under accounting

procedures and fiscal control devices as required by the Secretar":
(9) shall submit a budget estimate with respect to the plan

submitted by such house under this subsection ; and
(10) shall supply such other information as the Secretary

reasonably deems necessary. (42 U.S.C. 5712)

APPROVAL BY SECRETArY

SEC. 313. An application b y a State, locality, or nonprofit private
agency for a grant under this part may be approved by the Secre-
tary only if it is consistent with the applicable provisions of this
part and meets the requirements set forth in section 312. Priority shall
be given to grants smaller than $100,000. In considering grant applica-
tions under this part, priority shall be given to any applicant whose
program budget is smaller than $150,000. (42 U.S.C. 5713)

ORANTS TO PRIVATE AGENCIES, STAFFINO

SEc. 314. Nothing in this part shall be construed to deny grants to
nonprofit private agencies which are fully controlled by private boards
or persons but which in other respects meet the requirements of this
part and agree to be legally responsible for the operation of the
runaway house. Nothing in this part shall give the Federal Govern-
ment control over the staffing and personnel decisions of facilities
receiving Federal funds. (42 U.S.C. 5714)
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I'ILPO '1

SEc. 315. Tie Secretary shall annaliy report to the Congress on the
status and accomplishments of the runaway houses which are funded
under this part, with particular attention to-

(1) their effectiveness in alleviating the problems of runaway
youth;

(2) their ability to reunite children with their families and to
encourage the resolution of intrafamily problems through counsel-
ing and other services;

(3) their effectiveness in strengthening family relationships
and encouraging stable living conditions for children; and

(4) their effectiveness inhelping youth decide upon a future
course of action. (2. U.0S.C. 671)

FEDERL SHARE

Src. 316. (a) The Federal share for the acquisition and renovation
of existing- structures, the provision of counseling services, staff train-
ing, and the general costs of operations of such facility's budget for
any fiscal year shall be 90 per centum. The non-Federal share may be
in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated by the Secretary, including plant,
equipment, or, services.

(b) Payments under this section may be made in installments, in
advance, or by way of reimbursement, with necessary adjustments on
account of overpayments or underpayments. (4. U.S.C. 6716)

PArr B-RECORDS

RECORDS

SEc. 321. Records containing the identity of individual youths pur-
suant to this Act may under no circumstances be disclosed or trans-
ferred to any individual or to any public or private agency. (42 U.S.C.
6731)

PArr C-RORGANIZATION

REORGANIZATION PLAN

SEc. 331. (a) After April 30,1978, the President may submit to the
Congress a reorganization plan which, subject to the provisions of sub-
section (b) of this section, shall take effect, if such reorganization plan
is not disapproved by a resolution of either House of the Congress. in
accordance with the provisions of, and the procedures established by
cha ter 9 of title 5, United States Code, except to the extent proided
in Is part.

(b) A reorganization plan submitted in accordance with the provi-
sions of subsection (a) shall provide-

(1) for the establishment of an Office of Youth Assistance
which shall be the principal agency for purposes of carrying out
this title and which shall be established-
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(.A) with in t i, Office of ,huv nie ,Ju.-tice anI I),linqueney
Prevention in the I)epartment of .Jstiee; or

(B) within the ACTION Agency:
(2) that the transfer authorized b, paragraph (1) shall be

,,ffoeti ' 30 daY., after the last date on which sueh transfer could
he disalprove]d inuder chapter . of title .5, IUnited States Code:

3) that property. rveorils. and tiiexpended balances of appwo-
priations, alloeatioms, and other funds employed. used. lheld,available, or to he made available in connection with the functions

f the Ofloe of Yoilih Development within the Department of
ITealth. Education. and Welfare in the operation of functions
piiismiant to thi, titlh. sbhall he transferred to the Offiep of Youth
Assi~tiale' with in the Offiep of ,ilvellile ,Iustice and Delilqueney
lP'evolition or within the ACTION Akgency. a the ease may he,
:111d 01,1 all ,,-rants. applications for grants. contracts. and otlhor

a 4(I i ii 1-11s a wariled or enttred into v thli Offlce of Youth Devel -
Opmlient shall i.mitiiiite ill ,tleet mintil modi liS. superseded. or
revoked:

(1) that all official actions taken by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare. hi- designee, or any other person under
I te authority of this title which are in force on the effective date
of such plan. and for which there is continuing authority ueder
the provisions of this title. shall continue in full force nd effect
until niodified. superseded. or revoked by the Associate Adminis-
trator for the Office of .Tuvenile ,Tustice and Delinquency Proven-
tion or hv the Director of the ACTION Agency. as the'case mar
Le. as apipropriate : and

(5) that reference-s to the Office of Youth Development within
the Department of Health, Education. and Welfare in any statute,
reorganization plan. Exevutive order, regulation, or other official
document or proceeding shall, on and after such date, be deemed
to refer to the Office of Youth Assistance within the Office of
. juvenile ,Justice and Delinquency Prevention or within the
.\('TION .\,,l1CV. :as thl e, as Dm be. aw.alpropriate. (42 T.R.0.

P.RT I)-- -AUTIIOIIZATION or AI'IROPRIATIONNS

Src. 341. (a) 'o c.arrv out the purposes of part A of this title there
is authorized to be appropriated for each of the fiscal years ending
Tune 30. 1975, and 1976. and September 30, 1977, the sum of $10,000,000,

and for cal of the fiscal years ending Septemher 30, 1978, 1979, and
190. the sum of . 25,000.0O0.

(b) The 'eretary (through the Office of Youth Development
wlieh shall administer this title) shall consult with the Attorney Gen-
eral (through the Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile
.T.tice and Delinquency Prevention) for the purpose of coordinating
the development and implementation of programs and activities
funded under this title with those related programs and activities
funded under title IT of this Act and under the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol atid Safe Streets Act of 1969, as amended. (42 '..S.C. 57.;1)*

; NvTV.-Titlo TV of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 wat
rplw.al.d by section 10 of the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977 (Public Law 95-115:
'ii S %rr 14)C1. Title V of such Act. which made various amendments to title 18. United
Stato-z (',t,. i.; not hipluded In this Compilation.
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Conforming Provisions of Title I of

THE OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968

As Amended

[With Emphasis Added]

DECLARATIO NS AND PUPPSE

('ornilg.SS filIis 0111t i l, igh i nCidele of ''61l e in til- l't ited
States thir-atenis the l, a.e, .-A '-tirity. and giiieral welfare of the
Nationz alit its t itizie. s. 1O edt lice arnd l iev rit wi ie and iul en ih,
tiel Iitnmlet .. a r!d t 1 tislTt, tie i ,tr eti l saev of th lIteofi h, law
ell for 1e7'e nt 111141 'cri milinl jiisli'v efflrort s nist 1w Ix-tter e' ri ii at t e'I,i
inteorsi liNtI, ant! iiaie n ore MORetIy at all levels (of go veiinmi ent.

('01ngress fiiIs fi tether t hat ciiv is essen iial lit al1 problem
that roo1st be Ieit t n ith Iy hvStte and local govonrmiiiwnts if it is t4 he
controlled elctelv ,,.

(C'tivess z' lln fut' er th]at i lie tila ial and tevlhnicial resources of
tlIhe Felerl i (overi nwt slioul' d be Usd to provide Const uctive aid
tiLnd "LS.SiStalt to Stll 1a'te.aidhal goVerllritetii i o1ii1t ilg lile s'ios
prOinlermi Of 1iliie :il thFat tk FiedIe~eral Goverintetit slioithi assist State
ani(l'al uov rtes in evalta ing tie iititi ct and value of trogr'it
deI.Veloped 1 ',dadm litet I)lialat to thiS title'.

C01 I o':el finds fiurnttr that t e illlgh jliidlie (it' delimiplei nllill
lh United States iltlda ts in etl dutiol'ls atimiuial 1.4 t ail li-
miefISiaibie loss it Fltirii life. person f secmwi1ity., ltd w;, IItit inaiimi
MMesoTies, atid INa itmveiile de1llljiiiic% nit it itecs a -Irowilnir t arat.
to thle iatio.-.mil welfare lluit-it l\'t'iilodilet allnd oilhielletsiv '1.t ltok
bN the F~ederal ( o iipitn t" rediT niu pme~ nt nlcimiliev.

It is thIinrekfoick tilie deelVl red olic oIf thle ( oigievSs to assist St ate
a It I t].e g Vl'1k, lt fte it ll S hiegtlIei l lg at 1 ' 1 it r( o ,i.g laW , kfOlee-

til't and Irim inal justice at every level by Federal ssistau ice. It is
tle u.rposo.f this title to (1) encourage, thiro,gli. th provision of
Federal tecli''tial aunt tinaiCial aid ti'd aIsiStatC, States and unlits
tIf get iteral l ocalI gove ruIn Ier ivt to deV~~j v'111 11u,10tIitttpe COII elIISi ye ati~lS
[a!ei upontilir uvvaluation of aim!i digned14 to deal With tlkii pr
iCulartln' it If lawv eiifooceirett anti erIiiiiiir:il just ice: (2) author-

iz, following e'maltiatio ain approval of coineiemsive jdatis, grants
to States and UnitS Of local govettiia iii order tol inijrove- atnl
si rengtlen 1Lw I'li foreTu11ietit and tr1iniual jlst ice; and (3) en1COurage,
through. th lieISiovSion Of Feder01al Itechn1ical antd financial aidl atiti assist-
ancve, re1st a iii a I i I ile ye l Iiiuet i eefeId ttwat tile ii "j)Vvei ett Of

I 'lle ft eei CV1 li1t altil C iluiila I jUSt ice andtt i ti e vi 'lO liii eu t. Of neVW
titetliods1 for ihe prvltttit ii and reuductionl of critie arid thel detection,
apprel ie nsion. aind reltabi lit ati in tf ci-iiia Is.

1t is tltereft. tiet fil1til 11naiel thc% o)f CouIrmessti itotn oide
tlieiiissr 1,t ilil,145. Ivath 'UItiun. anti clm F(iiiationi1 toi (1) 1celn

a 1i io nininit f10e1 ive nilht~onis of ;,v tiet i imn anti it-nduig jueif
deuitincv, (2) it)otivelnnati tnt tin1t vli0% vti e lingi ion- tol fit% nilf

ut tiii-w%. ito tli.emf juitililv, FiTit f i trallitnriil m jit m6 I'tit,
SM attII a IIi t I) r,, inle cli I ical I I% n I nC(V l tern..1atite t*.! o i I it IIIi, oIab:
/:Itinnit* : 13) 1tt iliijto tlit Ow ii1ihitv olf ;ntciill t. n inl i 1 miit1.
Statee: anil 1 tn) tri nr~ lt 14:nl 44 ti. Statv aunt lineal gittij&

ju :3i jnlnl:Iilnitii'N~t i iti urinlll( l i e i t .Itttin rn.mli. ht
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PAr IB-PLANNING GRANTS

si:,'. :203. (a) (I 1) ." ralit Illdv, ilider, this part to a tatv Shll] be

lit IIIZt-1 i h t S atc ti) t-t. li- :it nd maintaini a ',tatv. p)lailliIg a.cliry.
• lclt'] +i..r' \ :liall Ilhb civatel ()Il dile,iiit'il I hi etf executive of

tI e stttIt 1: 1i State l]\V a l -lall lbe -Ihjvct to tI( jllri.dict iolt Of the
civi f et-xCuti\;e. WIe\'re "It'hi agetcey is lImt cl',attc- or desigi att e1liv

Itat' law. it l:tll be* o) .rcitl or d(sIi.latcd by li) hater th aat Dccciii-
l ' 81. I . '. 'l' .State plani i n 4 tt'I " aNMid allv Ieriorial laIItiittil
11iiit- w'il iri tie State :-hall, witiit'their rce liectixv ilt l -ditiQ is, le
lrtepr't-vqilltlive (d, thel']aw\ tunfoc enienll'lt .lt114 crlim l ll I:tiv't al l~cie.-,,

I11il4iiL 1 ;u rtilciv- tlit''tl\" rvt,]:t( to thc l -vtiV iltio< k altd cmlit.rol of
mivcih. il,,lii. ll \ c.. tlltilt- i)f -.reiieral local -rOv\ trlll elit. at I)mllic

-Ig '1it'l'" II1I] itit a ll i ii 1 "t rl'} I' l> to rAt'dce and i tro l criie. aniid .mall- '+, ,r 'lcp vsv' +tIt1\t-of citizen i,l r+l'cs.al t co>i1t 111tit\" oI' a-

i iZAtiII-. ilimi l iii iii ' oi' a tli illS (lil'lt vo Iclated to ,elt+i quII cq.v
1 Il,\ klcliii. The Chairman ,nd at least two additional
citizen fnembers of any advisory groun established pursuant to sectionU,3(a) (3) of thp, Ju geife Justice and Delinouency Preyention Act ri

1974 shall be appointed to the State planning agency as members
thereof. These individuals may be considered in meeting the general
representation requirements of this section. Any executive committee
of a State planning agency shall include in its membership the same
proportion of advisory group members as the total number of such
_Members bears to the total membership.OPf th(State planning agency,

PAirr C-GRsANs FOR LAw ENORCEMFNT PU RPOsES

S t+. 303. (a) The Administration shall make grants under this title
to a State planning agency if such agency has on file with the Adiill
istration an approved comprehensive State plan (not more than oe.
year in age) which conforms with the purposes and requirements of
this title. In omder to receive foim tfila grai-ts under the
JuVentile .Justice Atml lelil incv Prevent oun Act of 1974 a State slall
.IIu 1nIit J) an o",I arrving otr thme vii pos,,s ,)f tiha.t Act in accol-da lie
with this -A,(t(iImi aid svtion 223 of that Act.

No state plan shall be approved as comprehensive unless the
Administration finds that the lplan provides for the allocation of ade-
quate assistance to deal with law enforcement and c-riminal justice
p roblems in areas characterized by both high crinic imidenlee and high
aw enforcement and criminal justice activity No Statl plan shall X.

approved as comprehensive, unless it inc'lutiesat'o'ree sn\'e ar" -
gran, whether or not funded ind'er tnistitle, for th inprovenient of
J u v en I le j]usTiwc.
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PART F--ADMINISTRATIVE IT0ISIO. S

Stc. 519. On or efor-V I) )cenlli 31 of each Near. t le AliliilstiItion
duill rcpoil to tile President and to the Coniinittees on the Judiciary
Of the Senate and I louse of Representatives, and to the Conimittee
on Education and labor of lhe House of Representatives, on

:activities pursuant to the provisions of this title during tile
preceding fiscal year. Such rei)ort shall include-

(12) a summary of State compliance with sections 223(a)
(12)-(14) of tile ,Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, as amended. the maintenance of effort requirement
i rde' section 261 (b) of such Act and section 52004 o this ct,
State i)anniLt a, - vey and regional Manning unit representa-
tion reQuirements as set forth in section 203 of this Act, and other
areas of state activity in carrying out ]uvenile uStice and delin-
quency prevention programs under the comprehensive State

SBc. 5-Il(a). There are autlhorized to.
be al)l)ropriated for the pl)rposes of carrying out this title not to
ex('eAd S2o 0.000.00 for tlit period beginning on July 1, 197fi, and
ending on September 30. 1976, not to exceed $%S$0,000,000 for the fiscal
year Hmliing September 30) 1977: -SO0,U() )J)00 for the fiscal year ending
'el)tembver 30. 197s: and $s00.0)00,000 for the fiscal year ending Sell-

temlbvir 30. 1979. In addition to any ot her sums available for the pur-
lo.,s of gr-nt., unler part C of ihis title, there is authorized to be
alprolpriated not to exceed $l,00,EHHJ for the fiscal year ending Sell-
tenber 30, 11177: and not to exceed $15,000.000 for each of the two
succeeding fiscal ears: for the purposes of grants to 1h, administered
by the Ofive of ('ommunity Anti-Crime Programs for community
p atrol activities and the encouragement of neighborhood participation
in crime preveiition amid public safety (florts under section 301(b) (i)
of this title.
Funds a- nriated for any fiscal year may remain available for
obligatio ,1 expended. Beginning in the fiscal 'ear ending June :30.
1972, and in each fiscal year thereafter there shall be allocated for the
purposes of part E an amount equal to not less than 20 per centum of
the amount allocated for the purposes of part C.

(b) In addition to tile funds ai)mrovriated under section 261(a)
of tile Juvenile justice and 1)elinouenc'y Prevention Act of 1974, the
Administration shall mainitain froill the a1))luoioriatioi for the Law
En forcement Assistance Admiinist ration, each fiscal year, at least 19.15
m-rcent of the total al)imovriationsfor the A.inistrati n. fr juvenile
delinquency iw o-onnis.

Szc. 527l. All l roxrams concerned with iRivenile deiin(mencv and
administered bv the AdminiZration shall .e administered or sllbiert
t the olicy direction of the office established bX Ce ' on g01 0n ofth
Juvenile Justi aflan .¢inuency Prevetion Act of 194.
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Mr. ANDREWS. Our first witness is John Rector, Administrator,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. John, we
are pleased to have you here again and look forward to your
statement. You can read it or if you prefer, we will submit it for the
record and you may paraphrase.

STATEMENT OF JOHN RECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Mr. RECTOR. I would prefer to do the latter.
Mr. ANDREWS. Without objection, the statement will be entered in

the record in its entirety, and you may speak from it in whatever
way you choose.

Mr. RECTOR. Thank you very much.
[Prepared statement of John M. Rector follows:]
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STATEMENT OF JOHN M. RECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

It is a pleasure, Mr. Chairman, to appear today before the Subcommittee

on Economic Opportunity to review the Implementation of the Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended.

When young people confront our Juvenile justice system, injustice is

a frequent result. The system does not provide the individualized

justice promised by reformers at the turn of the century; it does

not help the many non-criminal status offenders who fall into its

Jurisdiction; and it does not protect communities from Juvenile crime.

As the CoaMttee knows too well, we as a nation Indiscriminately

respond to children In trouble - from those who are abandoned and

homeless to those who threaten public safety. The Act, which

established the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,

was developed in response to these inconsistencies in the existing

system.

As this Subcommittee knows welluhe Act was designed to help states,

localities and public and private agencies to develop and conduct

effective delinquency prevention program, to divert more juveniles

from the Juvenile justice process, and to provide urgently needed

alternatives to traditional detention and correctional facilities.
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The Act tells us that indiscriminate punitive placement, whether in

public or private facilities, masquerading under the questionable

disguise of "rehabilitation" or "the best interest of the child,"

only increases our already critical crime rate by supplying new

recruits for the jails, detention centers, state farms, camps and

training schools, which are often nothing more than wretched academies

of crime.

he aim is to minimize the harm sometime caused by State intervention.

The aim is to help secure basic human rights for children and their

families.

The traditional "solution" for juvenile crime has been to upgrade

personnel, improve services or refurbish facilities. The Act tells

us that this is not adequate. What is needed is an uncompromising

departure from the current practice of institutionalized overkill

which undermines primary influence agents -- family, church,

school and community. We must support policies and practices which

protect our communities while also assuring justice for youth.

The current overreach of the child welfare Juvenile justice industry

in its reliance on detention and incarceration is particularly shocking

as it affects non-criminal young people. These youths are actually more likely
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to be detained, more likely to be institutionalized, and once incar-

cerated, more likely to be held in confinement than those who are

charged with or convicted of actual criminal offenses. Incredibly,

seventy percent of the young women in the system are in this category.

This system then is clearly the cutting edge of the double standard.

Some youthful offenders must be removed from their homes. For those

who commit serious, usually violent offenses, detention and Incar-

ceration should be available.

The overloaded juvenile Justice system is under fire for not stemming

the tide of youthful criminal violence. We are, however, often and

understandably blinded by the lurid publicity given a relative small

handful of violent Juveniles and we lose sight of the fact that the

net of the juvenile system is very wide; that many noncriminal acts

and minor delinquencies subject youth to unwarranted and unjust de-

tention and Incarceration, grossly disproportionate to the ham, If

any, done by the behavior Involved. The collective errors in this

regard are compounded by the fact that these indiscriminate incarcera-

tion policies which overload the juvenile correctional system permit

the punishment of ever fewer serious violent youthful offenders.

Violent crimes put the parens patrie doctrine -- the basis for the

juvenile justice system -- to its severest test.
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The few serious cases are not dealt with appropriately, while less

serious offenders are treated harshly.

Sentencing is an area of special concern. Sentences based

solely on the juvenile's needs and background, in lieu of consideration

of the crime, lend to disparity. Even when youths are convicted of

the same crime and have similar criminal records, the current system

Imposes vastly different sentences. While some discretion is essential,

sentencing guidelines would be more consistent with justice and community

protection. Otherwise we will be unjustly punishing youth on the basis

of family background, race, color, creed, wealth and status rather than

for their crimes. The development of model standards by the Office

through our Institute will assist the States in their struggle to

deliver Justice to all citizens.

When we discuss Juvenile crime we should address the policies of a

State and Its respective communities, rather than focusing solely on

the individual juveniles. A case-by-case emphasis on the needs

of individuals often permits those intimately involved with the

implementation of policy to overlook the cumulative impact of their

practices.
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The 1974 Act reflected the consensus of most professionals in the juve-

nile delinquency field, as well as other concerned citizens, that far

too many Juveniles are locked up. Many of the youths detained and

Incarcerated - particularly those whose conduct would not be Illegal

if they were adults - require, at most, non-secure and usually temporary

placement. In fact, many would be better off if the State refrained

from Intervening In their lives at all.

Sections 223(a)(12), (13), and (14) are central to the Act. These pro-

visions condition continued State participation In the formula grant

program on a commitment to deinstitutionalization of status offenders,

segregation of juvenile and adult offenders, and development of an

adequate system for monitoring jails, detention facilities, and correc-

tional facilities. Taken together, It was hoped that these requirements

would stimulate the development of appropriate alternatives including

non-intervention to fill the void between essentially ignoring unlawful

behavior and continuing wholesale detention and incarceration.

Development of alternatives to detention and Incarceration also make

sound economic sense. Children in Custody, the Advance Report on the Juvenile

Detention and Correctional Facility Census of 1974, indicates that the cost

per child of institutionalization in a public juvenile detention or correc-

tional facility exceeds $10,000 per year. This accounts for operating

expenses only, not capital costs. The average cost for private facilities

exceeds $8,000 per child annually.

32-505 0 - 78 - 4
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The Juvenile Justice Act has been a catalyst for a long overdue and

healthy assessment of our current policy and practices. Additionally,

It has stimulated the development of criteria for imposing incarceration

while stressing certainty of punishment for serious offenders. The

General Accounting Office has characterized it as the most promising

and cost-effective Federal crime prevention program. I would, however,

be grossly misleading the Subcommittee If I were to represent that all

Is well with the program or that it is operating totally consistently

with Congressional expectations.

When I had been Administrator of the Office for three months, I dis-

cussed this matter with the Senate Judiciary Committee in part as

follows: "While there have been some accomplishments under the former

Administration, there have been notable shortcomings in implementation.

Despite strong bipartisan support for the program, there has been

opposition to funding and Implementation, as well as administrative

sabotage at the highest levels. These facts have been well documented

by the Subcommittee. Given the lack of commitment to the Act, it is

surprising that any of its objectives were achieved."

"The lack of such essential support, together with the difficult, but

predictable, problems inherent in achieving compliance, work to nullify

the Congressional mandate. . . . In view of thidr.sorry chronology, I

am cautiously optimistic that the flexibility of the Juvenile Justice

Amendments of 1977 will encourage more states to comply."
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The Administration is committed to implementing the 1974 Act. On

these crucial human rights issues there is Federal leadership for a

change.

On October 3, 1977, President Jimmy Carter signed the Juvenile Justice Arendments

of 1977. The President in stressing Its significance said in part:

In many communities of our Country, two kinds of
crimes -- one serious and one not very serious --
are treated the same, and young people have been
incarcerated for long periods of time, who have
committed offenses that would not even be a crime
at all If they were adults. . . . This Act very
wisely draws a sharp distinction between these
two kinds of crimes.

Our support is clearly evidenced by the following sketch of requests

and actual appropriations for the Office:

Fiscal Year (Admin.) Pres. Request Appropriation

FY-76 Tord/Nixon) 0 *25

FY-76 '(Ford ) 0 $40M

FY-77 Ford) 10 $754

FY-78 Iarter) 75M $o0M

FY-79 carter) 100 ?

To fully understand the current situation in OJJDP, it is vitally important,

in m view, to review several key pre-1977 policy decisions and related

practices which linger or even haunt us today.
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As you know, an integral aspect of the compromise on the 1974 Act was

the earmarking for discretionary funds of at least 25 percent or up to

So percent of all appropriations. Thus, those interested in

the new prevention and change oriented approach inherent in the Act

but concerned about the possible Inhibiting impact of the traditional LEAA

delivery system, through State Planning Agencies (SPAs), were assure of

assistance.

As a matter of fact, however, with few exceptions, these discretionary

funds, to the extent they have been obligated, were channelled through

the SPAs.

A second major policy concern relates to the use of Crime Control Act (CCA)

funds by OJDP, in particular LEAA Part C (Grants for Law Enforcement

Purposes) and Part E (Grants for Correctional Proqrams) discretionary

funds. Such monies were commingled with JJDP funds with the result that

CCA policies, not JJDP Act policies, prevailed. For example, because

of such commingling cash rather than in-kind match was required of all

grantees. Additionally, projects and programs funded by the Office

reflected a decided preference for use of CCA funds, rather than JJDP

funds.
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The third major policy concern relates to OJJDP's nearly exclusive

reliance on national initiatives as a funding vehicle. As a matter

of policy, Individually submitted project and program applications, whether

local, State, or regional, were overtly discouraged.

The impact of these past policies and practices cannot be understated.

Only after my Senate confirmation and arrival last July did I begin

to fully appreciate the cumulative significance and effect of these

earlier policy decisions.

OJJDP was in its final quarter with a Fiscal Year 1977 discretionary
appropriation of $18,875,000, but with an astounding $43,760,000 in discretionary

funas available. The Uffice had -etto complete a single 1977 initiative.

I was struck by the seeming optimism that prevailed as I solicited

views regarding Office policy, operation, and direction. The grim

reality of the situation rarely surfaced.

It is important to note that the Office, under the Nixon-Ford appointees,

carried over discretionary dollars well in excess of its total FY 1976

appropriation. This obvious sign of a failing program--suffering from

lack of leadership and support--was a major factor in the Carter

Admnistration4s budget request for Filtal Year1979W
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The fact is that our Office started FY 1978 (October 1, 1977) with

in excess of $150 million available.

if we succeed in allocating these dollars in a timely and thoughtful

fashion, It will be a first for the program.

We have made a good staft towards remedying many of the problems that

had crippled the Office. Yet it seems like melting lead over very low

heat.

Rather than adopting-an unrealistic, unachievable agenda of proqrams that

includes a little of something for everyone, we have tarqeted our activities.

Congressional guidance has helped to facilitate this more national

approach. Among this guidance is that found at Daqe 44 of the Senate

Report, No. 95-165 entitled "The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977":

The Office has also announced a program to prevent
delinquency through strengthening the capacity of
private nonprofit agencies serving youth. It is
expected that 14 to 18 grants totaling $7.5 million
wlll be awarded. A number of other special emphasis
grants have been brought to the attention of the
committee. The Office has indicated tentative plans
for future initiatives dealing with serious Juvenile
offenders, youth gangs, neighborhood prevention,
restitution, youth advocacy, alternative education,
probation, standards, and alternatives to incarcera-
tion. While the committee acknowledges that all of
these areas are important and may deserve extensive
attention in the future, the Office should be cautious
not to deviate too quickly from using its limited re-
sources to support those related to the primary focuses
of the 1974 Act, namely, alternatives to incarceration,
youth advocacy, and restitution. Once the priority
mandates have been fulfilled, then the Office should
certainly explore the possibility of initiatives in
other areas. Care must be taken, however, that the
available resources not be diluted through programs in
tangential areas at this early period of the Act's
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implementation. A targeted focus relative to the Act's
primary thrust with fewer Initiatives each year would
serve to clearly state the priorities of the Office.
The implementation of standards would, of course, be
one vehicle to achieve these goals.

We have established sorely needed elementary control and monitoring

mechanisms including a paperflow control desk, systems for acknowledging

correspondence and for logging assignments of applications or concept

papers.

We have established a rational planning process for travel, participation

in conferences, meetings and the like, including, for example, the use

of telephone conference calls where appropriate.

We have developed a viable strategy designed to address the extraordinary

fiscal problems In the Office including the following:

a. JJDP funds are to be obligated prior to the available

CCA funds. As odd as it may seem we, for the first time

in Office history, funded a major initiative--Prevention--

exclusively with JJDP funds!

b. SPAs are no longer the vehicle for allocation of

discretionary funds. Not only will a significant amount

of our monies be awarded directly to grantees, but a factor
contributing to start-up or fund flow problems will be

el imfated.
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c. Unsolicited program applications are being received

and considered. This morg easy access to the Office

will match applicants' needs with OJJDP dollars.

d. The practice of suspending the processing of appli-

cations has been radically curbed with expected

results; decisions are made in a more timely manner

and another aspect of the dollar jam is addressed.

e. The Restitution Program, which was originally designed

for funding with Parts C and E and JJDP monies, was

redrafted for funding exclusively with JJDP money.

Additionally, the Program plan has been revised to

encourage, through the use of incentives, community

group participation and more selective evaluation.

Incidentally, 117 applications have been received.

It is project that we will obligate $24 million for

the Program by September.

f. Last August we decided to allocate a significant portion of

the discretionary carryover, $30 million, to a children

in custody incentive program. Its several components

include supplements to the participating States and the

advisory groups. Assistance will be provided to others

with expertise regarding the inappropriate placement of dependent,
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neglected and delinquent children as addressed in the

JJDP Act, Sections 223(a)(12) and (13).

g. We have limited the practice of extending a grant beyond

the originally-funded period. So.called 'no cost extensions"

have contributed to fund flow problems.

Again, as peculiar as it seems to some, before last summer the formula

program, the backbone of the Act, was not managed by the Office. We are now

responsible for its direction and management. We have made significant

progress with the formula grant program.

The Office is working to help provide adequate, humane, cost-effective

assistance to our Congressionally targeted consumers. We are refocusing

to respond to the important definitional changes impacting the scope of

our funding which was, as you know, expanded to include all youth who

would benefit from delinquency prevention services. This precludes

the need to identify a youth as "in danger of becoming delinquent" or

"at risk" in order to establish eligibility for program services.

We are aiming to avoid the negative labels and stigmas inherent in so-

called "deficit" programming such as on sexual exploitation or child

abuse and neglect.
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We are, however, not solely a service program exclusively interested

in the development of a service package. We have a statutory mandate

to curb the inappropriate placement of non-offenders and offenders.

Thus, through all of our Office activities we are attempting to dis-

courage the inappropriate intervention into the lives of youth.

and their families, while helping to assure appropriate out of home

*alternatives when necessary.

By coupling this approach with a broad range of community-based social

and human services we hope to help provide "Justice" for youth. Similarly,

we will be helping to protect citizens from the vicious cycle of abuse

inherent in present child welfare juvenile Justice systems and its burden-

some tax levies.

I have tried to provide a realistic picture but I am cautiously optimistic

that we can meet the high expectations of the Administration and the

authors of the Art.

We would now be pleased to respond to any questions which you have.

Mr. RECTOR. I certainly welcome the opportunity to appear before
the committee again. I have had the chance to talk with staff and
respond to the letter that the Chairman sent to the Office, and have
at least a partial understanding of some of your concerns. I would
like to go to the portions of my statement that address the policy
issues relative to some of the concerns that have been raised.

I would also like to put in perspective my attitude regarding the
Office. I first had the opportunity to express that when I testified a
few months after my confirmation before the Senate committee. My
attitude hasn't changed substantially since then.

I had been the Administrator for just a couple of months. I said
then, and my attitude is pretty much the same now, "While there
have been some accomplishments under the former administration,
there have been notable shortcomings in implementation. Despite
strong bipartisan support for the program, there has been opposi-
tion to funding and implementation, as well as administrative
sabotage at the highest levels." These facts have been well
documented by both Houses of Congress. Given the lack of commit-
ment to the Act, it is surprising that any of its objectives were
achieved.

"The lack of such essential support, together with the difficult,
but predictable, problems inherent in achieving compliance, work to
nullify the Congressional mandate."
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I said then, and I would say again: "In view of this sorry
chronology, I am cautiously optimistic that the flexibility of the
Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977 will encourage more states to
comply" and otherwise participate in the program.

In any period such as the one the Office has experienced since
last July, there are going to be rough spots. Whenever there is a
political change such as occurred in the fall of 1976, and occurred in
the Office in the summer of 1977, there will be rough spots.

I would like to indicate for the record that there has been some
confusion about this. Perhaps I have created some of the confusion.
In my personal view, the majority of the staff people in our office
are hard-working individuals who are career persons within the
Civil Service structure who have been subjected during this several
year period under the former administration to anything but sup-
port. The morale is very low. I wanted to be able to say that for the
record because it is like being in an institution. All studies that are
done about persons who are institutionalized indicate that after a
while, these persons begin to adapt and change their lifestyles. They,
don't fight like they might have in the first instance. They don t
raise questions that would be logical, after they have raised them
several times and been shot down.

In my view, because of the way the Juvenile Justice Office has
been treated for a number of years by the former administrators of
LEAA, by the former Attorney General, and by the former adminis-
tration, these are relevant factors in the present attitude of the
staff. At one point they were fighting the good fight, but after
several unsuccessful attempts, they acquiesced in such efforts.

The Carter administration is committed to implementing the 1974
Act. On these crucial human rights issues, there is Federal leader-
ship for a change. It is a decided contrast to the posture of the
former administration. I know the Chairman was present on Octo-
ber 3, 1977, when President Carter signed the Juvenile Justice
Amendments. The President said at that point, stressing the signifi-
cance of the Act, in part, "In many communities of our country, two
kinds of crime, one serious and one not very serious, are treated the
same. Young people have been incarcerated for long periods of time
who have committed offenses that would not be a crime at all if
they were adults." He continued to say, "This act and your recent
amendments to it wisely draws a sharp distinction between these
two kinds of crime."

Our support for the program is clearly evidenced by the following
sketch of requested and actual appropriation for the Office which
are set out at page 7 of my prepared remarks. In order to under-
stand the state of affairs in the Office now, it is very important to
put the Office in its proper historical context. Appropriations and
requests for them are part of that context.

In fiscal year 1975, the former administration requested zero.
When the President signed the bill in September of 1974, he
indicated quite forthrightly that he would not seek additional
money to implement the legislation. In spite of that, and because of
the bipartisan support in the Congress, $25 million were provided.

Those dollars were provided, incidentally, at the very end of fiscal
year 1975. In terms of concerns about carryover, the $25 million
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provided for fiscal 1975 were provided right at the tail-end. I
remember it well. They were received in June of 1975 when we
were still under a June 30 fiscal year. Naturally, all of those dollars
carried over into fiscal year 1976.

For the next year, fiscal year 1976, again the Ford administration
requested zero. The Congress provided $40 million. Then the Ford
administration tried to rescind the lion's share of that $40 million.
Gus Hawkins and others took it to the floor and were able to defeat
the efforts to rescind the lion's share of that $40 million. For the
next year, fiscal year 1977, the Ford administration asked for in the
neighborhood of $10 million; the Congress provided $75 million.

Early last year, President Carter had the opportunity to react to
the Ford budget request for fiscal 1978. In the neighborhood of $35
million was initially recommended for the Juvenile Justice Office.
In a matter of three weeks that he had to survey that Ford budget,
he increased the request for appropriation to $75 million. The
Congress,. with very little opposition from the administration, pro-
vided $100 million for fiscal 'year 1978. For fiscal year 1979, the
Carter administration has asked for $100 million.

We have gone from two goose eggs in 1975 and 1976 to $100
million in fiscal year 1979. It is important to understand that that
fiscal year 1979 request of $100 million was made very much in
cognizance of the fact that the Juvenile Justice Office had carried
over into fiscal year 1978 nearly $50 million of unexpended discre-
tionary funds from earlier years, including 1975, 1976, and 1977
monies.

In our view, to fully understand the current situation in the
Office of Juvenile Justice, it is vitally important to review several
key pre-1977 policy decisions and related practices which linger. In
the view of some, including myself, these haunt our office today.

As you know, an integral aspect of the compromise which led to
the 1974 Act was the earmarking for discretionary funds of at least
25 percent or up to 50 percent of all appropriations.

Thus, those interested in the new prevention and change oriented
approach inherent in the Act but concerned about the possible
inhibiting impact of the traditional LEAA delivery system, through
State Planning Agencies (SPAs), were assured of assistance. As we
all know, the House had passed an HEW focused bill, while the
Senate had approved an LEAA focused bill. There were substantial
differences in 1974 in the two bills. The compromise that was made
allowed as a setaside a substantial slice of the appropriation to
assure those who were concerned, and, in fact, argued that the SPA
system was so recalcitrant that private nonprofits, outreach pro-
grams, programs oriented to minorities and others, would be shut
out as they had been in the past, supported the 1974 compromise
because these dollars were 3et aside in a fashion that would allow a
direct relationship between the Office of Juvenile Justice and
grantees in the States at the local level, whether public or private.
This was especially important for private nonprofit organization.

As a matter of fact, however, with very few exceptions, these
discretionary funds, to the extent they have been obligated, were
channeled through the precise agencies Congress directed be
avoided in 1974. In a major way, the compromise of 1974 was
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undermined by the administrative decision at LEAA to funnel the
discretionary moneys back through the State Planning Agencies
instead of in a direct relationship to the deserving grantees.

There has been a substantial discussion about this matter. In
section 224 of the 1974 Act, I think the intent is very clear. I am
sure the SPA Conference will argue with that intent, but my
recollection is what the language of the Act says with regard to
special emphasis monies is that the State Planning Agencies shall
be informed when appropriate. It contemplates that they shall be
informed, but it also contemplates circumstances where it would be
appropriate not even to inform the State Planning Agencies. That is
the language of the statute.

In the Senate Judiciary Committee Report on the bill over in the
other body, there was some clarification as to the intent. I haven't
found any in the House report or the debate, but perhaps I over-
looked something. What the Senate Report indicated was a shoring
up and reaffirmation of that language in 224, and, in fact, the
Senate Report said that in no way should the SPA review be
determinative with regard to the special emphasis moneys. This is a
major controversy about the way the program has been run in the
last three years. We are taking a quite different approach in that
we are not channeling in any exclusive fashion at least, monies
through the State Planning Agencies. That doesn't mean that we
wouldn't exercise our discretion to do that when appropriate. It just
means that we have rejected what we consider to be a violation of
the spirit and law of the 1974 Act.

A second major policy concern relates to the use of Crime Control
Act funds by the Office of Juvenile Justice. In particular, I am
referring to LEAA Part C monies, grants for law enforcement
purposes, and Part E funds, which are grants for correctional
programs. Both Part E and Part C are LEAA-appropriated discre-
tionary funds.

Such moneys were commingled with Juvenile Justice Act moneys
with the result that the Crime Control Act policies, and not the
policies of the Juvenile Justice Act, prevailed. This is a second
phase in what many of us used to characterize, and I still character-
ize, as the stifling and undermining of the Juvenile Justice Act.

There was a primary decision to use Parts C and E money. Then
those monies were used either in exclusive fashion or used in a
commingled fashion with Juvenile Justice funds. It is significant to
look at for a second the commingling.

For example, the initiative on diversion that was awarded in the
fall should have been awarded prior to the end of fiscal year 1976.
However, because of a lot of complications that are endemic in the
Office and LEAA, it was awarded in the fall of 1976. If you look at
the guidelines for that diversion program, you will see an introduc-
tion by Mr. Richard Velde, the former Administrator of LEAA, that
says that since they are using Parts C and E Crime Control Act
money, the policy of Crime Control Act and not the policy of
Juvenile Justice Act will prevail with regard to the grants under
diversion.

This is no small thing. I know most of you are quite familiar with
these things, and I am doing it for the sake of reiteration, but I
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know Dr. LaVor, on behalf of his employer and others, was inti-
mately involved at the time of the hard match discussions. The
House had a hard match requirement in their 1974 bill. The Senate
had no match. There was a compromise. The compromise was to
allow cash or in-kind match and to leave discretion with the agency
as to when it would be appropriate to have in-kind, when it would
be appropriate to have cash match.

By using the Parts C and E money rather than the Juvenile
Justice Act money, it assured that there would be cash match. It
assured that many of the deserving private nonprofit entities for
whose benefit the JD Act was passed to help assist them to deal in
cooperation with the public entities were not able to get involved in
that same project, and I think we provided some background infor-
mation that relates to another problem.

In addition, the commingling of monies is related to another
problem. Projects and programs funded by the Office in general
reflected a preference for the use of Crime Control Act monies
instead of Juvenile Justice Act monies.

In other words, for many of the projects, when they had X-
amount of Juvenile Justice money available and Y-amount of Crime
Control, they used Crime Control rather than Juvenile Justice Act.
That is intimately related to the fund flow problem of Juvenile
Justice monies.

For example, the very diversion program that I was mentioning,
that was finally awarded in the fall of 1976, totaled of $8.4 million.
That $8.4 million had $100,000 Juvenile Justice Act money in it. It
had $3.4 million Part C, LEAA money with the policy of the LEAA
Crime Control Act and not the JD Act, and $4.9 million Part E,
LEAA money, with the policy of the Crime Control Act and not the
Juvenile Justice Act.

Mr. ANDREWS. John, let me interrupt you in order to better
understand the things you are saying. What basically is the differ-
ence between the policy of the Juvenile Justice Act and the policy
of the LEAA? What is bad about the situation you say exists? There
is an inference that it is bad.

Mr. RECTOR. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of very basic
differences. Let me try to enumerate some of them. In fact, a good
deal of the support for the Juvenile Justice Act in 1974, particularly
once the decision was made to place it in LEAA, was generated
because provisions were put in the bill in an attempt to change
policy and practices that had been in effect under the Crime
Control Act. The Juvenile Justice Act can be seen as an effort to
give a higher profile to prevention-these are sections that are
different. LEAA had concluded that they could not fund what folks
in the field would call pure prevention activity. They basically
needed a- young person to get in violation of the law before they
could fund a project. So any sensible kind of thing, colloborative
efforts with the public and private nonprofit agencies, they had
concluded would not be fundable.

It was ironic and many of the supporters around the country and
the groups that supported the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974 con-
stantly cited that-that it was folly to wait until a young person
had violated the law in order for Federal dollars to be available to
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do something about it. That is one of the primary themes of the
Juvenile Justice Act.

Another theme is the participation of the private nonprofits. So
that Federal programs would not otherwise supplant to ongoing
local efforts of the private nonprofit variety, the Congress provided,
even set aside in 1974 that at least 20 percent of the discretionary
money be set aside for private nonprofits. That was not the case
under the Crime Control Act. The policy under the Crime Control
Act was to deal more exclusively with the public agencies to the
detriment of the private nonprofit agencies and to the detriment of
collaborative efforts. If you don't have that effort in a community, it
is oftentimes not as productive as the individual efforts.

The need for, match is another difference. A lot of entities,
particularly private nonprofit, can't always come up with the same
kind of hard cash dollar commitment that a public entity can. The
1974 Act reflected a concern about that. As I indicated, there was a
compromise.

The Senate bill had no match; the House had hard match. There
was a compromise to allow in-kind match, which would be services,
facilities and the rest, to match Federal monies as opposed to cash
exclusively. As a matter of policy, however, LEAA, subsequent to
the passage of the 1974 Act, always required hard cash match,
straight out in violation of the 1974 Act. Then, on top of that, they
did things like useing the Parts C and E money in order to continue
the policy of the Crime Control Act and to neglect and otherwise
not implement the Juvenile Justice Act.

There was a hearing in the Senate in 1974, when the State of
Vermont was about to bring a lawsuit against the LEAA for
requiring cash match in exclusive fashion. There was no room or
flexibility whatever for them to provide in-kind, although the stat-
ute said that the Administrator of LEAA had that type of discre-
tion. Those are some of the differences.

Mr. ANDREWS. John, you wouldn't have discretion if you man-
dated that the Administrator of LEAA allow the in-kind. Isn't that
taking away discretion on the other side of the coin?

Mr. RECTOR. It wasn't a question of mandating. The agency had
an exclusive policy of requiring cash match. Congress had said, cash
or in-kind. That was the compromise between the two Houses. But
in the diversion program, for example, because they used C and E
monies, the Crime Control Act policy attached a hard match re-
quirement. That made private nonprofits less able to participate in
these diversion projects than had been expected.

It doesn't mean that the agency didn't have discretion to require
cash match when appropriate. That is only one wrinkle. The most
important aspect is the fund-flow implication. For the diversion
initiative, they allocated the appropriation for LEAA to the juvenile
diversion program rather than the monies that the Congress had
specifically appropriated for such projects. That policy decision
relates in an intimate way to the fact that the Juvenile Justice
dollars have been stacking up over the last three years, while the
Parts C and E funds dollars have not. In other words, they put a
preference, in addition to the problem we were discussing, on
allocating C and E in lieu of allocating Juvenile Justice funds when
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they had the choice. At the very moment the diversion project, for
example, was being funded, the Office had on hand $38 million of
Juvenile Justice discretionary monies, appropriated in fiscal year
1976 and appropriated in fiscal year 1977. Of course, the fiscal year
had just started. They had on hand $5.7 million in Part C, and $13
million in Part E, for a total of $57 million, of which $38 million
was Juvenile Justice money.

They turned around and allocated $8.4 to the diversion program
with $4.9 million of that Part E, $3.4 million Part C, and $100,000
JJ. So they diminished their available Juvenile Justice money by .3
percent, their available Part C by 60 percent and available Part E
by 37 percent. That is an example of the kind of process that
continued and yielded the results we have when we see the Juvenile
Justice dollars stacking up year after year after year.

A related problem is that the Office staff, as you can expect hard-
working people to be, were overly optimistic as to their ability to
yield more than one initiative a year.

I have gone back recently, and was familiar with some of this,
before I got to the new job, but I have looked at the representations
that were made at the beginning of each fiscal year as to the
number of projects that would be completed within the course of
that fiscal year.

All optimism and good intentions put aside, the track record is
such that one a year was completed-one a year. That is the track
record. One footnote to that would be that there was money
transferred to the Office of Education which some might count as
additional initiative, but that was basically an interagency transfer
of total of $6 million over several years.

A third major policy concern relates to Juvenile Justice Office's
nearly exclusive reliance on so-called national initiatives as a fund-
ing vehicle. As a matter of policy, individually submitted projects
and program applications, whether local, State or regional, were
overtly discouraged.

Reasonable people, of course, could differ, as they obviously do,
about whether this mode of going exclusively with national initia-
tives is a sensible way. I could see where there would be good
arguments on both sides of that. But when the Office was only doing
about one initiative a year, and when they were allocating the
limited amounts of funds to it they were, I don't see any rationaljustification for having used that almost exclusive mode of doing
business. If they had done three or four a year in each of their years

and obligated their Juvenile Justice money, I could see that would
make sense. But they were doing only one a year, and, in fact,
obligated more Crime Control Act money than Juvenile Justice
money. The dollars were stacking up.

I saw some testimony that was presented to you last April when
you had your oversight hearings on the Act. My recollection is that
a representation was made that some $200 million-perhaps it was
in the Senate, but one hearing last spring-$200 million of applica-
tions were received under one of the initiatives. The representation
was also made that $50 million worth of those applications were in
the so-called "fundable" category. In other words, there were meri-
torious projects that had been previewed, gone through
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preapplication review, and professionals in the Office and others
concluded should be funded. If dollars were available, they should
have been funded.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Rector, give me an example of what you mean
by an initiative. You said there had been only one initiative per
year. What do you mean by that?

Mr. RECTOR. In the first year of the Office, they had the
deinstitutionalization initiative. About $11 million was allocated to
projects in a number of States and Regions to assist in removing
from secure placements-somewhere around 26,000, over a couple
of years, young people through the projects that were going to have
more secure, more healthy kinds of alternatives. So I would say it
was a bonafide project. I don't have any complaint about that. But
it was the only project of that variety--

Mr. ANDREWS. What is another?
Mr. RECTOR. Diversion, the one we were discussing, was the

second one. The third one was prevention, which the Office funded
last September. The fourth one, that has gone through the
preapplication review process, is the restitution project; the fifth
will be alternative education, for which guidelines will be published
later in the summer.

That has been the pace. As I looked at the Office last summer,
people were optimistic, on the one hand, and there was a rather
substantial shortfall, on the other hand, in that they were able to
get one off the ground each year. That is why I wanted to be a little
more optimistic. We thought perhaps we could fund two initiatives,
but certainly we are going to do one, but we are going to put more
money into it. So we coupled their track record of one a year with
the obvious need to do something about the fund flow, andthat was
one of the things that we did.

The restitution program has far more money in it than those of
the earlier years. If you look at diversion and the
deinstitutionalization, it is $11 million. Diversion was $8.4 million.
They had plenty of money available, as I mentioned. Under one, it
was represented to the Congress they. had $50 million in fundable
applications. It was also represented to the Congress that there
wasn't money available to fund those applications. Yet, the figures
at the time that representation was being made would have shown
there was some $45 million to $55 million on hand that wasn't being
spent.

They had locked themselves in, going solely the route of national
initiatives rather than funding applications that were bonafide
according to guidelines and separately submitted by communities,
States, or regions.

It was like a double whammy. Those people were being told there
wasn't money available because the money available was only for
national initiatives.

Those realities are related. Those policies are related to the fact
that the money is stacking up and they did discourage individually
submitted projects and program applications. They were overtly
discouraged.

There is something called an "unsolicited proposal". That is a
misnomer. What it means in the context of the Juvenile Justice
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Office is that it is a proposal submitted to the Office that is not
pursuant to the issuance of one of these major guidelines. It doesn't
necessarily mean that it was solicited or not solicited, but in the
jargon of the agency such proposals are called unsolicited.

If we received from a community, an application to do a juvenile
delinquency crime prevention project that had the mayor, city
council, and private nonprofit organizations involved, and that
application before this year was submitted to our office, there was a
very real likelihood, almost an assured likelihood before this year,
that the application would be rejected because it was a so-called
unsolicited project, in that it did not respond to the guidelines of
one of the initiatives that had been published.

At the same time that the Office was not spending the money
that was really available through the national initiatives, they were
turning down a multitude of applications from public and from
private nonprofit entities around the country.

Our position is that the impact of these past, and I underscore
past, policies and practices cannot be understated. Only after my

nate confirmation and arrival last July did I begin to fully
appreciate the cumulative significance and effect of these earlier
policy decisions.

When I arrived last July, the Office of the Juvenile Justice was in
final quarter of fiscal 1977. They had discretionary monies avail-
able, approximately $23 million. They had an astounding $43.7
million in discretionary funds available. And at that point in the
last quarter of fiscal year 1977, the Office had yet to complete a
single 1977 initiative.

That gets back to the one-a-year approach. Now, I don't want to
hit on the people in the Office. I think there are some hard-working
people, and they are in an environment that had been hostile
relative to implementing the Juvenile Justice Act. They were al-
ways in a transition period. I think there are bonafide explanations
for some of the problems, but no way does that explain the rest of
it.

I was struck by the seeming optimism that prevailed as I solicited
last summer views regarding Office policy, operation and direction.
In my view, the grim reality of their situation rarely surfaced. I
can't remember a soul saying to me in July or August of last year-
perhaps there were one or two, but I can't remember them-that
there was a problem with fund flow.

In spite of all of this, it was not a topic that was widely discussed.
It was not something people expressed concern about. Think that
goes back to the history of the 3-year history of the Office. One, the
staff quite frequently were not given fical information. Two, the
components in the Office were very poorly coordinated; they had
been for a number of years. My personal view, without knowing for
sure, is that most of the people in the Office were not aware of the
significant amount of discretionary money that was stacking up and
how that looked juxtaposed to the program track record. I can't
imagine that they would have been aware, because if they had, they
would have been ringing the bell about it when I arrived last
summer.

Mr. ANDREWS. John, may I interrupt again? It seems that when
moneys are appropriated for an agency or department, under cir-
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cumstances whereby the use of an amount of money is left to the
discretion of someone, the restrictions or mandates as to the use of
that money are followed, as far as I know, during the year for which
the approriation is made.

If the Office of Education, for example, should get 20 percent
discretionary funds in title I ESEA, so far as I know, that is not
violated.

But if all of that money is not expended during the year for which
it is appropriated, it becomes carryover money, so to speak, and
apparently whether the part that is carried over is a part of the 20
percent that was discretionary or a part of the 80 percent that was
not discretionary is forgotten. Hence, the carryover money seems
frequently, if not almost invariably, to become discretionary money.
Nobody seems to follow through in ascertaining whether the
carryover money came out of the 80 percent nondiscretionary
portion or the 20 percent discretionary portion. That seems to be
forgotten. Hence, the carryover sum which builds up relative to the
original 20 percent, becomes rather substantial, if not in some
instances enormous.

Do you see that happening or evidence of that happening?
Mr. RECTOR. I think to a small extent that happened in the Office,

but what we have here on this chart is exclusively discretionary
money.

[Chart referred to follows:]
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Mr. ANDREWS. Was it discretionary all the while?
Mr. RECTOR. With one exception, there is no commingling of

carryover block grant money, and that one exception is by statute.
Under the statute, there is a formula grant program and the money
goes out based on population under 18 to each of the participating
States and territories.

The statute says that unexpended formula grant funds revert to
the Office and become special emphasis or discretionary monies.
That is in the statute. Now, there has been a tug-of-war about how
you approach that. What LEAA has done in the past, what we
disagree with, is as follows: The statute says that the reverted
formula grant money is to be converted into special emphasis
money. For the current fiscal year, the formula grant money, out of
the $100 million appropriated, I believe is $63.75 million. Rather
than crank that money out to the participating States, through the
formula grants, what they have done this past year and what they
did in former years was to account for the States that are currently
not participating and the territories that are currently not partici-
pating, skim that off the top of $63.5 million and set that aside-
sort of on the limb, sort of betting one or more of the States or
territories will come into the program in the course of the fiscal
year-rather than cranking all the money out, the $63.375 million
total, to the States and then just see what, in fact, does come back.

We are changing that. That is the only area where some money
that was formula grant money is converted by statute to special
emphasis money.

I think the agency handled it wrong in the past. They should have
let it all go out in formula grants to the States-let it run its due
course. If it is reverted money, we have to follow the statute rather
than taking it off the top and adding to the carryover. If you take $4
million out of $63.3 million and set it aside and see what happens,
that is $4 million the participating States won't have. That is $4
million more that is going to be stacking up as discretionary
carryover. That is what happened.

LEAA has 3-year money so we don't have to use it or lose it, the
way many agencies do. You don't have a mad rush of a life-and-
death variety at the end of September. This looseness is one of the
problems that has exacerbated the fund flow situation-because of
three years-so there isn't the discipline with regard to moving
money that is present in most programs. That is intimately related
to some of the problems.

We are addressing that, and I mention in my statement in part
how we are doing that.

I will jump ahead to that. We started this current fiscal year,
October 1--

Mr. ANDREWS. Let me interrupt, if I may, before you start the
next point.

Let me digress a moment and say something I want to say anyway,
which is not exactly pertinent now but may be a little later.

Yesterday, Congressman Hawkins and I and four other members
of the Senate watched an ABC documentary which is to be shown
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tomorrow night. I encourage any of you here to view it, if you are
interested in juvenile crime, delinquency and related problems.
That will be tomorrow night on ABC at ten o'clock. It is about an
hour long.

You actually see there, John, young people in crime circum-
stances. It is a very moving documentary, in my opinion. But
whether you see it there or in your own homes or simply read the
statistics, I think the country is somewhat moved to do something
about this problem, and many people are saying to the Congress,
"You are not doing enough. Do something about it."

Yet it seems that when monies are appropriated-and I am not
being critical of you as an individual any more than I am critical of
myself-we talk in bureaucratic terms about carryover monies, and
use terms like discretionary and diversionary, and become all tied
up over which agency is going to get which monies or whether they
come from this fund or part E or Part C. The kids in that movie
wouldn't give a damn whether it is Part C or Part E, and I don't
think the taxpayers do either.

What do you mean by diversionary programs? What are you
doing for the kids? How much of this money gets to where those
kids are? That is what I think people want to hear us talk more
about.

I don't mean to imply that what you are talking about isn't
important, too-before money gets to the kids it has to go through
some bureaucratic mechanism and that is good to consider. This
subcommittee is interested in considering how to get funds from the
Treasury where the check is written down to the streets of New
York where the kids are. I know it can't just be mailed to the kids;
it has to go through you, or LEAA, or another agency. It has to be
1977 money, or 1978 money, and that is important for fiscal ac-
countability. But I don't think it is really the essence of importance.

Why is having only one initiative a year not good? Why would it
not be better to better fund initiatives you already have than to
initiate others? How do I know that? I would like to hear you talk
about that.

Mr. RECTOR. I don't think we have any basic objection with that
at all. The problem is--

Mr. ANDREWS. You seem to be suggesting that it is somewhat of a
failure that only one initiative a year has been implemented. I am
not suggesting that that is not a proper evaluation. Maybe there
should be 10 a year. I don't know. I want you to tell me something
about that.

Mr. RECTOR. I touch on that briefly in the statement. We are
taking a more targeted approach. The problem in the past rhetoric
was that there was supposed to be a little something for everybody.
In reality, they have done one a year. I am not critical of that. But
funding only one a year with $8.4 million while another $50 million
was sitting on the back burner is what I criticize. They could have
funded $40 million or $50 million worth of diversion projects.

Mr. ANDREWS. What are diversion projects?
Mr. RECTOR. A whole host of things are included under that label

and the guidelines that were published allowed a range of projects,
but primarily--
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Mr. ANDREWS. Like what? I keep trying to get you to tell me what
you are doing about the kids. What we hear most is that you are
segregating, or attempting to segregate, youthful offenders from
adult offenders. Then within the youthful offenders, you are at-
tempting to separate status offenders from the other delinquent
youthful offenders. But to answer the mail in the office from people
who want to know what else we are doing with this program-they
don't particularly care for an answer that says we are concerning
ourselves with whether or not Part E money or C money goes
through the Office of Juvenile Justice; they want to know specifi-
cally what programs you are talking about as they relate to the kids
who are in trouble or might get in trouble with crime. What are
these diversionary programs?

Mr. RECTOR. I don't have a list with me, but I could describe acoule of them.
W ANDREWS. Good. I don't care for the list.

Mr. RECTOR. Yesterday, I had a conversation with the director of
our Memphis Project, Project New Pride. We are pleased with that.
An evaluation has shown they have made progress and are support-
ing the young people in the program. We are going to take the
Project New Pride diversion model and make it available to numer-
ous communities around the country.

To divert means to head a young person off from where the
normal result would be, but for the program. Let's say a young
person is convicted of a burglary, maybe second-time burglary.
What these programs are doing is not letting that young person run
the traditional course of being locked up three or four months, and
then put back on the street again. Despite what people say about
how long they want to lock people up, the actual time the young
people who commit relatively serious or minor delinquent acts is
very short. We can provide that for the committee. People talk
about mandatory sentencing but because of a lack of capacity and
other things the time is short.

Rather than continuing this in-and-out, revolving-door syndrome
that occurs in juvenile justice, a diversionary program will provide
a lot of assistance for that young person, perhaps for the family,
family counseling, educational assistance, and very importantly,
employment, supported work experiences, and all kinds of training
experiences which help a young person develop the survival skills
young people need these days to make it from being up at bat to
making it to first base.

That is a simplified description of diversion. It is a pretty simple
notion. The current system quite frequently fails and is a revolving-
door syndrome. It is a very expensive proposition-expensive to
incarcerate young people. These diversion programs provide an
alternative to that and shore up some self..worth on the part of
young peo le. Project New Pride is a prototype. An evaluation
whichI wil provide the committee of Project New Pride indicates
that recidivism rates are going down; young people are being placed
in ever-increasing numbers in viable jobs. They have support of the
public and private sectors.

This project is in Denver and is the kind of thing that could
happen around the country. They could have done $30 million
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worth of such bonafide projects in the fall of 1976. But they only did
$8 million. The only reason I am concerned about whether it is
Parts C and E or Juvenile Justice money being used is people are
beating on my head as to why we are not spending the Juvenile
Justice money. I would like to spend it all. I think we are going to
set a record come September 30; I think we are going to be coming
to you saying we are in a rather unique position: "Juvenile Justice
needs more money because we have obligated it to bonafide pro-
grams such as New Pride."

The happiest thing to me and my staff would be, come September
30, to have the problem of having all kinds of bonafide applications
and not enough money. That hasn't been the experience. I don't like
to pigeonhole C and E or JJ, but I am getting heat as to why we are
not spending JJ. It is important, I think. We want to take the
opportunity to show how bureaucratically that happened. We are
trying to unravel that and be in a posture to move as much money
as anybody will bring our way in as efficacious a way as possible.

I agree with the more targeted approach, but we have limited
staff. We are grossly understaffed, particularly in relation to other
LEAA offices. I have a paper I can submit for the record on how
they figure these things out in persons per million. We have sixth-
tenths of a person for each million dollars of appropriations. There
are research institutes, these R&D people, the Beltway bandits, the
whole deal, in LEAA staffed at the level of about 3.7 persons per
million.

One of the major problems with dollar flow is we don't have the
staff and the priority. The so-called "beltway bandits" sit around
and crank out these research projects that sit on a shelf someplace
and collect a lot of dust. The policy in the agencies has been to give
research more priority. What does priority mean? More staff,
quicker turnaround on personnel and the rest of it.

I will submit for the record this Project New Pride, because I
think it is the kind of thing we should have done more of in the fall
of 1976. There was a very good 13-part series in the Christian
Science Monitor last week on child crime in America, as well as a
very thoughtful editorial. In that series, the second article focuses
on the diversion projects we are supporting and the fact that our
Office is going to expand them. It also lays out some of the personal
experiences young people are having.

We are not talking about young people who slipped here and
there. We are talking about young people who have had some pretty
significant delinquent, careers; young people who are oftentimes, if
not primarily, from very poor communities; young people who have
been generally short-changed by our society. This is the kind of
program that has been making some progress. We are going to try
to put more money behind that. I like the notion of going with one
or two major initiatives rather than a whole host of little ones that
don't provide clarity as to what is important. I know our adminis-
tration wants to provide some clarity.

I should mention one of the criticisms brought to my attention by
the staff and others is that last summer I rejected an offer from the
Labor Department for $8 million. I had been on board for three or
four weeks, and a couple of leadership staff people approached me
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and told me that we had a possibility of getting $8 million from the
Labor Department. I had a day or two to make a decision about it.
It was about that same day I had become aware of the fact we had
$50 million of discretionary money there in the last quarter of the
fiscal year. I declined to accept the $8 million that would have been
forty-eight plus eight, and we just were not in a posture to accept
that kind of money. I am not trying to raise that issue, specifically;
I know people have some concern about it. But Bob Taggert of the
Department of Labor and I are going to do several joint projects.
One of the things we are talking about doing will have a multiplier
effect. We will use some of his money in conjunction with ours and
do rome of these. If we were going to put $10 million, he could put
ten, and others could put more, and we could do New Pride-type
projects around the country. Bob and I are also going to do a
several-million-dollar project around the issue of homeless youth. It
will be a tripartite effort with HEW, with Larry Dyes' office, using
some of the centers they have, some of our delinquency prevention
money, and Bob's employment money. That is something that is in
the works.

Another thing of an interagency variety in the works that will be
announced tomorrow is that the two of us, Bob Taggert in Labor,
and myself at Justice, will be contributing a youth, anti-crime, anti-
delinquency piece, to the urban initiatives package announced to-
morrow morning. As soon as we have the details on that, I will
share them with you.

I am just as interested in addressing such real concerns as we
read in last night's paper about the two officers that were shot
allegedly by a young person in Prince George's County. I am as
interested about that grass-roots kind of concern. I am anything but
a typical normal bureaucrat, and I am not going to be.

To the extent I don't have to play that game, I am not going to. I
share your concern about some of this that has so inhibited this
program in the past. I am trying to impact it, and to take an office
that has been crippled and bring life into it. Let me be more
positive and sketch some of the things we have done. We have
established sorely needed elementary control and monitoring
mechanisms. This sounds like no big deal.

We set up a paper flow control desk; we set up a system for
acknowledging correspondence. We set up logging systems for appli-
cations and concept papers.

And someone says so what? I say, "Well, any office I ever worked
in, in my life, had such elementary mechanisms operable, onboard
and effectively working." Yet, this office didn't have that kind of
support system. Little wonder when someone used to call to find out
where a grant application was, that nobody knew. There was not
even a logging mechanism. Little wonder that letters were not
responded to. I would say the singlemost complaint I received about
the Office the last couple years was a failure to answer phone calls
and letters. There was no system for acknowledging letters. When I
say the Office was in bad shape, I don't mean-there were some
philosophical differences between the Carter administration people
and the former administration. They have been kicked and put
down. We have been working to just put in place some of these
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elementary things that allow us to do business as anybody should.
We have established a rational planning process for travel, for
participation in conferences and meetings including, for example,
the use of telephone conference calls, where appropriate.

I have to say-I know some staff disagree and reasonable people
can differ about this kind of thing-that the Office looked like a
travel bureau to me when I arrived. One of the first things I did was
place a moratorium on travel for the first couple months. I had an
interest in holding a full staff meeting, and I learned it was not
possible to do that without a travel moratorium. We held a couple
meetings in July to solicit from the staff advice and comments
about operations, policy, and the like. There has been a degree of
controversy about my attitude on travel. The Attorney General,
incidentally, has prohibited us from activity at resort areas. That is
sound reasoning that taxpayers don't like to see bureaucrats go to
resort areas on their ticket. A couple weeks before I arrived in the
Office, they had a staff meeting planned at Lake Tahoe over the
Memorial Day weekend, a month and a half after it was prohibited.
We are talking about practices, looseness, basic looseness about
things like travel. It is not a small deal. It may sound like a small
deal. It relates intimately to dollar flow and to the fact that there
have been one or two initiatives at best a year. I have a travel audit
about the practices of the Office over a couple-year period that was
submitted to me by the Department of Justice when I arrived last
summer. I would like to submit it for the record, so the committee
and staff can better appreciate the assessment, that I concurred
with, of the Office as it related to these kinds of practices. (This
information is on file and available for review by the public through
the Subcommittee of Economic Opportunity.) You can see the
specific recommendations that the auditors and other persons have
made. You will note a coincidence between their recommendations
and the practices and procedures I have implemented in the Office.
There has been flak about it from staff, understandably.

Mr. ANDREWS. I congratulate you on those. It sounds like you are
headed in the right direction.

Chairman Hawkins will preside for a moment, and I will be right
back. Continue, if you will.

Mr. HAWKINS [presiding]. I assume, Mr. Director, you were an-
swering questions?

Mr. RECTOR. Mr. Hawkins, I was about to go into the positive side
of what we are doing.

Mr. HAWKINS. Would you pick up on page 1 and continue then,
and we will try to get to the end of your statement.

Mr. RECTOR. I will try to summarize. We were talking about fund
flow, primarily. We have developed a viable strategy designed to
address the extraordinary fiscal problems of the Office, including
the fact that Juvenile Justice funds are now to be obligated prior to
the available Crime Control Act funds. As odd as it may seem, for
the first time in Office history, we funded a major initiative, the
prevention initiative, exclusively with Juvenile Justice funds.

State Planning Agencies are no longer the vehicle for allocation
of discretionary funds. Not only will a significant amount of money
be awarded directly to grantees, but a factor which contributed to
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delay will be eliminated. The Chairman had asked about delay and
what the factors were in inhibiting the kids and people helping kids
from getting money. Well, the decision with the discretionary
money around diversion and the decision to go through the State
Planning Agencies in spite of what the Congress directed, often
added an additional bureaucratic layer that delayed the flow of
dollars to young people. If you compare the flow of dollars under
the prevention initiative, which did not go through the State Plan-
ning Agencies, with the diversion initiative that did go through
State Planning Agencies, you will see that we cut the delay almost
in half. We are relatively pleased about that.

Now, unsolicited programs applications are being received and
considered. Unsolicited, as I indicated earlier, is a jargon of the
bureaucracy. It is a misnomer. What it means is whether solicited
or not, we are funding and considering for funding meritorious
proposals-whether they come from public agencies, private
nonprofits; whether they are collaborative applications-and they
don t have to be a part of a national initiative. This more easy
access to the Office will match applicants' needs that the Chairman
was stressing with our available dollars.

It is a part of the openness that we have been expressing, and I
have to underscore one thing regarding the nonprofit community, in
particular. We have been bending over backwards to be open and
allow access to the program by the very kinds of groups that work
with young people intimately and who have basically been getting
short shrift from the Office over the past three years.

The practice of suspending the processing of applications has been
radically curbed with expected results. Decisions are made in a
more timely manner, and another aspect of the dollar jam is
addressed.

On top of the fact you have 3-year money. When I say the Office
is loose, or the agency is loose, and they process money in a loose
way, there are bureaucratic procedures that allow and even encour-
age further looseness. At any time, although there is a 90-day
period during which an application should be processed, a grant
application can be placed in suspension; that basically holds in
abyance the clock that is ticking. It allows the Office and persons
in the Office not to have to worry about the 90-day clock. There are
some grant applications where the clock has been held in abeyance,
and they have been on the shelf for more than a year. We are
trying to cut back on this practice of suspending the clock with
regard to applications. Of course, there are some emergency situa-
tions that arise that would make a difference.

I want to correct something I said earlier-LEAA had 3-year
money-and that is incorrect. I have just been reminded that LEAA
has no-year money and funds remain available until expended. The
3-year limitation is self-imposed by LEAA. It is worse than I
indicated; there isn't a use-it-or-lose-it situation, but really an open-
ended appropriation. The agency, as an administrative device, has
placed the 3-year limitation on it.

I have another document that I think the committee would be
interested in studying relative to matters I have been sketching. It is
a document that is helpful to me in trying to assess a situation such
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as the one I walked into. There was a document provided to me by
the Office of Planning and Management at LEAA that did an
assessment of the deinstitutionalization and diversion initiatives.
They recommended that we not use the State Planning Agencies as
a conduit for discretionary moneys and a host of other things I have
been stressing. In greater detail, it lays out what the practices were
and the basis for the recommendations, most of which we have
implemented. I would like to submit that for the committee's
consideration.

Mr. ANDREWS. Very well. Thank you.
[The information is on file and available for public review

through the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.]
Mr. RECTOR. This year, we have done the restitution program.

This program-again, I know you don't want to hear so much about
Parts C and E-but it was originally designed to be allocated
primarily through Parts C and E money. We redrafted the project
so that it will be funded with Juvenile Justice Act money. This may
seem to be a bureaucratic consideration, our Appropriations Com-
mittees don't consider it in that vein at all. When I went this year
before both our House and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees,
what they were asking me was why wasn't that Juvenile Justice
Act money being moved? They weren't even all that intimately
aware we had C and E money.

We are allocating a substantial amount of money to restitution. I
think if, in fact, that had been done with diversion, there probably
would have been little carryover. We have received 117 applications
for those projects, and we will obligate somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $20 million to $24 million for that program by September.

Last August, when I came in and saw that we were staring in the
face $70 million in discretionary money, I decided to allocate a
significant portion of it, approximately $30 million, to the area of a
children-in-custody incentive.

I am well aware of the strong concern that the Chairman and
other members had in the House last year about the setaside for
discretionary moneys. In fact, I remember that one draft of the 1977
Amendments that said up to 20 percent could have been set aside
for discretionary use. Of course, that would allow a great degree of
flexibility, and it would have allowed us, for example, this year to
make a decision in light of the fact we are going to carry over about
$60 million, to allocate zero of fiscal 1978 money for discretionary
purposes. We don't have that authority because the Congress
worked its will in another fashion, but what we do have the
authority to do is ask for reprogramming. We have asked the
Appropriations Committees, and others, for authority to reprogram
some of the extraordinary amounts of carryover that has built up
over three years. That was submitted to the Congress as part of the
fiscal year 1979 Carter budget submission. It is still under active
consideration by OMB, the Justice Department and the respective
Appropriations Subcommittees.

It is directed toward this very real need that the States have to
comply with the Juvenile Justice Act, Sections 223(a) (12) and (13).
They signed contracts to comply with the deinstitutionalization
requirement within a certain period of time. You have increased
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that period of time to three years for 75 percent compliance, five for
100 percent. Of course, the other section is the separation require-
ment, so that the delinquents are not commingled with adults in
institutions.

We saw this money stacking up and the fact they had been
spending little of it. The administration thought an ideal way of
meeting a number of needs was to reprogram some of that money
and make it available to States that were willing to take it specin-
cally for their activity to comply with sections 12 and 13. Through
their testimony and through other avenues, the States have ex-
pressed very strongly their need for additional funds to comply with
12 and 13. This was an effort to try to meet the problem of excessive
carryover and to address a very real need of the States to comply so
they can stay in the Juvenile Justice Act.

The other bureaucratic business we are trying to deal with is
something called no-cost extensions. We talked about on the front
end how you can suspend an application. A year can be built in by
suspending it before the application is reviewed. On the other end,
once a grant has been awarded, the projects can be subjected to
something called a no-cost extension. Let's say you had a diversion
project, like Project New Pride, and the dollars were awarded, and
let's say it took a year for the project to get started-that happens,
unbelievably. In fact, several projects took more than a year before
they even got started. Part of it was because the money went
through the SPAS. We are not doing that any more.

No-cost extensions allow the program to go on and on and on. We
are coming down in fairly tight fashion to encourage better project
management so they expend the dollars in a more cost-effective way
over each project period, so you don't end up extending, say, 1976
money ad infinitum into 1981.

As peculiar as it may seem to some, before last summer, the
formula grant program, the backbone of the Juvenile Justice Act,
was not even managed by the Office of Juvenile Justice. I know you
are intimately familiar with that. We are now responsible for its
direction and its management. We are quite proud of the significant
progress I believe we have made with the formula grant program.
When Tarrived last summer, the Office of Regional Operations was
in control of the juvenile justice formula grant program. In fact, all
policy direction that had been developed over a 3-year period
around the formula grant program, which has its own set of
problems, had quite frequently not given the Juvenile Justice Office
and the experts any kind of participation at all. As of September,
we were very much in charge of the Office. The first plan reviews
ever conducted by the Office were done last fall, and I think done,
under the circumstances, very effectively by some hard-working
folks.

I will not go over the rest of my statement. I would like to say in
concluding, that I have tried to provide a realistic picture. I am
cautiously optimistic we can meet the high expectations of the
administration and the authors of the original act and the 1977
amendments.

I certainly look forward to responding to your questions.
Mr. ANDREWs. Thank you. Chairman Hawkins, do you have

questions of the witness?
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Mr. HAWKINS Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Director, I am certainly well aware of the problems involved

in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and the
questions I ask are not intended in any way to detract from what I
consider to be the value that we have gained from the Act, itself,
and all of the good things that have been done.

One or two things have been called to my attention, however.
Specifically, the first from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning
in California, in my own State, in which they express a great
concern about the denial of Juvenile Justice Act funding for the
State out of a difference of view on the interpretation of the
mandated separation of the young offenders from more hardened
criminals.

I think the California Youth Authority has been an example in
the country and certainly preceded the efforts in this field prior to
the passage of the Federal act. But due to an interpretation which
apparently your office has placed on that particular part of the act,
requiring separation, which I think is a policy all of us would
subscribe to, the State faces at the present time a loss of some $6
million in Federal funds, which we obviously cannot afford to lose,
which I think would be a severe impact on that State, and it would
seem to me that the interpretation placed on that particular part of
the act has been a little unreasonable in view of the compromise
which has been suggested by California.

I will not go into that. I think you are probably well aware of it.
May I ask you, therefore, specifically, what is the present situa-

tion with respect to this funding, and to what extent can the matter
be settled administratively which I believe would be more desirable
than a legislative change?

I do have a suggestion for legislative change, but out of a fear that
to change that particular part of the act would open up the act to
abuse, what can you contribute to some resolution of this problem
without, let's say, resorting to a legislative change?

Mr. RECTOR. I likewise am a Californian.
Mr. HAWKINS. You are not elected from a district where you have

problems with constituents and a State on top of you, however.
Mr. RECTOR. Although I would say in the last week or so, I have

received telegrams from 56 mayors, and I have talked to about 45 of
them. I have a tad bit of flavor of what that must be like.

Mr. HAWKINS. I am glad my question has some constituency.
Mr. RECTOR. With regard to the position that we have taken on

the California separation issue, I think it is important to under-
stand that this isn't a policy that first emerged last fall.

In December of 1975, after eight months or so of negotiation,
Doug Cunningham, the State Planning Agency Director, negotiated
with Tom Madden, General Counsel then, and now General Counsel
of LEAA. A LEAA General Counsel's opinion of December, 1975,
concluded that the practices of the State of the California Youth
Authority that you have mentioned violated the Juvenile Justice
Act. So it is not something I or any of the staff people pulled out of
hat last fall.

The situation that we were presented with occurred when Califor-
nia filed its fiscal 1978 plan. On the face of it the State indicated
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that it would not comply with the General Counsel's opinion of
1975. That was a turnabout. They had been working toward a
compliance with the General Counsel's opinion.

I was in a situation of assessing the California plan in the fall of
1978. Now, our staff, the professionals and the professional bureau-
crats who are familiar with planning and related requirements
recommended to me that we outright reject the California plan.

I didn't do that. What I did do was, out of the options available,
take the second least restrictive option. This is to disapprove a plan
and to set a period of time aside to allow for negotiation to resolve
differences. A number of differences arose in reviews. None had the
multiple-year history that this particular problem had. Doug Cun-
ningham was involved in it from the outset. So the plan was
disapproved rather than rejected. The significance there is that had
the plan been rejected, as our staff recommended last fall, that
would have cut off the money immediately, allowed a 10-day period
for appeal by the State of California to go to the Circuit Court, I
think, although I would have to be corrected on that. We took a
disapproval route and set aside a 60-day period to allow for
negotiations.

That 60-day period was subsequently extended. We were meeting
through December and January to come to a reasonable
accommodation.

We were getting plenty of heat from other States who felt that if
we didn't carry through with the General Counsel's opinion of 1975,
it would be like we were taking a dive to accommodate California.
So we were getting other pressure. To make sure we stayed on the
straight and narrow with regard to earlier opinions, we allowed the
dollars in California to flow to all but the California Youth Author-
ity. The various programs, including the ones in your district and
Bakersfield, where I am from, and other districts around the State,
received the monies that they would have otherwise received under
the plan.

To bring you up to date regarding the present status, within the
last week, I think because of Proposition 13, and all the develop-
ments in the State, Doug Cunningham, the Executive Director of
the SPA sent a letter to me. He and Ms. Pearl West, the head of the
California Youth Authority, sent a joint letter to me, making me a

proposition. They sent the letter on June 15, and they said if by the
22nd of June we did not accommodate their position, that they
would cut the money off to all the juvenile delinquency prevention
oriented programs throughout the State. That is what their letter
basically said.

They indicated because of the fiscal pressure of Proposition 13,
that the accommodation that we had agreed on earlier in the spring
which they were going to submit to us by July would no longer be
possible and that a more refined, more austere approach would

ave to be taken. They gave us a week to respond to that.
So the recent crisis was precipitated by the letter from Doug and

Pearl to me. We were on track to receive from them a plan to be
submitted by the end of July pursuant to agreements that we had
made last spring.
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I was rather surprised to get the letter. We had a week to decide
almost under emergency circumstances what to do about it. What
we did, and I think Congressman Edwards and others spoke on
behalf of the California delegation and on behalf of the study group,
and on behalf of a lot of other folks, was allow the drawdown of
monies, again for the rest of the year, as we had for the earlier part
of the year, but not allow the California Youth Authority to draw
down money.

Basically, we allowed for the remainder of their planning cycle
for 1978 precisely what we allowed for the first part of the year. The
posture is that we now will receive from California their fiscal year
1979 plan.

That has to be received by law-although there are a lot of things
required by law where the agency and others provide flexibility. A
lot of people have been talking to me about the law and what is
required and what not. If we required the States to comport with
the submission date of July 31, they would all have been out of the
box last year but two.

By law, it is supposed to be in by July 31, but about July 31, they
will submit the fiscal 1979 plan. That will give us from July 31
through the end of October to work out a final settlement as to this
issue of separation.

I wasn't able to reach Doug. I talked to Pearl personally, and I
sent them a letter, of which I have a copy, which others have a
copy. If you desire, I would like to submit it for the record.
Basically, I assured Pearl that reasonable people, although they can
differ, in the period of time we have left, we should be able to
hammer out a solution that would be a reasonable one.

Mr. HAWKINS. May I request that letter be submitted to the
committee and be placed in the record at this point?

[The information follows:]
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OFFICE OF CRImINA JUSiCE PLANNING
OfFICI OF Th 011ECTOR
s&AMEYO. C*UL'OiA Sam

June 15, 1978

Mr. John Rector Director
Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, H.W.
Washington, 0. C. 20531

Dear John:

To confirm cents made by Dan Doyle, Charles Kuhl and Nathan Manske at
their June 9 meeting with Dave West and Frank Porpotage of your office,
It has been necessary for California to delay official action on your
conditional grant of fiscal year 1978 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act funds. We appreciated very mich the willingness of your
staff to meet with California's representatives on such short notice to
discuss the separation Issue and the potential alternatives for dealing
with that Issue.

As was stressed to your staff, the landslide passage on June 6 of Proposition
13 has had a profound effect on government In the State of C1ifornta. It
appears that approximately seven billion dollars in local property tax revenue
will be eliminated, sowe 800 million dollars of which was to have been ex-
pended by our cities and counties for criminal Justice program during the
1978-79 fiscal year.

Although the full and precise iwact of this new constitutional provision
Is not yet known, it is obviously leading to profound changes In the fiscal
and operating relationships among state and local agencies. Like every other
public body In California, the Youth Authority and the Office of Criminal
Justice Planning are re-examining their program and priorities In light of
this new and critical situation, In which there are many more problems and
uncertainties, and far fewer dollars. Fortunately, federal administrators
are cofrprehending the national policy and program implications of the decision
of the electorate, and state department directors are finding their Washington
counterparts to be understanding and cooperative.

Although our analysis Is being continually refined, it now appears that the
drastic reduction In local property tax revenues will produce the following
general results of Importance to the Implementation of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act:

1. Unless and until new long-term funding arrangements are worked outs
preventative services will be given low priority In the allocation
of remaining local resources, In this regard, crime and delinquency
prevention will suffer, along with such other preventative service
areas as fire safety, public and mental health, road maintenance,
and the like.

32-505 0 - 78 - 6
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2. Public hLman service agencies, such as probation departments, will
largely withdrew fram contractual or funded referral arrangements
with t&e private sector, as It Is unlikely that such purchase of
services funding will be defendable in the face of potential or
actual layoffs of public employees.

3. Local correctional options will be severely restricted as work
furlough program and minimum security adult county forms and cuns
are closed. Such facilities now receive a large portion of themore than 16,000 convicted felons sentenced annually to local in-
carceration -- more than double the number being committed to state
Institutions. In addition, the state has been advised that extensive
closures of juvenile ranches and cuips are to be expected. The effect
of the above will be a very substantial increase In the numbers of
people committed to the Department of Corrections end to the Depart-
ment of the Youth Authority.

4. Finally, state goverwnt Is taking imediate steps to divert state
resources to assist In the continuation of essential local services.
To that end, all departments of state "verment, including the Youth
Authority, will be undergoing major budget cuts.

An additional, but less specific, result of Proposition 13 Is that public offi-
cials are on notice that the people Insist that every expenditure of Utx dollars,
whether federal, state or local in origin, mnst be freshly justified on the
basis of clear public benefit.

Our analysis of the effects of the property tax limittion law leads us to two
conclusions bearing on the separation Issue which, together, form something of
a paradox. On the one hand, the continuation of the flow of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act funding for local program his become critical
to the survival of numerous successful cwmunity-level alternatives, for vhich
hard-won access to local money either is or likely will be denied. On the
other hand, the Youth Authority, facing the prospect of substantial Institutional
caseload Increases, needs maximum flexibility In managing its population.

As has been stated on several occasions, including as part of the State of
California's formal 1978 plan, we have been and continue to be of the opinion
that California statutes, coupled with the Youth Authority's implewntation of
the mandates contained In those statutes under close legislative and judicial
scrutit y, meet In every way the objectives and intent of Congress in enacting
the separation requirement. Nothwithstanding that opinion, the Youth Authority,
by transmittal dated January 31, 1978, submitted to your office a draft of a
proposed separation plan based on a combination of age and jurisdictional
factors. This proposal was made In the spirit of compromise and In the hope
that a mutually satisfactory result could be reached. Based on your letter of
March 20, and on the June 9 discussion with Mr. West and Mr. Porpotige, we
understand it to be your position that anything less than full separation strictly
on the basis of court of cowmitamnt Is unacceptable, except that 16- and 17-year.
olds under criminal court jurisdiction could be commingled with either criminal
or Juvenile court coomitmnts. We further understand, as a result of the June 9
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discussions, that the entire controversy Is one of interpretation of the
language of the Act and thst the essMnce or quality of the Institutional
programs of the Youth Authority are not at issue.

Based on the above considerations, and on the continued end deeply held
belief that we cannot Justify on the writs any expenditure of public funds
merely to comly with your office's current rigid interpretation of the
separation requitrement within the Youth Authority, we have concluded that
the State of California cannot now In good conscience bind itself to either
the strict separation requirement or the inflexible timetable for colyIng
with that requirement specified in your Kay 24, 1978 grant award document.
Furthenore, California Is not now able to commit itself to ifpleent the
approach to separation proposed In the Youth Authority staff paper forwarded
for your review on January 31, 1978.

In the course of broad discussions of this Issue over past months we have
realized, however, that several sectors of the public would like to be
assured that separation is guaranteed In connection with the younger element
of our ward population. Accordingly, although we would prefer to wait until
the post-property tax limitation patterns of dealing with youthful offenders
at the local and state levels have become clearer, the state is presently
willing to make the following commitment, substituting for the present language
in special conditions numbers twelve and thirteen in the grant award document:

12. Grantee agrees that within six months of the date of the
Comprehensive Plan Award the Departmient of the Youth Authority
will not allow contact between persons committed to the Youth
Authority from the Juvenile courts who are sixteen years of
age and under and persons co itted to the Youth Authority from
the criminal courts who are eighteen years of age and over,
except for the following:

a. In short-term diagnostic processes in the Youth
Authority's reception renter/clinics

b. Happenstance encounters while heing transported or
while older wards are on the grounds of a younger ward
Institution to perform supervised maintenance assign-
ments;

c. In hospitals while receiving medical care and treatment;

d. Female wards at the Youth Authority's Ventura School,
during the regular program-day (the total Youth Authority
fenle population is so small as to make separation in
program facilities completely unworkable). Contact
shall not, however, be allowed in living units.
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We would like to again direct your attention to the alternative available
under Section S09 of the Crime Control Act, as Incorporated by Section 262
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, which provides that
you ray exercise your discretion to disapprove payments only for activities
for which there is a failure to meet statutory or regulatory requirevents.
This approach was raised in the March 30 mmrandu. from Dan Doyle to Pearl
West, a copy of which was forwarded to you, and was further discussed at
the June 9 meting. Your positive exercise of the discretion to exclude
the Youth Authority's Institutions from funding under the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act would pemit the continued flow of federal
funds to those successful local programs for utich such funds ray be the
difference between survival and termination.

We trust you understand the necessity for California to take the position
noted above, We would appreciate a response by June 22, 1978 as our swtr-
visory board will be meting on the following day. If a favorable response
has not been received by that date, we must notify recipients of fiscal year
1978 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds to cease operations.

Sincerely,

DOUGLAS R. CUNNINGHAM, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning

PEARL S. VEST, Director

Department of the Youth Authority

ORC:rd

cc: S Att .r la-...C, t -- -
C1epresentative Ike F. Andrews~

eri t-117 'i~r~- ne1Delegation
James Gregg, LEAA
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

22 JUN 1978

Mr. Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning
7171 Bowling Drive
Sacramento, CA 95823
Ms. Pearl S. West, Director
California Youth Authority
4241 Williamsbourgh Drive, Sut 20U
Sacran1e4tCA 95823

Dear L~7~ham and Ms

This Is in reference to your joint letter of June 15, 1978, concerning the con-
ditlcnal approval of your 1978 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act Plan.

I regret that California and the California Youth Authority (CYA) have re-
jected your April 7, 1978, agreement to the conditional approval of the 1978
JJDP award.

Since 1975, your Office and the CYA have been fully aw.,re of their viola-
tion ,f Section 223(a)(13) of Public Law 93-415 which requires the separa-
tion of juvenile court wards from adult court criminals. The State's decision
has created a funding crisis for youth and juvenile crime programs. As you
know, during the negotiation period we have provided funding for all programs
except the CYA.

To avert the devastating impact of your stance, and also to assure the sur-
vival of programs funded under the Bayh Act, we have framed a workable
ro'medy. Therefore, I am exercising my administrative authority under Section
501 of the Crime Control Act, as incorporated by Section 262 of the JJDP
Act, by continuing to prohibit the CYA from receiving contracts or subgrants
of any unobligated JJDP funds from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning.
This action modifies the conditional grant approval for 1978, but guarantees
funding for vital programs.

Pending a final resolution of this issue, we again wish to advise you of your
appeal rights under Section 509 of the Crime Control Act and the LEAA
Administrative Review Procedure, 28CFR, Part 18.

Withwarm r ards,

Jo ,Rector

Ad inistrator
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

Copy for: Ms. West
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Mr. HAWKINS. Then, do I conclude from the explanation that the
threat contained in the June 15 letter from Cunningham and West
to the effect that if your response has not been received by June 22,
that recipients of fiscal year 1978 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act funds will cease, that this is not now in operation?

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. By what we did on the 22nd, we
allowed those programs they threatened to cut off to draw down
their monies for the remainder of the year-it is about $6 million,
but not all of that is going to the programs.

Mr. HAWKINS. That is held in abeyance; it does not mean it is
settled, but no--

Mr. RECTOR. No one is going to get hurt by it. Ironically, from the
point of view of the Administration, as well as me personally after
working for years as a staff person, to make available through
something like the Juvenile Justice Act the kind of monies that are
available to the programs in California now, and have the Office of
Criminal Justice Planning come back and threaten availability of
dollars to them--

Mr. HAWKINS. The only point I wanted to make at this time was
to allow some of us an opportunity to view the situation with
respect to the compliance with that section of the act. I have long
viewed the California Youth Authority, which I originally had some
participation in creating as a model. Whether it has ceased being
that, I think time would only tell, but we certainly need a little
breathing room in which to look at the situation--

Mr. RECTOR. This provides that breathing room.
Mr. HAWKINS [continuing]. Before any determination is made.
The other broad question which I would like to address to you,

Mr. Director, is there has also been some criticism leveled at your
office about the diversion of funds from special emphasis programs.

I realize in amending the act and making it broad that the target
population could include almost anyone that does-actually, it
could almost include adults, because all of us are somehow affected
by juvenile delinquency, but there has been a criticism that the
focus has been shifted more to the status offenders and less away
from groups which may be considered the more serious groups.

Now, I, for one, would certainly hope that we could eventually
arrive at the point where we would have money available for all

ouths and as much from the viewpoint of prevention as possible,
ut, unfortunately, that is not the situation. Despite the pleas of

some of us, funding is being cut back on all programs, and this
program is no exception. Therefore, the matter of concentrating
what money is gained from the Congress and from the Federal
Government becomes a serious problem.

But when we begin to focus on certain offenders who are less,
let's say, criminally inclined and more away from special emphasis
groups, it seems to me that that raises a rather serious problem.

Now, I would like to have you comment on this tendency in the
agency to downgrade, as it were-this is an allegation-the special
emphasis section as opposed to those who are merely status offend-
ers and less serious offenders than the other groups that are
included in the target population.
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Mr. RECTOR. I don't think that characterization reflects what we
have been doing in the Office. I don't think that we have in any way
downgraded the special emphasis area. In fact, in terms of dollars,
we have more dollars available for the area than we have had in
the history of the program.

What we have done, though, which might be interpreted as doing
some of what you mentioned, is asked for reprogramming of some of
the moneys of that extraordinary carryover. Perhaps that is what
persons have expressed some concern about.

We started October 1, 1977, with a little more than $7 million in
discretionary money, and a track record of not moving a great deal
more on an annual basis than $10-$15 million. With incredible
pressure from the Congress and others, understandably, to move
the money in a more sensible, sensitive fashion, we did set aside
some upwards of $30 million, as I was describing, for
reprogramming.

However, that still left our special emphasis unit with in excess of
$40 million. As you know, the deinstitutionalization thrust is, in
fact, a special emphasis thrust. The focus on status offenders is a
special emphasis thrust. The project done by the Office on the so-
called deinstitutionalization of status offenders was done in 1975 by
the special emphasis unit. So it is on the laundry list, so to speak, of
focuses for special emphasis.

We are not limiting our activities. I would be more than happy to
provide for the record a breakdown.

Mr. HAWKINS. I had some specific examples, several of them, that
I think would exemplify the fear. For example, thera is a cancella-
tion of a program, the guideline of which would lead to the reduc-
tion or cancellation of a program in several cities, including Los
Angeles, Detroit, New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, with respect to
gang activity, gang conflict, and I understand this was terminated;
it was just one of the types of non-status offender programs that
were cancelled at the same time that more emphasis was being
placed on status offenders.

I think it is regrettable that we choose between one or the other,
in any of these programs, but I am only citing this as an indication
of the direction, and if it doesn't go too far, probably it isn't very
serious, but if it continues, and if it increases in volume, then it
may indicate a redirection rather than a reprogramming, as you
refer to it, of a few dollars. That is something which some of us are
seriously concerned about.

Mr. RECTOR. I would have loved to have been able to move by
September 30, the grand agenda that the Office presented to this
very committee a year ago April. It included a number of items in
addition to the prevention project that we have funded.

It barely got funded by September. I have some paperwork on
that that I think would be instructive for the committee. It took
literally years, 21 months, thereabouts, to get the prevention guide-
lines approved. I am sure you will find interesting some of the
policy basis upon which questions were raised that led to delay.

For example, some of these bureaucrats there raised questions as
to the guideline. Just like our statute says-I know something about
that, at least from a staff perspective-it says that we should focus
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our activities on impacted areas where there are high rates of
dropping-out and a high number of disadvantaged children. As the

revention guideline wound its way through the bowels and the
alls of LEAA, people raised questions such as why focus on

disadvantaged children? Very basic kinds of issues were raised. It
took 21 months to get that little number through the apparatus. I
will submit for the record all the exchange of memoranda about
that. Knowing that kind of thing, knowing the stifling history of the
bureaucracy there, and knowing that, in the main, the same folks
were still there, we decided to go with what we thought we could get
through. We got prevention through just under the wire in the
latter part of August and September. It was the first commitment of
straight-out Juvenile Justice monies. We could provide a breakout
of those monies. I think some of your concern would be ameliorated
relative to the issues about which you have expressed concern.

I think when you see tomorrow the slice that we are going to do
in the urban initiative package; and when we will have a draft
guideline with the joint project that Bob Taggert and I are doing -
we will have a task group; it will probably be ready mid-July-I
think some of the other concerns that some have raised will be
ameliorated. All I am saying is that the proof is in the pudding, and
promises won't get me anywhere. I think you will be pleased. I
know I am pleased about the headway we are making.

You are damned if you do and damned if you don't. People say
you should take a more targeted approach. The Senate expressed
very strongly that we should take a more targeted approach. If we
take a more targeted approach, that means we have to drop a
number of other things. Then all the folks lined up to do the other
things start hitting on you. That just comes with the turf. We are
wedded to taking a more targeted approach, but in no way are we
limited to the status offender issue. Restitution, which we are
putting the bulk of dollars into this year, has nothing to do with
status offenders, but, instead, young persons convicted of serious
offenses, including some violent. It has to do with providing commu-
nity service options and employment options. It has to do with, on
occasion, providing compensation particularly for elderly victims of
crimes. There are a whole host of sensible components in it and
pass-through of moneys to private nonprofits. I will make sure to
provide a succinct statement of what that is about, so you will see
where we put the bulk of the money in the current year.

Mr. HAWKINS. I will be watching that, for one. I hope you are
right, and if money is going to be reduced in total amount, some of
us are going to insist that there be some target of that money. If
more money can be obtained, obviously we can be more liberal in
spreading the money around. I think it adds up tu that. As you say,
the proof is in the pudding, but I have been waiting 40 years for the
pudding, and I still don't see the proof. Always something is going to
happen in the future. I hope that you are going to see that it
happens, and we will be watching.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. RECTOR. I mentioned to counsel, Mr. Chairman, that I had

some other possible submissions that might help to better under-
stand some of the matters that have been mentioned already, and I
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do have them. Most of them relate to earlier policy matters that I
touched on in an outline form. I would like to submit them for your
study, perusal, and review. I think they will be very enlightening.

These bureaucrats play catch with problems, of course. What this
really does is to tie down who did what in 1975, 1976, and 1977.
There is this tendency in our office, I guess like any other office, to
blame it on "upstairs" or the other bureaucrats. Then you talk to
them, and they blame it on somebody else. So they play catch with
problems all day long. I think a lot of the concerns that you have
and your staff have will be addressed by some of these documents
which lay out very succinctly who did what and why and how they
lined up. There is a lot of effort to realign now.

Mr. ANDREWS. Just parenthetically, I might say that I wish that
you and others, when confronted with differences of interpretation
of statutes and laws where periods of time as long 21 months are
being consumed to reconcile one philosophy versus another, would
simply try to implement what the law, itself, says. I know that
sometimes the law doesn't say specifically. It is sometimes in such
eneral terms that it is subject to reasonable interpretations which
iffer with each other, but it would seem to me that a good purpose

would be served, if, even on an informal basis, someone who is a
part of one position or another would simply call over here and
make an appointment to come over, perhaps with representatives of
the other school of thought, and say, "We understand that the
Congress intended that we be in the process of using certain funds
or certain authorizations in order to address certain problems. Let's
just confess we are not doing that. We are bogged down in several
interpretations of what the Congress intends and we are jockeying
around trying to find a correct interpretation. Hence, we would like
to present to the appropriate subcommittee or committee, as the
case may be, of either or both Houses, all the alternatives that are
being debated-two or six, or how ever many. Here is what they
are. Would you give us some direction. Perhaps you should put
some pressure on some of us to quit, because we are pursuing
objectives that were not intended, or maybe you should endorse our
position, and ask the other side to lay off and let us go on with our
policy."

It might just make some contribution. But as Mr. Hawkins said,
instead of that, everybody comes back and says, "We had these long
delays and didn't get much done but the real reason was that that
group over there became obstacles in the path. However, now we
think we have it resolved, and everything is going to be fine next
year." That seems to perpetuate itself into a series of years after
which we probably all acknowledge we didn't get as much done as
we should have. Usually those games themselves are the reason.

I think perhaps we can make some contribution to those kinds of
stalemates or catch-22 games, or whatever you wish to call them.

Mr. RECTOR. I certainly welcome the opportunity to do that. As
you probably appreciate, if last spring the folks had said some of the
things I have said, they would have been blown off the roadmap. It
is as simple as that. That is what it means, in my view, to provide
some leadership around some of these issues. Everyone in my office,
but for myself and Jim Shine here today, are career bureaucrats,
civil servants.
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Now, they can't come before a committee and very comfortably
say that others in the bureaucratic hierarchy disagree with us, or
don't like the JD Act. Most of them never read it and don't intend
to. They can't lay that out the way a Presidential appointee can. In
an empathetic spirit, relative to the staff people in the Office, I
know they are really up against the wall. Even if they had a desire
to work out some of the things, and all I have seen-and we talk to
the staff quite frequently, but I welcome increasing that degree of
closeness and relationship. The more of that the better, believe me,
it is decidedly to the advantage relative to implementing what this
Juvenile Justice Act is about.

Basically, we are all creatures of habit. Some people did every-
thing they could to undermine the JD Act within the bureaucracy
because they didn't like it. Most people just had a habit of doing
things differently, and it is hard to change habits. When you
superimpose the kind of restraints that persons in the bureaucracy
have, you are seldom going to get a whistle-blowing activity, unless
it relates to something very personal to them.

We are trying to provide some leadership, and I have that kind of
flexible role that will do that, and very much welcome the
opportunity.

The Attorney General has encouraged me to take an open stance
on these issues, to not put up with what he would call "bureaucratic
B.S.", and to just have at it. That is what I have been trying to do
for the last year, and, believe me, it has not been an entirely even
experience. Y(u can't make changes, and you can't deal with the
bureaucracy, and implement something like the Juvenile Justice
Act and not make a few lumps here and there.

I really welcome that. We will certainly shore up our activity in
that area. It will be to our mutual interest and not so much to the
interest of the career bureaucrats at the agency.

I talked about the staff people and the career people getting the
short shrift. I don't have to beat a dead horse, but to illustrate, I, a
Presidential appointee, with advise and consent of the Senate, was
not invited to the budget hearing on my program. I got a call the
next morning from Pete Flaherty: "Where were you? The least you
could do was come to the budget hearing." I said, "At least some-
body could tell me about it." That is the way we started last July,
when people asked me why we weren't taking $8 million from
Labor, and this and that. We had a 6-month period of adjustment
just to open basic communication with other bureaucrats.

I had a mental note that touches on something that the Congress-
man from California mentioned. I think there has been a lot of
discussion about Representative Chisholm, from New York. Some of
the concerns she recently expressed in a high profile way at a youth
workers conference that our office sponsored.

There was definitely, in my view, I think at the staff level, a
misunderstanding as to the status of the alternative education
package about which I testified very supportively in January, and,
in fact, about which she testified in January very supportively.

I don't know what happened since January or February to change
her perspective, but at least on the alternative education issue, I
would like to submit for the record the program plan for fiscal year
1978 and our program plan for fiscal 1979 that set out precisely
what the Office had drafted.

[Program Plans referred to follows:]
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Program Objective 1.207 B - Prevention of Delinquency

Sub-Program 1.207 - B.3 - Alternative Education

Program Impact:

This is a new initiative which Is being designed for inclusion In the
FY 79 program plan. It will support action programs which prevent
delinquency through development of alternative education options for
youth whose educational and social development needs are not being
met In traditional classroom settings in school districts where there
is a disportionately high rate of dropouts, suspensions and expulsion.
This program will pursue the continuing goal of making the major youth
socializing institutions more responsive to the needs of youth as a
means of reducing alienation and increasing opportunities which support
positive youth development. This program. is mandated by Section
224(a)(6) of the Act which requires the Office to develop programs
which keep youth in school, reduce dropouts, pushouts and expulsions.

.-School is one of the most significant Institutions in the lives of
young people, and while many inter-related factors contribute to
delinquency, there is growing consensus that there is a clear correla-
tion between school problems and more serious delinquent offenses.
The National Education Association has estimated that nearly two
million school age children are not in school, and a significant
number are out as a result of suspension, or expulsion. While
few school administrators suggest that suspensions or expulsions
serve the educational or emotional interests of suspended children,
only a few schools have devised effective alternatives for handling
problem behavior in ways which keep youth in school and channel
behavior into productive channels.

This program is expected to have major Impact upon the way schools
respond to the needs of youth through development and implementation
of educational approaches which build upon the cultural, ethnic and
economic differences of youth, involve parents, youth and community
persons in the school decision making process, and increase the
competence of school personnel in responding to youth behavior.

Specific Objective:

To develop the strategy and goals for this program for 1:,clusion In
the FY 79 program plan.

Resources Required:

Funds FY 78

0

Personnel (10) .3 W/Y

Results Sought:

1) An approved alternative education program for grant award in
FY 79 which continue! the thrust toward Increasing the competence
and responsiveness of schools and their basic financial support systems.
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1. 1978 MBO Program Objective Code: 1.207-8-3

2. Sub-Program Title: Prevention of Delinquency - Alternative Edueation

3. Continuation

4. Past Progress:

a. The Alternative Education program will be a national scope initiative
which continues the thrust toward prevention of delinquency. though
development of youth skills to more effectively cope with their environ-
ment, while improving the capacity of the major youth scalizing insti-
tutions to more effectively respond to the needs of youth. This program
is mandated by Section 224(aX6) of the Act, which requires the Office 
to develop programs which keep youth in school, reduce dropout;, psh/outs
and expulsions.

b. This initiative will support action programs which prevent delinquency
through development of alternative education options for youth whose educa-ii
tional and social development needs are not being met In traditional class- :i
room settings in school districts where there is a disproportionaiely high
rate of dropouts, suspensions and expulsions. The sub-program objectives
are to reduce truancy, dropouts, push/outs, and expulsion of youth
through:

(1) Increased competency of school personnel to relate to the social
and educational needs of youth.

(2) Elimination of administrative procedures end policies which negatively
label youth, and impede full and constructive use of available learning
opportunities.

(3) Expanded opportunities for creative learning which build upon the
cultural, ethnic and economic effectiveness of youth.

(4) Involvement of youth and parents In planning, implementing, and
evaluating school programs.

a. The rationale for the program is based upon the recognition that school
is one of the most significant inatitutions in the lives of young people. While
many interrelated factors contribute to delinquency, there is a growing
consensus that there Is c clear correlation between school problems and
more serious delinquent offenses. The National Education Association has
estimated that nearly two million school qe children are not in schooL
While few school edministratort suggest that suspensions or expulsions serve
the educational or emotional interests of suspended chidren, only a few
schools have devised effective alternatives for handling problem behavior
in ways which keep youth in school and channel behavior into poduative
channels.

d. This program is expeted to have major impact upon the way Pleb1
schools and their support systems train personnel end deliver eucational
services.
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FY 1979 Resources: Alternative Education

Fund Type

C
E
TA
jj $15,700

Total Estimate S15,700

Personnel 2_.00 w/y

FY 1980 ZBB Support

85' of FY 1979 Base = S12.q2n
This would require reducing the number of youth served in
each project.

1979 Base $15,700
This would permit the program to operate at the projected level

10Z above base - $16.720

This would permit expanding the number of youth served from
approximately 5000 to 6000

Certification

Subprogram Manager Ah,

Office Head

Mr. RECTOR. It sets out the fact that since January, when I
testified so supportively about alternative education, in the main,
things have taken a normal course. The guidelines and the program
development process are underway. There is nothing that has
happened to rock the boat with regard to the alternative education
projects. If someone had asked me, they would have been well
informed along those lines, and we would have given them copies of
the alternative education package. That is an initiative that is
emerging toward the front burner. It was in the fiscal 1979 game
plan. In the work plan for 1978, it was set out as being a 1979
project. I said at your committee hearing on school topics in
January that we would do it this year. Perhaps there was confusion
as to whether it was caJendar or fiscal year. We have had it on
agenda. The project will be awarded in the fall. I felt like with all
the discussion, there are a lot of knocks that come with the turf I
am responsible for. I want to make sure that when we get them, we
get them for something we deserve. Obviously, reasonable people
can differ, but the facts on alternative education are such that, if
anything, it has moved more expeditiously than any other initia-
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ties in the history of the Office. We have both the program plan
from 1978 and 1979, and I stand by my statement in January; I
stand by my strong support for the concerns and genuine commit-
ment of international leadership, such as Shirley Chisholm. I know
she will welcome the project when it hits the street.

Mr. ANDREWS. Certainly I want to cooperate not only with you,
but also with others who are interested, as we all are, in what we
feel the objectives should be. Your concern is not at all unique.
Whoever is guilty, be it you or others, with respect to this prob-
lem-almost dilemma-are probably no worse than we who are
Members of Congress.

It bothers us all and I would like to contribute to a solution
rather than just nag. But, there are so many places we turn, where
what the Members think is being accomplished, later is found not to
be happening. Gus, take the area of student loans. We have just
been through a big fight up here as to whether to use a tax credit
mechanism or an increase in funds for existing student loan pro-
grams. It is becoming increasingly obvious to me that we practically
never hear from any student about a student loan program.

Apparently, nobody is really concerned too much about the stu-
dents, but are rather fighting over which institutions will benefit
most-public versus private, or what-have-you. It seems that the
institutions are the real beneficiaries of the program. In the fight
about whether people of various religious denominations or schools
of certain denominations will get aid, or whether assistance will go
to private or public institutions, the student receives very little
consideration.

Gus, I believe you would agree with that.
Mr. HAWKINS. I agree 100 percent.
Mr. ANDREWS. We are as guilty as anybody else. Take the mili-

tary. The fight gets to be ultimately not what constitutes the best
way to spend the dollar for the most national defense, but rather
which companies get which contract. If you build one type plane, it
may or may not be superior in quality of defense to another, but
one is made in Congressman So-and-So's district, and the other in
some other Congressman's district. That gets to be more paramount
than the ultimate question of where we will get the most for our
dollar in defense, or where we will put the military base.

Mr. RECTOR. It is certainly true in this area.
Mr. ANDREWS. I am sure it is.
Mr. RECTOR. The R&D community, in particular, the so-called

"Beltway bandits" are of note. Even with our little tiny program,
with all the need out there all over the country, some of those folks
have a grip on a whole lot of this money. As we try to loosen that
grip and open up the program, to do things like the first assessment
of native American needs in this country, and do programming for
kids on reservations and kids in urban areas, it is like solar power.
It goes from your sun to your house, and all of a sudden the public
utilities have to think about it. The same kind of thing is happening
in our office with R&D money.

I just must also mention the General Accounting Office (GAO).
We have had a lot of staff discussions about the GAO. You men-
tioned the role of Congress in some of these matters.
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We have had a substantial amount of attention paid by GAO to
our office. This is understandable given the mess it was in, and in
part is still in. But it has interested me that, in the main, it has
been around issues of research.

No one from the GAO is studying our office as to why we have
serious fund-flow problems. No one from GAO I know of is studying
our office, or grantees, or practices and policies related to discrimi-
nation. As a former civil rights lawyer, I would love to see a GAO
investigation into the practices and policies around discrimination
on the basis of sex, race, and gender particularly in the juvenile
justice system.

Referral practices in my judgment, are probably among the most
discriminatory practices in the country. On the question of render,
it is probably the cutting edge of the double standard. I don t know
why GAO is fired up about R&D and not the serious problems the
Congress is fired up about, and the Administration is fired up
about.

They are a vehicle of the Congress, and they send out a loud and
clear message when they come around and spend, I think, 12,000
hours since last August-let me get it exact, 12,408 hours-looking
into juvenile justice issues that are, in the main, R&D issues such
as how we set our research priorities.

They are all bonafide concerns. I wouldn't argue with that, but it
is like checking out somebody's hat to see whether it is the right
style, when the person under the hat is really sick. They are and
trying to discern why the person bought a certain kind of hat as
opposed to another kind of hat, and what their judgment was at the
time they bought it, but they are not looking at the fact that you
have a sorry human being under the hat that needs some analysis
and attention and support.

The director of our little institute, who is here today, would
probably never say this, but I will. Because of being so grossly
understaffed, and because of getting the short shrift from LEAA
over the years, we only had three or four people in the research
unit. We are not going to overdo research. There is a tendency to
overdo it. We have to do some evaluation so we have something like
Project New Pride. We must be able to tell folks, "this can click,
and maybe the next one is better. You all decide what you want."

The Institute director has had, for months, three GAO people in
his office, basically on a one-to-one basis. He has as many GAO staff
people sitting every day in his office studying research priorities as
he does handling the whole research effort for the U.S. as it relates
to juvenile justice. They have listed, in a document, which I think
the committee has, the time they have spent with us. I think they
have been undergenerous in indicating the time they spent with our
staff. They are sitting in the office day-in and day-out saying, "Get
me this; get me that." It is like the FBI when I was Federal
prosecutor. Everybody is afraid of being investigated by the FBI. A
person like me doesn't have flexibility about this, but if the GAO
would do a study of fund flow and identify the critical decision
points that would help everybody; it would help you; it would help
me and the administration. We want to nip this stuff in the bud and
turn it around. On the minority issue, every time somebody asks a
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question, it is like going on a wing and a prayer, because nobody
knows.

All the good intentions in the world don't get you anywhere. I
would like to see a GAO study on that. I think we would profit from
it. I think there has been a bona fide effort to be sensitive in looking
at juvenile crime in the country.

One of the ironic things about the youth worker conference-and
I have experience in this area, I was in juvenile delinquency in
college; I was a criminology graduate in college. I worked with gang
kids in Oakland, something I have been concerned about for a long
time, and I used to go to the Federally-sponsored conferences on
Vuvenile justice in the last four or five years. Walking in, you notice

lack and brown faces in the crowd, and you can notice all three of
them. You just can't help but notice when you have a thousand
folks in this country dealing with these very serious concerns that
are urban, in the main, though not exclusively.

There are serious rural and suburban concerns. Not all persons
who are recond-class in our society are in urban areas.

The one thing we did at this youth workers conference through
outreach was to assure for the first time, at anything on a large
scale sponsored by the Juvenile Justice Office that a substantial
percentage of the persons participating were persons of the variety
that I have just mentioned. It was a little ironic-I am speaking
personally-that we got such a blast from the Congresswoman from
New York about an issue on this alternative education that could
have been resolved.

I would like to see the GAO look into that and fund flow.
I know everybody is interested in fund flow. Maybe Mrs. Chis-

holm got bad information. Some of the information was from
LEAA, and I would be the last one to say she is going to get good
information from LEAA. I think it sometimes depends on who you
call.

I would like to get a comment on the record about this. We have a
"Monthly Management Briefs." This is the most recent one, June
1978. This is a tool that the managers in the agency use to sensitize
themselves to issues such as fund flow and a host of other things.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Rector, I am going to have to interrupt. My
governor is due here at 1:30, and we will have to recess now for
lunch.

I wonder, however, in view of the fact that you have other
matters which you would like to address, and we have some
questions that we haven't as yet addressed, if we might continue
later. I believe that our witness list and schedule calls for us to
probably be engaged from 1:30 until 3:30 p.m., or 4 p.m., with
other witnesses. I wouldn't want to ask you to sit here for all of that
time. I know time is one of your problems now, but could you be
available again, say, at 3:30 so that we might hopefully continue
and conclude?

Mr. RECTOR. I intend to sit here. I set aside the entire day so we
could benefit.

Mr. ANDREWS. If you can be here for it all, that is so much the
better. Fine.

The committee will recess until 1:30, at which time we will
reconvene in this room.

32-505 0 - 78 - 7
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[Whereupon, at 12:03 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene at 1:30 p.m. this same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. ANDREWS. The subcommittee will reconvene.
We look forward to hearing from Mr. Quinn, who is Vice Chair-

man of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning
Administrators, and Executive Director, Division of Criminal Jus-
tice for the State of Colorado.

We are pleased to have you with us and we look forward to
receiving your statement. WVe usually try to encourage the wit-
nesses if they will-but that is up to you, there is no mandate about
it-to submit your written statement and perhaps just talk with us
about the highlights.

[Prepared statement of Paul G. Quinn follows:]
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PUAmm BTATxnNT or PAuL G. Quzww, ZXzCV3 Dmwroz, DIVINON Or
OUIMINAL JUsTIM, STATR OF CoLoR , ON BhALW O Tax NATioNAL Oomz-
uwcu or RTATz CmU AL JUSTom PLmNNIO AvumwMrToS

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Co,..ittucc,

On behalf and as Vice-Chairrmn of the Nationl Conference of Stat

Criminal Justice Planning Administrators* and as Executiva Director of

the Division of Criminal Justice of the State of Colorado, I appreciate

the opportunity you have extended to me to address you on the matter of

the progress of the states and territorial possessions of the United

States toward meeting the objectives of reducing and preventing juvenile

delinquency and assisting our troubled youth, established by Congress in

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquent.y Prevention Act of 1974, as amended,

Ln- of the stewardship of the program by the Office of Juvenile Justice

&n! Delinque-:cy Pe'ention at the federal level.

Despite -.he myriad of political, administrative and financial

issues raised by the deinstitutionalization of status offenders mandate

of Section 223(a)(12) and the separation requirement of Section 223(a)(13)

of the Juvenile Justice Act, states and territories have as a whole made

-The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Admin-
istrators represents the directors of the fifty-six (56) State and
territorial criminal justice Planning Agencies (SPAs) created by the
states and territories to plan for and encourage improvements in the
administration of adult and juvenile justice. The SPAs have been
designated by their jurisdictions to administer federal financial
assistance programs created by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 as amended (the Crime Control Act) and the Juvenile
Justice a~n Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (the Juvenile Justice
Act). During Fiscal Year 1978, the SPAs have been responsible for
determining how best to allocate approximately 61 percent of the total
appropriations under the Crime Control Act and approximately 64 percent
of the total appropriations under the Juvenile Justice Act. In essence,
the states, through the SPAs, are assigned the central role under the
t*,o Acts.
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considerable progress towards realization of the objuctives. To quote

frn an October 1977 Arthur D. Little study of ten states, supported by

t:h.e Office of Juvenile Justice:

The States examined are at different stages in the process of
deinstitutionalization, but all have made clear progress.

John Rector in a recent interview said, "I think you could argue fairly

persuasively they've (the State Planning Agencies) made a dent (in

i-proving the criminal justice system) in probably every state and in

sc-m states there have been appreciable changes.... I would attribute it

to the individual efforts of persons in particular states."

I want to report to you that the States care about kids. They are

using their i:oney as wisely as they can. In addition to Juvenile Justice

Act dollars, they are also using Crime Control Act dollars in excess

ef the mainze.ance of effort requirement mandated by Section 520(b) of

the Crime Ccntrol Act.

I am happy that the States are making progress. I wish that I

could report that the federal government was doing as well at meeting

the deinstitutionalization and separation requirements. I was shocked

two weeks ago, and I'm not easily shocked, to discover on a visit to

a co. unity treatment center in downtown Denver, Colorado that juveniles

referred by the Federal District Court or committed to the Bureau of

Prisons as delinquents were being held in custody at the same facility

as State felons in apparent violation of federal law (18 U.S.C. 5035 and

5039). I have been told that the Office of Juvenile Justice and the

Federal Bureau of Prisons have been put on notice of this situation, but

have done nothing, not even visited the facility.
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During my visit, I discovered the following:

(1) It is possible for 16 year old federal juvr'nile clients to

share living arrangements with adult felons. nis c.:,mingling occurs after

the federal juvenile clients participate in a 30-day secure and totally

separate orientation program and after receiving something entitled a

"Comunity Clearance".

(2) It is normal practice for 16 year old federal juvenile clients

to share meals and recreational facilities with adult felons after parti-

cipating in this 30-day orientation phase and after being granted community

clearance.

(3) Native kA-erican youth, 16 to 21 years old, sentenced under

federal. law canorise about 95% of the federal juvenile clients housed

in this facility. I~one of these youths are from Colorado. Most are from

the Dakotas and M:ontana, hundreds of miles from their home community.

They are alleaedly being reintegrated back into the community through this

program, but one can hardly claim that downtown Denver in anyway resembles

the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota, some 600 miles away.

(4) All of the federal juvenile youth that I spoke with stated

that they would prefer to be in a similar program near their home. They

do not wan-t to be near their home communities if it means being housed in

a jail, which at present is the only alternative offered by the Federal

Bureau of Prisons.

(5) This program was described to me by its director as only tempo-

rary, yet it is already one year old.

This mixing of federal youth with adult felons in a halfway house
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- and the housing of Native American youth hundreds of r3iles fro their

hceies, in an urban setting, is porwitted by the Federal Bureau of

Prisons. This is outrageous. Is this what Congress intended when it

passed the Juvenile Justice Act? Was it not the intent of Congress

that the Office of Juvenile Justice encourage other federal offices, such

as the Federal Bureau of Prisons, to meet the intent of the Juvenile

Justice Act? Just as State Planning Agencies are asked to coordinate

activities of other State agencies over which they have no direct

authority, so too should the Office of Juvenile Justice be asked to

coordinate activities among other federal agencies such as the Federal

Bureau of Prisors, HEW, etc. Thus far there is little evidence that

this has been done. Shouldn't the Federal Bureau of Prisons be required

to develop alternatives for these youth closer to their homes, just as

we are being required to do urder the Act?

I want to emphasize that I am not recommending that these youth

be placed in jails near their homes. Where they are new is certainly

preferable. I am recomending, however, that the Federal Bureau of

Prisons be required to immediately develop community-based alternatives

for these youths in their home communities.

Where is the federal leadership in the area of Juvenile justice?

Don't the federal agencies care about kids?

States and localities need federal financial and technical assistance

and leadership in order to bring about vast improvements in the juvenile

justice system. What does the record show?
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The record indicates that the Office of Juvenile Juotice is doing

an abysmal job of utilizing the categorical fundn it ha3 at its disposal.

Two-thirds of the way through the fiscal year, the fiures look like

this. Only $3,212,000 of $49,567,000 or 7% of the special emphasis

funds available October 1, 1977 were obligated by M:ay 31, 1978. Only

$5,206,000 of $16,067,000 or 32% of the juvenile justice research funds

were obligated. Only $739,000 of $1,740,000 or 43% of continuation of

federal effort funds were obligated. And $1,872,000 of $3 million or

62% of technical assistance funds were obligated. In order for the

Office to obligate its federal categorical dollars, the Office has

al:. aady granted $12 million of special emphasis funds as formula fund

supplements to States who know how to use the money. And, we understand,

the Office is .:ontemplating granting another $30 million of categorical

funds in the sa.e fashion. How can there be model and demonstration

programs if the Office does not obligate funds?

What is the rev-ord of juvenile justice categorical programs that

have been funded? The Office of Juvenile Justice should be asked how

many juvenile justice exemplary projects have been designated since

August 1977 and how many juvenile justice prescriptive packages have

been developed in that same timefraie. The Office should be asked what

it has done in the last ten months to show the States and localities

what can and should be done and how to do it.

The State Planning Agencies would be interested in learning the

answers to the following questions:
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(1) ffliat uignificint results hnva been achieved with juvenile

justice special c hasi. funds in thu lost ton months?

(2) Hfow many new special emphasis Initiatives have been announced

i. the last tcn months? flow iouch time did prospective applicants have

to apply for that initiative from the official notification date? How

m :y and what initiatives were planned for the last ten months but never

announced? I,,y were they not announced?

(3) W'-rt siq::ificant results have been achieved with juvenile

j.'s:ice Parts: and Z Crime Control Act discretionary funds in the last

t Months?

(4) W'in .-. si-.ificant results have been achieved with National.

inatitute fs: .wv-ie Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds in the

iazt ter nr .::;.h .

(5) "'*-" a.a the obligation and expenditure rates for categorical

f&..ds co.trol- -"1 "~ OJJDP during the last ten months so low?

Unfortvn:tel,', I can think of no notable results.

Maybe -:.e reason for this lack of federal leadership is, to quote

the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention, "the Juvenile Justice Office is in relatively bad shape".

Mr. Rector *,.s said that his Office "is in bad straits administratively"

and that t" .:iscretionary program he controls is "the x-sss they call

Special Erec a 1 & , a".

It is not just the juvenile justice fiscal assistance projram that

is not functioning well. The States and local units of gOvernonnt are

experiencing - dcarLh of tuchnical a.bistance. Office of Juvenile

4., jt



99

Justice personnel have had their ability to travel savoroly reatricLed.

ITha technical assistance has been provided come from national contractor

of LEAA. To the best of our knowledge, the assistance from the contractors

h s been all teo frequeAtly 'unresponsive and uitime)'y.

What we need desparately is national leadership, but what we have

is an attempt at manage.ent by regulation from Washington, D. 'C. The

Office of Juvenile Justice has not coordinated its action with other

.ion~s within LLEA and the Department of Justice, with other federal

agencies &-n6 -Ih the states and local units of government.

The Offi-e ol Juvenile Justice in 'the past ten months has increasingly.

,..;lated itzr!lf from the rest of LEA. it is our understanding that

-. nes of .- .it'-ons within LEAA have almost-entirely broken down.

5e:ause the t-.i-is-rator of the Office is a recent political appointee

a-d he is gi"er &uthurity under Section 527 of the Crime Control Act to

e3ta:lish polizv for or administer all LEAA Juvenile justice-programs,

the Administrator has effectively freed himself from accountability to

either the Aui g L-AA Administrator or the Attorney General or his

designee. in essence, the Office has been going its own way. As a

result diff .re-nt a'minstrative policies are developing for the Office

than for thc r.-st of LEAA, and support services are being duplicated

within the Cffice. The breakdown is so coapleto that the Office of

Juvenile Ju.-ice has even failed to either contribute to the monthly

nanm.ment brief prepared by LEAA's Office of Plotniing i:rtd Manager..cnt

for sub, mission to the Actiny LEAA Adinistratur or be repreirnted at a

Depart.ant of Justice rY l O budget hearing with the rest of LXJM. .e.

M I 



100

result of t'he fraerjminLtioni Js red tape, lavk of acco.itability wid

c,,.usion. As examples, the Office has prupot.ed that tho StaLes develop,

t',-Q plans !- onp for Jvvenile justice and the other for tUe rest of the

L-"- supporLed progrAm,. It has required An extensive FY 1978 Plan

SuleMent Dicu.ent which in turn must be followed by a FY 1979 Plan,

the State guidelines for which are'not yet available even thotujh most

pla:.s have alr7.ady been completed and submitted to the State legislatures

f-..r review ar.i cc:z.ant. Can the situation get worse?

The Adxi.. srator of the Office of Juvenile Justice is the Vice

Z. irman c! t~h- Cordinating Council on Juvenile Justice which was

.- ta Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice Act. The Vice

C..irman i. rs.red to act in the absence of the Chairman. The Council

.:,cse na .:da i . to coordinate all federal Juvenile delinquency programs

...st n-est f.ur tinea a year. It is our information that it has not met

c:.:e in the 1zst ten months. The Office which is designed to play a

federal leadership role in coordination of federal programs has completely

a!!icated its responsibilities. We ask why?

The Office of Juvenile Justice has had a number of interagency

agreements wit other federal agencies to achieve jointly some of the

objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act. It has come to our attention

that in the lst teii months attempts have been made to cancel those

-greement. Mave .iy and how many such agrepmenta have been canceled?

Why? Have ar,' new interagency agreements Leen executed in the last ten

months? 'If not, why not?

PTA
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The look of coordination between the Offic. Jnn4 State Plafniin-j

Agncics has been bxacerhted in the last too MoKnths. Frequent examples

hev cone to light where the Office has by-passed State, regional and

local plannin- agencies And dealt directly with grantees and subgrantess.

What has been the result? In far too wn.ny cases, the grants that have

been awarded have been delayed for a period of a year or more before

issues have been resolved. Grants have been duplicative, inappropriate

or -u.rtimely. Pather than coordinating efforts with State and local

units of go'.rr-.ent, the Office has chosen to go it alone.

Let me trr. to two additional significant areas before closing with

a series c- :e .n and recommendations.

Sti-p-d. before the Administrator is a proposed LEAA guideline

11:0G.!F Ca.rk.P-. 3 entitled "State Planning Agency Grants". The failure

of that t o be issued has caused great consternation around the

co-mntry. it, on the one hand, has significantly delayed the commitment

of funds and ca-.sed an unwarranted amount of paperwork and, on the

other hanC, is preventing the resolution of signficant program related

issues co:ern.ing the commingling of status offenders and juvenile

delinquents, the advanced techniques to be supported under the Act, and

continuation; funding policies. The proposed gjuideline is an example of

three major problems within the Office of Juvenile Justice. First, it

frequert'y attemts to exceed the Office's statutory authority as in the

case of the definitions of "Juvenile detention end correctional facilities",

"advanced practices" and the role of the juvenile -justice advisory

committee. Second, it proposes disruptive changes without justification

**
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aU in the cases of the requirements for the level of ziaintenance of

effort and the requrewit for a separate juvenile. justice plan. And

third, the final guidelite has not been issued in a timely fashion, ard

w.eii it ic issued, will, therefore, be too late to be of a ny value to

any'-ne.

The Office of Juvenile Justice is a prime administrative example of

Murphy's Law: if anything can go wrong, it will. Applications and

bu et revisions are lost, approvals of plans, applications, extensions,

a- ,1str. ert- ar. . reisions take three and four times longer than permitted

by agency rules. and Suidelines, unsolicited grants are apparently

awarded wit-..ut =-',pect to guidelines, guidelines are issued late and

s-.etin-s e:xz e- &:hority, and red-tape requirements are running

The . questions might be asked:

(1) L!;AA's internal policy calls for the approval of all plais and

applications Within ninety days. How many plans and applications have

neithe:: beer. a; proved or disapproved in ninety days within the, last ten

months? 117.iy is the Office not complying with the LEAA ninety-day

internal policy?

(2) Attncl.m.ent K of O.MB Circular A-102 requires that budget

revisions be acted upon within thirty days. Crant adjustments, revisions

and exten-ions should be dealt with in a similar timefratw. On how

many occasions in the last ten months has the Office failed to act on

such revisions, adjustment* and extensions within thirty days? 1'Ty root?

(3) How imany grants in the last ten months have been awarded which

asWtlf V 'I
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were not broadly and publicly solicited or weru not awarded pursuant to

LEAJ% published guidelines?

(4) How ma:ny policies are bei.g utilized in the Office which have

nct been ojptn to public review and comment pursuant to LEAA's own

internal rules and the President's Executive Order 12044?

(5) h..y were the juvenile justice portions of the FY 1978 Crime

Control Act carmprehezsive plans and the 1978 Juvenilo Justice Act plans

denied multi-y er approval in October through December of 1978, but

e-;.roved for . a:h status eight months later after the FY 1979 plans had

already beer, "e-izten?

(6) Hc'." -. ar.y vacant professional positions are there in'the Office

ol Juven,Ir 's-? What percentage of professional positions are

filed in the ::-icnel Institute for Juvenile Justice? How many staff

have tra.-..rr-. cuat of the Office of Juvenile Justice to other parts of

Lr--A. in ths. ist tan months? Why are so many positions vacant?

We do not k;.w the specific answers to all those questions, but

v.e should. Ve kno', for instance that only four of eleven professional

positions in the national Institute are filled. And sixteen of sixty-one

positions in the Office are vacant. This s ituation is unacceptable

and must be rectified.

In light of the foregoing discussion, we Wke to you the following

reco.menda tions.

(1) We ask that this Committee closely examine the operation of

the Juvenile Justice Act, particularly at the federal level, and make

imediate recowa;ndations to the President and the Attorney Ceneral how

IM. AV
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some of the administrative problems night be eliminated.

(2) Wo ask that the Committee call for the immediate issuance of

a final guideline M4100.IF Change 3 in order that the policy issues

in,oalred might be resolved. We would ask that you review the final

guideline and advise the Office whether it exceeds statutory limitations

and/or violates legislative intent. We would hope that a careful review

would be made of the definition of "Juvenile detention or correctional

fac.i1ity" and the continuation policy.

(3) We %.-uld suggest that you determine the reason why the utiliza-

tion of juvenile justice funds is proceeding at such a slow rate. If

the reason fo= the alow fund flow is legislative, we would suggest that

lezisla:i:'s &=er.-te-ts be considered concurrently with the reauthorization

of the Crime '-ontr. Act in the next session of Congress. If the reason

is aminist_-tive, we suggest you make appropriate recommendations to

the President. or take such actions warranted under the Impoundment

Control Act of i974.

(4) We w;uld ask that you carefully look into how well the Office

is coordinating its activities with others. We would suggest that you

consider whit the effect of Section 527 of the Crime Control Act has

been, and "ti;er its continuation is warranted. lie would suggest that

you deterrni:e -whether Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice Act has been

complied with. W would recommend that you look at how the Office is

coordinating and communicating with its State counterparts, the State

Planning Agencies,
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(5) vie suggest that you recovmwnd to the AdbminJetration that all

LEV, plans and applications be acted upon within ninety days of oub-

mission, and rcviuions, extensions and adjustmente be acted udpin within

thirty days, %tith failure to act to constitute approval. If the Office

fails to comply with this reco mendation, we would suggest that you

a.e.d the Juvenile Justice Act accordingly.

(6) Last, but not least, we would suggest that you investigate the

situation at co.cunity-basd facilities which house youth under federal

cutcdy. We w.o also recomend that the Office of Juvenile Justice

an- the B'l-ea-z of prisons be instructed to investigate whether there are

c-ne. eximples than Danver where juveniles have been cosfitted to the

custody of ie B';eau and are being confined with adult felons.

The Sa=z. ;--..nng Agencies and the National Conferonce care about

t.-oued ki"s. .e ire anxious to work with you to improve their lot.

I tcru.. :u for the opportunity to appear before you.

I am prepx.id to attempt to answer any questions you may have.

STATEMENT OF PAUL G. QUINN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DIVISION
OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE, STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. QuumN. I would like to divide my testimony into three parts.
First, I want to give you my background. I think it might enlighten
some of my later comments. I have been State Pling Agency
(SPA) director in Colorado for some three years. Recently I have
been promoted t the two other line criminal justice agencies. In
some respects, John Rector and I have parallel experiences in
taking over a problem-plagued bureaucracy. I would like to parallel
what has happened in Colorado versus what has happened in the
Office of Juvenile Justice.

The Colorado SPA, in its first year of the Juvenile Justice
program, was naturally eager to pcipate in the program. It,
ban participating after I became director almost three years ago.

You asked in the morning about what we were doing for kids, andl
would like to briefly discuss what Colorado is doing for kids with
this money. I think that is the most important part of the program.
What we want to talk about is whether or not *his money is going
for the purpose Congress and many other people who care about
kids intended.

At the present time we are operating 38 projects in Colorado,
using the C and E money or Juvenile Justice money. The vast bulk

FI N
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of those projects cIc-oerns getting status offenders out of jails and
locked institutions. We are funding a number of diversion projects
and a number of shelter care projects. In rural Colorado, one of the
main problems is that you have hundreds of small communities
with a 2- or 8-cell ji al.

We have seen kids sitting in those jails 40 or 50 days who have
done nothing but run away. The sheriff does not know what to do
with them. There are no services until eventually he or she is often
released to the street.

They are now taken to shelter care projects. Nineteen more
projects are scheduled to go into operation. We are also putting an
increasing amount of our money into crisis intervention teams to
keep the kids even out of shelter care. When the child is drunk or
high on drugs or whatever instead of putting him in shelter care, or
even worse, in a jail where he gets nO help. at all, he gets a little
help in shelter care, and we are funding crisis intervention teams
who will intervene with that family at the point of crisis. There is
increasing evidence in the last few years that a family is much
more ripe to deal with its problems at a point of crisis than two
weeks later when everybody is calmed down and returned to more
normal circumstances.

The City of Denver, which was one of eight impact areas, has put
over one-third of its money in juvenile justice-the vast bulk of the
money being C&E money from LEAA.

Colorado has what we called Children in Need of Supervision
(CHINS). In 1975, which was our base line year for participation in
this program, 11,000 CHINs were taken into some kind of law
enforcement custody. Fifty-five hundred of those were detained. As
Mr. Rector pointed out earlier, girls are held much more severely
and for longer terms than boys, and that is true nationally as well
as in Colorado. Of those 5500, the vast majority were *irls and they
were held many more days. In our first year of participation in the
program, we deinstitutionalized 25 percent of the kids being held,
which we think is considerable progress.

Obviously, the remaining 75 percent is going to be more difficult
because they are the more difficult cases, but are heading down
that avenue.

We feel that one of the problems in operating this program
regardless who is handling it, the State or Federal Government, is
that labels are very misleading. I want to give you some statistics
for Colorado. Twenty-five percent of the CHINs taken into custody
in 1975 had prior juvenile delinquency offenses and then 66 of all
the CHINs held in State institutions had prior delinquency offenses.
So when we see a child either in jail or wherever labeled as a CHIN,
that is often a very misleading record. If you go back into the child's
record you will find a variety of labels, some criminal.

Another interesting fact we have discovered in Colorado is that
most CHINs who are recommitted to the system are recommitted
within 90 days after their first release from the system. That is why
we are putting more and more money into crises intervention teams.
We are finding out that the first 90 days are by far the high crisis
period for these juveniles.
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I want to discuss as the second part of my testimony that we are
more directly concerned with the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinqency Prevention. Just two weeks ago I was shocked-and I do
not use that word lightly-to walk into a project several blocks from
my office and find conditions in a Federally operated program that
I did not think could exist. I want to read this because I think it is
important that I be as specific as possible.

This is on page 2 of my written testimony. I will specifically refer
to one project. I was shocked to discover on a visit to a community
treatment project in downtown Denver, Colorado, that juveniles
referred by the Federal district court or committed to the Bureau of
Prisons as delinquents were being held in custody at the same
facility as state felons in apparent violation of Federal law.

As I walked into the lobby, I found Indian juveniles sentenced
under the Federal district court mixing both in programs and in
recreation with adult felony offenders, a clear and shocking viola-
tion of the Federal Juvenile Justice Act.

On page 3 of my testimony, I will read specifically what we found.
It is possible for 16-year-old Federal juvenile clients to share living
arrangements with adult felons. This commingling occurs after the
Federal juvenile clients participate in a 30-day secure and totally
separate orientation program and after receiving something entitled
a ''community clearance."

It is normal practice for 16-year-old Federal juvenile clients to
share meals and recreational facilities with adult felons after par-
ticipating in this 30-day orientation phase and after being granted
community clearance.

Native American youth, 16 to 21 years old, sentenced under
Federal law comprise about 95 percent of the Federal juvenile
clients housed in this facility. None of these youths are from
Colorado. Most are from the Dakotas and Montana, hundreds of
miles from their home community. They are allegedly being
reintegrated back into the community through this program, but
one can hardly claim that downtown Denver in any way resembles
the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota, some 600 miles away.

All of the Federal juvenile youth that I spoke with stated that
they would prefer to be in a similar program near their home. They
do not want to be near their home communities if it means being
housed in a jail, which at present is the only alternative offered by
the Federal Bureau of Prisons.

This program was described to me by its director as only tempo-
rary, yet it is already one year old.

This mixing of Federal youth with adult felons in a halfway
house and the housing of Native American youth, hundreds of miles
from their homes, in an urban setting, is permitted by the Federal
Bureau of Prisons. This is outrageous. Is this what Congress in-
tended when it passed the Juvenile Justice Act? Was it not the
intent of Congress that the Office of Juvenile Justice encourage
other Federal offices, such as the Federal Bureau of Prisons, to
meet the intent of the Juvenile Justice Act?

Just as state planning agencies are asked to coordinate activities
of other state agencies over which they have no direct authority, so
too should the Office of Juvenile Justice be asked to coordinate
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activities among other Federal agencies such as the Federal Bureau
of Prisons, HEW, and etc. Thus far,'there is little evidence that this
has been done. Shouldn't the Federal Bureau of Prisons be required
to develop alternatives for these youth closer to their homes, just as
we are being required to do under the act?

I want to emphasize that I am not recommending that these
youth be placed in jails near their homes. Where they are now is
certainly preferable. I am recommending, however, that the Federal
Bureau of Prisons be required to immediately develop community-
based alternatives for these youths in their home communities.

I would like to know-how often the Coordinating Council has met,
and, if it has met, why it has not dealt with this practice? The
Administrator has the authority to coordinate activities of other
agencies as a part of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act. In my understanding, that is not now going on.

I would like to refer to some problems Colorado has had with the
present operation. I am talking about the state planning agency in
Colorado. I am moving away from the Federal program that is
operating two blocks from my office in complete violation of the
Federal legislation.

Mr. Rector mentioned New Pride. That was a project funded with
C&E money a few years ago in Colorado. That got very enviable
status because only 25 out of 111,000 programs that have ever been
funded with LEAA money have received that status. That rehabili-
tates kids with four or five previous offenses. Their success is
phenomenal. Mr. Rector's predecessor assisted the Colorado state
planning agency and the City of Denver to acquire $1 million in
discretionary money to fund a project to follow that up. New Pride
continues to operate with local money but it was a relatively smallprojet.e submitted to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention on July 21, 1977, a budget revision which had six
different parts, most of which were major parts of the program. The
program has been hampered because, to this day, we have never
gotten approval of that budget extension. We fund hundreds of
grants in Colorado. Budget extensions normally take a matter of
hours.

I think this is absolutely shocking that the Office of Juvenile
Justice can take some ten months to respond. In April we were
given a verbal approval by the staff to go ahead with some of the
changes and told that a letter from Mr. Rector would soon be
forthcoming. I spoke to my office 10 minutes ago and that letter is
not yet in the office.

A million dollars in Colorado is a lot of money. We only get $4
million from LEAA, so when you look at one project for a million
dollars dealing with the most hard-core delinquency by a staff that
has enormous success, there are few projects more important to us.

The part of the project hold up is a construction project which
was going to train these kids. In the 10 months since the budget
revision has been held up, the housing market has exploded terri-
bly. The ability of this project to now purchase homes has been
debilitated considerably. The delay in the budget revision has
caused very severe restrictions in Colorado's ability to operate this
project.
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I want to give you an example of three more projects we have
tried to process through the Office. Last summer what is known as
special emphasis grants were encouraged. Colorado applied for four
of those grants. One was rejected because it did not meet the
criterion of 100,000 or less population. That criterion was specifi-
cally waived by the Office of Juvenile Justice staff. That same
person is now on the staff here in Washington. He waived the
100,000 requirement and the grant was processed then rejected here
in Washington because the grant was not concentrated in the area
of 100,000 people. So the City of Denver spent many hundreds of
hours developing the application, and they are saying they will
never apply for an application again because it is not worth their
time.

The three projects I would like to refer to are Larimer County
Project, a Second Chance Home in Fremont, Colorado, and then the
Pueblo Shelter Care Home. These three projects were developed last
summer. Because my juvenile justice planner was going to be on
vacation, other stafffilled in and at the request of the Office of
Juvenile Justice rushed through some of the review of these grants.
These-are-not funded by LEAA money but funded in Washington.
So they were submitted last August. To this day only one of those
three projects has been funded.

That was funded maybe three weeks ago and for the wrong
amount. They missed by $27,000. What is even more shocking is
that the Larimer youth holding facility when it was initially sub-
mitted and had tentative sign-off, would have held juveniles in
violation of-the-Juvenile Justice Act and no one caught that until
my staff pointed it out to Washington. They then required that the
grant be rewritten. We are still waiting for the other two grants.
The chaos that exists around these three grants is simply incredi-
ble. The severe criticism that all agencies involved have taken, the
amount of backtracking that has had to go on in planning in the
three areas has set us back, so even if we got the money today, we
would have to spend months regrouping the work we were ready to
bring- to-fruition a year ago if we had gotten the money.

At the present time Colorado is spending about 39 percent of its
total amount of funds for juvenile justice programs. I would like to
ask some questions that I think if the committee gets answers to
they will be shocked.

I am on page 6 of what was submitted as the testimony. What
significant results have been achieved with juvenile justice special
emphasis funds in the last 10 months?

How many new special emphasis initiatives have been announced
in the last 10 months? How much time did prospective applicants
have to apply for that initiative from the official notification date?
How many and what initiatives were planned for the last 10
rhonths but never announced? Why were they not announced?

What significant results have been achieved with juvenile justice
Parts C and E Crime Control Act discretionary funds in the last 10
months?

What significant results have been achieved with National Insti-
tute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds in the
last 10 months?
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Why are the obligation and expenditure rates for categorical
funds controlled by OJJDP during the last 10 months so low?

Maybe the reason for this lack of Federal leadership is, to quote
the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, "the Juvenile Justice Office is in relatively bad shape.'
Mr. Rector has said that his office "is in bad straits administrative-
ly" and that the discretionary program he controls is "the mess they
call Special Emphasis."

It is not just the juvenile justice fiscal assistance program that is
not functioning well. The States and local units of government are
experiencing a dearth of technical assistance. Office of Juvenile
Justice personnel have had their ability to travel severely re-
stricted. What technical assistance has been provided comes from
national contractors of LEAA. To the best of our knowledge, the
assistance from the contractors has been all too frequently unre-
sponsive and untimely.

We go to the national contractors or not at all.
What we need desperately is national leadership, but what we

' ave is an attempt at management by regulation from Washington,
i).C. The Office of Juvenile Justice has not coordinated its action
with other actions within LEAA and the Department of Justice,
with other Federal agencies and with the States and local units of
government.

The Office of Juvenile Justice in the past 10 months has increas-
ingly isolated itself from the rest of LEAA. It is our understanding
that lines of communications within LEAA have almost entirely
broken down. Because the Administrator of the Office is a recent
political appointee and he is given authority under Section 527 of
the Crime Control Act to establish policy for or administer all
LEAA juvenile justice programs, the Administrator has effectively
freed himself from accountability to either the Acting LEAA Ad-
ministrator or the Attorney General or his designee.

In essence, the Office has been going its own way. As a result,
different administrative policies are developing for the Office than
for the rest of LEAA, and support services are being duplicated
within the Office.

I want to give a few examples. We just finished our 1979 plans. A
week before that plan was done we get a letter from Mr. Rector
which says we have multi-year status, meaning we do not have to
do a lot of planning we just redid. But on the next page it says we
have to redo everything you did last year. I reread the letter several
times. The letter was absolutely useless. We have asked for
clarification.

At the same time we finish our 1979 plan we are being asked to
submit a supplement to the 1978 plan. The 1979 plan could easily
function as a supplement. We have to waste the time of people who
could be helping juvenile offenders to satisfy some claim they have
about the need for a supplement.

We have yet to get the finalized guidelines for the 1979 plan. We
finished the 1979 plan on guesswork. We expect the guidelines will
come out some day and we will have to do a supplement to the 1979
as we did with the 1978 plan. Much of the paperwork is unnecessary.
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The breakdown is so complete that the Office of Juvenile Justice
has even failed to either contribute to the monthly management
brief prepared by LEAA's Office of Planning and Management for
submission to the Acting LEAA Administrator or be represented at
a Department of Justice FY 1980 budget hearing with the rest of
LEAA. The result of the fragmentation is red tape, lack of account-
ability, and confusion.

The Office of Juvenile Justice has had a number of interagency
agreements with other Federal agencies to achieve jointly some of
the objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act. It has come to our
attention that in the last 10 months attempts have been made to
cancel those agreements. Have any and how many such agreements
have been cancelled? Why? Have any new interagency agreements
been executed in the last 10 months? If not, why not?

The Office of Juvenile Justice is a prime administrative example
of Murphy's Law: If anything can go wrong, it will. Applications
and budget revisions are lost, approvals of plans, applications,
extensions, adjustments and revisions take three and four times
longer than permitted by agency rules and guidelines, unsolicited
grants are apparently awarded without respect to guidelines, guide-
lines are issued late and sometimes exceed authority, and red-tape
requirements are running rampant.

I do not understand why we can mail dozens of things each week
to Washington, D.C., and why LEAA gets all their mail and why the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention does not get
it.

The following questions might be asked:
LEAA's internal policy calls for the approval of all plans and

applciations within 90 days. How many plans and applications have
neither been approved nor disapproved in ninety days within the
last 10 months? y is the Office not complying with the LEAA 90-
day internal policy.

Attachment K of OMB Circular A-102 requires that budget revi-
sions be acted upon within 30 days. Grant adjustments, revisions
and extensions should be dealt with in a similar timeframe. On how
many occasions, in the last 10 months, has the Office failed to act
on such revisions, adjustments and extensions within 30 days? Why
not?

How many grants in the last months have been awarded which
were not broadly and publicly solicited or were not awarded pursu-
ant to LEAA published guidelines?

We will get a call from a juvenile justice agency who, unbe-
knownst to us, has for maybe some months been cooperating with
the Juvenile Justice Office in D.C. in getting a grant. What they are
calling about is that everything is in chaos, they don't know what to
do. We may have to go in and undo months of misunderstanding on
their part.

If an audit is ever done and some of that money is misused, I am
the one in trouble because I exceeded my authority, and must bite
the bullet to get that project moving until we get the letter from
Mr. Rector which we are still waiting for.

Why were the juvenile justice portions of the FY 1978 Crime
Control Act comprehensive plans and the 1978 Juvenile Justice Act
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plans denied multiyear approval in October through December of
1978, but approved for such status eight months later after the FY
1979 plans had already been written?

The plan we have submitted for 1977 and 1978 were in the range of
1500 to 1700 pages. The plan for 1979 was 290 pages. We have saved
considerable staff time and paperwork, which went to line agencies
to help juveniles.

How many vacant professional positions are there in the Office of
Juvenile Justice? What percentage of professional positions are
filled in the National Institute for Juvenile Justice? How many
staff have transferred out of the Office of Juvenile Justice to other
parts of LEAA in the last 10 months? Why are so many positions
vacant?

We do not know the specific answers to all these questions, but
we should. We know, for instance, that only four of 11 professional
positions in the National Institute are filled. And 16 of 61 positions
in the Office are vacant. This situation is unacceptable and must be
rectified.

In light of the foregoing discussion, we make to you the following
recommendations.

(1) We ask that this committee closely examine the operation of
the Juvenile Justice Act, particularly at the Federal level, and
make immediate recommendations to the President and the Attor-
ney General how some of the administrative problems might be
eliminated.

(2) We ask that the committee call for the immediate issuance of
a final guideline M4100.1F Change 3 in order that the policy issues
involved might be resolved. We would ask that you review the final
guideline and advise the Office whether it exceeds statutory limita-
tions and/or violates legislative intent. We would hope that a
careful review would be made of the definition of "juvenile deten-
tion or correctional facility" and the continuation policy.

We are now finding out that after years of States moving kids out
of these facilities these very facilities are now being called institu-
tions by Mr. Rector, so what you have is, under the requirement in
the act, those States most progressive that began to take kids out of
institutions on their own and to put them in these community

rograms are now classified as the most retarded or recalcitrant
tates because they are being called correctional institutions. Other

States that have done none of this look on paper as if they are far
ahead. You have States being pushed out of the program that are
some of the most progressive in the country because of semantics.
You may have a State which has a thousand status offenders in
detention facilities but a couple years ago had 4,000.

You may have a State which has now 4000. Over 12 months,
maybe the more progressive State only takes 500 out where the
other state may take 3,000. In fact, the progressive State has been
treating its kids better than any other state.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Quinn, Governor Hunt, I am told, is now here.
Can you stay with us? I do not want to cut short your testimony.
That is not my intention. If you stay with us we will resume
shortly. (Brief pause.)

Mr. RALEY. Mr. Quinn, while we wait momentarily for the Gover-
nor, I have a few questions. The guidelines to which you referred
are for the FY 1979 State plan; is that correct?
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Mr. QUINN. Yes.
Mr. RALEY. When is the FY 1979 state plan due?
Mr. QUINN. It is due July 31, 1978.
Mr. RALEY. A little more than a month from today?
Mr. QUINN. That is right.
Mr. RALEY. Have you received those guidelines in final form?
Mr. QUINN. Our plan is done, as are many State's, because each

State is provided an advisory role on each year's plan, so in orier to
give them the 45-day review period to which they have a right, we
finished our plan to let our legislature review the plan.

Mr. RALEY. You still have not received the final guidelines for the
FY 1979 plan?

Mr. QUINN. Yes, that is correct.
Mr. RALEY. I was interested in your mention of the fact ,.hat

project New Pride had been funded by Part C&E money.
Mr. QUINN. Correct.
Mr. RALEY. When was that program first funded?
Mr. QUINN. It was first funded in 1972.
Mr. RALEY. Even before OJJDP existed?
Mr. QUINN. Yes.
Mr. RALEY. There was a question certainly not answered this

morning regarding the reasons for many of the delays both in fund
flow and general operation of the Office. Most of these problems
were attributed to the past administration. There were a lot of
problems, quagmires that had developed bureaucratically in the
previous administration and, to quote Mr. Rector, some attempts at
administrative sabotage. In your opinion has this administration
been superior to the past administration?

Mr. QUINN. It had been much poorer.
Mr. RALEY. Those are all the questions I have.
Ms. STANLEY. I have no questions.
[Short recess.]
Mr. ANDREWS. Ladies and gentlemen, this is a pleasant interlude

for me and certainly an important one for this subcommittee and
for all of us who are interested in the major area of juvenile justice
and juvenile problems of various and sundry kinds. The reason it is
so great for me personally is that our next witness is certainly three
things to me: first, a friend; secondly, Governor of my home State of
North Carolina, and thirdly, I am pleased to say, a constituent of
mine living in my congressional district. We have a lot of grand
relationships, but he really is here today not exactly in any of those
capacities but rather as a member of the National Governors
Conference.

Governor Hunt is Chairman of the Subcommittee on Justice and
Crime Prevention. I know that he too is personally very dedicated
to becoming part of the solution to the problems that exist within
this area. That is exactly what we are here for and we are so aware,
as is he, that the problem is so great and so serious that it is going
to require the cooperation of dynamic govenors such as Governor
Hunt, and in fact, the entire Governor's Conference, law enforce-
ment officials, education people, most importantly, the public, and
perhaps least importantly, the Congress.
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Governor, we are accused so often of just throwing a bucket of
money at a problem and then walking away. That is not working
with regard to juvenile delinquency so we are especially pleased
that you are here. We will give our best efforts to stick with this
and get a good job done. We look forward to your statement very
much.

[Prepared statement of Hon. James B. Hunt follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF Gov. JAMES B. HuNT OF NORTH CAROLINA, CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, NATIONAL GOVER-
NORS' ASSOCIATION

As the Governor of North Carolina and as the Chairman of the

Subcomittee on Criminal Justice and Crime Prevention of the National Governor's

Association, I am honored to be appearing here before you today. I understand

that you are interested in the overall performance of the Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention in carrying out the purposes of the JJDP Act

and its 1977 amendments.

When I was elected to office 18 months ago, I had two top priorities:

North Carolina's children and fighting crime. My first major address to the

General Assembly asked for mobilization of the full resources of North Carolina

to fight crime and for the creation of one overall planning body for directing

criminal justice efforts in our state, the Governor's Crime Coiassion. This

body also serves as the state supervisory board for all LEAA and JJDP monies

coming into North Carolina. I also requested the establishment of a Juvenile

Code Revision Coinittee using LEAA monies to conduct the first coordinated and

independent evaluation of all of North Carolina's Juvenile justice efforts. It

is presently concluding a full study of existing laws and services, and

rec mending whether they should be improved.

As this study has been going on, I requested the Juvenile Justice

Planning Comittee of the Governor's Crime Commission to make a determined effort

to see that the LAA Juvenile monies coming into the state be spent to help

develop comunlty-based services as an alternative to training schools for our

state's delinquents and status offenders. (In the peat some of the IAA Juvenile

monies coming into North Carolina were not spent for various administrative and

political reasons and were reallocated at the eleventh hour to law enforcement,

courts, and corrections projects.) I also asked the Juvenile Justice Planning

Comittee to study the question of whether or not North Carolina should
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participate in the JJDP Act. The Committee members studied, In depth, the

reasons why North Carolina had decided not to participate, the 1977 amendments,

and the successes and failures of other participating states. They then developed

a realistic and honest plan for North Carolina's participation in the federal JJDP

legislation. As of today, North Carolina has allocated every penny of its LEAA

juvenile monies and has been accepted for participating in the JJDP Act. On top

of that, I have requested that the N.C. General Assembly allocate state funds

in increasing amounts each year to be returned to our 100 counties for the continuing

development of comunity-based alternatives.

in North Carolina, then, we are paying more attention to juvenile justice

than ever before, because we are not just talking about children presently in

trouble with the law; we are also talking about the group most likely to become

the hard core criminals of tomorrow. We are approaching this problem as a team:

citizens, SPA staff, 4and Governor. We have learned from past failures that without

a high degree of special-attention focused on this area, it can easily become

submerged in the vast urgencies of the day-to-day criminal justice system. But

we are convinced that we need to do more than just react to help solve the crime

problem. We need to plan in order to prevent, and our prevention efforts should

be focused on our children.

At the federal level too there is a great need for a special emphasis

on juvenile justice as opposed to criminal justice generally. We need an Office

of Juvenile Justice for this special emphasis. You have recognized through your

JJDP legislation the need for this office in addition to and apart from the

main stream of LEAA because of the special nature of youth crime. We must,

of course, maintain the authority for coordination between these tvo entities,

LEAA and OJJDP. The amount of juvenile crime is disproportionate to the popu-

lation. Juveniles between the ages 10-17 represent about 15 percent of the

2
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population and yet in 1974 they committed about half of the nation's serious

crime. In 1975, 69 percent of our total in ate population in North Carolina

was under 30 years of age.

The needs of youth sometimes get lost when no special focus exists.

For example, in 1974, before the JJDP legislation, when juvenilea we're committing

50 percent of all serious crime in the country, only about 13 percent of LEAA's

assistance was being used to support juvenile program. Since the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention was formed, a higher percentage of

the federal dollar has been directed toward the juvenile. About 20 percent of

LEAM money now supports juvenile programs in addition to those funds appropriated

under the JJDP Act.

Interestingly enough, during that same period of time, according to

FBI statistics, juvenile crime has dropped. The proportion of serious crime

committed by juveniles has also dropped; and perhaps as a result, crimes in

general is declining. According to FBI statistics, juvenile crime represented

41.5 percent of serious crime in 1976, a considerable drop since 1974. In 1976

literally every category of serious crime by juveniles declined. Murder by

youth under 18 dropped 17 percent from 1975; robbery dropped by nearly 20

percent. In addition, juvenile crime decreased faster than adult crime. In

short, in the JJDP Act, we just may, and I emphasize the word say, have a piece

of legislation that works.

One important feature of the Juvenile Justice Act is its provision for

the coordination of all federal programs related to delinquency prevention. The

states need such federal coordination efforts. Various federal agencies within

diverse federal departments have different priorities and different procedures.

They require different forms, different guidelines and reporting based on

different fiscal years. This maze of bureaucracy all comes together at the

3
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state level where we must attempt to untangle the web and actually deliver

assistance to those in need.

Federal agencies need to simplify their application procedures.

Policies need to be consistent, so that one federal program isn't supporting a

practice that another program seeks to discourage. A case in point in the

juvenile justice area is that HEW still provides money to states for education

based on the number of juveniles in training schools. The more juveniles in

training schools, the more money. The JJDP Act, on the other hand, seeks to

remove an increased number of juvenile offenders from training schools. This

kind of mixed message from the federal government to the states must stop.

The JJDP legislation provides a forum for such coordination to occur

through the federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice. Congress is to

be congratulated for writing the language, but coordination must be more than

words and meetings. Those agencies responsible for the operation and success

of the council must put action behind the words. States, local governments,

private nonprofit agencies, and the youth themselves will all benefit. In

the delivery of youth services at the state level, we are trying to get our

administrative houses in order. Our efforts can go no further unless federal

agencies put aside bureaucratic turf disputes and respond solely to the-needs

of children. We understand that as of today the Federal Coordinating Council

on Juvenile Justice has yet to hold its first meting.

Coordination is also important between the Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention and LEAA. Lack of such coordination and staff tension

within the Office itself seem to be causing unnecessary time delays in the

processing of state requests. For instance, North Carolina's application to

participate in the JJDP Act was sent to Washington in the end of December and

we didn't receive word of our acceptance until 2 weeks ago, 6 months later.
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North Carolina submitted a Plan Adjustment for the use of 1977 monies several

months ago which we are told had been reviewed by LEAA and was sent on to

OJJ'DP where it sat for some time. We were at a standstill until this adjustment

was reviewed. Our SPA Director sent a letter requesting a review of a "special

condition" placed on the use of our juvenile LEAA monies for detention subsidy

in February and has yet to receive a reply. Without this reply which would

enable us to spend these monies, juveniles are being unnecessarily locked up

in adult county jails in North Carolina. These examples from our state are

typical of time lags being experienced by most states.

In this mass of tangled federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first priority is to

provide services"to children in trouble with the law. It must distribute funds

to be spent to help our troubled children as if it were a crisis, for in fact

It is. Research, planning, technical assistance, training, and policy-making

can be pretty heady experiences for federal administrators. It's easy to

become infatuated with the idea of contracts with national groups that seem

impressive. Research findings can bring good media coverage. Running training

institutes for professionals and government employees can bring praise and

approval from those participants. But the first target for services must remain

our c d 'cran. Getting assistance down to the service provider and the young

person in the street must be the top priority.

One way to get this emphasis into OJJDP is to involve local service

providers and members of national and state advisory committees in the setting

of guidelines and definitions as regular participants rather than as responders

to the information after it is printed in the Federal Register. It is only

natural that, after OJJDP staff members have invested a great deal of time and

effort into definitions and guidelines without outside participation, they are
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ready to fight to defend them regardless of logical argumnts to the contrary.

And vs are presently in the aidst of just such an unnecessary fight.

The argument over the "co-mingling" of status offenders and juvenile delinquents

is a good example. If implemented, this prohibition of "co-mingling" could

squeeze delinquents out of comunity based services and back into training schools.

Such a single-aindedness on the part of OJJDP staff for deinstitutionalization of

status offenders tends to make them overlook sincere state concerns for prevention

and for delinquents. In North Carolina, we are interested first in those children

presently in trouble, both delinquents and status offenders. This concern is

closely followed by our comitment to prevention. Some of our beeq prevention

efforts are focused at youmg children who are behavior problems in our public

schools.

This focus on all three aspects--delinquents, status offenders, and

prevention--could be achieved through the employment and consulation of local

service providers to complemnt staff theoreticians.

In North Carolina we take citizen and provider input very seriously.

We are establishing an advisory board for the JJDP Act which is an extension

of the J'uvetile comittes of our supervisory board, the Governor's Crime

Comission. This JJDP Advisory Board will have an overview of all Juvenile

justice planning, not Just the JJDP and LEAA juvenile aoies. Over one third

of the members of the JJDP Advisory Board will be members of the Governor's

Crime Comission. We would hope to sea regular interaction between the state

advisory boards and the National Advisory Board. OJJDP staff consultation vith

state advisory boards prior to the establishment of federal JJDP guidelines and

definition& is imprative. The prioz involvement of an active and knowledgeable

National Advisory Board in decision-making with the federal OJJDP staff should

also help to lessen negative responses later. State Advisory boards need
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encouragement to be strengthened in states participating in JJDP. Governors,

state advisory boards, and SPA staffs need to work as a commtted te-m.

There is no magic answer for the problem of juvenile crime, but in

North Carolina we are determined to develop the best possible approach to the

problem. Our dedication and yours, as evidenced by the JJDP legislation we are

discussing here, could truly help the troubled children of today become the

good citizens and leaders of tomorrow.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. HUNT, JR., GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE
ON JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S
CONFERENCE, ACCOMPANIED BY GORDON SMITH, ANN BRYAN,
AND BARBARA SARUDY

Governor HUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I may say, I am
pleased to have with me today Mr. Gordon Smith, who is Director of
our Crime Commission in North Carolina, Ms. Barbara Sarudy, who
is the Chairman of our Juvenile Delinquency Planning Committee,
and also the Director of Youth Care in Greensboro, which is
probably one of the most effective groups in our State dealing with

young people in trouble with the law; and also Miss Ann Bryan,
irector of Planning for our Department of Crime Control.
It is significant that they are with me because we are part of a

team that works very closely together. I am very much involved in
this area working with them.

I do appreciate your letting me come as the Governor of the State
of North Carolina but also as Chairman of the Subcommittee of the
National Governors Conference that is very much involved in this
field. I want to thank you first of all. I know people generally come
to complain and point out deficiencies-and I will have some of
those I want to talk about-but I want to thank you first of all that
this act was passed and this concern has been demonstrated by our
national government. We do feel that it is our government; we want
to make some changes in it but it is ours. We also appreciate that
you are doing this job of oversight which is a proper one.

I want to talk a little about some of the things that we feel about
this but first of all sort of lay the groundwork by describing to you
and for the benefit of the subcommittee where we are in North
Carolina so that you will understand the perspective we have and
the concerns we have.

When I was elected Governor of our State 18 months ago, I had
two top priorities. The people of my State knew that. They elected
me based on those primarily. One was the children of North
Carolina-what we could do to raise up a new generation of people
who are different. Another was fighting crime. My first major
address to the General Assembly asked for mobilization of the full
resources of North Carolina to fight crime and for the creation of
one overall planning body for directing criminal justice efforts in
our state. That was to be the Governor's Crime Commission, to be
responsible not only for the LEAA program but for the other things
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that we would be doing in terms of trying to fight crime more
effectively.

I want to emphasize right here-and I do not think I have to do it
for you-that that is one of the primary concerns of our people. If
we are a government at whatever level that really cares about
people and is responsive to them, then we must respond in this field
of fighting crime because it is one of the great concerns our people
have.

We created this Crime Commission and, as I said, it serves as a
state supervisory board for all the LEAA and the OJJDP monies
coming into North Carolina.

I also requested the establishment of a juvenile code revision
committee using some LEAA funds to conduct the first coordinated
and independent evaluation of all of our juvenile justice efforts.

We had had a juvenile justice sytem that had been growing in a
very uncoordinated and often times conflicting way. I served four
years as Lieutenant Governor and presided over the Senate. People
came in with different proposals and we enacted most of them and
a lot of money was spent. Frankly, there was no overall coordina-
tion and direction of them in a way that would give us the
maximum benefit.

So last year when I went before the General Assembly, although I
had a lot of things I asked for in the crime package and all were
passed except one bill out of 15, the one thing I asked them not to
do was to pass any more bills that had to do with the juvenile
justice system. I said, "Give me one year for the finest committee I
can put together to study this matter so we can come in with a
complete fresh approach to deal with the field of juvenile justice."

That committee is now concluding its study and will be recom-
mending what kind of organizational setup and what kinds of
programs we ought to have. That will be the heart of my proposals
to the 1979 General Assembly. As this study has been going on, I
requested the Juvenile Justice Planning Committee of the Gover-
nor's Crime Commission to make a determined effort to see that the
LEAA juvenile monies coming into the State be spent to help
develop community based services as an alternative to training
schools for our State's delinquents and status offenders.

In the past, some of the LEAA juvenile monies that came into
North Carolina were not spent for various administrative and
political reasons. And then at the lth hour, just before the funds
were to be lost, they were reallocated to law enforcement or the
courts or the corrections project that did not really key in on the
juvenile problems.

I also asked the Justice Planning Committee to study the ques-
tion of whether or not North Carolina should participate in the
JJDP Act. Let me just say to you right here that we had not
participated originally because we could not see that we would have-
the community alternatives in place in time to take all the status
offenders out of our training schools. We did not file any. We did
not act in a dishonest kind of way. Until we could see that we were
in a position to do that, we did not come in. We did arrange, with
our own state funds, to establish community alternatives.
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We have been working very hard at that, and I have been
recommending more money every year. We have recently come into
the program and will be participating fully.

The committee members studied the reasons why we had decided
not to participate, and we looked at the 1977 amendments, we
looked at the successes and failures of other States. As I said, we
have now come in and are participating with a realistic and honest
plan for North Carolina to be involved.

As of today, since we have made these changes North Carolina
has allocted every penny of its LEAA juvenile monies and has been
accepted for participation in the JJDP Act. On top of that, I have
asked the General Assembly to allocate-increasingly more funds to
our counties for their own development.

I might just say this to you right here, I know that there are
different patterns in different States and I am here speaking for all
the Governors. But let me say this about our approach in North
Carolina. We have made this a community responsibility. The State
puts funds in, the State provides technical services, but it is the
community's responsiblity; so you have all the church groups, all
the concerned groups locally pushing county commissioners to get
this done, and of course pushing us in the General Assembly at the
same time.

We think we are having a lot of people feeling their responsibility
here and giving leadership to it that would not happen if we simply
had a State program right by itself and not putting part of the
responsibility on the counties.

In North Carolina we are today paying more attention than ever
before to the field of juvenile justice. We are not just talking about
children presently in trouble with the law. We are also talking
about the group that is most likely to become the hard-core crimi-
nals of tomorrow. We are approaching the problem in North Caro-
lina as a team. Again I want to stress this. We do not simply have a
Governor and an SPA staff over here somehow in an adversary role
with the groups who are providing the facilities, and that sort of
thing-human services or whatever they may be. We are working at
all of this together in a real teamwork kind of way.

We have learned from past failures that without a high degree of
special attention focused on this area, it can easily become sub-
merged in the vast urgencies of the day-to-day criminal justice
system. We are convinced we need to do more than just react to
solve the crime problem. I am strongly convinced that we must plan
in order to prevent. Our prevention efforts should be focused on our
children. Those are important decisions to make. We have to plan;
we cannot simply just talk about what we are going to do about the
present-day people who are in trouble. We have to look ahead and
try to prevent it in the years to come and we have to focus our
attention on our children.

At the Federal level also I think there is a great need for special
emphasis on juvenile justice and not simply on criminal justice
generally, although that is very important. We do need the Office of
Juvenile Justice for this special emphasis in establishing that, and
in creating this legislation it was very important.

You have recognized through your JDDP legislation the need for
this office in addition to and apart from the mainstream of LEAA

32-505 0 - 78 - 9
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because of the special nature of youth crime. We must, however,
assure coordination between these two entities, LEAA and JJDP.
The amount of juvenile crime, as you well know, is disproportionate
to the population. Juveniles between the ages of 10 and 17, in 1974,
represented about 15 percent of the population and yet they com-
mitted about half of the Nation's serious crime. In 1975, in our
State of North Carolina, 69 percent of our total inmate population
was under 30 years of age.

The needs of youth sometimes gets lost when no special focus
exists. For example, in 1974, before the JJDP legislation when
juveniles were committing about 50 percent of all serious crimes in
this country, only about 13 percent of the LEAA assistance was
being used to support juvenile programs.

Since, of course, the Office was established, a higher percentage
has been directed toward the juveniles, and now of course about 20
percent, as the law provides, of the funds are put into those
programs. That is a step forward. That is very important, and I
think the Congress is to be commended for that.

Interestingly, during that same period, according to FBI statistics,
juvenile crime has dropped. We must always be cautious about
what we ascribe these changes to, as you so well know. But it may
be-and I think it probably is true that this is partially responsi-
ble-according to FBI statistics juvenile crime represented 41.5
percent of serious crime in 1976, which is a considerable drop from
1974.

In 1976, literally every category of serious crime by juveniles
declined. Murder by youth under 18 dropped 17 pecent from 1975.
Robbery dropped by nearly 20 percent; in addition, juvenile crime
decreased faster than adult crime, so that tells us something is a
little different here.

In short, in the JJDP Act we just may have a piece of legislation
that works. With all the problems we find in the world, Mr.
Chairman, this is a place where I think we can take some pride and
some satisfaction, and I commend you and this subcommittee and
the Congress that has established this.

One important feature of the Juvenile Justice Act is its provision
or purported provision for the coordination of all Federal programs
related to delinquency prevention. I know that coordination in big
government bureaucracy is tough. It is tough to do in North
Carolina. I can imagine what it is like to do here. But I want to say
to you that we in the States desperately need such Federal coordi-
nation efforts. That is one of the main things I want to say to this
committee today. Various Federal agencies within diverse Federal
departments have different priorities and different procedures.
They require different forms, different guidelines, and reporting
based on the different fiscal years. This maze of bureaucracy all
comes together and you see the problem at the State level where we
have to untangle the web and actually deliver assistance to those
who need it.

Mr. Chairman, I know you are one of the greatest State legisla-
tors North Carolina ever had before you came to Congress, so I
know you are aware of what I am talking about.
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Federal agencies need to simplify their application procedures.
Policies need to be consistent so that one Federal program is not
supporting a practice that another program seeks to discourage. I
will give you a case in point. HEW still provides money to States for
education based on the number of juveniles in training schools. The
more children in the training schools, the more money you get. The
JJDP Act on the other hand tries to remove juvenile offenders from
training schools, at least those that can be, and this is the kind of
mixed message that you get from the Federal Government that we
need to stop.

The OJJDP legislation provides a forum for such coordination to
occur through the Federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Jus-
tice. Congress wrote the language into the law. Coordination has to
be more than just words and meetings. Those agencies that are
responsible for the operation and success of the council have to put
action behind their words. States and local governments and private
nonprofit agencies and the young people themselves will benefit if
we do and will be hurt if we do not.

In the delivery of youth services at the State level, we are trying
to get our houses in order. Again, that is hard for us to do. We are
at the place where the programs are really delivering. But I want to
say to you that I think we are working as hard at it in our State as
any State is doing. I want to say to you it is going to be hard for our
efforts to go much further unless the Federal agencies put aside the
bureaucratic disputes and respond solely to the needs of children.
I could go into some of those. I won't do it now, but I will later if
you like.

We understand that as of today, for example, Mr. Chairman, the
Federal Coordinating Council that was set up in the law on juvenile
justice has yet to hold its first meeting. I suggest to you that is very
unfortunate and ought to be remedied immediately.

Coordination is also important between the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and LEAA.

The statement I filed with you gives you the North Carolina
experience. I won't recount that here but it is pretty unfortunate.

In this mass of tangled Federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first
priority is to provide services to children in trouble with the law. It
must distribute funds to be spent to help our troubled children as if
it were a crisis, for in fact it is. Research, planning, technical
assistance, training, and policy-making can be pretty heady exper-
iences for Federal administrators. It is easy to become infatuated
with the idea of contracts with national groups that seem impres-
sive. Research findings can bring good media coverage. Running
training institutes for professionals and government employees can
bring praise and approval from those participants. But the first
target for service must remain our children. Getting assistance
down to the service provider and the young person in the street
must be the top priority.

I wish somehow you could infuse the people here, Mr. Chairman,
with what I keep trying to do in State government in North
Carolina. My home is in Wilson County in a little rural community
called Rock Ridge. Having come from Chatham County, you know
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something about that rural community. I am constantly saying to
my people from cabinet secretaries all the way down: "I want you to
think local. Whatever this big complicated problem is that you are
talking about, you think about how it is going to work itself out and
affect people at the local level."

As a matter of fact, I sort of shortened it now. All I say is, "Think
Rock Ridge." That means you think about how this is going to affect
those people who live there.

Mr. ANDREWS. The people here are going to swear and declare I
wrote that speech, Governor. I am amazed at your comprehension
of the problems we have.

Governor HUNT. I guess we came up the same way, Mr.
Chairman.

One way to get this emphasis into OJJDP, as I said, it is not easy,
and I know that, is to involve local service providers and members
of national and State advisory committees in the setting of guide-
lines and definitions; but involved-and this is what is critical-as
regular participants in the initial stages, as you are beginning to
formulate it, rather than as responders to the information after it is
printed in the-Federal Register.

It is only natural that after the Office of JJDP staff members
have put all of their time and thinking-and I appreciate them
doing that; I am not here to criticize thei,, but I know how these
things work-after they put all their time and effort into definitions
and guidelines and have carefully worked up a nice neat system
that they think will work well, they have done all this without
outside participation, they naturally are going to be ready to fight
to defend their handiwork that they put so much time and effort
into-regardless of logical arguments or practical experience to the
contrary.

We are presently in the midst of just such an unnecessary fight.
The argument over the "commingling" of status offenders and
juvenile delinquents is a good example. If implemented, this prohi-
bition of commingling could squeeze delinquents out of community-
based services that we are working so hard to try to establish,
trying to get every penny of money we can find, trying to get all
kinds of groups that care about children to help us. We could
squeeze the delinquent out of those community-based services and
back into the training schools. Such a singlemindedness on the part
of the OJJDP staff for deinstitutioralization of status offenders
tends to make them overlook the very sincere State concerns for
prevention and for delinquents.

In North Carolina, we are interested first in those children that
are presently in trouble, both delinquents and status offenders. Let
me say this, too, Mr. Chairman, if I may. Most of what I have said is
talk about prevention, and I am going to say another word about
that, and we have talked about status offenders, and that has been
a popular subject, properly so, because that is the first stage. But I
want to say to you and to this committee and to the staff here, that
we also have a responsibility to people who live in our communities
to deal effectively with delinquents.

Some of these are young, tough, hard, vicious criminals, and we
absolutely must have a means for dealing with those people in the
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most humane way we can, but in such a way as to protect the
people who live in their communities. I would urge that this aspect
of this act and this program always continue to be important in
your minds, and if you don't think it is important to people, come
home with me.

Take them to Asheboro, Mr. Chairman, where we had a vicious
shooting. Apparently a house was picked out at random over the
past week by some teenage boys, and they shot down two young
teenage girls. One was killed. There is vicious crime going on that
we have got to try to prevent and deal with effectively. I would just
urge that this 'be kept in mind along with the other things.

Of course, we must keep our eye on the matter of prevention,
because if we do that effectively today, perhaps we won't have as
many delinquents and hard-core criminals tomorrow.

Some of our best prevention efforts are focused at young children
who are behavior problems in our public schools, and that is
certainly where we are putting some of our greatest efforts in North
Carolina.

I have been so thrilled to learn the results and visit personally in
the schools where we are using some of our juvenile moneys to
create these in-school alternatives, so instead of putting the kids out
on the street, we are putting them into closely supervised study
halls.

I was in High Point the other day, and I found one in Junior
High-about five or six young people in there, probably eighth
grade or so. They had two full-time, extremely good people working
with them, and the results are just amazing. That shows what we
can do if we work hard enough at it.

So this focus on all three aspects-delinquents, status offenders,
and prevention-could be achieved through the employment and
consultation of local service providers to complement staff theoreti-
cians. Let me say a word about the kind of people who make up the
staff.

I don't know who they are. But I would hope that the Office
would have one or more people on the staff who have run some of
these local community-based programs recently so that they really
know what they are talking about, and are not just theorizing about
it and haven't just been involved in staff work up on the Hill
somewhere through the years. I think we should bring in somebody
who has run a program in a community and bring them fresh out of
it and put them here to give that perspective.

In North Carolina, we take citizen and provider input very
seriously. You know that has been our pattern in North Carolina.
We are establishing an advisory board for the JJDP Act, which is
an extension of the juvenile committee of our supervisory board,
which is the Governor's Crime Commission. So we have these
working very closely together. We have the Crime Commission,
which has the overall responsibilities for helping us plan to reduce
crime. That has its juvenile committee, and then that juvenile
committee has great overlap with, working with, the Advisory
Board for the JJDP.

In fact, we are just sort of working at this thing on a team kind of
basis rather than pitting people against each other and trying to set
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up the adversarial relationship, although we have advocacy counsel
for children and other things. But we are trying to get them
working together and well coordinated.

This JJDP Advisory Board will have an overview of all juvenile
Justice planning, not just the JJDP and LEAA juvenile monies.

er one-third of the members of the JJDP Advisory Board will be
members of the Governor's Crime Commission. We would hope to
see regular interaction between the State advisory boards and the
National Advisory Board. We would hope to see the Office of JJDP
staff consult regularly with our own staff and with the advisory
board prior to the establishment of Federal JJDP guidelines and
before the definitions are established. Again, you know if just this
one thing came out of what you are doing here in this oversight
hearing, it would be good. It is tough to get that through. I know
because it is tough for me to get my own cabinet secretaries
sometimes to give the kind of input to our Advisory Boards that
they should do. I have to stay on them about it. I put out a memo to
every one of them a couple weeks ago, saying not only did I want
them to give full involvement, but I wanted to bring the primary
Advisory Boards in to meet with me. That way, I will see what kind
of input they are having. I will get it directly from them and have a
chance to make sure my own cabinet officers are giving them that
kind of opportunity.

I think that the State Advisory Boards need to be encouraged and
strengthened in all States that are participating in the JJDP. As I
said, Ibelieve strongly that the governors and the State Advisory
Boards and the SPA staffs need to work as a committed team,
working together rather than having them sometimes working at
odds.

There is no magic in this field; there is no magic in raising
children right. It is the toughest thing in the world today. The thing
we probably need to do most in this country is try to make our
families work right, and every single one of us has an obligation
there, and probably haven't done as well as we should.

This is a crucial field to be involved in. We are working hard in
our State to try to make it work better, and we have found that the
key is partnership. Our dedication and yours, as evidenced by this
legislation, and the commitment of our nation to this program can
help the troubled children of today become the good citizens and
leaders of tomorrow.

I want to thank you for your interest and your work.
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very much, Governor Hunt. I might

suggest, after noting to your comprehension, which to me is
amazing in its depth regarding the problems and opportunities here
and what you are doing about them in North Carolina, that I wish
in your spare time you would come up here and help us run this
Federal program. I think you could offer a lot to our efforts.

We do very much appreciate it. Again, I am amazed that you
have hit right at the key of what we are just at this very hour in
the midst of learning to be the essential problems with the program.
I assure you we will try to follow your admonitions and straighten
them out.

Governor HuNT. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I want to introduce one
person. I guess the person that I believe knows more about this
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than anybody else is a young woman here with me today, Barbara
Sarudy. She is right back here. She is from Greensboro, and if there
is any time that you want to get the real lowdown on how the
program works in North Carolina or, how it comes out at the end of
the line, I volunteer her services. She is the head of our Advisory
Committee.

Mr. ANDREWS. We will certainly remember that, and we will be
calling on you.

Thank you again, Governor. Have a good trip back to Raleigh. We
look forward to seeing you down there again soon.

Barbara, it is going to look like we are trying to declare Carolina-
afternoon. That wasn't our intention. Barbara Sylvester wasn't to
follow Governor Hunt, but because of the agenda jockeying, that
has developed to be the case. Barbara is a very distinguished lady of
South Carolina. Among other things, she is Vice Chairman of the
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

Barbara, I might say Congressman Mann and practically all the
delegation of South Carolina have told me more glowing things
about you than time will permit me to repeat here. But, to say the
least, on behalf of my friendship with them and my respect for you,
it is especially a pleasure to welcome you here. We look forward to
your statement.

As with the others, you may submit it and either read from it, or
preferably, just talk with us about it. But we leave that up to you
and will be pleased to hear from you.

[The information referred to follows:]

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
d L LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVIORY COaMrTTEE FOR JUVENILE

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
IWASHOITON. D. C. 20631

June 23, 1978

Representative Ike Andrews
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews:

I am pleased to submit copies of my testimony concerning the
National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention for Subcommittee hearings on June 27th. I look forward
to addressing the Subcommittee at that time and thank you for your
kind invitation to do so.

S rely yours,

Barbara T. Sylvester '
Vice Chair
National Advisory Committee

for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention
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Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (the NAC), I wish to thank you for

inviting us to be a participant in this Sub-committee hearing.

I am Barbara Sylvester, currently serving as the Vice Chair of the NAC,

a position created by the NAC membership at a meeting on March 3, 1978. I

am foner Chairperson (four years) of the South Carolina Department of Youth

Services Board, presently serving as Secretary of that Board. I am a repre-

sentative of the private sector with nine years service on the South Carolina

Department of Youth Services Board and six months on the NAC.

In reviewing the history of the legislation, I find that Congress felt a

tremendous need for an advisory body composed of persons having special know-

ledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the

administration of Juvenile justice. You are to be commended for establishing

such a body, especially for your courageous position regarding representation

of youth (who have been or are currently within the system). What better way

to learn than from one who has been there? It is so very clear that you felt

citizen participation imperative by inserting into the Act, "A majority of

the members of the Advisory Committee, including the Chairman, shall not be

full-time employees of Federal, State or local governments."

An inconsistent level of membership and the uncertainty regarding Com-

mittee staff support has prevented you, however, from reaping the returns I

believe you were seeking. I am not placing blame anywhere Mr. Chairman --

I am merely stating a fact and would like to emphasize that the Juvenile

Delinquency Act is one of the few pieces of legislation that so explicitly

recognized and addressed the issue of citizen participation.
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We, the NAC, have been disappointed that our committee has been plagued

with delays in the appointment of new members. 1977 saw the committee exist

eight months with only fourteen members, one of whom is not to be found --

no one seems to know his where abouts. For the past three months in 1978,

the Committee has experienced the same situation. We are hopeful the only

reason for delay has been the White House's attempt to appoint persons who

wholeheartedly meet the requirements of the Act.

Committee Accomplishments

Despite the difficulty caused by lack of continuity in appointments

(e.g. in March 1978, we lost the Chair and two sub-committee chairs) and

recent changes in the level of staff support to the Committee, which I

will address in greater detail, the Advisory Comnittee has made progress

on several fronts:

- The Advisory Committee to the Administrator on Standards for the

Administration of Juvenile Justice (the Standards Subcommittee)

has issued four reports. The first, submitted one year after the

passage of the Act, contained initial recommendations and outlined

the scope of the Standards to be recommended and the process to be

used in developing them. Standards were to address the full range

of law enforcement, judicial, treatment, social service, health,

educational and planning activities affecting youth. The second

report, an interim progress report was submitted in March 1976,

the third report was in the form of the first volume of recommended

standards concerning the adjudication function; it also contained a

general implementation plan and specific recommendations for facili-

tating the adoption of particular standards. The fourth report,
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circulated in draft in March 1977, addressed the administration, pre-

vention, intervention and supervision functions of the juvenile justice

and delinquency prevention system. At its most recent meeting, the

Standards Subcommittee established procedures for future review, refine-

ment and reconmendations re Standards. All of this has been an

enormous task and I wish at -this time to personally commend the Sub-

committee and the staff of OJJDP for their outstanding work.

- The Committee has developed and approved the submission of an

Annual Report for 1977 (see Attachment).

- Recently the Committee co-sponsored with the Office, the first

National Meeting of State Advisory Groups, held March 1-3, 1978,

in Reston, Virginia. The purposes of the meeting were:

1. to develop a working relationship between and among the NAC, State

Advisory Groups and the Office,

2. to provide for exchange of information and ideas regarding partici-

pation in and support for full implementation of the Act,

3. to identify key issues and promote discussion of these issues, and

4. to develop a national constituency to work toward juvenile delinquency

prevention and improvements in the administration of juvenile justice.

The meeting drew over 250 participants; the members of the NAC, staff of

the OJJDP, specified delegations from the SAGs (the chairperson, one youth

member, one member representing local government and one member elected by the

SAG), concerned citizens from non-participating states, representatives from

private agencies and public interest groups, juvenile justice specialists from

the states and well known experts in the field.
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Let me share with you some of the positive as well as negative feed back

comments from the conference:

"For the first time I felt that I was not alone in the tribulations

of being a chairperson and the problems inherent in administering

the SAG.."

"Our formal caucus and subsequent informal contacts with people with

with the same role -- was the most important aspect of the entire

three days.

"As a youth member I found it encouraging and educational to speak

with other youth members."

"I have recently become a Juvenile Justice specialist, and I basically

learned what my role was supposed to be."

"It renewed my motivation to get over my 'burned out' syndrome."

"I saw the importance of speaking up in the SAG."

"I learned a great deal about my potential role which has been prevented

from developing because of minimal staff support from the SPA."

"The planners of this meeting underestimated the participants level of

sophistication. Intense feeling about the OJJDP definitions and guide-

lines dominated the discussion and should have been addressed immediately

so we could move on to other issues."

"The NAC should be more assertive ... should take a more active role in

formulating policy and monitoring OJJDP ... should use the SAG's

experience to influence policy."

"The NAC should advocate on behalf of SAGs to OJJDP."

"The NAC should be more responsive to the SAGs and introduce the reality

we know into guideline development."
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The NAC should be an information resource for SAGs by:

"preparing a basic orientation package for SAG members"

"assisting in developing coalitions"

"providing information regarding national trends"

"publishing a regular newsletter highlighting topics of interest

to SAGs".

Responses such as these clearly indicate to us some concrete ways in

which the NAC could accomplish objectives which have already been identified.

These comments are being shared with you to demonstrate the success of the

March meeting as well as to provide you with input from the citizens whose

participation you support. The NAC plans to provide the Subcomittee with

copies of the conference proceedings upon their completion. From this very

brief synopsis I hope that you too feel that persons who may have referred to

the conference as an "unguided missile" may have missed the launching pad.

Of great interest and addressed extensively during the conference were

the Guidelines (Revisions to the Guide for SPA Grants). During my short

tenure, only three months, as Vice Chair of this committee and in light of

my interpretation of our responsibilities, I requested comments from the

Committee members on the Guidelines on two occasions after the March conference.

Members felt, however, they had not met as a deliberative body and could not

respond with one voice, to the Office. I must point out, though, that there

are members who participated along with their State Advisory Groups in

developing comments on the Guidelines. The Committee's position on the Guide-

lines will be addressed during the July meeting of the NAC to be held in

Kansas City July 12-14.
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A set of "Standards of Conduct" has been adopted by the Committee.

(See Attachment)

A Subcommittee will present Bylaws for adoption-to the Co r ,;ttee at

its July meeting. These two last actions have been taken so that the NAC

will have its own house in order to allow it to concentrate its effort on

fulfilling its mandated responsibilities.

Changes in Level of Staff Support to the Committee

The 1974 Act as amended states that the Associate Administrator shall

provide such staff and other support to the Advisory Committee as may be

necessary to perform its duties.

The Executive Committee met with the Associate Administrator of the

Office April 10, 1978. At this meeting we were informed that we could no

longer rely upon Office staff for assistance with agenda development, con-

ference planning, research activities and the like. Subsequently, at the

suggestion of the Associate Administrator, an ad hoc committee developed

specifications for a Request for Proposal (RFP) for committee staff support

and submitted it to the Office on May 8, 1978. We have not had any information

since then as to the Associate Administrator's long range plans for Cotrittee

support but we are hopeful that, at least for the present, and especially for

purposes of conducting our next two meetings -- one in July in Kansas City and

one in August in San Antonio -- that we will be able to rely upon services

that we have been receiving under contract.

We are fully aware of the small number of personnel within the Office.

We realize their top priority cannot and should not be the NAC. That is

among the reasons that the Committee feels it imperative to be provided with

sufficient guaranteed staff positions to provide assistance in carrying out

its work.
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Recommendations

I wish today to submit the following recommendations to the

Congress which will address the problems I have just described:

- The NAC strongly recommends that a line item appropriation be made

for the Committee.

- The NAC recommends that appointees to the Committee be allowed to

actively serve until their successors are named by the President.

- The NAC pleads with the Congress to insist that the Coordinating

Council meet and get on with the responsibilities charged to them in

the Act.

Mr. Chairman we do plan to make further recommendations to the Congress

later in the year as required by Section 208 of the Act.

I wish to close my testimony with these few words. There are many

children, young people and yes, old people, who need people like you --

your committee, NAC members ,the staff of the Office. They need to be guided

by people who make decisions and are "doers." The task before you is tremendous

but not unconquerable. I urge you to evaluate, deliberate and take action that

will help those who have not been as fortunate as you and I so that until that

time comes when we know how to fine-tune programs to prevent delinquency, let

us at least provide the services which are known to be important to the normal,

positive development of the child. The National Advisory Committee stands ready

to participate in that effort.

Again, I wish to thank you for allowing me to share with you some of the

interests and concerns of the National Advisory Committee For Juvenile Justice

And Delinquency Prevention. I am willing to entertain questions and respond

to the best of my ability.

STATEMENT OF BARBARA SYLVESTER, VICE-CHAIR, NATIONAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN-
QUENCY PREVENTION

Ms. SYLVESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope I can hold up to
the things the South Carolina Congressmen have said. Frankly, I
am very honored to follow Governor Hunt. He and I have been
friends for a number of years, and I think it is exciting to see a
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State that has recently come into the act talk about why they did
come into it.

Mr. ANDREWS. Do you think a year or two from now he will
regret that decision?

MS. SYLVESTER. I hope not. I hope even those States that are
thinking about withdrawing will reconsider, and that the problems
can be worked out. I do think that the Governor pointed out many
problems that participating States are having and those that are
not participating.

I am pleased to appear today and on behalf of the National
Advisory Committee for each one of those members now serving-it
is not a full committee at this time. The full committee consists of
21 members and since March we have existed with only 14-
actually 13-because one of those members, as stated in my testi-
mony, cannot be located. We have had no contact with him, and, to
my knowledge, no one else has been able to locate him.

But the committee is very grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for
inviting us to be a part of this subcommittee hearing.

Nine years ago, I entered the field as a citizen representative, a
ivate sector representative. I was appointed to the South Carolina

board of Juvenile Corrections in charge of reformatories. During
these nine years, we have seen progress come from referring to
those schools as reformatories up to juvenile corrections, and now,
thank God, for the progressive attitude of State legislators and
people in charge of delivering services to children in trouble, we are
now referred to as the South Carolina Department of Youth
Services.

I went into very troubled areas, and it seems as though I came
into another one when I came on the National Advisory Committee.
I have followed the act since its birth and have been quite excited
over the 1977 Amendments and was quite anxious to receive this
appointment so I could come up to a higher level than the State
level, having lived at the grass-roots level and participated in the
development of special emphasis programs that were funded just by
the.community and by State funds. S I was very anxious to come
onboard on the top level and pursue and help implement the
mandates of the act.

I would like very much, as a citizen, and as a professional
volunteer-and not as a professional, but just a professional volun-
teer-to address a question which you asked this morning, and that
is about diversion. I would like to share with you two of our steps in
diversion of young people from the juvenile justice system. It is two
bumper stickers. One is "Have you hugged your kid today" and one
on which a copyright is pending is, "Loving kids is a family affair."
We hoped we could get that into the community, Mr. Chairman-
and that was initiated by private sector people, not professionals. It
has had a great impact, and we think that that, too, is very much a
part of the diversion program.

Since Congressman Hawkins asked this morning about the seri-
ous offender, I would like for him to know that the National
Advisory Committee, at its August meeting, if we have that meet-
ing, will address this issue, and, of course, whatever recommenda-
tion and position comes from the National Advisory Committee,
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will be forwarded immediately to the office and to your office, and
also to the Senate office.

My testimony, I think, that has been filed with you, is rather
extensive about the accomplishments, the mandates of the National
Advisory Committee and its objectives, so what I would like to do in
this time, so it will allow for questions and participation, is I would
like to address the concerns of the committee, and that being that
we are mandated by section 208 with extensive responsibilities. It is
absolutely impossible for those mandates to be fulfilled unless a
continuous flow of information and staff is provided to assist this.

In the past, it has been the practice of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to provide staff to the National
Advisory Committee. Also, a contract was extended, and as far as
any information goes, the contractor made hotel arrangements and
also made travel arrangements, but as far as information was
concerned, it came from the people who knew what was going on in
the Office.

That information was vital to Committee members. Since the
staff support from the Office has been released from assisting the
National Advisory Committee, without staff in the Washington
area, it is virtually impossible for the National Advisory Committee
to fulfill its mandate. It is virtually impossible for us to be able to
find out what is going on in the Office and what is going on with
regard to other parts of the statute.

As you know, the act says the majority of the membership shall
come from the private sector, and, as I stated in my fled testimony,
I commend you not only for the youth participation requirement,
but for the private sector requirement as well.

I do believe with all my heart, because I come from that division,
with private citizens you get millions and billions of dollars worth
of service that we actually could not afford to pay for. You get the
taxpayers' input back into what they are recommending and what
they want to see.

As you are very well aware, society is not that anxious to help
troubled children, and those of us who are working out there in the
field find it more difficult every day to pick up that community
money, because that is not one of the top priorities.

I have spent over 20 years working in the field of mental retarda-
tion. I find myself somewhat obsessed, and I have been able to share
it with the Advisory Committee and the members of the Office, and
the Committee and Office should initiate an extensive program on
the part of the mentally retarded offender, but without the informa-
tion flowing down to us, there is no way we would be able to do this.

I, too, in behalf of the Committee, would like to express our
concern about the low morale that is existing among the staff
members in the Office-the number of positions that have not been
filled. When Congress passed the JD Act, amended in 1977, the
responsibility put on the shoulders of the JD Office was absolutely
mammoth.

Without those positions filled, there is no way that the services
and the expectations of Congress are going to be able to be fulfilled.

We are concerned, as Governor Hunt is, about the Coordinating
Council and the fact that the National Advisory Committee is
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mandated to make recommendations regarding coordination of Fed-
eral efforts. How can you do that when the body that you are
supposed to be learning from is not meeting.

One of our recommendations, Mr. Chairman, is that we are
pleading with the Congress to insist that the Coordinating Council
meet and get on with the responsibilites charged to them in the act.
I know that those are very busy people, but all people that are
involved in delivery of services to children are very busy people.

The National Advisory Committee, upon the request of the Asso-
ciate Administrator, was requested to develop an RFP, a request for
proposal, which I have referred to in my filed testimony. The
understanding of the executive committee was that we were to file
the RFP with the Office, and after the Office had had a chance to
review it, that we would get back together and come up with a
solution.

As of this date, I, representing the National Advisory Committee,
have had no response as far as the RFP is concerned. Wr, have a
meeting scheduled for Kansas City in July, and I hope, Mr. Chair-
man, that you will be able to be there and participate in the
Federal perspective panel. It is our understanding that the contract
that is now assisting the National Advisory Committee expires on
August the 15th. I have only heard that by mouth. I have not
received any official notice that this is true.

However, we do have a meeting that is scheduled for San Antonio
beginning August the 16th, which we had planned to be an exten-
sive working session, hopefully with the new chair and the new
appointees onboard. As of this date, Mr. Chairman, I cannot prom-
ise you that that meeting is going to be held unless the National
Advisory Committee is able to develop a credit rating to establish
for the hotel, or each member goes and pays their own expenses. As
I said, the contract expires on the 15th of August.

As I have stated, too, we are fully aware of the personnel
shortage in the Office, not that we understand it, but we are aware
of it. We are not expecting the Office to provide us with full-time
staff, although the act states that National Advisory Committee
shall be supplied with staff. I understand, in reading the history,
this is left at the discretion of the Associate Administrator. So
please don't think for one moment that the National Advisory
Committee is asking the Office to set as their top priority the
functions of the National Advisory Committee. We are not. But we
are just stating that we take the act very seriously. Most everyone
on the Committee presently has followed the birth of the act, and
its amendments, and they came on the Committee in a very excited
mood of getting out and delivering the services and being a part of
fulfilling the mandate.

We are merely stating the fact that, as Governor Hunt says, as
ou have said, and as we all feel, coordination is very important.
he Office is vital to troubled children, but we feel also that the

National Advisory Committee is very vital.
I would like to share something that happened at the second

National Youth Workers Conference at Georgetown University.
There was a workshop for the State Advisory group members. And I
would say, as I did in my filed testimony, that that was a very, very

32-505 0 - 18 - 10
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successful thing, and not a day goes by that some member of the
National Advisory Committee is not contacted by some State, say-
ing "don't forget we are expecting a repeat of this." My statements,
which were taken from comments of the evaluations in my filed
testimony, are very, very accurate. They were taken verbatim from
the evaluation sheets. But in February, at a Washington meeting of
the National Advisory Committee, the Committee adopted a posi-
tion, and that position was that we did not feel a State was in
compliance if the composition of that State Advisory Group did not
meet the mandates of the act.

A young lady who is now serving as chair of the Vermont State
Advisory Group got up in the workshop and thanked the National
Advisory Committee for taking that position. Her State had not
been in compliance, per her remarks, until they got the State
Advisory Committee straightened out. Unfortunately, that is not
the same situation in my own State. I understand that my chair,
who is a full-time local government employee, has been ruled in
compliance.

So the lack of consistency does not exist just with the fact that
the appointments have not been made by the White House, but a
lack of consistency on who is in compliance and who is not is
evidently occurring, also.

At the request of the National Advisory Committee, I wrote a
letter to the President back in March, expressing our concerns
about the lack of appointments last year, and going on for eight
months, and pointing out that there were seven vacancies about to
occur. I never received a response from that. Not only was the
request about the appointments, the request was about that we
were requesting an appointment with the President to discuss the
appointments and additional matters.

I cannot answer the question, if that may be occurring in your
mind, as to why it has not been responded to. I do not know if it was
transferred to someone else. I don't know what happened to the
letter. However, the Committee is a Presidential Advisory Commit-
tee, and it is a body of very distinguished, well-educated people who
is not saying okay, we are expecting to meet with the President any
day we want to. It was just that we felt since we were losing the
chair and two subcommittee chairs, that this should have been
granted. However, it was not.

I would like to submit to you and share with you the recommen-
dations that we have to make at this time. However, I would like to
9 int out that the National Advisory Committee would like to come

ack later in the year and make further recommendations. We have
taken several steps to get our house in order so that we can get on
with fulfilling the mandates of the act. We strongly recommend
that the National Advisory Committee receive a line item appropri-
ation. That is not an independent appropriation. It is a line item
appropriation. The National Advisory Committee recommends that
appointees to the Committee be allowed to actively serve until their
successors are named by the President. As I said, we plead with the
Congress to insist that the Coordinating Council meet and get on
with the responsibilities charged to them in the act.
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Mr. Chairman, I also feel that I have to point out that we have
had a breakdown in communications with the Office. At the execu-
tive committee meeting that was held immediately after the cancel-
lation of the May meeting, the Associate Administrator instructed
us that there was to be one person from the Committee contacting
the Office.

To some degree, I can understand that rationale, but to another I
can't. I, being elected as the Acting Vice-Chair at that time, was a
person so designated. I was assigned to one particular individual,
and it is rumored that this individual is no longer present in the
Office. So I am at a loss now as the spokesman for the National
Advisory Committee to know to whom I should address myself in
the Office. I go back to what I said a while ago; there has to be
coordination.

The committee is the grass-roots at the Federal level--
Mr. ANDREWS. Who was the person to whom you were to report?
Ms. SYLVESTER. I was told by the Associate Administrator when I

could not get to him that I was to confer with Mr. Bill Doyle.
Mr. ANDREWS. You don't know where he is?
MS. SYLVESTER. Only by rumor, sir.
Mr. RALEY. Mr. Chairman, for the record, as I understand it, Mr.

Doyle left the Office about two weeks ago and is no longer employed
there.

Ms. SYLVFrER. I believe I would like to allow the rest of my time
for questions, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to elaborate further on
my prepared testimony or those things I did not include.

Mr. ANDREWS. Barbara, we appreciate not only your statement,
but your obvious understanding of the various difficulties here, one
of which is time.

We had allocated until about four o'clock, and it seems that
practically every witness has not been able to finish, and hence we
are stacking them up like planes at National Airport. We are going
to try to get them all down here on the ground within some
reasonable time.

Ms. SYLVESTER. I can assure you, sir, that I could go on quite a
while.

Mr. ANDREWS. I am sure that you could, with the experience you
obviously have had. I might say you are most tactful, but you have
gotten several messages across, even in your tactful manner.

May I say to all present, ours is an extremely small subcommittee
in terms of membership, but today we have even less attendance
than usual, I am sure in large part because today is the funeral of
one of our colleagues, and the House is not even in session. We, of
course, did not know that this was going to be the case when the
day was selected as the day for this particular hearing.

So I am sorry for the relatively poor attendance.
Do either of the staff members present have pertinent and

essential questions?
Mr. RALE'. If I could ask one clarifying question. It is my

understanding that the statute provides that the National Advisory
Committee is to be comprised of 21 members?

Ms. SYLVESrER. Exactly.
Mr. RALEY. How many members does the National Advisory

Committee consist of now?
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MS. SYLVESTER. Actually in name there are fourteen.
Mr. RALEY. The chair is also vacant?
Ms. SYLVESTER. Yes. And, by the way, I would like for the record

to show that one of our present members is present here, as well as
a former member. We lost the chair, and we lost two subcommittee
chairs.

Mr. RALEY. Have you inquired of the White House personnel
office, or the White House, as to why those positions have been
vacant-since March 18, 1 believe? Is that correct?

Ms. SYLVESTER. I have called the White House so many times that
I think the switchboard operator recognizes my voice.

Mr. RALEY. Have you written them?
Ms. SYLVESTER. Yes, sir, and I also, upon recently hearing that

the appointments were going to come about most any day, I called
the White House personnel and requested that they notify those
people that were coming onboard the dates of the July meeting and
the dates that we had scheduled the August meeting, knowing that
this was summertime and some of them may have families that
they had scheduled vacations with, and knowing, too, that people
that are going to be appointed to the National Advisory Committee,
I am assuming, are very busy people and would have to readjust
their schedules.

I was assured that would happen. However, I talked with one
lady who I understand is to be appointed, and she has never
received a call about the dates of the meeting, and I have shared
them with her.

Mr. RALEY. For the record, you have not received a response from
the White House personnel as to why appointments have not been
made?

Ms. SYLVESTER. Exactly.
Mr. RALEY. I would like to say the subcommittee staff has written

a letter two weeks ago to White House personnel, asking why the
appointments have not been made, and why it has taken three
months to be made, and we have not as yet received a response.

Ms. SYLVESTER. May I make one further statement? In case there
are some people present who are trying to figure out where this
vice-chair position came from, the act does not provide the vice-
chair. However, on March 3rd, the Committee, immediately upon
the closing of the first national conference, had a very brief meeting
and expressed their concern about the fact that we were about to
lose the chair on the 18th of March, and they felt they needed and
we needed somebody that would serve as a temporary head of the
committee and would be able to get on with the work that the
committee is supposed to do.

S, the Committee adopted a resolution that created the chair. We
are hoping in Kansas City to adopt our bylaws, which will create a
vice-chair and secretary as well. So that is how the vice-chair came
about. I am a new member to the Committee. I was sworn in on
December the 1st or 2nd, so I have been vice-chair for three months,
walking into something that was brand new to me. Although I
followed the act, when you actually get into where the operation is,
it is a little different from following it on paper.

Mr. RALEY. Do you have copies of the letters that you have
written requesting responses regarding NAC appointments?
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Ms. SYLVESTER. Yes.
Mr. RALEY. Would you be willing to supply those for the record,

and if you have other attachments you would like to include, we
would appreciate it.

[Information requested follows:]

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
'I2 JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531

March 14, 1978

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The first National Conference for selected members of State Juvenile
Delinquency Committees was held February 28 through March 3, 1978, in
Reston, Virginia. Forty-nine of fifty states participated. This con-
ference was co-sponsored by the National Advisory Committee and the
Juvenile Delinquency Office. During those three days an unmeasurable
amount of knowledge was exchanged between the participants and members
of the National Advisory Committee. A line of communications was
definitely developed which I feel will make a great contribution to the
field of Juvenile Justice.

For the first time in three years, all twenty-one positions of the
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention are filled. However, on March 18, 1978, seven of those terms
expired. Three members (Mr. John Florez, Mr. Tim Davis, and myself as
Chair) have been selected as a Liaison Committee with the White House.
By unanimous vote of the Committee on March 3, 1978, 1 was urged to seek
an appointment with you at the earliest possible time to discuss the
upcoming vacancies and other related matters. Due to the urgency of this
matter, I await a response from your office in the very near future. I
can be reached at 803-669-6971.

Sin Irelyyours,

Barbara T. Sylvester "
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OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
DEPT OF JUSTICE WASHINGTON DC

TO MS BARBAPA SYLVESTER VICE CHAIR
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
510 CAMELLIA CIRCLE
FLORENCE, SOUTH CAROLINA 29501

DJJUSD

UNCLAS
I HAVE BEEN IN COMMUNICATION WITH OFFICAILS AT THE WHITE ZZ
HOUSE .EGARDING THE STATUS OF THE SEVEVLN OUTSTANDING
APPOINTMENTS TO THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. I KNOW YOU
SHARE MY CONCERN THAT THL NEW CARTER ADMINISTATION
APPONINTTEES TO THE COMMiTTE BE ABLE TO PARTICIPATATE FULLY IN
THEIR FIRST METING* IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT THEY BE BRIEFED
THOROUGHLY ON THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUIENCY PRE-
VENTION ACT, COMMITTEEOPERATIONS, AND PLANNS AND PROGRAMS
OF THIS OFFICE. IT IS AS YET UNCERTAIN WHEN THE APPOINTMENTS
CAN bE ANNOUNCED DESPITE THE BEST EFFORTS OY THE WHITE HOUSE
PERSONNEL OFFICE. COMPLETION OF BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS
AND OTHER MATTERS MAKE UNTIMELY THE TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED
HAY NAC MEETING*

I RECOMMEND A LATE JUNE OR JULY DATE FOR THE NEXT MEETING.
IF IN YOUR COLLECTIVE JUDGMENT SUCH A SUMMER MEETING IS NOT
POSSIELE, THE MEETING SCHEDULED 6F AY WILL BE COMBINED
WITH THE AUGUST MEETING IN REGION. Vl

I KNOW THAT THIS SET OF APPOINTEES WILL MAKE A REAL CONTRI-
BUTION AND TO HELP ASSURE THEIR SUCCESSFUL PARTICIPATION WE
WILL SCHEDULE COMPREHENSIVE BRIEFINGS WITH THEM. THUS THEY
WILL ARRIVE AT THE MID-SUMMER OR AUGUST MEETING WITH A
2;UNNING START RATHER THAN COLD IN THE BLOCKS*

PLEASE INFORM ME 0 LATER THAN APAIL 7 REGARDING YOU'
SCHEDULING DECISION SO THAT I AS THE DFSJGNATED FEDERAL
REPRESEKTATIVE MAY PLAN MY CALENDAR. ACCOoDINGLY. I WILL
KEEP YOU INFORMED TO SEEING YOU AT TH. NFXT HEETINGw
WITH WARM REGARDS
JOHN M RECTOR
ADMINISTRATOR
bT
03526
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THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF BERNADETTE CHAVIRAP JUDGE SEMSKI
GEORGE BELTS AND MYSELF MET WITH JOHN RECTOR ON APRIL 10. WE FEEL It
15 IN THE BEST INTEREST OF ALL PARTIES FOR THE MAY MEETING TO BE
POSTPONED UNI|L JULY 12 13 AND 14. FURTHER INFORMATION MILL BE
FORTHCOMING

BARBARA SYLVESTER

VICE CHAIR

17123 EST

MGHCOMP MGN
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20531

April 27, 1978

John Rector, Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

LEAA
Room 452
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear John:

On behalf of the Executive Committee of the National Advisory
Committee, I would like to express our appreciation for the considera-
ble amount of time you spent with us Monday, April 10th. Although a
number of issues were resolved and the information which you provided
was very helpful, several troublesome questions still remain. In the
interests of preserving a harmonious relationship, which I feel is
imperative, between the Committee and the Office, I would like to have
your views regarding the following matters so that we can get on with
the work of the Committee in a meaningful and productive fashion.

a) I have interpreted your references to the establishment of pro-
cedures for communication between the Committee and the Office to sug-
gest that some written documents describe these procedures. I have been
unable to find a proposal or agreement of this sort in my files and would
find it most helpful if you could provide me with a copy. If you find
no such procedures exist and feel that they should, perhaps you would
be kind enough to foward your recommendations to the NAC. I would also
appreciate some general guidelines and illustrations of the types of
requests which you feel should be dealt with by direct communication
between yourself and the Chair and those which can be handled directly
by the contractor so that future requests for assistance can be handled
easily and without misunderstanding.

b) It is my understanding, based upon your discussion with the
Executive Committee, that we can no longer rely upon Office staff for
assistance with agenda development, conference planning, research activ-
ities and the like. As you have suggested, we are developing specifica-
tions for an RFP for future Committee staff support under contract. In
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the meantime, however I can imagine occasions in which the Office would
be the only source of support services crucial to the effective function-
ing of the Committee. For example, subcommittee chairs may want to con-
sult with Richard Van Duizend and Buddy Howell concerning their respect-
Ive areas of responsibility. I think It's important that we understand
very clearly whether or not the NAC can expect to receive any staff assist-
ance in such Instances and, if so, if it is your preference that these
contacts be preceded by a communication between me or the new Chair and
yourself.

c) In order to assist us In developing a staffing plan and related
workplan, it would be helpful if you shared with us your expectations
concerning the Committee. Responses to the recent meeting with the State
Advisory Groups In Reston suggest to us some concrete ways in which the
NAC could accomplish objectives which we have already identified -- to
strengthen its role to build a constituency for delinquency prevention and
improvements to the juvenile justice system, to facilitate input to OJJDP
from the local level, to coordinate and provide means of comumunication
among state advisory groups and to assist state advisory groups in defining
and carrying out their mandated responsibilities. Do you agree that these
are appropriate roles for the NAC and would you encourage the Committee to
pursue them? What specific work products do you think the NAC should be
producing? -What format do you see as appropriate for the Comittee's
annual recommendations and how should they be disseminated to the public?
(I am asking this in part because we do not have any information on the
status of last year's NAC report -- whether it is to be published, made
available to the public or whatever.)

d) To get away from "pie in the sky" and to draw up a realistic
staffing plan, we need to know what amount of money has been set aside in
your budget for the NAC for FY79 and 80.

e) Finally, the Committee is most anxious to hear from you about the
status of the Coordinating Council. Has a meetinC date been set? Is there
a role the NAC can play in assisting with the work of the Coordinating
Council?

As you know, due to foot surgery last week, I am somewhat incapacitated
at this time. I am using this opportunity to focus upon the questions
raised in our discussion so that the MAC and the Office can continue to
work closely together within our respective roles. A meeting of the Ad Hoc
Committee to develop the RFP has been scheduled for May 5th. I hope you
can respond to these questions before that date.

I look forward to hearing from you and very shortly hope to
provide you with comments from NAC members regarding the Guidelines.

With warm personal regards,

a~rbara T. Sylvester
Vice Chair

cc: NAC Members
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20531

JUN 161918

Ms. Barbara Sylvester
Vice Chair
National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

510 Camellia Circle
Florence, South Carolina 29501

Dear Barbara:

Please accept my sincerest apologies for the delay in formally
responding to your letter of April 27, 1978, regarding the
National Advisory Committee. As you know, unfortunately my
schedule was such that I was unable to meet with you personally
the last time you were in the Office. However, I did instruct
my staff to respond to each of your questions on my behalf
during your meeting. If in your judgment their response was
not satisfactory, I will be pleased to discuss these matters
with you the next time we meet.

I have enclosed for your information a copy of my response to
a recent letter from John Florez concerning future support
services for the National Advisory Committee. With regard to
the Coordinating Council, the Attorney General has scheduled a
meeting for June 22, 1978. Under the Juvenile Justice Amendments
of 1977, the Coordinating Council is directed to review the
programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the
degree to which they are consistent with Sections 223(a)(12) and
(13) of the Juvenile Justice Act. Discussion of this new direction
will be the primary agenda item for the meeting. Any support the
National Advisory Committee can provide to the Coordinating Council
in fulfilling its mandated responsibilities would be welcomed.

I look forward to meeting with you and the other National Advisory
Committee members in July in Kansas City.

With regardsA

Joh M. Rector
Admi istrator
Off ce of Juvenile Justice

an€ Delinquency Prevention

Enclosure
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

VASHIXGTON. D. C. 20531

June 22, 1978

John Rector, Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

Room 452
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear John:

Please find enclosed a revised version of the Agenda for the
Kansas City meeting. The revisions have been made in response to the
very helpful suggestions of the members of your staff who met with me
during a recent trip to Washington and in light of the uncertainty
surrounding the timing of the appointments of the new members.

As you have quite accurately pointed out on several occasions,
meaningful and successful participation of both new and present
members in the work of the Committee, as mandated by the Juvenile
Justice Act, requires that they be informed members. It is, however,
our understanding that members of your staff, representing various com-
ponents of the Office, will no longer be attending our meetings to
make presentations regarding their activities. Given these circumstances,
I am requesting that from now on, prior to meetings, the Committee be
supplied with short, concise briefing papers describing the status of
activities in each of the program areas in which the Committee has an
interest. I am referring to:

- the National Institute, including its work on standards
- the Formula Grants and Technical Assistance program
- Special Emphasis program
- Policy, Planning and Coordination (including Concentration
of Federal Effort)

Such materials would be extremely helpful in providing orientation
to new members and in keeping the Committee as a whole up to date so
that it can effectively discharge its responsibility to advise the
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John Rector, Administrator
Page Two
June 22, 1978

Administrator, to conduct the work of the subcommittees and to make
meaningful recommendations, as required, on an annual basis concerning
the analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs
and the comprehensive plan for such programs.

We are very anxious not to unnecessarily burden the Office so that
it, too, is able to discharge Its responsibilities. I cannot think of
any appropriate outside source for such information, however, and if the
members of the NAC are to come to meetings prepared to work, they will
need this information ahead of time. I am also convinced that written
materials will not only properly inform the NAC about the operations of
the Office, but will also serve to reduce the possibility that any mis-
understandings may arise.

Because the Kansas City meeting is soon upon us, I would appreciate
hearing from you about this as soon as possible. I will be in Washington
the first part of next week and will call you at that time.

With warm personal rega ds,

Barbara T. Sylvester
Vice Chair
National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention



151

/ CQ;.'.IITTEE SPONSORED TRAVEL AND ATTE:DA,'CE_ AT CONFERENCES

In accordance with guidelines recently adopted by the Office

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the following guidelines

concernino travel and attendance at conferences, sy.posia, conventions,

and meetings were approved by the Executive Cc,,nittee for use by the

National Advisory Comrziittee for Juvenile Justice and Dalinquency Preven-

tion (the Committee).

1. A member of the Cc.rnittee .ay speak on beh2Ilf of the Crmittce only

when reqj-sted to do so by the Executive Coitve or --hken quoting p.liciis

and reco.n.-+:endations formally approved by the full Cc;,.-:ittee. If a

me-Mber is publicly introduced or identified cs a roer of the Coern.ittee,

but is not officially authorized to speak on behalf of the Comittee, he

or she rvust qualify his or her statements as not reflecting the views of

the Con ittee, unless such statements reflect policies and rccc.' :'endations

formally approved by the full Co,-ittee.

2. No travel expenses, consultant fees, or other rer.unuration vJl1 Lt

paid to me, Pers without the formal advance a,-:roval of the Executive

Committee except as such payment relates to re,3ular attendance at full

Committee ,,eetings scheduled with the approval of the Executive Co.:,ittee.

3. Attendance at conferenceps v111 not h;e authorized when the prim. ary

benefit is to the individual rather than to the accomplishment of the
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Committee's overall objectives. Payment will be authorized for only

those fees that are necessary to cover the actual cost of a member's

participation in any given conference .

4. Attendance at conferences will not be authorized in lieu of or

for receipt of personal benefits, incentives or rewards for past or

present performance.

5. When travel and attendance at conferences is authorized, efforts

will be made to minimize associated travel expenses by designating as

participants members who are located at or near the conference site.

6. The number of members participating in a conference will be limited

to the minimum required to relate the information obtained from the

meeting to the achievement of the Committee's overall objectives. In all

instances, the number of members attending any one event will be kept to

the absolute minimum necessary. As a rule, no more than one member will

be authorized to represent the Committee at a conference. It will be

the responsibility of those attending a conference to prepare a trip

report for review by the Executive Committee. The report must be of

sufficient detail to communicate to others the purpose and results of the

trip, and to justify approval of vouchers for reimbursement of expenses.

7. Coaittee members will not be authorized to speak at conferences

when excessive registration fees are'being charged. It is particularly

important that the fees reflect actual costs in conducting conferences.
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The Committee will not participate in or support meetings that exclude

large numbers of possible beneficiaries because of excessive fees charged.

6. Particular attention will be given to meetings held overseas.

Attendance by Co ,-nittee members will be held to an absolute minimum con-

sistent with the accomplishment of the Coriiittee's overall objectives.

Mr. ANDREWS. Barbara within a short time, I hope, that we can
have a wrap-up of this, perhaps, as certain of the former witnesses
return. If you could stay with us, rather than pursue your testi-
mony or response to questions further at this time, let's defer that,
if we may I don't know that we will get to it since we are stacking
witnesses up like planes on a runway but hopefully we can. Perhaps
our questions later in the afternoon can relate to some questions
that have already been posed by you and others.

Ms. SYLVESTER. That is fine.
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you.
Mr. Christopher M. Mould, General Counsel, YMCA/ National

Collaboration for Youth has been in a holding pattern for some
time. We are most pleased to have you. If you would, please
introduce your colleague. We look forward to your statement.

Mr. MouLD. Thank you Mr. Chairman for permission to land.
[Laughter.]

[The Statement presented by Christopher Mould follows:]
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STATEMENT PRESENTED BY CHRISTOPHER Mf. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL
BOARD OF YMCAs, BY NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, ON BEHALF OF THE
FOLLOWINO ORGANIZATIONS: BOYS' CLUBS OF AMERICA, CAMP FIRE GIRLS, INC.,
GIRLS CLUBS OF AMERICA, INC., GIRL SCOUTS OF THE U.S.A., JEWISH WELFARE
BOARD, NATIONAL BOARD OF YMCAs, NATIONAL BOARD, YWCA, RED CROSS
YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAMS

Mr. Chairman, it is with pleasure that we accepted your

invitation to share with this distinguished Committee the views

of private non-profit agencies on the operations of LEAA's

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This

testimony is expressly endorsed by the following members of the

National Collaboration for Youth, a coalition of twelve major

voluntary national youth-serving organizations:

Boys' Clubs of America
Camp Fire Girls, Inc.
Girls Clubs of America, Inc.
Girl Scouts of the U. S. A.
Jewish Welfare Board
National Board of YMCAs
National Board, YWCA
Red Cross Youth Service Programs

Over 30 million girls and boys are served by the voluntary

youth organizations in the Collaboration. These boys and girls

are a diverse and broad cross-section of this nation's young

people from rural and urban areas, from all income levels, and

from all ethnic, racial, religious and social backgrounds. The

experience our organizations have gained over the decades in

serving youth is a valuable resource that can be tapped in

cooperative ventures with federal leadership and funding in the

implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act of 1974.
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We have the experience of working with children and youth,

many of whom are poor - - poor in economic resources, poor in

spirit, poor in opportunity, children who are alienated, children

who are troubled, and children who get into trouble.

We have the expertise of more than 40,000 full-time

professional staff, both men and women, who believe in the

importance of their work in youth development, many of whom are

particularly committed to the need for diverting children from

our outmoded American juvenile justice system.

We have the services of five million volunteers, men and

women dedicated to helping young people grow and develop into

contributing citizens in their own right. Many thousands of

these volunteers are concerned business and professional leaders

across this country, who serve on our local and national boards

of directors. These are men and women of substance, who genuinely

care and actively support programs designed to help the youth of

America. They realize that this is the only next generation we've

got.

Through national leadership turning the spotlight on the

problems of those most in need, we have increasingly used our

resources to provide positive program opportunities and

environments for a wider spectrum of young people. Our organiza-

tions have billions of dollars in capital investment in equipment

and facilities. Billions of program dollars have been effectively

spent by our organizations. Within the last decade, the needs of

32-505 0 - 78 - 11
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the youth who are most troubled and alienated, have been high-

lighted and our programs adjusted to meet them. The Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has helped us deepen our

commtment and build our capacity. We have broadened our approaches

to concentrate more efforts with those in the greatest need.

The member organizations of the National Collaboration for

Youth have had the opportunity to work with the Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) since its establishment

after the passage of the 1974 legislation. The creation of the

Office itself has provided a focal point for various components

of the federal involvement in the Juvenile justice field, although

a great deal more needs to be done in this regard.

The member organizations of the National Collaboration for

Youth have identified four major areas of concern with the current

operation of LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention (OJJDP).

Private/Public Partnership

Our first concern with the operation of OJJDP is the need for

the Office to view the private voluntary sector as a major

contributor to the implementation of the Special Emphasis Programs,

as mandated by the Act. Our experience has shown that when the

private sector is involved as a collaboration with the public sector,

there is a difference in the quality and accessibility of the

programs. The National Juvenile Justice Program Collaboration

(NJJPC) funded under the special emphasis initiative on status
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offenders, is a good example of what can be accomplished when

an effort is made to involve the private voluntary sector in

serving youth-at-risk. NJJPC, in its first two years, has also

shown that collaboration both within the private voluntary sector

and between the public and private sectors can happen on the local

and national levels and that, at the local level, it can make a

difference in how communities respond to youth-at-risk.

In 1975 LEAA awarded funding to a collaboration of 16 national

agencies proposing to deliver community services by forming and

supporting local collaborations focused on the issue of the status

offender. Five project sites were established: Tucson, Spartanburg,

Oakland, Spokane and Connecticut.

An evaluation conducted by the Center for Applied Urban

Research, University of Nebraska at Omaha concluded that all "local

collaborations were successful in achieving organizational develop-

ment and program planning as called for in the proposal.'

8A key element in each of the local collaborations was the

relation to the public agency responsible for services to

deinstitutionalize status offenders.' The public agencies dealing

with community care for status offenders viewed the effort as long

over-due. Their support and respect enabled the agencies to

establish cooperative working relationships with the public sector.
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Programs were implemented in all sites with over 1,000 status

offenders and children-at-risk served. More than 2,900 community

leaders and youth program staff for both public and non-profit

agencies attended capacity-building training sessions.

The five local collaborations were able to plan and implement

116 different programs in 14-18 months in widely scattered

communities. In three of the five sites, there was an increase of

positive attitudes about not-for-profit agencies mixing status

offenders with other children. These individuals, whose attitudes

changed, are the decision-makers in their communities, and thus

their change of attitudes is significant.

Before the collaboration's involvement, Tucson, for example,

had never conducted an intensive youth needs assessment. The

collaboration contracted with a research firm to develop a massive

questionnaire and recruited and trained volunteers to conduct the

survey. The results were collected and tabulated and are now in

the process of being published.

The continuation of the program will rely heavily on the data

gathered in the survey ift the planning for direct services.

Another example of the benefits of these collaborative efforts

is in Spokane. Acting on the assumption that youth problems are

family problems, the agencies in Spokane developed a family

"survival kit' and made it available to families who, for various

reasons, would not or could not attend counseling services. It

included"concepts of normal adolescent behavior and communications
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systems. This served families who did not need intensive

counseling and helped and encouraged those who did to seek it.

The Spartanburg Collaboration developed a 'Jail watch program'

run exclusively by volunteers. Agencies took turns to call the

jails twice a week to locate status offenders. Because of their

direct relationship with the youth agencies, these volunteers were

able to help place the youth into emergency temporary foster care,

shelters or with their parents. That collaboration is now training

additional potential foster parents to facilitate placement of

status offenders.

The fact that private voluntary agencies are part of the

community and remain so even after a specific program grant expires

contributes greatly to the long term effect of that program. The

commitment on the part of the agency continues and with it the

emotional support for the youth involved. That dimension can only

be added by a private agency having available the resources of

program volunteers and volunteer leadership who are closely rooted

in the community and are willing to share their time and expertise.

We have demonstrated the utility of public/private collaboration.

We call on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

to expand and enhance public/private agency collaboration through

use of its Special Emphasis funds, training funds and its

influence with the SPAs. -

The relationship between the Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention and the Task Force of the National Juvenile
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Justice Program Collaboration has been excellent. The supportive

attitude has been helpful and is appreciated. We hope to continue

and enhanre this relationship in the future.

Formula Grant Disposition

Our second concern is more with the SPAs than with the OJJDP

and the use of formula grant funds.

A. Funding of Prevention Programs

It has come to our attention from our local affiliates

and our regionally-based staffs that the decLsion-making of many

SPAs on the distribution of the formula grant funds is inconsistent

with the spirit and letter of the Act, particularly around

delinquency prevention. Although the Act places a strong emphasis

on prevention and the 1977 Amendments further that emphasis by

expanding the definition of prevention programing to include all

youth who would benefit from such programs, several SPAs hbve not

made prevention a priority in'their grant making. We would urge

that OJJDP encourage SPAs to give more attention to delinquency

prevention programming.

B. Funding of Multi-Service Private Agencies

We would further urge that OJJDP encourage SPAs to give

stronger support to multi-service private agencies as an important

component in a community's prevention strategy. Clearly, the

failure of the States to involve private agencies more is not due

to lack of funds if one compares the formula grant funds awarded

the States with the amounts the States have spent.

Special benefits come from delivering services to a target

group through an agency which regularly provides many types of

services'and programs to a broad population. There is the opportunity
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for learning by example from peers with more positive patterns

of behavior. There is the possibility of moving a young person

out of a specialized program into the regular programming without

any break in attention and support. This is not possible through

agencies which are solely crisis-oriented or provide primarily

foster care or shelter.

Coming from another angle, multi-service agencies tan

provide a comprehensive response to a young person who may need

attention to problems at school, in social relations, with health

matters and may need an outlet for creative abilities that have

been stifled by overwhelming or imuediate problems.

Expanded involvement of multi-service private agencies would

be consistent with the 1977 Juvenile Justice Amendments' inclusion

of all youth in the definition of delinquency prevention programming

and with the basic mandate of the Act to encourage the involvement

of the voluntary sector. This involvement of multi-service agencies

would enhance a comprehensive approach to positive youth development.

Grant Application Process

The third concern is with the grant application process for

the formula grant funds administered by the State Planning Agencies

(SPAs) and the Special Emphasis grants administered directly by

OJJDP. The current grant application process tends to be so

complicated that many private agencies are inhibited from even

making an attempt to submit a grant application. Those private

agencies that do apply for a grant frequently discover that an

inordinate amount of staff time is consumed in fulfilling the

narrative and informational requirements set by OJJDP and any

additional requirement that may be set by the SPAs.
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A. Special Emphasis Grants

For example, last year's (1977) Special Emphasis initiative

on delinquency prevention required a "Problem Definition and Data

Needs* section that some of our local affiliates found excessive.

Moreover, the application required information that was not just

difficult to obtain but, in some instances, did not exist in the

form required by OJJDP. For example, infant mortality rates are

not usually kept at the level of the target community as defined

in the application guidelines.

In addition, the grant process is not truly an open one.

For example, by unwritten decision, OJJDP did not intend to award

delinquency prevention grants to any jurisdiction that had received

grants under the previous initiatives of deinstitutionalization of

status offenders or diversion. Yet, local non-profit agencies in

such cities invested substantial amounts of staff time developing

proposals for the delinquency prevention initiative, unaware that

no serious consideration would be given to their proposals.

It is not unusual for such proposals to include 100 pages

of text including required demographic data, time charts, supporting

letters, etc. Not only is this a questionable use of limited

resources, it discourages the voluntary sector from pursuing

cooperation with the public sector.

The critical effect on the private voluntary sector of a

grant application process that is needlessly complicated is two-fold.

First, it seriously impedes access to funds intended, in part, for

utilization by private agencies as expressly set out in the Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1977, as amended.
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The sq Md effect of an excessively complicated grant

application process is to increase the amount of time the SPAs

.nd QJJDP need to review the application and act upon it. Frequently,

this review/decision making time exceeds LEAA's own time guidelines

for acting upon proposals. The applicant agency is thus frequently

left in abeyance, making any further action on its proposed

project difficult.

For example, the delinquency prevention draft guidelines

were circulated in June of 1976, and the initiative announced in

November of 1976, with applications due January 31, 1977. Applicants

were advised that announcement of awards would be made in mid-March.

Then April, then May. However, the complexity of the application

and the difficulty of reviewing in excess of 300 proposals to fund

15 was enormous. We were told informally,-incidentally, that OJJDP

viewed this process as building a constituency. Nothing could be

further from the case. When over 300 agencies, which had devoted

months to developing a proposal are turned down, they do not

necessarily look favorably toward future relations with that funding

source. As the end of FY '77 approached, announcements were finally.

made at the end of September, well over a year since agencies had

started to work on proposals.

As this initiative involves national agencies working in

5 - 10 local sites to serve young people in high-risk areas, each

national organization was obliged to explain, over and over again,

to 5 - 10 loca% affiliates why it was taking so long and the

purported cause of each delay. The unproductive use of staff time

was considerable.
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Once a grant is awarded, in too many instances, revisions

are continually requested - frequently to the extent of virtually

rewriting the proposal. This problem seems to arise more from

demands of the fiscal or grants management.offices of LEAA, rather

than from OJJDP itself.

The need to mesh OJJDP with LEAA seems to be the source

of much of the complexity of working with OJJDP, or at least, both

the grantor and grantee attribute many of their difficulties to the

procedures of LEAA itself.

B. SPA Requirements

At the State level, several of our local affiliates and

regionally-based national staff members have commented that the

varying requirements set by the SPAs further increased the

difficulty of submitting a proposal by a specified, and often very

short, deadline.

Training

Our fourth concern is with the training program that is

administered by OJJDP's National Institute of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). The first of several aspects of

our concern is the lack of a clear focus of the program. The

training initiatives to date have been very limited and seemingly

are not derived from a clear set of training guidelines. The fact

that the NIJJDP has had no permanent training director for an

extended period also contributes to the problem.

A second aspect of our concern with the training program involves

the recipients of the training grants. To date, the bulk of the very

limited training funds have gone to universities and private

consulting firms. We do not seek to individually disparage these
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grants. We do want to emphasize that if the training programs

were offered by our type of agencies, the benefits to the target

groups would be much greater. (We want to be clear that our

agencies do not benefit financially from such activities.) Taken

as a whole, as presently operated, such training programs do little

to increase the knowledge and skill levels of the staffs and

volunteers of local agencies who work directly with youth. Our

local affiliates and other private agencies continually cite the

need for more training programs and better access to training

programs. Several staff members of SPAs have also cited the

critical training needs of local agencies, particularly the

smaller agencies.

By not involving the private voluntary sector in the

planning and delivery of training services, NIJJDP is very limited

in its ability to respond to the critical needs of program operators.

These needs, moreover, are explicitly recognized in the Act itself.

Conclusion

In summary, Mr. Chairman, our organizations would recommend

and certainly hope for:

1. Expanded emphasis in funding by OJJDP on programs and

projects- encouraging collaboration between public

agencies and private non-profit agencies;

2. Significant increases in SPAs funding of delinquency

prevention initiatives with formula grant funds;

3. Expanded SPA funding of private multi-service agencies
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4. Serious efforts to simplify the grant application

process for special emphasis grants and to better

integrate the fiscal/grants management requirements

with program requirements;

5. OJJDP encouragement and guidance to SPAs to simplify

and make more uniform respective SPA grant application

and administration requirements;

6. Development of a focus for the National Institute's

training program to meet the training needs of local

agencies working directly with youth;

7. Involvement of the private voluntary service delivery

agencies by the National Institute in both the

planning and delivery of training services.

Thank you for this opportunity to share our views and

experience with the Committee.

In conclusion, we would like to express our hope that the

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention would continue

and accelerate efforts to involve our agencies in this very

important area of service to youth, which is our reason for being.

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL,
YMCA/NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, ACCOMPA-
NIED BY MRS. MARTHA BERNSTEIN, GIRLS CLUB OF AMERICA

Mr. MouLD. I am accompanied by Mrs. Martha Bernstein, from
Girls Club of America, also the chairperson of the national program
collaboration which I will be referring to in my statement.

In the interest of time, we have submitted our prepared
testimony.

We are grateful for the opportunity to appear, Mr. Chairman, for
a second time before this committee on oversight considerations.
The prepared testimony is specifically endorsed by the following
members, eight in all, of the national collaboration: Boys' Clubs of
America; Camp Fire Girls, Inc.; Girls Clubs of America, Inc.; Girl
Scouts of the U.S.A.; Jewish Welfare Board; National Boards of
YMCAs; National Board, YWCA; and Red Cross Youth Service
Programs.

These are all private nonprofit service delivery agencies which
have been enlisted for decades in the struggle to prevent juvenile
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delinquency and to help treat it when it does, in fact, occur. We are
agencies collectively who work regularly with over 30 million young
people in this country, with the help of over 40,000 professional
staff and millions of private local volunteers. We are intimately
familiar with the legislation, having participated in helping to
formulate it back in 1973 and 1974.

We have a vital interest in seeing it implemented fully and
effectively.

I want to focus on about four areas of concern reflected in the
prepared testimony, Mr. Chairman. The first is the concern that in
the operation of the OJJDP that there is a further need for
recognition of the role that the private nonprofit sector needs to
play in the total configuration of forces trying to carry out this act.
There have been some starts made in recognizing that in the way in
which the office has operated. We were encouraged this morning by
some of the things Mr. Rector had to say in terms of the direction
he wants to take on that, and indeed the fact that he expressly
recognized the mandate of Congress set forth in the act very clearly,
that the private nonprofit service delivery agencies have a vital
stake and a vital capacity to help accomplish the whole intent of
the legislation.

One of the things we are pleased about is that in the last three
years, with funding from the Office of Juvenile Justice, 16 national
service agencies serving youth, have been conducting in five sites
around the country, a program to accomplish collaborations at the
community level in those five locations which will give a iong-term
enhanced capacity at the community level to deliver the services
necessary for the deinstitutionalization for status offenders to be
accomplished.

I thought if we had a few minutes, Mrs. Bernstein, who is
intimately familiar with that might highlight the kinds of benefits
we are seeing emerge in the program through those several sites.

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good.
Mrs. BERNSTEIN. We have been operating, as I am sure you are

aware, in Spokane, in Oakland, in Tucson, in Spartanburg, South
Carolina, and several programs actually in the State of Connecticut.
The emphasis of the program, as Mr. Mould says, is to increase the
capacity of the traditional youth serving agencies to serve status
offenders in a place they should be served in the community and
also to encourage these agencies to advocate for these kids and for
services for these kids within their communities.

I was telling Mr. Mould at lunch today that we have had exper-
iences in traveling around the country of talking to directors of
these agencies in Tucson, in Spartanburg, and Spokane, saying
when RFPs were delivered from the court and the public agencies
two years ago about how the agencies would respond to service of
status offenders, none knew, and if the same RFPs were delivered
today, several agencies now, through their experiences as part of
this project, know how they can serve these children within the
community. The executive of the Girl Scouts in Tucson, Arizona,
last year operated a program where she used status offenders as
peer leader role models to young girls within her own program. This
year, there were no more program funds, as there shouldn't have
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been, because these were demonstration projects available through
this project, so she and her board raised funds from within the
community to continue this kind of effort.

We consider this to be one example, and our prepared statement
has other examples of community change, and I think it is recog-
nized by the writers of this act and by this committee that the
boards locally and nationally of these agencies represent commu-
nity image makers and community decision-makers and when we
have change within these agencies, we can look forward to change
in delivery systems for all the children in the U.S.

If there are further questions, we would be happy to respond.
Mr. MouLD. The second area of concern we have, Mr. Chairman,

has to do with the formula grants fund disposition, and it really, I
suppose, is more a concern with SPAs' behavior than with the
Office of Juvenile Justice. That really has two aspects to it.

The first has to do with the matter of funding of delinquency
prevention programs. It has been our experience to date, based on
what our affiliates tell us at the local level, that too many SPAs
have simply not paid attention to this vital area of prevention, and
more leadership, I think, is needed from all of us to try to influence
the State level decision-makers to realize that prevention is critical
in the implementation of this act.

A second concern would be with both the Federal and State level
that there be more attention given to the matter of funding of so-
called multi-service agencies as distinguished from those who per-
form a single service to meet a particular youth pathology.

I think the fundamental reason we are concerned about that is
not so much that we are multi-service-there are other multi-
service agencies, public and private-but if you have a multi-service
provider dealing with youth at risk or youth in trouble, the youth at
risk or in trouble can be commingled, if you will, with peers not in
trouble, and so you therefore have a positive model for behavior
present in the same program.

Also, as persons at risk, or who have been in trouble, come out of
risk, or come out of trouble, they can make an easy and smooth
transition into what we would call normal programs.

We think both the Office of Juvenile Justice, as well as the SPAs
need to take a hard look at that phenomenon and allocate more of
their funding in the direction of the multi-service agencies.

A third area of concern is really an echo of much of what you
have heard today, and that is the complexity of the grant applica-
tion process. In the case of private nonprofit agencies, it tends to be
so complex that it inhibits their applying for funds at all. It is not
uncommon, for example, in an application to have to provide in the
area of 100 pages of demographic and other kinds of hard data. We
found, for example, they want the infants' mortality kept on a
neighborhood basis when they are not even kept that way. To go
through that kind of exercise where an application can wind up
being 300 and 400 pages in length, with, of course, no guarantee of
any success of being funded is an enormous exercise and very
frustrating. It tends to inhibit or impede the interest and ability of
many nonprofit community service providers to get involved at all,
notwithstanding their capacity to deliver if they are funded.
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In the area of the special emphasis grants, we have had a tough
time in many instances, although in the project Mrs. Bernstein has
explained, we have had excellent personal relationships with staff
of the Office. After working out some bugs in the system in the
initial year or so, it has gone along quite well.

We are concerned, as indeed Mr. Rector shared a concern, that
there has been only one or two special emphasis initiatives a year,
at least looking at the history of the Office. Again, complexity rears
its head. Our efforts in the delinquency prevention initiative proved
this over and over again. You get short time periods, extensive
paper requirements, complex conditions, and we did encounter, at
least in one instance, a real lack of openness in the competition.

For example, it was not made known that there had been an
interim informal decision to not award grants for prevention to
jurisdictions that had been successful in prior initiatives in securing
grants for deinstitutional and status offenders or diversion.

Without that knowledge, over 300 agencies went to work and filed
applications, again when the prospects were only for funding maybe
15 proposals.

So there is an enormous use of resources that could have been put
to other use because of a lack of forthrightness in terms of what
actual policy was within the Office.

We hope that won't be repeated, and I think Mr. Rector is fully
aware of that historic problem and will t to deal with it fairly.

Again, as far as complexities, we have had the additional problem
of trying to work in multi-sites that in addition to whatever require-
ments the act imposes on grant applicants, and the Office, itself,
imposes, you get additional requirements added on by the SPAs,
and they will vary from State to State. If you are working on a
multijurisdictional program or project, it compounds the problem
certainly of a national agency trying to give technical assistance
and guidance to a local applicant.

Another area of concern we have is training. From the inception
of the institute, the training aspect has seemed to flounder and has
not as yet, to our knowledge, come to any focus as to what it is
supposed to achieve and the probable outcome that should be
achieved in terms of the act, and that has been compounded, I
think, by the fact that the Institute has been lacking a director for
some time now.

In the early stages of trying to mount some training efforts, we
think they totally missed the major areas of need, such as for
training of staff of local delivery agents in ways that will help them
maximize use of their own resources. Instead, we have had such
things as suggestions that agency professionals be trained in some-
thing like management by objectives. That might be useful, but it
seems to miss the point of this piece of legislation.

We would hope there would be substantial and ongoing consulta-
tion with the private nonprofit agencies as the Institute tries to sort
out training needs and the training initiatives it wants to launch.

I would say in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that we have a number
of recommendations and indeed hopes.

One, we would look for expanded emphasis in funding by OJJDP
on programs and projects encouraging collaboration between public
agencies and private nonprofit agencies.-
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Two, we would look for significant increases in the SPAS' funding
of delinquency prevention initiatives with formula grant funds.

Three, we look for expanded SPA funding of private multi-service
agencies.

Four, we hope for serious efforts to simplify the grant application
rocess for special emphasis grants, and to better integrate the

fiscal grants management requirements with program
requirements.

Five, we hope OJJDP encouragement and guidance to SPA to
simplify and make more uniform respective SPA grant application
and administration requirements will materialize.

Six, we look for development of focus for the National Institute
training program to meet the training needs of local agencies
working directly with youth.

And seven, we look for involvement in the private voluntary
service delivery agencies by the National Institute in both the
planning and delivery of training services.

I want to thank you and the committee again for this opportunity
to share our views, and we will be happy to answer any questions
you may have.

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. Thank both of you.
I don't believe I have any questions, at least at this time, in view

of the plans we now have.
Our final witness, Flora Rothman, of the Juvenile Justice Task

Force, National Council of Jewish Women, Inc.
We are pleased to have you and look forward to your statement

in whatever manner you might see fit to render.
[The testimony referred to follows:]
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC.
15 East 26 Street, New York, N.Y. 10010

Testimony presented to the
SUSCOMMI TITEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNI'i'f

U. S. House of Representatives
June 27, 1978

Iy name is Flora Rothman, and I chair the Justice For

Children T-isk Force of the National Council of Jewish Women,

I also served for three years on the National Advisory Committee

on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and am a member

of New York's State Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice.

NCJW believes that the Juvenile Justice arn Delinquency

Prevention Act has been a constructive force. Not only has it

focused efforts on some key Juvenile Justice problems, such as

status offenders, but it has had more general benefits as well.

It has made states and localities examine their systems More

closely; it has encouraged comprehensive planning of Juvenile

justice and youth services; and it has helped develop an informed

citizen constituency. NCJW has shared these goals, and we be-

lieve that much of the progress made in these last few years

.is the result of the leadership Congress has demonstrated in

the JJDPA.

Because we believe in this effort so. strongly, we are

particularly sensitive to problems which impede it. Therefore,

though we feel the accomplishments have far outweighed the

problems, I will talk more about the latter.

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders, which

Congress emphasized in the JJDPA, is a goal which we strongly

endorse. It is perhaps testimony to the effectiveness of this

32-505 0 - 78 - 12
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effort that opposition has grown more vocal. Let me assure you

that the support for deinstitutionalization has not diminished.

I think it would be helpful to distinguish between opposi-

tion to the goal and disagreement with details of implementation.

NCJW urges that you hold fast to the principle. It is a necessary

reform and is neither "radical' nor Impossible.

When issues of definitions and guidelines are debated,

the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delirquency Prevention has

the responsibility to determine which objections affect the

fundamental thrust of the legislative mandate and which reflect

local differences which can be accommodated without impeding the

effort. It is not always an easy distinction to make. The

OJJDP should be encouraged to negotiate on essentially tactical

matter.j, but supported in its resistance to attempts to circumvent

the basic goal.

Turning to financial matters, we are concerned about two

aspects: expediting the movement of funds and assuring adequate

appropriations.

A3 to the first, there is a general feeling that funds are

leaving Washington very slowly. We cannot say to what extent

this Is the result of OJJDP processes as opposed to general' lAA

operations, Whichever the case, because it has a demoralizing

effect and also threatens the survival of mny community-based

programs, we urge that the funding processes arid procedures be

examined more closely to identify the bottlenecks.

In regard to appropriations, we urge you to conform to

the funding schedule outlined in the JJDPA. We remind you that
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funds. Decreases in LEAA appropriations therefore cut into

the ability to Implement the JJDPA agenda, making full funding

even more urgent.

We realize that the matter of JEAA reorganization may'

be beyond the purview of this hearing, but the fact is that

delays in resolving this matter has a profound effect on juvenile-

justice programs, both in term of long-range funding decisions

as well as morale at the state level.

Another delay we would like to address is in the matter

of National Advisory Committee appointomnts. This is a non-

partisan complaint, may I note, since it has been a problem "

in both this and the past Administrations.

The National Advisory Committee has had many growing

pains on the way to the significant, independent role envisaged

in the JJDPA--most particularly in the NAC1L2 struggle to acquire

the funds and power to employ its own staff. Its efforts to

fulfill its role are not aided by an apparent lack of White

House interest. Furthermore, perceived low priority impedes the

effectiveness of the Federal Coordinating Council. The GAO's

evaluation of previous Federal coordination efforts in juvenile

justice emphasized the importance of a demonstrated commitment :

on the part of the President if coordination is to be accomplished.

In closing, we would like to com-mend you for the ongoing

interest you have demonstrated in your oversight efforts, and

thank you for this opportunity to present our views.

STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTHMAN, JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK
FORCE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC.

Ms. ROTHMAN. I am pleased to be here. I muqt say at this point in
the hearing one is almost tempted to say, "I endorse this and that,
and the other", and then keep quiet.

But having sat here during the day, I am not going to keep quiet.
In addition to the fact that I chair the Justice for Children Task

Force of the National Council of Jewish Women, I also have served
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for three years as a member of the National Advisory Committee.
MI term expired in March.

am a member of the State Advisory Committee in my own
State, New York.

We in the National Council of Jewish Women have been involved
in the justice program now for, I would say, eight years, and that
has included advocacy activity, community education, as well as
some direct services. Based on our experience around the country,
we would like to say that we feel the JJDPA has been the most
constructive force in juvenile justice.

We feel that it has focused interest, it has focused efforts, it has
made States begin to look at the system, begin to develop the
capacity for comprehensive planning which was not there before in
the juvenile justice area, and we think it is very important too that
it has helped to create an informed constituency. Because these are
goals that we have shared as an organization, we really are most
grateful to Congress for the leadership it has shown because we feel
much of the progress that has been made in this area is a result of
the legislation.

Maybe because we feel about that so strongly, as I note in my
filed statment today, we are going to ignore some of the accomplish-
ments and look to the problems because we would like it to be
perfect.

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders is an area we feel
particularly strongly about. We regard it as a possible goal and we
certainly do not regard it as a radical one.

You may have had some feeling that objections to it have grown
stronger, but I would say not in number as perhaps decibel level,
and we feel it is attributable to the success it has had. We think it is
quite remarkable how many youngters around this country are no
longer in training schools, are no longer in detention centers be-
cause of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We
would like to assure you that the support for that is strong.

Of course, there are issues of definition and guidelines, and these
have been referred to a number of times today. I think there are
distinctions to be made between objections to definitions and guide-
lines that refer to details of implementation as opposed to those
which really are designed to circumvent the goal.

We are very concerned that although the Office be encouraged to
negotiate on matters of implementation that are minor, that they
also be encouraged to stick by their guns when it comes to achieving
the fundamental goal that Congress set, and we hope that Congress
too will support effort to maintain that.

It has been mentioned by several of those who testified today that
much of the emphasis to date seems to have been on what might be
regarded as the less serious offender. To some extent perhaps that
is so at the Federal level, although I must say that States in the use
of their State funds have been using the monies to cover a wide
variety of the needs within their States.

But I would also like to suggest that there have been some
benefits that go beyond, for example, the status offender. In my own
State the head of the Division for Youth, which is our Youth
Correctional Agency, has felt that as minor offeners have been
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removed from these large facilities, they are going to have a better
understanding of those who are left, of the serious offenders, and
what their needs are, and are beginning to feel a greater capacity to
design programs for this more limited group, rather than trying to
cover the gamut, as they had in the past, of the types of children
who were in one large facility.

If I may too, in regard to the serious offender, suggest that I
would like to put in a goad word for research. I know that the
Governor had some feelings about the usefulness of it. The fact is
that we really know very little about how to deal with our most
serious offenders in the juvenile area as in the adult area.

We are not alone in our lack of knowledge. I think this is true
around the world. I think there is a great deal to be learned about
what works and what does not work, and I also feel there is a great
deal to be learned by sharing this experience as it is researched and
evaluated. It is very difficult to judge a program on the basis of
what it says about itself because invariably they suggest they are
very successful. The fact is that they may indeed be very successful
for certain children and not for others. So I would urge that we
keep that in mind as we develop priorities.

I recall when the act was first passed there was great difficulty in
funding and at the time Senator Bayh had a hearing at which the
Director of OMB suggested that he might be more willing to give
funds if somehow the Office were able to come up with what he
described as a "magic potion." There are no magic potions.

We have been concerned about a number of financial matters.
Money does seem to be moving very slowly from Washington. Quite
frankly, we cannot say whether that is a matter of Office processes
or whether it is LEAA agency processes, but we urge that someone
take a look at that and see where those bottlenecks are because it is
very difficult for States to engage in long-range planning. But in
addition to that, those delays are most threatening to the survival
of community-based programs which do not have the base on which
to continue to operate when there is a substantial delay in funding.

We are also concerned that the level of appropriations be main-
tained since so much of juvenile justice money in small J's comes
from maintenance of effort, and as Safe Streets money goes down,
that has a profound effect on juvenile programs, so it becomes
extremely important that the Office of Juvenile Justice and its
programs be maintained at an adequate level to support what is
going on in the States.

As a matter of fact, the total matter of LEAA reorganization,
which is not what is going to be discussed here today I realize, has
an effect on what is happening. We certainly look forward to that
matter being resolved, because it is very difficult at the State level
to deal with feelings of people who do not know what is going to
happen to their agency next year.

On the matter of delays, it goes beyond money. We too are
disturbed in the appointment of National Advisory Committee
members. May I say too, as I note it is a nonpartisan complaint, it is
one that has occurred in the previous administration as well as in
this administration. Therefore, one gets the feeling that it signifies
a low priority in the White House in regard to juvenile justice
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programs. This kind of low priority greatly affects the ability of the
Feeral Coordinating Council, for instance, to accomplish what the
legislation apparently intended it accomplish.

About a year or two ago the GAO did a study on previous Federal
coordination efforts in the juvenile justice area. It suggested in its
conclusions that the key to the success of any such effort was the
demonstrated commitment of the chief executive and they felt
where that is lacking the coordination cannot be successful. There-
fore, I would hope that the White House is urged to display greater
interest and concern with the juvenile justice area.

In closing, I would just like to thank you for this opportunity and
also to congratulate you on your ongoing interest as you have
demonstrated through these oversight hearings. I think that is an
extremely important role and I wish you many more years of it.

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you. That is very kind. You are most
gracious and we appreciate your very statement. Stay on with us, if

Sou will. It may be that we would like to direct some inquiry to you
later.

Mrs. Rothman, I feel a little compelled to make a brief response
to a part of what you and others have said maybe simply by way of
apologizing or explaining.

I am not arguing any of the points. I can see there are many,
including yourself, Barbara, John Rector, Mr. Quinn, and many in
this room full of people who really know more about this matter
than I. I say that quite honestly and forthrightly and not even
apologetically. It is just a matter of fact. Many of you have dealt
with youth crime prevention and delinquency and related problems
for many years, and I have only been a member of this committee
for less than a term of Congress and I am now in the process of
trying to learn.

But I must say, in part, that on this matter of
deinstitutionalization that I am impressed first of all that is a most
worthy goal, and second'Ay that I am pleased to be a member of a
subcommittee of a committee of Congress that has endorsed that
objective. Hopefully, it has made some significant contribution to
the attainment of our overall goal throughout the nation.

I hate to say "but." That always means you are going to start
arguing With what you have just said. I do not mean it that way. I
will say 'however." However, two things occur to me that I would
like to share with all of you. I keep talking with members of the
staff and others and asking over and over again what we accomplish
in terms f problems such as the illustration on the film tomorrow
night, wl ich you will see with your own eyes, of the rampant crime
in the streets of New York. You see these hardened people doing
dispicable things over and over. You see the community in peril.

I say, what are we doing about it? About all I really hear that we
are doing is segregating people. I say that is good, that is fine, but I
just hear it and hear it. That seems to be about the essence of
everything that everybody talks about in this field. Although I am
not attempting at all to downgrade it, I just want us to move on.
That is good; let us hope that is moving well; but that is not really
going to be a problem-solver. I think it can be a contributor, yes, but
certainly not a problem-solver.
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The other thing that I must share with you is that I think we
tend to forget-and I almost wanted to say it when Governor Hunt
was here but in deference to his time I did not-I wish we would all
remember, whether we like it or do not like it in a given context, we
nevertheless have a constitutional form of government, which is
what we are about here today, is a government of enumerated
powers, and the powers that are enumerated in that constitution
and delegated to the Federal Government do not include crime.
That is reserved to the State and local governments, so really all
that we are about in that area is to furnish assistance to the States,
if, in fact, we should be doing that.

That is a question, and I am on the positive side of that question.
But others are not, and they have a right to be where they choose to
be. But at most, we, I think, can legally, constitutionally, only
attempt to provide assistance to State and local government. We
have no constitutional authority to do more than that really.

I want us to do it and do it well, and I think we will continue to
make that effort. It sometimes seems that deinstitutionalization is
about all Congress is trying to get the States and local governments
to do in this area. I endorse that but I do not think we can measure
whether we have done a good job on the basis of a certain State
going 71 percent of the way or 85 percent of the way or 94 percent,
or whatever it is, in the area of deinstitutionalization. I think we
are too hung up on just that facet of an overall problem, and hence,
without meaning to demean that effort, I hope we won't make that
the only flag this ship is flying. I am afraid we are tending to do
that.

Mrs. ROTHMAN. If I may, I would like to reply very briefly. First
of all, I am concerned that if we do not measure, whether it is 75 or
80 or 90, there will be inclination to go 25. Secondly, I quite
understand the limitations on the Federal Government in regard to
the States. Of course, the Federal Government can, in the distribu-
tion of its money, encourage progress in certain areas which it does.

I would hope too, as Mr. Quinn suggested earlier today in his
testimony, that the Federal Government exercise its leadership in
regard to the Federal juvenile justice system, which is somethig
that has concerned us, and S. 1437 has some juvenile justice
operations that ought to be looked at in those terms.

My last remark would be not only am I a resident of New York
State, I am a resident of New York City. I am on the streets of
Manhattan about five days a week. I recognize the kind of problem
that is in tomorrow night's film, and it is a very real problem.
Nevertheless, I must assure you that it is not something that I
encounter every day. I encounter it very rarely, as most people in
New York City do. I just want to put in a good word for the Big
Apple becaue we are not quite at that level yet, although we usually
provide certain demonstrations for the benefit of out-of-town visi-
tors, if they would like.

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. Thank you.
Mr. Rector, I believe that gets us to the end of our list of

witnesses. You have graciously agreed to resume your previous
testimony. I know the staff members who are present had even
from the beginning some questions they had hoped to ask and time
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did not permit, so I will defer mine. I had intended to pass on to you
some of the other questions that were raised by other witnesses.But
before that, we will go back to the beginning and staff will question.

Mr. RALEY. I did have a few questions on fund flow, I prefer not to
ask all of them, but instead will submit most them for the record.

Mr. ANDREWS. I think a good number could be asked by
interrogatories later.

Mr. RA.LEY. We had asked Mr. Rector by letter to list the number
of special emphasis programs funded in FY 1977 and 1978. If I am not
mistaken, Mr. Rector said one of the problems that he encountered
was that he could not spend FY 1978 money until he had spent FY
1977 money. Yet in the list of programs that he presented staff in
writing on June 20, 1978, he not only lists programs from FY 1977
special emphasis funds but also some he has awarded from FY 1978
funds. That seems in conflict with earlier testimony.

[Information requested follows:'

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
" OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

JVN 2 0 1978

Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman, Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity

Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to questions
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention in preparation for the June 27, 1978, Education and
Labor Committee Hearing. Attached are our responses which
follow a reiteration of your questions.

I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations.

With w rm regards,

John I sector
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

ajd Delinquency Prevention

Enclosures
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Question:

12. What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among each of
the existing special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 sinc
FY 1975? Could you provide the Subcommittee with a list of each
special emphasis grant awarded for FY 1977 and FY 1978 with grant
title, grant award, and grantee?

Amounts of Federal money apportioned among each of the existing
special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since FY 1975
are as follows:

Deinstitutional ization of 11,871,910

Status Offenders

Diversion 8,556,919

Prevention of School Crime 6,000,000

Preven Lion 6,190,473

Unsolicited Proposals 5,168,906

Restitution FY 78 (Projected) 24,430,122

Special Eni,p, iis award FY 1977 award amounted
Title/Grantee

Fort Peck Prevention $176,796
Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board
Poplar, Mt.

Youth Arbitration Center $401,613
Washington Urban League
Washington, D.C

Operation Sisters United $375,653
National Council of Negro Women
Washington, D.C.

Model Coninittee Staff Project $666,006
in Juvenile Justice

Legis/50
Englewood, Co.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program $469,323
Nat'l Federation - Settlement Neighborhood
New York. NY.
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Aspira Prevention $518,506
Aspira of America, Inc.
New York, NY.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention $304,974
Girl 's Club of America
New York, N.Y.

Consortium for Youth $402,951
United Way of Greater New Haven
New Haven, Ct.

Positive Youth Development $373,228
Boston Teen Center Alliance
Boston, Mass.

Girl's Coalition $401,715
City of Philadelphia
Philadelphia, Pa.

Tuskegee Institute Prevention 431,413
Alabama Dept. of Youth Services
Montgomery, Al abama

An Alternative to Incarceration $29,125
Sacramento Reg. Planning Council
Sacramento, Ca.

Youth Community Coordinator $200,588
American Public Welfare Assoc.
Washington, D.C.

Boston Diversion Advocacy Project $960,000
Mayor's Office on Criminal Justice
Boston, Ma..

Dallas County Delinquency Prevention $400,350
Dallas County
Dallas, Tx.

Chicago Youth Service Alliance $500,000
Chicago Dept. of Human Services
Chicago, Ill.

Venice-West Prevention $500,000
Venice Drug Coalition
Venice, Ca.
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Youth Services to Rural Area $76,000
Tulare Youth Service Bureau
Tulare, Ca

Program to Prevent Juvenile $450,000
Delinquency

The Salvation Army
Atlanta, Ga.

Special Emphasis awards FY 1978

Juvenile Court Advocacy $117,098
Open Harbor, Inc.
Camrbridge, Ia..

Youth Diversionary Program $72,966
Opportunities Industrialization Center
Providence, R.I.

Deinstitutionalization of Status $247,500
Offenders

Pirna County Juvenile Court Center
Tucson, Arizona

An Alternative to Incarceration $46,166
Tahoe Human Services, Inc.
South Lake Tahoe

Juvenile Delinquency & Prevention $352,784
Boy's Club of America
New York, N.Y.

Mr. RALEY. I am also interested in clarifying another point. John,
in that letter of June 20, 1978, you did tell us that there were 19
programs which had been awarded from FY 1977 funds. Yet, the
Comptroller of LEAA tells us that as of May 30, 1978, there had
been no funds awarded from FY 1977 special emphasis money. In
addition to that, we received a copy of a letter Mr. Rector sent also
on June 20, 1978, to Senator Culver which says there were 36
programs awarded in FY 1977 from special emphasis funds. Per-
haps our first question on fund flow is which, if any, of these replys
are correct. Could you tell us, at this time, how many special
emphasis awards have been made from FY 1977 funds?

[Information requested follows:]
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STATUS OF FUN-DS'-i OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE A3D DELJItQUCY PREVETIO'M

(Anmounts In thousands of dollars)
(Except as Noted)

SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTSIn Actual Dollars

Appropriated Awarded Expended
As of 5/31/78 As of 12/31/77

FY 1975 $ 10,7w-,Coo $ 10.722.776 $ 8,149,145

FY V. 16 19.296.000 17,563,594 7,017,642
(A TQ)

: 1977 23,37?,594" 0 0

Fr 1978 21,250,000 0 0

Total 74,668,594 2.,296,37l ;6,266,787

Source of C'a.a:
Office of the

Ccr-ptro ler, LEAA

JU . .

Hcnor-.2bhl John C. Culver
Chair 3-, Subccrr.ittec to Investigate

Juvenile. D_21 t tioncy
Coittce on the Judiciary
Unitcc States Secnate
W:ashin.ton, b.C. 20510

Dear Ir. Chair,3n:

VI? are Pleased to have the opportua'ty to further clarify qu:.stion.,
re.ar.1inn the officee of Juv'.;ile Justice and Delirquency Prevention
which you raisl.-. at the tlay I Judiciary C,; .ti ittee. M;r. (rr-rg has
asked that IZ s osvciate Aen'inistrator of LAg, I
necess.ry clarifications. Our responses fellow a reitcraLi'6;
of youir quest' hns.

I trust tZhis inforonation will be useful to your delibcretioo:.

With war%' reCards,

John %1. .,ctcr
Adrilnist:atrjr

Enclc . res
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Question:

2a. At a hearing before the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee on
April 27, 1977, OJJDP was asked to provide the Subcommittee
with an analysis of the number of special emphasis grant
applications which were received in FY 1975 and 1976 and
which were worthy of funding. According to this analysis,
the Office received 1,128 grants in FY 1975 and 1976. The
Office found that 103 of these projects merited funding,
but the Office was able to fund only 39 projects because
of limited availability of monies for this purpose.

Was the special emphasis grant program similarly hampered
by a lack of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1975
and 1976? Please provide for the record an analysis of
the number of special emphasis grant applications determined
to be worthy of funding during FY 1977 and 1978 and the
number of projects actually funded.

Answer:

2a. The special emphasis grant program was not hampered by a
lack of funds for meritorious prnjerts during FY 1977 and
1978. This can be illustrated as follows:

- Carryover of FY 76 funds into F. 77

Special Emphasis $15,463,000
Part C 2,679,000
Part E '_1,524,000

TOTAL $19,666,000

- Carryover of FY 77 funds into FY 78

Special Emphasis $28,317,000*
Part C 1,198,000
Part E 8,145,000

TOTAL $37,650,000

In response to the question concerning special emphasis grant
applications determined to be worthy of funding during FY 1977
and 1978 and the number of projects actually funded, the term
worthy is highly subjective and cannot be addressed. In lieu
of the requested information the following is offered:

(Io. of Applications No. of Grants
Received Awarded

FY 1977 450** 36
FY 1978 62 29 (to date)
FY 1978 116 Restitut4on 54 Estimated

Applications Restitution

* Includes $5,088,000 of carryover from FY 76.

'* Approximated. Most of the 425 Prevention Applications went to
Regional Offices. The Regional Offices have since closed and
the records are not available.
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Mr. ANDREWS. May I suggest rather than rudely interrupt you-I
just glanced over the list of what I believe are questions and you
and I and both of these gentlemen tend to be a little verbose-let's
please not get into, any of us, long historical answers. Actually, that
question could be answered with one word. Let's try to keep it, if
you can, as brief as possible. We are very limited as to time. The
question I believe is, how many?

Mr. RALEY. How many projects have been awarded from FY 1977
funds at the current time? We have three different answers and I
would like to clarify which, if any, is correct.

Mr. RECroR. If I may--
Mr. ANDREWS. I will be like the judge and say, "answer the

question". Then, if you would like to, explain.
Mr. RECTOR. I am looking for a fund flow sheet that I received

this morning.
I am not sure I understand. You want to know the fund flows as

of today?
Mr. ANDREWS. No, just the number of special emphasis grants

awarded from FY 1977 monies-6 or 8 or 19 or zero.
Mr. RECTOR. I do not think we have the total number.
Mr. ANDREWS. If you will call them out I will add them up.
Mr. RALEY. Can you tell us which answer is correct-your answer

to Mr. Andrews, to Mr. Culver, or the one from the Comptroller?
Mr. RECTOR. I can't tell you as of this moment the precise number

of programs we have funded with fiscal year 1977 money.
Mr. RALEY. I am asking awarded, not funded.
Mr. RECTOR. That we have awarded or funded?
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you have anyone who would know the answer

to the question?
Mr. RECTOR. Obviously there are numerous quetions being asked

today. I think we have a piece of paper that will respond to that. I
do not have it as personal recollection.

Mr. ANDREWS. Do you know of any that you have funded?
Mr. RECTOR. Paul Quinn referred to a number of programs that

had been delayed. There is a program called Track 2--
Mr. ANDREWS. I thought that was a razor. [Laughter.]
Mr. RECTOR. It sounds like it. It's more or less jargon. It is not my

way of describing it. It is the jargon the system uses. These were
programs funded out of discretionary special emphasis monies that
were developed in the Regions. There is one little item that has not
been mentioned: the Regions were abolished.

Mr. ANDREWS. We are trying to get now at what projects have
been awarded.

Mr. RALEY [continuing]. From special emphasis funds.
Mr. RECTOR. For Track 2, which is special emphasis, we have

awarded 29 projects as of last week. We have 54 projects to be
awarded within the next few weeks, certainly by the end of July.
The reason I mentioned the abolishment of the Regions, is that
project was in midstream when the Regions were abolished. My
staff last July recommended the entire project be abolished, as were
the Regions. I decided and overrode everybody in the Office and said
we would hang on to the project, delay it until after the formal
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grant review process and pick it up later in the year. We picked it
up again in March. That is the reason why there has been some
delay on the Track 2. I see Gordon shaking his head. I can assure
you that is the reason there has been a delay on Track 2. I will
supply for the record the memoranda of the staff, Mr. Nader, and
others recommending the project be abolished.

[The information is on file and available for review by the public
through the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.]

Mr. RECTOR. We have started a timely processing of those 54
applications. I have signed off on close to 30 in the hst couple of
months. We will soon have that up to 54. The total dollars involved
are somewhere in the neighborhood of $5 million in special empha-
sis monies. I will have to supply that at another point.

Mr. RALEY. If I am correct, in earlier testimony you said you
could not spend FY 1978 money until you expended FY 1977 money;
is that correct?

Mr. RECTOR. My understanding is we are duty bound to spend our
dollars in a first in-first out manner. If the comptroller's office has
submitted information to you and there is a conflict, obviously some
of it is incorrect. We will submit for the record a clarification. It is
little wonder. I am not going to take the full rap for a system that
has conflicting procedures. I will submit, however, we took our best
shot.

Some of these States like New York have not even filed a fiscal
fund flow paper, a so-called H-1 report, for a numLer of years-not
months-years. It is no small task to develop the type of informa-
tion that you are asking about. We took our best shot. If there is an
inconsistency between what the comptroller's office submitted and
what we did, we will clarify thgt for the record. It is a very complex
area. You cannot talk about fund flow without talking about the
strictures.

You are just stressing problems in the Federal-State relationship.
There is an OMB circular that prohibits us from mandating fund
flow information on a project-by-project specific basis. Our agency
has recently appealed that OMB circular and we were recently
denied. We are reappealing through Director McIntyre to get better
leverage on trying to get more specific information.

I previously worked for a Member of the other body. He wanted a
printout of LEAA dollars in his particular State. I called the
Congressional Liaison Office at LEAA. They told me they did not
have that kind of information because they could not mandate it
because OMB, under the new federalism, didn't allow that. In a
steadfast way we contacted the state planning agency in Indiana.
What did we find out? They did not keep it because the feds don't
mandate it. A lot of these things are catch-22.

Mr. RALEY. In your testimony earlier you said one of the reasons
you had problems moving money was that you had a high amount
of carryover from previous years. The reason, you said, was because
you had to spend FY 1977 funds before you spent FY 1978 funds. I

ave a written answer from June 20, 1978, to our question which we
asked which says you had about 19 special emphasis programs
awarded from FY 1977 funds, and then five, I believe, awarded from
FY 1978 funds. That seems to contradict your testimony this
morning.
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Mr. RECTOR. I agree with you there is a contradiction. Let's clarify
that. What I meant to say accurately on the question of first in,
first out, that is not a problem. That is not a fund flow problem.
That is an issue as to whether you can spend '78 before '77. You still
have the total amount of dollars at the same level.

Mr. RALEY. The reason I was shaking my head regarding your
statements about Track 2-and correct me, please, if I am wrong-
it was my understanding, and I have just received a note that would
seem to verify my understanding, that the Track 2s are Crime
Control and not OJJDP special emphasis funds.

Mr. RECTOR. Track Two is reverted special emphasis money.
Mr. RALEY. Reverted from LEAA?
Mr. RECTOR. As I described this morning the statute requires that

money that reverts from formula grants is converted into our
special emphasis pot. Track Two is special emphasis money.

Mr. RALEY. LEAA or OJJDP money?
Mr. RECTOR. It is OJJDP reverted money. The OJJDP formula is

converted into special emphasis. It is a special emphasis project. We
will submit for the record-I thought I had it with me and I am
disappointed I don't-the breakout of each of the projects. They are
all over the country. They are bonafide kinds of projects.

Mr. RALEY. These are also one-word answers I suspect, if I could
get a few in for the record.

We have talked a little about the cancellation of a program
dealing with youth gang problems, which I believe you cancelled in
the fall of 1977.

Is it true that in the fall of 1977 you recalled requests for
proposals for a national program relating to school violence?

Mr. RECTOR. The gang initiative was never formally announced--
Mr. RALEY. I am talking about school violence.
Mr. RECTOR. It was put on the shelf last summer. In fact, our staff

recommended-I will quote from one of the memos that you re-
ceived-that the entire planned 1978 dollar flow be "scuttled." An
RFP for the initiative that you are referring to on school violence
hit the street somewhere in July. In fact, it had been signed off on
before I arrived. It was for $600,000.

That RFP, in fact, was withdrawn. It is being retooled. More
money-in the neighborhood of $2.5 million-is being cranked into
the project. We are going contract instead of grant.

I will provide a full and complete explanation as to some of the
extraordinary bases for which the RFP was originally withdrawn,
which, in part, relates to persons and entities that received inside
information about the RFP.

Mr. RALEY. We would appreciate that.
Is it true that in the fall of 1977 you also cancelled two other

special emphasis guidelines which were under development to inte-
grate serious offenders in their home community?

Mr. RECTOR. I would say that is not true. There was a serious
offender project in draft form. I believe you were supplied that. If
you were not, we will supply the 10 or 11 pages that were drafted.

I think it is important to stress that we should not confuse six or
seven pages with the fact that a program is ready to hit the street.
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The process is rather substantial. I think that is a concern that
Congresswoman Chisholm had. I don't think we had the opportu-
nity to fully educate her as to all the steps involved between the
time we say we are going to go with something and the time when
we are at the reality point of actually making money available.

We will provide the 11 pages that were available. We will also
provide a critique of that proposal submitted to us by experts that
were assembled. There were very negative comments. That was
part of the reason that we-it is not like we cancelled-decided not
to go ahead with that. With all the good intentions in the world, the
Office had represented to you in April they were going to do a half a
dozen things. I am sure those representations were made sincerely.
I am sure there was every intention in the world of carrying them
out.

But, as I indicated earlier, the record had been one a year. We
were going into a year with political transition. Regional offices
were being abolished. We were taking over the formula grants for
the first time. If anything, it appeared that we would be lucky to
process one in the course of the coming year.

Mr. RALEY. Only two more quick questions. At what date do you
anticipate the fiscal year 1979 guidelines to State planning agencies
being available to the State planning agencies?

We understand they must have a plan submitted on July 31, 1978,
for their fiscal year 1979 program, and that they have not yet
received the guidelines.

Mr. RECTOR. That is correct. With a matter such as the contro-
versy around the definitions and guidelines, no matter what we did
or would have done, there would be a degree of controversy. I hate
to admit a lack of ownership, but the guidelines Mr. Quinn referred
to as Mr. Rector's were developed long before my arrival.

The commingling guidelines are so controversial. We intend, as I
indicated in Georgia recently at a state-wide conference on the
deinstitutionalization, where concern was expressed similar with
the ones Governor Hunt had in North Carolina, that we are going
to change the commingling provisions. A lot of folks expressing
other concerns have been beating the bushes for months for us to do
everything from holding the entire guidelines process in abeyance
to a whole host of other actions.

We took what we thought was a forthright and open process. I
have to underscore open. Governor Hunt mentioned that he
thought the state advisory groups and national advisory committee
should be involved in the process.

Mr. RALEY. We have no problems with the guidelines. I wondered
what date. we might be able to anticipate when the State planning
agencies--

Mr. RECTOR. I said over a lot of dead bodies, June 15.
Mr. RALEY. Do you think it will be before July 31?
Mr. RECTOR. I think so. Certainly it has to be before July 31. It

has to be. It had to be before June 15, but certainly by the end of
the month.

We have done a lot of things with them. We have done a plain
English job on them that I think the Chairman would find encour-

32-505 0 - 78 - 13
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aging. To encourage people used to the jargon associated with
criminal justice to take a plain English approach is no small thing.

We used the Federal Register. People talk about that like it has
been the history of LEAA. It was the first major LEAA program
that used the Fedral Register. That was part of our outreach to
open up the process and allow for comment. Frankly, I was disap-
pointed at our conversation the other day, when you indicated you
hadn't studied the guidelines all that carefully.

Mr. RALEY. I don't believe we said we hadn't studied them
carefully, but only that we haven't made a formal recommendation.
We studied them very carefully.

Mr. RECTOR. My mistake. I have been disappointed with the
National Advisory Committee. We funded a national meeting at
Reston for all the State advisory groups and the National Advisory
Committee and gave them the guidelines almost a month in ad-
vance-the difference between March 3, and March 25, or 24-so
they would have an opportunity to get a look at the them. Yet, we
didn't receive from the National Advisory Committee-in fact, from
a host of others-any comments about the guidelines.

We did receive, however, on the up side, several hundred com-
ments that were very helpful. We have cranked many of those
observations into the guidelines. We are still working at it. If we
don't have it by the end of the month, I will be the first to report it
to you.

Mr. RALEY. The last question-which I hope again will be brief,
both in answer and question-is what are the Office's policies
regarding funding of unsolicited proposals? Are there guidelines for
doing that?

You said earlier today it wasn't just giving money away. Is there
a limit, for example, to the amount of funds awarded for unsolicited
proposals? How do you let the general public know that unsolicited
proposal grants are being accepted?

Mr. RECTOR. The normal way-not the normal way, because
nothing much is normal at LEAA-but a rational way of letting the
public know is to publish items in the Federal Register.

For the coming fiscal year, we will put in the Federal Register-
and it will be published in the next couple weeks-a laundry list,
basically reflecting things in the statute, as to what areas so-called
unsolicited activity will be. Included will be programs in the Insti-
tute, in the formula grants area, and in special emphasis.

"Unsolicited", as I said earlier, is a misnomer. It means that
there are not applications that are yielded as a product of a
national guideline or one of the national initiatives. For example, if
someone in your State or any other State had a good idea, and
generally met LEAA discretionary guideline criteria, they can sub-
mit that to us. It is left to our discretion in terms of dollar amount.
The Congress didn't put a limitation on it.

Mr. RALEY. Are those competitive?
Mr. RECTOR. No, they are not competitive.
Mr. RALEY. Who makes the decision as to whether it gets funded

or not?
Mr. RECTOR. Well, as you know, the decisionmaking around the

Juvenile Justice Act is very complicated. As long as I am nominat-
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ing GAO to look into various things, I would modestly suggest they
look into that decisionmaking process. Again I haven't heard any-
body mention today.

We very much still have, in spite of the recent amendments, what
could generously be called a shared decisionmaking process about
almost everything. That has changed a bit. We have signed off on
Track Two. The grant and contract review board is nowhere near as
stifling as in former administrations because we raised the level to
$500,000. But in most instances the decisionmaking is shared be-
tween the administrator of our office and the acting administrator
of LEAA.

Mr. CAuseK. This morning, you said one of the problems in
moving money in the Office is that you are grossly understaffed.
How many positions exist at our office?

Mr. RECTOR. We have 61 ful-time positions, seven part-time and
two positions of a temporary variety.

Mr. CAUSEY. Of the 61, how many employees do you have in that
office?

Mr. RECTOR. I may have to call on assistance for the specific
number, but we are in the neighborhood of 50.

Mr. CAUSEY. That implies you have 11 vacancies?
Mr. RECTOR. That would mean-let me count-nine vacancies for

sure. The deputy's job is vacant as we discussed the other day.
There are a couple others where the job descriptions have been
approved. Either an announcement has been made about the job or,
one step beyond that, the job announcement has been made, people
have responded, and we are awaiting a personnel action review
board, which takes three weeks to a month.

Mr. CAUSEY. Would it be safe to say most of those vacancies are in
positions of policy-making areas?

Mr. RECTOR. No, that is not safe to say.
Mr. CAUSEY. Are the vacancies--
Mr. RECTOR. It depends.
Mr. CAUSEY. Let me rephrase it. Are the vacancies in director

divisions?
Mr. RECTOR. In our newly created unit to provide some of the

coordination that has been lacking, we have a vacancy in the
director's position. I had a person .working there on a temporary
basis, the person was referred to earlier today as having recently
departed our office, and that is true; that person was a non-Civil
Service person who was there for a short term to fill in until we get
our full-time position.

The deputy position, that normally takes-since our last conver-
sation, I did make inquiries-a schedule 16 and takes in the normal
course of things, without any wrinkles, union questions or such as
that, somewhere in the neighborhood of six months to fill.

As I indicated, we are underway putting the list together, and Mr.
Nader has been gone for several months. There is nothing extraor-
dinary about the time involved in filling that job.

Since the beginning of the year, we have made rather substantial
progress. Getting criticized to the extent we have about staff posi-
tions is ironic. The part that is overlooked is the fact that I went
through what I would consider a small war last summer to get 30
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additional positions. The Congress authorized, in appropriations for
fiscal 1975, 51 positions. The Office had less than that. We added to
that, and a couple months later, we are getting criticized because
they are vacant.

I don't mean that we have done each and every thing in the
personnel process correctly. We have not. We have learned a lot in
the last 10 or 11 months. But we certainly want to get credit for
having increased the total staff a lot. If there has been a shortfall, it
has been in trying to fill those additional positions.

Mr. CAUSEY. Are you currently making efforts to increase the size
above 61?

Mr. RECTOR. It is like Catch 22, you know. Until we get those all
filled, we can't make a genuine request that will get anywhere with
OMB or anybody else. We are working hard to get that.

Mr. CAUSEY. You have taken steps to fill the 11 vacancies?
Mr. RECTOR. The vacancies that I mentioned-there is something

cooking on those vacancies. I think with the exception of the GS-15
position, that the person, Doyle, just left, with the exception of that
one, all the several positions we talked about are in the finalization
period. It takes a long time. It is not like on the Hill or somewhere
else.

It takes sometimes as long-for example, I did get a legal advisor
position, and, believe me, in that office we need one. It took eight
months. That was eight months after Mr. Civiletti approved it. It
took eight months to get it through the entire process. That person
will be arriving, I think, July 10.

That is another slot that is taken care of. The person, being a
practicing lawyer, had a caseload and there had to be about a
month's transition.

Mr. CAUSEY. What is your assessment of morale at the Office?
Mr. RECTOR. I think it is very low. I concur with Barbara

Sylvester's comments and those of a number of other persons. In
some regard I am a contributing factor to the lower degree of
morale. This is the same LEAA everybody was about to abolish last
summer; the same one that has had rough spots for a long period of
time. I wouldn't say they deserved all the rough spots. But the
Agency doesn't have a history of ,being a miracle worker. The
abolishment of the Regions-? don't defend that-came on very
short notice. The human side of that was incredible.

We have people on our staff whose spouses were in another city
for a period of months. One person's spouse was having a baby in
Atlanta while he was working in the home office here. The human
side to that was not good for morale.

Mr. CAUSEY. Let's move beyond what the morale was a year ago
and look at it today.

This subcommittee has received correspondence from the local
union which your office recognizes, and we have received a number
of complaints about the operation of the Office, some personal
complaints and others in terms of program and operation.

How about now with respect to morale?
[Letter referred to follows:]
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Asftcon Pedeoebon cf State, County and Municipal Employees

C W Newi Lair Enforcemnt Assistance Administration Employees No 2830

S*t.. Joyce L, William

A6We, 633 Indiana Avenue, N W.

Washington, D C 20531

June 15, 1978

Honorable Ike F Andreva, Chairman
House Subcomaittee on Economic Opportunity
U S House of Representatives
2181 Rayburn House Office Bldg
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrew&

At the direction of the Executive Board of Local 2830, I am submitting
thc attached 15-point petition for your review and consideration Many of
the points are administrative and policy-setting in nature and fall outside
the normal areas open to labor-management negotiations under Executive Order
11491 However, since every point in the petition contributes to a situation
which is negatively affecting the national effort to deal appropriately with
the growing delinquency problem, we feel that it is our responsibility to
bring these issues to your attention

The 15 points include a description of current management, staffing, and
fiscal approaches that do not appear to support the legislative intent of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 We are .tot alone in
these observations Congresswoman Shirley Chisolm in her address to the Second
Annual Youth Workers Conference on June 8, 1978, raised many of the same issues
ard concerns questioning the "bureaucratic inertid'that is stymieing Federal
delinquency programs

Of specific concern to Local 2830 and its members are the personnel
strategies employed by Hr Rector He has succeeded, through a continuing
series of comments and actions, in intimidating his staff and reducing their
effectiveness. For example, at the same conference referred to earlier,
Mr Rector stated that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention has 25 incompetent staff members, and he urged the youth workers
in attendance to write the Civil Service Commission to petition their dis-
charge for incompetency
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Page 2

This is only one of many similar public charges of incompetence, many
against specific staff members, that made it impossible for staff members
to perform their routine professional duties.

Local 2830 will continue to represent the OJJDP staff in a growing
number of grievances, EEO actions, and personnel matters However, the
continuing expenditure of our resources on individual problems begs the
point of the larger issues at hand We feel that only through your assis-
tance can the larger issues be resolved in a fair, equitable, and timely
fashion Without resolution we feel that the national effort to prevent
juvenile delinquency and improve juvenile justice, vhich was so clearly
stated and vigorously mandated by P L 91-415, the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, will be rendered ineffective

Should our petition be heard and should you require further information
and documentation, we would be happy to cooperate with you or your staff in
seeking a remedy to the current situation

Sincerely,

BeckeFresid. eni t
Local 2830

cc Members of Sub-Committee



193

We hereby petition the Congress of the United States to investigate
the management of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) Said management
has made numerous errors of ommission and commission that are seriously
hampering the fulfillment of programs and objectives mandated in the
relevant legislation To wit

Tie Administrator of OJJDP has failed to fill numerous vacant
positions that have been available since January 1978 To
date only three professional positions have been filled, two
of them political, noncareer appointments The resulting
staff shortage has made it impossible for the Office to handle
its workload, and the existing staff members are greatly over-
burdened

2 The Admitistrator of OJJDP has failed to provide adequate
staff icadership and policy direction For example

a There have been only a few meetings with the entire staff
since Jul> 1977, and none at all since the fall of 1977

b Division hcads have not been able to meet with the
Administrator on a regular basis to deal with current
problems and ongoing business

c The onl> decisions the Administrator has made that are
known to the staff are a series of prohibitions lacili-
tative actions have not been taken For example, staff
members have been prohibited from consulting with LEAA's
Office of General Counsel on a day-to-day basis con-
cerning grants, contracts, and other issues dealing with
their responsibilities let, other ways of resolving
such legal problems as they arise have not been sug-
gested Tnis places both staff members and grantees at a
serious disadvantage, as decisions are made without the
best available legal advice Nonetheless, staff members
are being held rcsponible for the results of the de-
cisions made under these unfavorable circumstances

d The Administrator of OJJDP has exacerbated the workload
problems by requiring excessive detail work and by
questioning the smallest decisions In a large number of
instances the extra work is redundant or meaningless
This situation has beLn worsened by the Administrator's
constant changes in policy interpretations and in taking
excessively long periods of tLime to reach routine de-
cisions about submitted work
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3. The Administrator of OJJDP has failed to properly delegate
authority to division heads or other staff members He has
reserved to hinsclf the final decisions even about the smallest
and most routine matters This has had a substantially
negative impact on personnel end on their relations with the
general public

4 The Administrator of OJJDP has maintained an inLonsistent
travel policy, which ranges from complete moratoriums over
longer periods of time to an eiratic policy of allowing travel
but not approving it in a timely enough fashion to permit
ration-il planning As a resulL, staff members are prevented
from having updated information from the field on the status
of the programs they monitor

5 The Administrator of OJJDP ha% frequently made derogatory
personal comment,, about the Office personnel in front of their
outside professional associate,, participating agencies, and
community organizations On numerous occasions he has without
justification said to outsiders that particular staff members
are incompetent, thereby making it impossible for them to
perform their routine professional duties For example, on
June 9, 1978, at the NatLionil Nouth Workers Conference in
Washington, D C , the Administrator of OJJDP stated to this
large youth serving group that OJJDP has 25 incompetent staff
and lie urged the youth serving groups to write to the Civil
Service Coriiission to petition their discharge for incompe-
tency

6 The Administrator of OJJDP has harassed many talented pro-
fessionals, causing them to lecve the Office and greatly
depressing the morale of the rcmaintng personnel

7 The Administrator of OJJDP has made arbitrary and capricious
policy decisions about grant administration, and has delayed
decisions on award of contract, after competitive procedures
have been followed which has hid an adverse effect on program
implementation

8. The Office has a major fund-fl)w problem that is directly
related to the cancellation of program guidelines that were in
the process of bclng written when the Administrator of OJJDP
took office Dela>s in making critical decisions about
program issues worsened this problem In addition, the
Administrator has circumvented established funding procedures
and has solicited applications without giving potential
applicants any directions on application procedures and
requirements This has resulted in long delays in processing
applications and has made additional work for applicants
These unsolicited applications result in grant programs which
are often duplicative of other existing services and are often
inconsistent with state and local priorities
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9. The Administrator of OJJDP has diverted funds from the Special
Emphasis programs to support state deinstitutionalization
requirements, reducing the access of private youth serving
agencies to Special Emphasis monies, contrary to the legis-
lation's clear intent

10. The Administrator of OJJDP has aborted the program development
process by failing to plan and comply with established LLAA
procedures for program planning and by his inconsistent
decisions about funding strategies. This has been compounded
by his abrasive actions and alienation of other agency offices
As a result, coordination between office divisions and other
LEAA offices has been disrupted

11 The Federal Interagency Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Just.ce ha, not met in more than 18 months despite its legis-
lativc mandate In addition, the Administrator of OJJDP has
discouraged staff from planning with other federal Agencies
which is in clear violation of the law

12. The Administrator of OJJDP has repeatedly cancelled the
National Advisory Committee's meetings and has actively
discouragcd it from carrying out its functions

13 The Administrator of OJJDP has minimized the importance of
basic research and its role in program development and has
jeopardized evaluations by delaying decisions essential to
their continuation

14 The Administrator of OJJDP has alienated the states by main-
taining an inflexible stance on compliance requirements that
disregards local conditions and problems He has publicly
indicated to those states that resist complying with his
demands that he will transfer their funds to other states that
do conform to his requirements He has taken an uneven and
inconsistent stand on review and approval of state plans
Some plans have been disapproved while others with similar
deficiencies have been approved This has resulted in the
organization of sectional protest actions within the SPA
conference, and has been unsupportive to good faith efforts
made by states

15. Of the $150 million allocated for fiscal year 1978, approxi-
mately $56 million has been obligated to date Of this, $50 5
million was awarded to formula grant programs, and the money
went directly to the states upon approval of their plans
Actual expenditures of these funds are very small Thus,
approximately $5 5 million has been obligated by the Office to
discretionary grants since the beginning of the fiscal year on
October 1, 1977
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The AdruInit r-tor of OJJD)P Ii , postpon(d the dt c lop-
ment and 1lut Intat ion of mijor progru , nldjt at ink Con-
grt 5 1oi i c iipha, i-, ias on qu-l Ifty pro,,r ti-, ind not ti flow
of fund,, His failure to develop alternitl . pro nis hIt
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of planning caused b5 d. I'1on, mdt b5 the Adriinl,,trat 1l of
OJ JiHP

Mr. RECTOR Maybe I was not clear. I am talking about now.
Those are still factors. I think abolishing the Regions was a factor
in some of the disjointedness between our office and the SPAs They
have a close relationship with the Regions.

Another factor is that we are now operating and responsible for
the juvenile justice formula grant program Admittedly a lot of
folks don't like that, a lot of folks employed at LEAA don't care for
that We will supply for the record the agreement that Bob Grimes,
head of the Office of Criminal Justice Programs, who is working
hard with us at this, and I worked out to take care of this very
difficult transition period

It is not like there are no efforts going on But I am not surprised,
on the other hand, to hear about some of these stories

Mr CAUSEY Throughout the day, in your testimony this morning
and other comments from other people, there appears to be a degree
of tension between your office and LEAA in terms of the operation
of your office

Does that, in your opinion, make a case for taking OJDDP out of
LEAA9

Mr RECTOR You asked me that the other day I don't think so at
all I think it makes a case for the fact that we are doing some of
the things that the Congressmen indicated that we should do that
were neglected for nearly three years. The folks who neglected
them are, in the main, still onboard Some of them in our office, the
lion's share not in our office You can't make that kind of transition
and those kinds of changes without some people being unhappy
about it

It is not like we are going out of our way to make people
unhappy But there are high expectations that we implement these
changes So we are caught between a rock and a hard place

I don't think the fact that there are some persons-at least some
slice of that concern is quite understandable from the point of view
we are making progress On the other hand, some slice of it is
attributable to shortfall on our part--perhaps not having taken the
time to be as sensitive about some of these things with people who
have developed certain habits Maybe we will do better

Mr CAUSEY Let me raise an example where you have taken time
in these areas One, for example, and Governor Hunt addressed this
principally today, is the Federal Coordinating Council Who has the
responsibility for calling the Council together9

Mr RECTOR The statutory responsibility rests with the Attorney
General I am the vice chairperson of the Council The responsibil-
ity for calling such a meeting rests with us
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Mr CAusEY Have you ever made a request to call the Council
together?

Mr. RECTOR I have made a request We scheduled, as you are
aware, a meeting-I have forgotten the exact date, in the third or
fourth week of May, and we scheduled a meeting for the 21st of
June In both instances, the first one because we were not prepared
for it, the second one, as I described to you the other day, in the
main, because we were not prepared for it, we had to reschedule

I take substantial if not entire responsibility, for not having
gotten our ducks in order in a swift enough fashion to date to have
had a meeting We will have four this year That is our statutory
obligation

There is a strategy behind this Mr Quinn said to me in the
hallway a few minutes ago that we didn't have the guts to do this
intercoordinating business I think those of us in the administra-
tion, the Attorney General, the President, and other persons who
are working on this, including the present staff, have a lot of guts as
it comes to coordination efforts You are going to see emerging from
our efforts in the Council and with the National Academy of
Sciences something that is rather unique in the area of intergovern-
mental activities

It is going to be targeted activity It is going to focus on the new
language in the statute and the 1977 amendments It is going to
assess title XX, it is going to assess title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, it is going to assess the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, it is going to assess Economic Development Act money at
Commerce For the first time, we will start blowing the whistle
on inconsistent policies and practices

The predecessors of the Council have been at work for 16 or 17
years Bobby Kennedy established the first council, with Dave
Hackett as Staff Director That was the beginning In the interim
there has been a lot of time spent on debating things like the
definition of delinquency prevention We have to clarify what we
are talking about, but this, in our view, is going to be the first nuts-
and-bolts assessment as to why it is that dollars in other Federal
agencies are being allocated in a manner inconsistent with the JD
Act, as well as what can be done either through policy direction,
change in regulations, or statutory revisions to make a difference

That is what we are going to do We have just funded a relation-
ship with the National Academy of Sciences Child Development and
Public Policy Unit To help us in that endeavor to provide staff, to
provide expertise, persons of multiple experience will be involved
This will assure we don't bite off more than we can chew It will be
something that will be noteworthy It won't be a dog-and-pony show

Mr CAUSEY What is your view of the purpose and role of the
National Advisory Committee, and is that role different from the
Council'?

Mr RECTOR It is an extraordinarily different kind of role than
the Council The Council is made up of the government bureaucrats
and cabinet heads The role of the National Advisory Committee is
a very significant one, however

As we all know, a cornerstone of the JD Act is citizen participa-
tion and youth participation Ongoing public involvement in the
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juvenile justice field is commingled with sensible kinds of notions
and observations from people who are not entirely part of that
system To the extent they are a part of it, they tend to be from the
private nonprofit aspects of that system They can impact on policy
judgments being made in an office like ours, impact in other sectors

I had no small part in working to assure that the National
Advisory Committee would be a more viable entity than some,
including the State Planning Agency Conference, had contemplated

I think it has a vital role On the other hand, I was glad to hear
Barbara Sylvester mention that she didn't expect us to put the
National Advisory Committee at the top of our list with all the
competing concerns that we have to deal with It is very important,
though We do have a reassessment as to what the role of our staff
should be with regard to it

I don't think the role should be all that significant I think that
the National Advisory Committee should be far more independent
We are supporting a new contractual relationship to make available
at least as much money as the committee has had in the past

We are urging them-and we commend George Bellitsos, of the
Committee-urging them, as we are trying to do, to get to the bare
bones, to cut the frills, and to get on with the important business It
is difficult, but we will have a contract It is very important work
We funded a meeting at Reston to bring together the National
Advisory Committee, the State Advisory groups and others With-
out that kind of viable voice and citizen input, we won't do as well
as we could

Mr CAUSEY Did you ever have communication with the General
Services Administration about the role and purpose of the
Committee'

Mr RECTOR Not until last week I don't want to throw out all the
dirty linen, but I learned from Gordon last week, about a problem
with he General Services Administration, which, in fact, has been
remedied as near as I can tell

I think you are referring to the fact that GSA, in conjunction
with OMB, did what amounted to a downgrading of the significance
of the National Advisory Committee In fact, they had contacted our
General Counsel's office and Mr Guryansky of the Office of Man-
agement and Finance, early this year It is not always the case, but
I didn't receive, as I recall, any copies of these communications As
soon as I found out about the downgrading, I got on the phone with
a lawyer at GSA and pointed out to her the new language in
Sections 220 and 208(b), where the Congress inserted the words
"Congress and the President" She didn't seem to be aware of that,
and the decision-making at GSA had been based on lack of aware-
ness of the insertion of those two words and a pretty strange
construction of some language under the Council sections They
have assured me that the National Advisory Committee will retain
its Presidential character

Mr CAUSEY I believe you are referring to Ms Stahnke, the
attorney at GSA Did you ever imply or state that it was your
intention never to have the Committee file a report to the
President9
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Mr RECTOR I told her that the statute says that the Committee is
to advise the Associate Administrator, the President, and the Con-
gress It is the filing of the report with the President that would
allow for the Presidential status, as opposed to the lesser status

Mr CAUSEY I am not sure I have the answer to my question,
John

Mr RECTOR I am sorry
Mr CAUSEY Let me rephrase it. We received yesterday a letter

from Jay Solomon, the administrator of GAO, in which he strongly
implies that you communicated with his office and said it was never
the intention of your office to file a report with the President
through the National Advisory Committee Is that true?

[Letters referred to follows]
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&.alPm 'O" CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
"WI- HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

POOM 2 CANNON House OV C E UILOING
WASHINGTON, D C, Wit

June 14, 1978

Ms. Yvonne C. Stahnke
Acting Director
Committee Management Secretariat
General Services Administration
GS Building
18th and F Streets, N W.
Washington, DC 20405

Dear Ka Stahnke

It is my understanding that the General Counsel of the General
Services Administration has advised the Secretariat that the National
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
does not meet the definition of a Presidential Advisory Committee as
defined in the Federal Advisory Comaittee Act (Public Law 92-463)
Section 3(4) of that Act reads as follows

"(4) The tars 'Presidential advisory committee'
means an advisory committee which advises the President '

Section 208(b) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, as amended, reads as follows

"(b) The Advisory Committee shall make recoinndstions
to the Associate Administrator, the President, and the
Congress at least annually with respect to planning, policy,
priorities, operations, and management of all Federal
Juvenile delinquency programs "

Since the President appoints the National Advisory Committee's
membership and its Chairman, and since he receives their advice through
annual recommendations, I would appreciate knowing the rationale used
by the General Counsel in advising that this committee does not meet
the definition of a Presidential Advisory Committee as established by
the Federal Advisory Committee Act

The Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, which I chair, will
be holding oversight hearings on the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and the National Advisory Committee, on
June 27. 1978 1 would be most grateful for a reply prior to that
date

;erely,

Chairman

IA grd
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Vf\i -N General

Administraton Washington DC 20405

JU 28 191$

Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education ind Labor
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr Andrews

Think ,ou for the expression of interest in the National
Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (NACJJDP) contained in youx letter of June 14,
1978, to Ms vonne Stahnke of the General Services
Administration's (GSA) Committee Management Secretariat

Upon receipt of Nour letter, our Committee Management
Secretariat statE and representatives of the Office of
General Counsel reviewed the ".ACJJDP authority in light
of recent efforts of the law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration (lFAA) to implement the Juvenile Justice Admendments
A representative of GSA's Office of General Counsel contacted
Mr John N Rector, Associate Administrator, Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquencv Prevention, IEAA, who is
primaril\ responsible for the Committee at I EAA, to ascertain
whether the NACJJDP plans to submit a report directly to
the President Mr Rector has assured us that, contrary
to our previous understanding, the Committee will submit
recommendations to the President as required bv Section
208(h) of the Juvenile Justice Act, as amended, to which
ou refer in your letter

On the basis of this assurance, uhich corrected our previous
understanding, ue will again list the NACJJDP is a Presiden-
ti-,1 advtsor committee

If Nou desire a -nore detailed review of the history of this
matter, we wouldd be happy to provide it Please feel free to
contact Ms \vonne Stahnke of our Committee Management
Secretariat, -it 566-1642, i1 you have any questions

k 
erel,
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Mr RECTOR I haven't seen that letter, but I certainly didn't say
that What I said was that the National Advisory Committee did
not have to file their report to the President through us If that had
been the case, then that would support the downgrading

I said that the National Advisory Committee had to file a report
to us, a report to the President, and a report to Congress That
clarification provides a basis for retaining the higher priority of a
Presidential committee

That is why, as I recall, the additional words were placed in the
statute

Mr CAUSEY You are aware that the Committee has had seven
vacancies since March of this year Did you ever initiate communi-
cation with the White House to encourage those positions to be
filled9

Mr RECTOR I have, mostly on the telephone, been in contact with
persons at the White House personnel office, since my arrival in the
Office last summer, including the activity that led up to the ap-
pointments last October, and, subsequent to that, on a relatively
regular basis

I don't know if I can compete with Barbara's effort, but on a
relatively regular basis I have been in touch with them They have
been delayed for at least three months or more I know someone,
Miss Rothman, or someone mentioned that in the Ford Administra-
tion-the reasons we have March as the cut-off is because they
waited that long That is certainly no excuse for us Interestingly
enough, however--

Mr CAUSEY Excuse me In this communication did you ever
recommend to the White House these vacancies be filled9

Mr RECTOR I have been recommending to the White House the
vacancies be filled for quite some time It is important, however,
that you understand the reasons for the delays There are bureau-
cratic reasons I am sure they have had a lot of appointments for
other kinds of matters But the real hangup was getting clearance
for the persons who had been convicted As you know, the statute
requires that a number of persons be placed on the Committee that
have had criminal justice system experience

As easy as that is to put in a statute-it was deleted in '74 but
was resurrected and put in this year-there were problems relative
to FBI clearance This has been the primary stumbling block
delaying the announcements of the appointees

As I explained to you the other day, an FBI clearance is not
something that is a one-week experience They do a name check If
it turns up negatively, that triggers a host of other matters Obvi-
ously, when you have persons who have been in the penitentiary
their names are going to turn up The more in-depth kind of work
that one would expect to be done with those persons was done
That, as has been explained, was the major problem

I know Gordon has been asking me for a matter of weeks about it
Each and every time I have been given the same explanation by the
White House That is the only explanation I have ever gotten I
believe it is, in fact, the only explanation

Mr CAUSEY Let me go back to a question I asked before
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Mr RECTOR May I submit one thing Believe it or not, I have the
names of the persons so we can put this issue to rest. I can run
down the list

Mr CAUSEY Names of what9
Mr RECTOR The new members of the Committee You asked me

whether I had been on the horn to the White House I have been
calling more regularly in recent days

Mr CAUSEY When will these names be announced?
Mr RECTOR They will be formally announced on Thursday I

have been instructed that I can share with you the names of the
persons and basic information, but that the material itself is
embargoed That is the ruling on it I can give to you a copy for
access by the chairman and staff

Mr ANDREWS There is not that much urgency about it We will
just wait until Thursday I do not want any leaks emanating from
this hearing [Laughter I Congratulations I am pleased such persons
are to be named That is good

Mr RECTOR We do have two persons-at least two-who will
bring a pespective of a practical variety that is seldom brought to
bear in a committee such as this

Mr ANDREWS Very good Thank you
Mr CAUSEY I do have a few more questions but I think in the

interest of time those questions could probably be submitted in
writing

Mr RECTOR May I mention one thing, not in defense of the Big
Apple, but I think more seriously about Mr Ketchum, who was my
congressman from Bakersfield, California, where my home is It
brings to mind one of the problems about serious offenders I would
be willing to bet you that violent crime rates for robbery and
aggravated assault are much higher in Bakersfield, California, than
Manhattan That is something you ought to all think about If you
look at the statistics, there are many cities around the country that
are very small but when you look at the figures, they have problems
well in excess of the kind of problems we have in our major urban
areas

Mr ANDREWS Mr Rector, this could be resolved in private
conversation, I am sure, and it is cetainly not the purpose of this
committee to embarrass or hai ass anybody We want to try to work
toward cooperation Would you care to respond to any of the
questions that Mr Quinn posed9 I think you should have that
opportunity I guess some of these are matters of opinion He says
that an application was submitted to you in July 1977, and
followups have been sent to you, and he says he called his office
about 10 minutes before he testified and as of yet no response from
you Do you care to respond9

Mr RECTOR I am not informed enough about the details to give
ou the kind of response 'you need We will give to the committee a
low-by-blow, step-by-step assessment
Mr ANDREWS He says there have been no blows or steps
Mr RECTOR I have personal knowledge that a woman on our staff

has had many conversations with persons in Denver There are
some difficult wrinkles regarding the project, not the least of which,
as I understand it, is that some parts of the project involved is for-

32 505 0 78 14
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profit activities That has created some difficult wrinkles The
Agency does not normally deal with it That is about all I know
about it We will provide specifics [This information is on file and
available for review by the public through the Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity ]

He mentioned Track 2 I will check to see whether any represen-
tation was made of approval by the regional staff person that was
then made difficult later on I made notes on his testimony We can
go through each one of those I just don't have the specific answers.

Emerson House-if he had taken the occasion to talk about it-he
would have learned that we have been working with the Bureau of
Prisons Th6y are placing Federal delinquents in a number of
places Interestingly enough, the California Youth Authority is
another The third is in Kentucky They are in fact, as I understand
it-and I cannot speak to the efficacy of all that has been said about
Emerson House-if they are not in violation of Federal law I think
you would be hard pressed to find a place that is Some of the
money we have set aside--

Mr ANDREWS Excuse me That is not one of the questions he
asked of you

Mr RECTOR He was talking about the place down the street
Mr ANDREWS You are picking the ones that are a matter of

opinion or not within your jurisdiction or something Specifically,
he says he received a letter from you that said, on page 1, that
whatever funding was being referred to in the letter was to be on a
multi-year basis but, that on page 2 of the same letter, require-
ments were made to be met annually In the opinion of himself and
others in his office the two points were diametrically contradictory
within the same letter

Mr RECTOR I know about the letter I know that the multiyear
criteria we applied are identical to the criteria LEAA applies I do
not understand what that problem is I will have to check I do not
know of any inconsistency between what we have asked for relative
to the muItiyear approval and what the agency has asked for
Ironically, I do know that behind all the bragging that is going on
about the muhtyear plan approval is far more than meets the
eye It applies to LEAA across the board This is not just something
our office did This was adopted ostensibly to cut some of the red-
tape so people would not have to waste time with unnecessary
shuffling of papers It should allow them to be out in the field and
providing technical assistance

If you look at what has happened on an interim basis, there is a
whole lot more required than is purported We thought it was an
improvement, but we are not satisfied that it is anywhere near
ideal I am surprised to hear it I do not know why there is a
problem with it We were pleased about being able to do something
other than going through those 1000-page documents every year I
think that is a total waste of time

Mr ANDREWS Do you happen to have a copy of the letter to
which you referred9

Mr QUINN I do not have that but I have a letter from Mr Denny
Weller to Mr Rector dated December 19, where he discussed in
detail the application I spoke of being rejected after having been
solicited by the Regional office
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I am quite surprised at a number of his answers today
Mr RECTOR That is on the Denver project
Mr ANDREWS You are talking about the waiving of the 100,000

POplation requirement7

Mr QUINN With the one page saying one thing and the next page
saying another, I could do nothing I do not have that with me

The problem is that Mr Rector's letter is useless It does not solve
any paperwork problems.

Mr ANDREWS It seems like he is saying in spite of the fact that he
adopted an LEAA method, it is not his, and the LEAA method
provides for multiyear funding but makes the requirement that
certain annual reports are submitted

Mr QUINN I guess John thinks he did that
Mr ANDREWS It is not necessarily inconsistent that you can have

multi-year funding but annual requirements as to certain portions
of it

Mr QUINN On paper that is true But what he requires is exactly
what had been required every year So if that letter stays intact, we
will not have multi-year studies The plan used to be 1,700 pages
This year's plan is 290 So you have apparent change when in fact
in the line agency there is no change at all

Mr RECTOR I will submit every piece of correspondence I can get
on the Denver project I did not recall the name of the person but
our Mr Weller is the person

On the point of project New Pride and the distinction I was
making between Parts C and E and juvenile justice funds, I know of
meritorious projects under LEAA That was not the point I was
trying to make We found New Pride to be very meritorious It was
money first supported by LEAA in an earlier year We are going to
replicate that with juvenile justice monies I was not saying there
are not good projects with C and E funds around the country I was
referring to the issue of fund flow and the issues raised by our
appropriations committees as to why we are spending C and E,
rather than juvenile justice money That is what I was talking
about

Mr RALEY When Congressman Andrews asked what was bad
about having Parts C and E money in OJJDP, didn't you respond
that one of the things bad was that the policies conflicted and one of
the things you were upset about was the fact that C & E guidelines
only allowed you to work with juveniles inside the juvenile justice
system' Yet, we are hearing the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration provisions would not involve kids from the juvenile
justice system and that was contrary to what you said this morning

Mr RECTOR We can provide more involvement for the private
nonprofit sector through the use of juvenile justice monies, as we
have done in the restitution initiative We can pass through without
a match a minimum of 30 percent of the dollar to private nonprofits
so they can get involved in community service They have to be
involved-in community service and in compensation and employ-
ment programs

I am not saying that everything under the sun that has ever been
done with C and E funds would be bad news I am saying from our
perspective a lot of the good news could be better news
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Mr RALEY I was just trying to clarify your answer to Congress-
man Andrews

Mr CAUSEY Do you have any way of determining how many
dollars that goes through your office eventually reaches kids?

Mr RECTOR The anwer is no As I tried to mention earlier, given
the restriction of the OMB circular, given the primitive nature of
the bureaucracy, and given a whole host of problems, and given the
fact that there are a whole host of SPAs that do not submit report
on time-the answer is no We can barely provide basic information
that will give you a hint as to which way things are going That is
one of the problems with the place It has always been a problem
However, I do not think you can limit that to LEAA money Go
fishing sometime with what they are doing with Title XX money
That is what we are doing with the interagency project It is no
small task

The answer is no We are trying to improve that I understand we
cannot request in a mandatory way specific subgrant dollar flow
and other kinds of information Now, the Select Committee on
Narcotics, chaired by Congressman Wolff, was concerned about how
much LEAA had spent in the drug area Because of the things I
have mentioned, and some more I have not mentioned they cannot
tell you You get it coming and going.

Mr CAUSEY I have had several people tell me that they have
heard-and this is an estimate-that for every $8 given to the
Office, $1 gets to the street Do you think that is a fair or reasonable
estimation'

Mr RECTOR I do not know I would not be surprised I cannot
estimate If we were operating in a normal fashion the answer
would be no Somebody mentioned ACTION has one staff person
per $113,000.

Mr CAUSEY $147,000, I believe is the figure
Mr RECTOR Somewhere between $113,000 and $147,000 per per-

son We have $1 6 million per person That is related
Mr CAUSEY Is that per person who are physically located in the

Office?
Mr RECTOR In slots It is worse if you look at some of the

vacancies, the attrition, and the rest of it We talked about the
attrition matter the other day I know with a turf like this you get a
lot of flak no matter what you do But we should get credit for
getting these extra slots We are trying to fill them as expeditiously
as we can There is a lot of pressure to fill them from within LEAA,
from within the Office of Juvenile Justice

Naturally, the people want to have promotions They want to go
up in the career ladder They want to get aheaad They want their
work to be rewarded We have a competitive structure Under Civil
Service, we cannot just say so-and-so is doing very well and they are
a grade 12, so a 13 is coming up They may have proven their ability
and they do a day's work for a day's pay That would be a good
reason to give that person a promotion We cannot do that

The Civil Service system provides another way of attempting to
do that We have to advertise for the jobs in a competitive way At
the same time we are trying to have outreach with EEO concerns
and with all other concerns You know about the administration's
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affirmative action package At the same time we are trying to do
that we are getting all kinds of flak from within because as we
bring someone from outside the persons inside lose their ability and
options to get promoted

Let's suppose we filled a GS-13 job with someone who was a 12 in
our office If we did that competitively and there were 12 applicants
and that person turned out to be one of--

Mr CAUSEY Does the Office or LEAA write the job description
and advertisement?

Mr RECTOR That is a whole day's hearing in itself There is a
shared responsibility These entities like Personnel are called sup-
port services I think they are a little on the under side when it
comes to support There is not too well defined role as to who does
what The history has been that they tend to do things in their own
time frame The history of the Office is it has not gotten the kind of
priority that it should have On this point of vacancies, which we
hear so much about when the grade 12 in our office becomes a grade
13, what do we have9

In terms of total slots we are nowhere Now we have a vacant 12
We cannot anticipate the vacancy by advertising for that 12 because
that would violate Civil Service as being a preselection because it is
a competitive process

Then where are we9 We still have the same options we had
before We have one 12 that is now a 13 and we have to hit the
street with an advertisement Hopefully a job description is in order
for the-1a-If there is an 11 or 9 waiting back there, it is going to be
a similar experience It is like running on a treadmill We can get
people from within, but your total vacancies are the same If we
bring people from the outside, all hell breaks loose inside

Mr RALEY Is it true that since you have come on last year 12
professional and 8 non-professional employees decided to transfer
out of your office9

Mr RECTOR That is our best estimate like 12 and 8 I think that
is accurate

Mr RALEY In the letter you sent us on June 20, 1978, you said
you had 43 individuals on board It sounds like 20 have left in a 1-
year period

Mr RECTOR It was over a period of time It was not like a mass
exodus

Mr RALEY Over a 1-year period of time that is a very high
turnover

Mr RECTOR I do not know whether it is high or not When I
asked the main Justice Department personnel office, they said it
was a relatively normal rate

Mr CAUSEY It is approximately a 33 percent turnover in one year.
Mr RECTOR I guess the positive way of looking at it is that we are

all pleased that the folks have found more attractive alternatives
Mr ANDREWS If you have questions, let's address the Chair and

be recognized
Mr. Quinn, I believe you had a question May I say it is my

understanding that we do not have questions of witnesses other
than by members or staff people, but I will be glad to hear your
question and redirect it to Mr Rector
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Mr. QUINN I have two points to make I brought up New Pride-
because I had not planned to speak to that when I came here; now
he says he wants to replicate that project when his predecessor did
replicate it with central Denver

The second point I would like to mention is, why, before Mr
Rector took over, could many States get these things done, get
letters in and get all that done in a relatively quick time without
blaming GAO, SPA, LEAA, their predecessors, their employees,
eveybody else? Why do we have all these problems?

Why are so many States unhappy, bitter, thinking about with-
drawing the program9 The kids in school are not getting anything
any more We have to make a decision to get out I would like to
know through you, Mr Chairman, why have these conditions oc-
curred, and why were they not true a year ago?

Mr ANDREWS Would you care to respond?
Mr RECTOR. That is a whole lot I could respond in written form

to everything that has been mentioned here today But, in general
response, nobody who is familiar with the Juvenile Justice Office or
familiar with LEAA would characterize the Juvenile Justice Office
as having had anything other than a rather rocky road in the first
three years of its existence I think the hearings in the Senate and
the House, the assessment by GAO, the deinstitutionalization as-
sessment I gave you this morning, the incredible three years of fund
flow problems all speak to the fact things were not well prior to my
arrival

Mr ANDREWS Whereas all was not well, nevertheless according
to Mr Quinn up until about a year ago they got relatively prompt
responses I believe he said this morning that while not expedited
daily, the normal period for processing responses was within 60
days and maybe LEAA had traditionally required about 90 days to
process an application or give an affirmative answer, whereas now
it gets no response at all So what you are saying is, "Well, it is true
things are in somewhat of a mess but they were in a mess before I
got there "

Mr RECTOR I think we have improved it One basic problem is
that the Regions were abolished That is a problem because there
were relationships between SPAS and Regional administrators.
That has been abolished It has been a very difficult period for
everybody in the process In the interim, our office took over
responsibilities for the whole shooting works with regard to crimi-
nal justice We are understaffed In many areas there is a shortfall
The best thing I can say-I will ask our comptroller to provide for
the record a comparison on the time frame of getting things done,
and the rest of it

Mr ANDREWS That would be a waste of time What the man
wants is an answer To show us a relative comparison--

Mr RECTOR I do not know the answer, Mr Chairman
Mr ANDREWS Who would he get to find out who he can go to to

get his project funded if he cannot get an answer from you?
Mr RECTOR He can go to me
Mr ANDREWS He just did He just asked the question Can you

tell him anything about this central Denver project?
Mr RECTOR. I cannot tell any more than a few minutes ago when

I tried to explain that I don't have specifics
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Mr ANDREWS He said it was 10 months ago.
Mr RECTOR I know there are a lot of wrinkles in it There was a

for-profit aspect in the project
Mr ANDREWS It seems to me that you or somebody would have

written him or whoever addressed that inquiry to you, to tell him if
you could approve it-am I oversimplifying things too much' I
would just think he would get a letter back saying, "we received
your letter, we appreciate your interest in cooperating with us, we
are not at this moment able to give you an answer, we have three,
four, five, six, whatever it is, aspects of your proposal that bother
us, they are one, two, three, four "

Mr RECTOR I would imagine there is something like that I do not
have it accessible to me right now

Mr ANDREWS He says he just has not heard anything
Mr RECTOR I will compare notes and see if that is the case I do

not know I would hope that our staff people did something well in
excess of doing nothing He did make reference, I think, to a letter
in December I will provide for the committee every piece of paper
that is in our office about that

I believe that what he is speaking about is one of our diversion
grantees That the Denver project was one of the grants awarded in
the fall of 1976 In fact, its predecessor had been Project New Pride
They submitted a budget revision to sort of refocus the project I do
not know whether it was a small revision or a major revision If it is
a major revision, it is not a routine matter. A budget revision could
mean adding three new components or wanting to change staff It
could be a significant change

Mr ANDREWS That is another one he spoke about
Mr Quinn, did I understand you are now not asking about that

one he is talking about but instead one called Central Denver for
which you made application7

Mr QUINN There were four projects One was Central Denver,
which was funded before Mr Rector took office

Mr ANDREWS How many projects have you approved since you
have been there9

Mr. RECTOR Total projects9 I have no idea We have hundreds,
probably thousands of projects There is no way I can respond to a
question about a specific project without any notice-there is no
way There are literally thousands of projects in our whole system. I
know Jim Gregg, the acting administrator, was asked in an Appro-
priations Committee hearing about a particular project in Texas
that Mr Slack had a special concern about He said on that day
there were 6300 LEAA projects I know we do not have that many
but we have at least 20 percent of that and some more. I really do
not know We can provide that kind of information, both the
projects that are funded through formula grants, the projects
funded through the Institute, and through the special emphasis

Mr ANDREWS When a project application comes in, such as this
one he has identified by name, what do you do with that
application?

Mr REC-rOR. His program had already received an award.
Mr ANDREWS I think that is Central Denver Let's take Larimer

County-a new one I am not speaking of that one in particular, just
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some application comes in Doesn't somebody get assigned by alpha-
bet or something?

Mr RECTOR At least since last summer As I indicated, last July
when I arrived there was no system in the Office even to acknowl-
edge correspondence The courtesy letter that you mention, that I
am very familiar with, having been employed in a circle where it
was important, did not exist

We had set up a procedure like that If the case is as Mr Quinn
described it, there obviously are some gaps in the system

Mr ANDREWS If the Office, and I don t wantto say you, but
whoever up there, if you all were in private business, if you were
trying to sell the products of General Motors the way you are
running this program, you would be broke and out of business in 60
days Instead of being 11 staff positions short, and having an
attrition of 30 percent, it would be 100 percent

Mr RECTOR I agree When I went to the first OMB examination,
the statement was made that if special emphasis was a human
being, it would be dead I agreed with that That is why I said in my
statement today that we are cautiously optimistic that we can make
a difference We are working toward it I hope I can report to you in
September that the only real problem we have is that we have all
kinds of bonafide applications and not enough money

Mr ANDREWS I don't know what any of us can do about it I don't
want to be overly presumptuous, terribly dictatorial, or hateful to
anybody, but I swear, when you get problems that seem to virtually
paralyze the Office because you have, allegedly, holdovers who
disagree philosophically, don't move, or something, I wish you
would let me know and give me the names of the people I would
like to talk to them There is something bad wrong here

When that application comes in, anywhere else I know in the
world, except the Federal Government, it would go to somebody's
desk and that somebody, if I were running it, would have on my
desk within a reasonable time-I should think within two days or
so-a copy of the letter There would be a file established, the
application would go in it along with a copy of the letter acknowl-
edging receipt of it, and then within some period of a few weeks or
so, there would be a follow-up letter, saying "We are having prob-
lems or we can't grant it at this point, we just want to give you an
interim report The following things are bothering us, and here they
are, identified If you would like to submit further application to
help us make our determination, these are the three problem areas
We want you to know that Would you like to submit further
evidence in support of the fact that we should side favorably with
you as expected7 "

At least then the people would know something was going on
They would not have to say 10 months later that they could get any
response TheXj would just go to Ford or Chrysler Unfortunately,
here they don t have any place to go It is a government monopoly

Mr RECTOR I agree I get phone calls from people who say,
"John, what in heaven's sake is a suspension " Obviously, that tells
me that somebody got a letter in the mail that told them they had
been suspended and that no phone call preceded that There is no
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explanation of any significance in the letter to explain what that
means

You can imagine what the impact is on someone who has an
application in the works and has made steps in reliance on knowing
something is going to be funded I get calls like that frequently I
find out it happened because people were busy These folks are busy
folks That is another problem But they crank out a form letter,
and they are not always as sensitive as the kind of sensitivity that
you describe

I don't know why We are working on trying to improve it so
there is better rapport about issues like that All it takes is a phone
call to say we need a couple of extra days or there is a wrinkle in
this application We are at the 89th day and we have a 90-day cycle,
we are going to need five more days So you will get something in
the mail saying suspension, but don't worry There is a little fiscal
wrinkle and the grant will be awarded in a week That is easy

Mr Chairman, you mentioned holdovers In our office that con-
cept really isn't applicable The only persons in our office who are
new, in the sense of coming in with the administration, are myself
and Mr Jim Shine, who is here today I was interested in the
Governor's comments Of course, we have been working closely with
the Governor Mr Shine is a program person who comes right from
the street He has a track record of involving probably more people
and more citizens in the kinds of programs we are talking about
than most people in the country

I am very sensitive to the need to have folks involved very closely
I agree that a Hill-type like myself, even though I have a criminol-
ogy and program background, just isn't enough We are a good
complement, I think That was one of the more attractive aspects
about Mr Shine's record and his experience

He has been onboard for several months, and has already made a
real pragmatic, non-jargon kind of contribution to cut through some
of that what others might call B S

Mr ANDREWS Who caused the extinction of the Regional offices?
Did you determine that should be done?

Mr RECTOR I was in a Senate hearing on my confirmation about
one year ago, and I think I heard it on the news Those who
participated in that process included former Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral Flaherty I was not involved in the primary decision-making It
was at the level of either the Attorney General and/or Deputy
Flaherty

Mr ANDREWS I assume those offices serve more programs than
just LEAA

Mr RECTOR Those were the LEAA Regional offices, like you have
in HEW and HUD The other Regional offices are still out there
We don't have a Regional office

You have a double-edged sword Some people argue that the
Regional offices provided an additional level of bureaucracy Other
people argue that they helped to facilitate the process on this
question of red tape In fact, one of our staff persons is over at the
White House this morning participating in an ongoing effort of
trying to make more uniform the application process in all the ways
in which States and localities get money
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I don't want people to get the impression that we are not trying to
work on that Working on it and accomplishing it are two different
things We are hammering away on trying to streamline things

I want more of my people out there doing site visits and providing
technical assistance Mr Quinn raised a question about technical
assistance My recollection is that Colorado submitted somewhere
between 16 and 17 items to us for which they wanted some help-
technical assistance My recollection is that on the issue of
deinstitutionalization, where they are having difficulty, that it was
not among the 16 or 17 requests that were submitted He would
know better than I, but I think that is the case

Mr ANDREWS Let me ask you, just fishing around now, I
wouldn't know as to whether you really got your manpower and
money out of the Regional offices I don't know that much about it,
but in the absence of Regional offices, would it not be wise for you
to regionalize your own office While not formally having a Regional
office, couldn't you just more informally, and much cheaper, with-
out having physical space and all, just divide the country into X-
numbers of regions, four, six, whatever would seem plausible, and
then have someone in your office assigned as an assistant to you to
be in charge of the Mid Atlantic region, or in Governor Hunt's case,
the South Atlantic region, to the end that you could get to a point
that you obviously need to get to I won't use my office as an
example, but I don't think he would care, so let me just use
Congressman Jones from North Carolina I happen to know a little
something there

He has an administrative assistant, Mr Floyd Lupton Mr Jones
spends a lot of his time at lunches and dinners and testifying before
committees just as you do, so that he can't have, as you can't a
knowledge off the top of his head of a thousand programs and how
much money went where But Mr Lupton can, because he just stays
in the office with the nuts and bolts of program after program
Maybe you have so many that Mr Lupton couldn't even do that

But if that is the case, then couldn't you have four Mr Luptons,
one for each region of the country, so you have somebody in the
office who is not meeting with the Attorney General or interviewing
applicants for jobs, or testifying? I can appreciate something of your
problem You are spread so thin you cannot get very deep in to
anything I am sure that is frustrating to you because I think you
want to do a good job, and you acknowledge you are really not doing
a good job That is the way I take it

Mr RECTOR That is right
Mr ANDREWS I am not saying that is your fault Probably you

are spread too thin But wouldn't it be, if you could have, say, four
people in your office and try to spare them these time-consuming
other problems, and just say you are essentially-they would want
a bigger title than that-a case worker for these six States? I want
you to monitor and keep up so that somebody here can answer the
letters and answer the phone calls and know something about each
program, each project, each application-at least within that num-
ber of States

Wouldn't that be a big help to you and help your rapport with
these people'
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Mr. RECTOR I hate to tell you, but we already have that
Mr ANDREWS. You do?
Mr RECTOR It is obviously not working the way it should We do

have within our formula grants program at least, and also, more
recently, within the special emphasis discretionary area, persons
assigned to regions of the country. There is a person assigned to a
number of States, including your State. That individual is responsi-
ble for keeping in touch with officials in the State, responsible for
keeping us apprised--

Mr ANDREWS Let me tell you, since you said that, let me refer to
a part of Governor Hunt's testimony that he did not read He says,
for instance, "North Carolina's application to participate in the
JJDPA was sent to Washington at the end of December, and we
didn't receive word of our acceptance until two weeks ago, six
months later"

So somebody just isn't keeping up
Mr RECTOR There were a number of steps, Mr Chairman, in

between discussions We have been working closely with Barbara
for example I, in fact, had a conversation with the Governor and
his staff in mid-May, around May 19 Prior to that, it wasn't like
everything was perfect with the submission, so--

Mr ANDREWS I can imagine you were trying to get it so you
could approve it.

Mr RECTOR I wanted to get it approved, obviously, for when we
made the visit to the State That would have been entirely
appropriate

am responsible for the whole Office We should have done it in
better time than we did We are trying to improve that

We do have persons assigned, and those people are busy, some
work harder than others

Mr. ANDREWS Well, I hope this hasn't been just another wasted
day taken away from what you should be doing

Mr RECTOR I think it has been a very helpful day
Mr ANDREWS I hope you don't leave thinking you just came up

here I don't know who is right and wrong and all these things, but I
kind of like your candor about it

Mr RECTOR A lot of folks don't like that
Mr ANDREWS Well, I think that is just realism
Mr RECTOR It is related to a lot of the flak, as I view it, that I am

experiencing Then Mr. Quinn makes reference to some of the
rough spots with LEAA, and I don't know exactly what he is talking
about But let me give you an example of the kind of things you are
talking ab<*t

We wereF in a monthly managers' meeting two months ago, a
meeting where all the LEAA managers talk about problems and try
to formulate some solutions We spent an hour and a half discussing
whether or not it would be appropriate to post in the hallways of
our building regulations about personnel matters that the Depart-
ment of Justice in 1976 required the agency to post.

There was a concern among some of the managers that the
employees might react negatively, and thus we maybe shouldn't
post him The kind of thing I said in that meeting was, "Listen,
folks, if you are going to check your spine at the front door every
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morning, don't bitch about the day-to-day problems " That is the
kind of thing I have been saying It doesn t make me popular I
didn't go there to get popular

But we don't have rough spots all the way around I have a good
working relationship with Bob Grimes, with the Office of Criminal
Justice Programs We have a good relationship with the Office of
Community Anti-Crime We are implementing section 527 that
gives us policy direction, working in conjunction with other offices I
am working as a member of the Task Force on correctional Stand-
ards with the Attorney General We have made some headway in
that area The draft standards the Attorney General released last
Friday and Saturday are a landmark They need improvement He
has published them for comments

In an interagency way across-the-board in the department, we are
similarly working on other interagency efforts Mr Quinn made
reference-I don't know why he had it on his mind-to the fact that
at the recent first step in the budget process, I was not in attend-
ance He probably doesn't know I talked to Mr Civiletti and
others, and had a bona fide reason as to why I was not in attend-
ance It was because I was out on the street in Vermont, with
Governor Snelling, a courageous Governor, committed to the JD
Act Bob Taggert and I were up there in the State, committing the
Carter administration to major change in Vermont regarding the
way they handle serious offenders and status offenders

It is accurate that I wasn't at the budget process, but it wasn't of
any significance

It has been a good day and helpful We can submit a whole ton of
stuff to you

Mr ANDREWS That is part of the problem People spend more
time preparing tons of written matter You need to get on with your
work So other than whatever commitment you have made to Mr
Causey or Mr Raley, don't take all that time Get on with your
work

Maybe there are too many-I frequently think there are too
many-places, too many boards--

Mr RECTOR I think there are too many reports and regulations
Mr ANDREWS That is one reason Incidentally, the commentator

on that ABC program made that statement just as a matter of
fact-he didn't ask us if it were true-but he asked if those of us
interviewed could explain why only one dollar in eight reached the
kids on the street I didn't know whether it was true or not I don't
knoA where he got the information But it is too small a figure We
all know that

One of the reasons I suspect is that Congress, like so many others,
wants all this information, reports, and etc I expect you spend a
disproportionate amount of time trying to comply with the Senate
and House and committees, and interrogatories and national confer-
ences, and I can imagine all of that can be overdone

Mr RECTOR We would certainly respond favorably to any sugges-
tions to eliminate reports or regulations, that you would nominate

Mr ANDREWS Well, I notice some things tha t upset some people
don't necessarily upset me For instance, they asK iow much money
went into something, you are saying you don't have the exact
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breakdown It would be desirable to have it But I don't know that
that is of the essence That is more reporting, and then trying to
categorize it by State, by programs-by this and that

In the act, itself, you have to preface most things by projects this
is special emphasis money, this is C&E money Is there too much of
that to have to jockey with9 There are about three Federal pro-
grams, is that right, that really attempt to deal with youth---

Mr RECTOR There are other projects Bob Taggert's project at
Labor, Larry Dye's office nutrition programs at Agriculture, every-
body has a little something tucked away

Mr ANDREWS I mean specifically, are there not about three9 Two
in LEAA and one in HEW that specifically deal with juvenile
delinquents 9

Mr RECTOR No, they are specific NIH has a crime and delin-
quency unit, and Larry Dye has a unit Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act has $40 million or $50 million that
goes into institutions So there are more than three at HEW that
are deliquency-specific

Mr ANDREWS Several9
Mr RECTOR Yes
I think the problem is also a result of action by the executive

branch They certainly have made that contribution
Mr ANDREWS To whatever extent there is something Congress

should be doing we are not, I would welcome any telephone conver-
sation to that effect I love criticism as long as it is constructive I
don't mind giving it or getting it if it is constructive and not
personal

Mr RECTOR In January, at the hearing on school violence, I
think I spoke favorably of the fact that in the 1977 amendments you
didn't require any additional reports, and that you required that
existing reports should be more succinct and clear, and that we
combine a couple of them The more of that, the merrier

Mr ANDREWS One more brief word, and I will let you go We can
talk later But I haven't really, to use a colloquialism, latched on, to
the idea of the school violence bill, nor have I determined that we
are not going to consider them sort of in abeyance One of the
reasons is what we just were saying You can get into youth
pregnancy and school violence and you just keep identifying some
people out there who have some problems, and they do That is not
to say there are not arrays of good examples of where perhaps the
Congress or the Federal Government should be innovative and
move into, but it seems that history sort of repeats itself

I am afraid that five years from now, we will be sitting here
talking about more programs in addition to the six or however
many programs we now have, that tend to be duplicative and
overlapping with certain monies in one or the other category, and
people in the field not knowing which is which I wonder if we are
trying to identify and put some money out here with respect to
school violence, or youthful, unwed, pregnant females, when, if it is
to be done at all, perhaps it should be made somewhat of an adjunct
of some existing agency, rather than just putting a little money
here and a little there-all intended to help
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We are talking about young people in all of these instances, and
school violence and pregnancy would just be two more aspects of the
problems of the young people we are attempting to reach

It might be good or might not, but I wonder if it shouldn't be tried
in an effort to limit the multiplicity of agencies and people who are
attempting to deal with essentially the same group of people

Mr RECTOR I agree I know the J D Act and some of the istoiy
that preceded it, in 1972 and 1973 A lot of persons expressed views
similar to yours The original office was to be placed in the White
House, so there would be a whip-cracking budget organization That
didn't work, either

Bill, Gordon, and I were talking the other day, about an entity or
organization where all youth programs could be coalesced That
would make some kind of sense Then we would have one set of
guidelines, Jt would be clear what the direction was People around
the country would know where they should be making contact That
has all kinds of merit

I think Bob Taggert and Larry Dye and other people around the
agencies-I certainly can't speak on behalf of the administration
now about such a matter-do seem very supportive of at least
exploring the idea It is a lot of turf, like I said at the beginning I
am not a turf person I am a short-termer

Mr ANDREWS That is good to quit on, I suppose
I thank all of you for your continued interest
[Whereupon, at 5 25 p m, the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene upon the call of the Chair]
[Appendix material follows]
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MAJ*~1 ~mwmr MINAUM

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

COMMIrTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

ROOM UO CANNON HOUSE orFICE WUILDING40
WASHINGTON, 0 C W51

May 24, 1978

Mr John Rector
Administ rator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention
Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N W
Washington, D 0 20531

Dear John

As you know, the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity has
scheduled a hearing for June 27, 1978, on the administration of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as amended
In preparation for the hearing, this letter is for the purpose of
requesting certain information to enhance the quality of the hearing

For the sake of clarity, I vill simply number the items or
requests

1 Could you provide a description of the Office's staff
organization (an organization chart will suffice), with
the existing number of staff positions available to the
Office and a listing of vacancies by position?

2 Could you provide a copy of the last annual report sub-
mitted by the Administrator pursuant to Section 204(b)(5)?
What were the expenditures for the Office for TY 1977 by
category (I e , block grant assistance, special emphasis
assistance, concentration of Federal effort, etc ?

3 Section 204(b)(6) authorizes the Administrator of LEAA,
with your assistance, to provide technical assistance to
various groups Could you provide a listing of all technical
assistance contracts entered into by the Office frost FY 1977
to the present with the amount, contractor, and purpose of
the contract specified?

(217)
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Mr John Rector May 24, 1978
Page Two

4 Section 204(i)(1) requires that the Administrator of LEAA
require each Federal agency which administers a Federal
juvenile Jelinquency program to submit annually to the
CountLil a juvenile delinquency development statement
Could you provide the FY 1977 or most recent development
statements by agency and date of submission?

5 Section 206(c) provides that the Coordinating Council on
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention make recom-
mendations at least annually to the Attorney General and
the President Could you provide the Subcommittee with
the FY 1977 or most recent recommendations of the Council
with their date of submission?

6 Section 206(d) requires that the Council meet at least 4
times a year (6 times a year prior to FY 1978) List the
dates, location, and meeting topic for each Council meeting
in FY 1977 and FY 1978 How much money has been obligated
and expended for Council operation since that date?

7 Please list the names of all National Advisory Committee (MAC)
members Which members are full-time employees of Federal,
State, or local governments? Which members had not attained
26 years of age at the time of their appointment and what
were their ages? How many of those youth members have been
or are currently under the jurisdiction of the juvenile
justice system?

8 Section 208(a) requires the NAC to meet not less than 4 times
a year (6 times prior to FY 1978) List the dates, location,
and meeting topic for eac RAC meeting in FY 1977 and FY 1978

9 Section 208(b) requires that recommendations be made annually
by the NAC Could you provide the Subcommittee with the most
recent recQnmendations and their date of submission?

10 What staff and other such support was requested by the Chairman
of NAC for FY 1978 pursuant to Section 208(f)? What staff
and other such support have you provided as required by
Section 208(g)?

11 What States currently participate in Juvenile Justice Act,
Part B, Formula Grant activities? Has any State had its plan
turned down and, if so, under what circumstances?
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Mr. John Rector May 24, 1978
Page Three

12 What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among
each of the existing special emphasis areas identified in
Section 224 since FY 1975? Could you provide the Subcommittee
with a list of each special emphasis grant awarded for FY 1977
and FY 1978 with grant title, grant award, and grantee?

13 Briefly describe the activities of the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in regard to the
Information, research, and training functions specified in
Sections 242, 243, and 244

14 Section 246 requires that an annual report on Institute
activities be submitted to you prior to September 30 of
each year Could you provide the Subcomhittee with a copy
of the report due September 30, 1977?

15 Could you detail the obligations and expenditures of OJJDP funds
for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 1978? Of all funds appropriated
for OJJDP in FY 1977, what percent has been obligated and
what percent expended?

16 What problems have you encountered since assuming the position
of Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention? What are your goals and plans for
future program development? What can Congress do to help?

While I apologize for the length of the requests made in this
letter, I am sure you can understand that it Is necessary for the
Subcommittee to obtain, before the hearings, accurate and complete
information regarding the function and direction of the Office so that
a thorough and useful review can be made

I look forward to your response

Sincerely,

William F Causey

Counsel

GRWC ps

32-505 0 - 78 - 15
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D C 20531

JUN 2 0 1978

Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman, Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity

Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman.

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to questions
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention in preparation for the June 27, 1978, Education and
Labor Committee Hearing. Attached are our responses which
follow a reiteration of your questions.

I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations.

With w rm regards,

Joh .Rector

Adm istrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

aid Delinquency Prevention

Enclosures
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Question:

1. Could you provide a description of the Office's staff organization
(an organization chart will suffice), with the existing number of
staff positions available to the Office and a listing of vacancies
by position?

Answer:
1.i

Attached are various charts reflecting past and current personnel
allocations and vacancies within the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention. As you can discern, we have made sub-
stantial progress both in acquiring new positions and in filling
positions. In the past year OJJDP has experienced significant
change, uncertainty and frustration. Not only was the authorizing
Act under reconsideration but, as you know, Congress delayed passage
of the bill extending OJJDP until the eleventh hour. Thus, It was
difficult if not nearly Impossible to appropriately develop the
FY 1978 program plan or strategically allocate FY 1977 appropriations.
Similarly, unsettling were the Subcomittee Oversight Hearings on
OJJDP activities conducted less than three months after my confir-
mation, before the 1977 Amendments to the Act had been signed and
in fact contemporaneously with Congressional passage and during
the final week of our fiscal year. Another factor was the partial
LEAA reorganization during this period, including the abolishment
of its Regional Offices which resulted In extraordinary burdens
on personnel support services as well as our affected employees
who relocated or found other employment during the period July-
September. To enable us to respond more precisely to our Con-
gressional mandate and to provide sorely needed, long overdue
management and policy direction, I reorganized OJJDP. In fact,
this heavily encumbered complicated process has only recently been
finalized. We are quite pleased with what we have achieved. We
are now in a better position to direct and manage the program as
intended. Incidentally, a short-term workload study, soon to be
completed, will hopefully provide us with additional insights and
tools to help facilitate better management.

Of importance, likewise, is thAt 12 professional and 8 other staffers
have resigned/transferred during this period.

This process within the bureaucracy is a time-consuming one, but we
are now in a better position to direct and manage the program as
intended. As indicated on the current organizational chart, the
filling of vacancies is proceeding steadily and I expect to have the
majority of positions filled between now and the first part of August.
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I Office of the Adninistrator

Rector, J.
Shine, J.
Vacant
Trethric, M.
Watson, B.
Taylor, L.
Dana, M.
Nader. F.

Administrator EX-5
Exec. Asst &Spec Coun._GS-15
Atty-Advisor GS-14
Admnin. Officer GS-ll
Staff Assistant GS-8
Clerk-Steno GS-5
Asst. Exec. Secy. (IPA)
JJ Program Manager (IPA)*

(P)

Policy, Planning & Coordination Staff

Doyle, W. Director (Acting) GS-15
Vacant Secretary (Typ) GS-5/6 (P)

[-Management and Plannin9 Branch

Miller, R.
Vacant
Vacant
Vacant
Whitlock,L.

Suprv.Program Plan Analyst GS-14
Program Planning Analyst GS-12/13
Program Planning Analyst GS-11/12
Program Assistant GS-7/9
Clerk-Typist -GS-3

(P)

(P)

PollcyAalysis and Coordination Branch

Vacant Suprv.Program Plan. Analyst GS-14
[RiddicX, M. Program Planning Analyst GS-)3
Wolfle, J. Program Planning Analyst GS-2L ,
Vacant Program Planning Analyst GS-11/I;
Vacant Clerk (Typlng),_ GS-4S PP

(P) - Pending indicates action being taken by Personnel Divislo . This includes
positions currently being advertised and finalizing of po ition descriptions
prior to advertising. _
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Vacant
Carr, R
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Deputy Assoc Admin. GS-16
Secretary GS-9 CI- )

Special Emphasis Division

Martin, E. Director GS-15
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iLP% I"Cl , y.
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uep. director
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Miller, M. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13
Dorn, R. Juv.Jus.Spec GS-13
Dodge, 0. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13
Jackson, C. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13
Kemble, K Juv Jus Spec GS-12
Diaz, M. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-12
Vacant Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-11/12
Vacant - Clerk-Steno GS-4
Vacant Clerk-Typist GS-3/4 (PPT

Formula Grants & Technical Assistance Div

West, D. Director GS-15
Holbert, D. Clerk (Typing) GS-5

(P)
Program Development & Support Branch

Vacant Sup.JJ Prog.Spec. GS-14
Modzeleski,W. Juv.Jus.Spec. (Policy) GS-13
Kujawski,N. Juv.Jus.Spec. (Spec.Pro) GS-I1-
Gould, J. Juv.Jus.Spec. (TAI GS-13
Wood, D. Juv.Jus.Spec.(Monit) GS-13
Landen, K. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-11
ThompsonG. Clerk (Typing) GS-5 (PPT'
Shelton, S Clerk-Typist GS-3 (PPT]
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Ham, C. Sup JJProg Spec. GS-14
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Donahue T. Juv.Jus.Spec GS- 2
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National Institute of

Howell, J.
Weston, M.
Vacant

Juvenile Justice and Delirquncy PrelentiOn

Dep Assoc Admin GS-14
Secretary (Steno) GS-6
Clerk-Typist GS-4/5 (T)_

Research & Program Development Div.

Director
Soc Sci Prg Spec.
Soc.Sci.Prg Spec.
Soc.Sci.Prg Spec.
Soc.Sci.Prg Spec
Clerk-Typist

GS-13/14
GS-13
GS-12
GS-11/12
GS-11/12
GS-4

Standards Program
VanDuizend, R. Gen.Atty (Res) GS-13
Allen-Hagen, B Soc.Sci.Pro.Spec. GS-12
Vacant Clerk-Typist GS-3/4

Training & Dissemination Div.

Vacant Director GS-73

Vacant Soc.Sci.Prg Spec GS-11/12
Landon, M. Staff Asst GS-7
Rogers, M Clerk (Typing) GS-5

fP

Vacant
Modley, P
Swain, P.
Vacant
Vacant
Brown, D.
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Question-

2. Could you provide a copy of the last annual report submitted
by the Administrator pursuant to Section 204(b)(5)? What
were the expenditures for the Office for FY 1977 by category
(i.e., block grant assistance, special emphasis assistance,
concentration of Federal effort, etc.?

Answer-

2. FY 1977 OJJDP Outlays

Formula $7,600,000
*Spe lal Emphasis 9,000,000
Institute 2,950,000
Concentration of 400,000
Federal EffortTotal 19,950,00 -

* Includes Technical Assistance

The last report submitted pursuant to Section 204(b)(5) is attached.
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3. Question:

Section 204(b)(6) authorizes the Administrator of LEAA,
with your assistance, to provide technical assistance to
various groups. Could you provide a listing of all technical
assistance contracts entered into by the Office from FY 1977
to the present with the amount, contractor, and purpose of
the contract specified?

3. Answer:

In response to the above question the following information
is provided

1. Contractor Arthur D. Little, Inc.

OJJDP Funds awarded $1.8 Million

Project Period January 1977 - January 1979

Service Provided The objective of this contract is to
provide technical assistance to support the OJJDP Formula
Grant program. The TA contractor is responsible for
assessing TA needs under the formula grants program, pro-
viding TA to state and local governments and public and
private agencies to assist them in implementation of the
mandates of the Act, managing the provision of technical
assistance resources by a range of consultants, including
the contractor's own staff, developing a formula grants
reporting system, and preparing program strategy papers.

2. Contractor National Office for Social Responsibility (NOSR)

OJJDP Funds awarded. $1 Million

Project Period November 1976 - November 1978

Service Provided. NOSR is responsible for providing tech-
nical assistance to the Special Emphasis grantees of
OJJDP's DSO and diversion programs, managinq the provision
of technical assistance consultants; provision of technical
assistance resources through the contractor's own staff, TA
support to relevant and interested organizations other than DSO
and diversion grantees, preparation of technical papers and
documentation of program models, and exemplary technical
assistance provided to grantees.

3. Contractor Westinghouse National Issues Center

OJJDP Funds awarded $1.7 Million
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3. Answer (Cont'd)

Project Period- April 1978 - April 1980

Service Provided Westinghouse is responsible for providing
technical assistance to the Special Emphasis programs in De-
linquency Prevention, and the SPA's and RPU's selected formula
grantees and other organizations engaged in delinquency pre-
vention The contractor shall be responsible for managing
the provision of technical assistance resources by a range of
consultants, including the contractor's own staff, and pre-
paration of technical papers, monographs and program strategy
papers.

4. Question

Section 204 (1)(l) requires that the Administrator of LEAA
require each Federal agency which administers a Federal
Juvenile delinquency program to submit annually to the
Council a Juvenile delinquency development statement.
Could you provide the FY 1977 or most recent development
statements by agency and date of submission?

4. Answer:

Section 204 (1)(1) of the Act requires that a Juvenile delinquency
development statement be submitted to the Administrator based upon
a detailed statement of submission procedures that are included as
part of the third annual analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile
delinquency programs report. That report will be submitted as re-
quired on December 31, 1978, and will contain the required procedures.
Development statements will be submitted annually following publication
of the submission procedures. Discussion of the development state-
ments has been scheduled as an agenda item for the June 22, 1978,
meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention.

5. Question-

Section 206(c) provides that the Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention make recommendations at least
annually to the Attorney General and the President. Could you
provide the Subcommittee with the FY 1977 or most recent recom-
mendations of the Council with their date of submission?
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5. Answer

Under the previous Administration, members of the Coordinating Council
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention designated program
administrators under their respective direction to work on a contin-
ulnq basis with the Office to carry out the responsibilities of the
Council. This group of approximately 20 officials met during fiscal
year 1977 to discuss and make recommendations on the second Analysis
and Evaluation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs submitted to
the Congress and President. Their recommendations, published as part
of the analysis and evaluation report, were formulated into a set of
uniform definitions and a detailed statement of criteria for identifyinq
the characteristics of Juvenile delinquency, Juvenile delinquency pre-
vention, diversion of youth from the Juvenile justice system, and the
training, treatment, and rehabilitation of Juvenile delinquency.

Question:

6. Section 206(d) requires that the Council meet at least 4 times a
year (6 times a year prior to FY 1978). List the dates, location,
and meeting topic for each Council meeting in FY 1977 and FY 1978.
How much money has been obligated and expended for Council operation
since that date?

Answer:

6. The Council met officially on December 8, 1976, in New York City,
New York, to discuss youth employment and its relationship to
delinquency. In addition, program administrators designated by
Council members met as follows to discuss preparation of the
analysis and evaluation report*

November 8, 1976 Washington, D.C.
December 9 & 10, 1976 New York, New York
April 29, 1977 Washington, D.C.

With the required approval of then Attorney General Levi and the
Council members, the Office hired an Executive Secretary to the
Council through an Intergovernmental Personnel Act agreement with
the State of California. The term of that agreement was January
1977 through November 1977. Office costs associated with the agree-
ment were approximately $50,000 (salary, benefits, moving and related
expenses). Until such time as a new candidate for Executive Secretary
Is selected and presented to the Council for approval, I have assigned
responsibility for coordination activities to my Policy, Planning and
Coordination Division staff In addition, the Office recently awar ed
a grant in the amount of $299,800 for a major study of public policIes
that contribute to the institutionalization and deinstitutlonal nation
of status offenders, dependent and neglected children. This effort
was developed to support the Coordinating Council in carrying out
its responsibility of reviewing the programs and practices of Federal
agencies and reporting on the degree to which they are consistent or
inconsistent with Sections 223(a)(12) and (13) of the Juvenile Justice
Act.
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Question

7. Please list the names of all National Advisory Committee (NAC)
members. Which members are full-time employees of Federal, State,
or local governments? Which members h d not attained 26 years of
age at the time of their appointment and what were their ages?
How many of those youth members have been or are currently under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile Justice system?

Answer-

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS

George C. Belitsos of Iowa
Glen Bower of Illinois
Bernadette Chavira of New Mexico
Timothy Scott Davis of Washington, D.C.
Margaret C. Driscoll of Connecticut
Harold P. Goldfield of California
Marion W. Mattingly of Maryland
Michael Olson of Pennsylvania
Lawrence Semski of Mississippi
George Walker Smith of California
Steven Stark of Connecticut
Barbara Sylvester of South Carolina
Diana Tamez of Texas
Genevieve Wilson of Maryland

YOUTH MEMBERS AGE AT TIME OF APPOINTMENT

Ms. Chavira 23
Mr. Davis 23
Mr Goldfield 25
Mr. Olson * 16
Mr. Stark 25
Ms. Tamez 22

FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES OF GOVERNMENT

Mr. Bower
Judge Driscoll
Judge Semski

* Has been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system.
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8. Question

DAT

Section 208(a) requires the NAC to meet n(
a year (6 times prior to FY 1978 ) List
and meetino topic for each NAC meeting in

E. PLACE

December 8-10, 1976

February 16-18, 1977

April 12-14, 1977

November 30-
December 2, 1977

February 6-8, 1978

March 1-3, 1978

July 12-14, 1978

August 16-18, 1978

New York, NY

Atlanta, Georgia

Washington, D.C.

Washington, D.C.

Arlington, Virginia

Reston, Virginia

Kansas City, Missouri

Proposed Sites:
Albuquerque, New Mexico
New Orleans, Louisiana
Sante Fe, New Mexico

ot less than 4 times
the dates, location,
FY 1977 and FY 1978.

TOPIC(S)

Youth Employment
in Relation to
Delinquency

Committee Objectives
and Workplan

Analysis and Evaluation
of and Comprehensive
Plan for Federal Juvenile
Delinquency Programs

Committee Annual Report,
State Advisory Group
Meetino

Planning for State
Advisory Group Meeting

Meeting with State
Advisory Groups

Follow-up to State
Advisory Group Meetino,
State Participation
in the Act

To be determined

(Please note, the Comittee has
since the passage of the Act.)

been required to meet 4 times per year
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Question'

9. Section 208(b) requires that recommendations be made annually by
the NAC Could'you provide the Subcommittee with the most recent
recommendations and their date of submission?

Answer

The most recent annual report of the National Advisory Committee was
approved by the members during their meeting of November 30 - December 2, 1977
The report contained the following recommendations to me

1 Private citizens should be involved in juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention policy and program development at the
the Federal, State, and local levels.

2 The Office should provide for citizen participation, with
special emphasis on youth participation, in juvenile delinquency
policy and program development, implementation, and assessment

3 The Office should develop and support youth advocacy pronras
to protect the rioh's of youth and to improve services for youth
who come in contact with the juvenile justice system

4. The Office should place emphasis not only on the role of public
youth-serving agencies in preventin, treating, and controlling
delinquency, but also on the role of private, nonprofit community
and citizen groups

5 The Office should encourage and support efforts of citizen groups
to monitor State and local efforts to implement the provisions of
the Juvenile Justice Act, especially with regard to the deinstitu-
tionalization and separation mandates of Sections 233(a)(12) anA
(13).

6 The Presidentially appointed Administrator of the Office should be
delegated all policy, administrative, managerial and operational
responsibilities of the Act.

7. All programs concerned with Juvenile delinquency and administered
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration should be admin-
istered by or subject to the policy direction of the Administrator
of the Office

8 In addition to the funds appropriated under the Juvenile Justice
Act, a minimum of 19 15% from other Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration program funds should be exoended for juvenile
delinquency programs.
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9. All States should qualify automatically for Juvenile Justice
Act planning funds to establish State and local level Juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention planning and advisory functions

10. State level Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention advisory
groups authorized under the Juvenile Justice Act should advise
their respective governor and State legislature, as well as the
State Planning Agency, regarding Juvenile justice delinquency
policies and programs

11. The Adkministrator of the Office should be authorized to continue
granting Juvenile Justice Act funds to a State if thp Administrator
finds that the State is in substantial compliance with the require-
ment that the State deinstitutionalize all status offenders within
a 2-year period and if the Administrator has an unequivocal commitment
from the State that it will achieve full compliance within 5-year
period from initial participation in the program Substantial com-
pliance should be defined as achievement of 75% deinstitutionaliza-
tion.

12 A 10% cash match for juvenile delinquency programs administered by
the Office should be required, but the Administrator of the Office
should be permitted to waive matching requirements for private non-
profit organizations and agencies Further, the Administrator of
the Office should have the authority to waive matching requirements
for Indian tribes and other aboriginal groups and to waive State
liability and to direct Federal action where the State lacks juris-
diction to proceed.

13. Administration of the Runaway Youth Act should be transferred from
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to the Office.

14 The scope of the Runaway Youth Act should be broadened to include
other homeless youth

15 Statistical repurts and documents profiling the children and parents
served under Runaway Youth Act programs should not disclose the iden-
tity of the individual youth without the consent of individual youth
and his or her parent or legal guardian

16 The Office and other Federal agencies and departments should provide
the necessary leadership and resources to implement the Federal policy
for the prevention, treatment, and control of juvenile delinquency as
stated in the Second Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency
Programs Special Emphasis should be placed on the objective of iden-
tfyTingTFederal sponsored or assisted activities which are inconsistent
with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, w.th particular regard
to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and dependent and
neglected children, separation of juvenile and adult offenders, and di-
version of youth to community-based programs

17 The President and the Attorney General should nive hi!h priority to the
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work of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

18. A policy of citizen participation in the meetings and activities of
the Coordinating Council should continue to be implemented through
representation of the Committee on the Coordinating Council.

19 To improve Federal coordination of juvenile delinquency programs, the
Office of Management and Budget should be represented on the Coordina-
ting Council

20. The Coordinating Council should be responsible for providing advice and
assistance to the Office in the preparation of the annual analysis and
evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs and the development
and implementation of the annual comprehensive plan for these programs.

21. The Office, through the Coordinating Council, should insure that all
youth employment efforts undertaken by the Department of Labor are
consistent with the Federal policy to prevent, treat, and control juven-
ile delinquency.

22 The comprehensive plan for Federal Juvenile delinquency programs should
include as a major objective the collection and analysis of comparable
baseline dat4 from Federal agencies and departments with responsibili-
ties for juvenile delinquency programs. The data should be used as the
foundation of the third analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile
delinquency programs and should relate to such issues as- (a) organ-
ization structure, (b) policy formulation, (c) planning procedures and
requirements, and (d) program priorities, operations, evaluation require-
ments, and results _

23 The Office, with the assistance of the Conmittee and the Coordinating
Council, should establish data collection procedurEs for other Federal
departments and agencies to follow in the submission of information that
will be of sufficient detail to allow the Office to evaluate the degree
to which each Federal juvenile delinquency program conforms with and fur-
ther Federal juvenile justice and delinquency prevention policies and ob-
jectives

24 The third analysis and evaluation report should distinquish juvenile de-
linquency programs and expenditures from general youth programs and
expenditures Further, the analysis should indicate whether Federal
expenditures are cOnsistent with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice
Act, with special attention to the deinstitutionalization and separation
mandates,

25 In accordance with the findings of a recent feasibility study sponsored
by the Office, an automated juvenile delinquency program information
system--particularly a project level system--is judged not to be cost
effective and alternative methods for collecting juvenile delinquency

32-505 0- 78 - 16



236

program information should be developed

26 The Office should insure that at the Federal level, emphasis is placed
on, and appropriate resources applied to, not only delinquency preven.
tion and diversion of youth from the traditional juvenile justice system,
but also reduction of serious crimes committed by juveniles.

27. Status offenders should be removed from the jurisdiction of juvenile
court. *

28 Each State government should establish an executive office of youth
advocate with the responsibility for investigating and reporting mis-
feasance and malfeasance within the juvenile justice system, inquiring
into areas of concern, and, conducting periodic audits of the juvenile
service system to ascertain Its effectiveness and compliance with estab-
lished responsibilities.

29 Written grievance procedures should be established for all residential
and nonresidential programs serving juveniles, and the juvenile within
these programs should have access to an ombudsperson

30. The destruction of a record pertaining to a juvenile should be mandatory
and should not be contingent upon receipt of a request by the subject of
that record.

31 Each State and the Federal Government should enact statutes governing the
collection, retention, disclosure, sealing, and destruction of records
pertaining to juveniles to assure accuracy and security of such records
and to protect against the misuse, misinterpretation, and improper dis-
semination of the information contained in the records.

32. Privacy councils should be established at the State and Federal levels
to assist in review of record keeping practices and in enforcement of
the statutes and regulations governing records pertaining to juveniles.

33. The Office should determine the legislative authority of other Federal
departments and agencies to develop and implement standards relating to
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention Further, other Federal
departments and agencies should be asked to identify areas in which their
standards and the recommendations of the Committee are not in accord so
that any differences may be resolved

34 Agencies at all levels of government should design procedures to assure
that when standards advocating the use of alternatives to incarceration,
deinstitutionalization, or other nontraditional techniques are implement-
ed, the cost savings realized will be reallocated to follow the juvenile
served by the alternatives.
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35. Greater emphasis should be placed on research in the area of delinquency
prevention.

36. Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention research and action programs
should be better coordinated and designed to complement each other.

37. Regarding the relationship between action and research programs sponsored
by the Office, the Institute should participate in, or sponsor directly,
three types of research, small scale research and demonstration projects
that test new program approaches, evaluation of programs that use alter-
native intervention approaches, and assessments on case studies of programs
that use traditional service approaches.

38. At the direction of the Office, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare's Interagency Panel on Research and Development on Adolescence
should be encouraged to focus specifically on juvenile delinquency.

39 The Institute should continue to support research programs that address
the Juvenile delinquency research priorities of th' 'oordinating Council.
Further, the Institute should coordinate other Federal agency research
activities that address Coordinating Council priorities.

The National Advisory Committee has since reversed its position and now

recommends that status offenders remain under the jurisdiction of the
Juvenile court.

Question:

10. What staff and other such support was requested by the Chairman
of NAC for FY 1978 pursuant to Section 208(f)? What staff and
other such support have you provided as required by Section 208(g)?

Answer'

10. On October 31, 1977, I met with the Executive Committee of the
National Advisory Committee to discuss staff and other support
services to be provided by the Office As a result of that
meeting, the Executive Conmittee recommended that the current
support services contract for the National Advisory Committee
be extended and the dollar amount increased to permit the hiring
of one more professional staff person and awarding of a subcon-
tract to assist the National Advisory Committee in planning the

March 1-3, 1978, meeting of State Juvenile Justice and delinquency
prevention advisory groups. The contract was extended through

August 15, 1978, additional staff was hired, and a subcontract
was awarded to the National Youth Alternatives Project. To date,

the Office has provided a total of over $700,000 in contract
support for the National Advisory Committee. In addition, the

equivalent of more than four full-time professional and one full-
time clerical staff of the Office have been made available.

In a recent meeting with members of the National Advisory Committee,
I agreed to provide approximately $225,000 in support for the coming

year. I requested and received a report from the National Advisory
Committee that outlines their proposal for future staff and other

support services. The report is being reviewed and shortly the

Office will determine the most effective and expedient means of

providing support to the Committee.
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11 Question

What States currently participate in Juvenile Justice Act,
Part 8, Formula Grant activities? Has any State had its plan
turned down and, if so, under what circumstances'

11. Answer-

Of the fiftysix (56) states and territories, currently only
seven are not participating in the state formula grant program,
under Part B of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act Those seven states are

Nebraska Oklahoma
Nevada South Dakota
North Dakota Utah

Wyoming

Additionally, the second part of your question, concerns the
number of state juvcnile justice plans which have been turned
down To date, none of the state juvenile justice plans
have been rejected
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Question

12 What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among each of
the existing special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since
FY 1975? Could you provide the Subcommittee with a list of each
special emphasis grant awarded for FY 1977 and FY 1978 with grant
title, grant award, and grantee?

Amounts of Federal money apportioned among each of the existing
special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since FY 1975
are as follows

Deinstitutionalization of 11,871,910
Status Offenders

Diversion 8,556,919

Prevention of School Crime 6,000,000

Prevention 6,190,473

Unsolicited Proposals 5,168,906

Restitution FY 78 (Projected) 24,430,122

Special Emphusis award FY 1977 award amounted
Ti tle/Grantee

Fort Peck Prevention $176,796
Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board
Poplar, Mt

Youth Arbitration Center $401,613
Washington Urban League
Washington, D.C

Operation Sisters United $375,653
National Council of Negro Women
Washington, D C.

Model Committee Staff Project $666,006
in Juvenile Justice

Legis/50
Englewood, Co

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program $469,323
Nat'l Federation - Settlement Neighborhood
New York, NY
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Aspira Prevention $518,506
Aspira of America, Inc.
New York, NY.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention $304,974
Girl's Club of America
New York, N Y

Consortium for Youth $402,951
United Way of Greater New Haven
New Haven, Ct.

Positive Youth Development $373,228
Boston Teen Center Alliance
Boston, Mass

Girl's Coalition $401,715
City of Philadelphia
Philadelphia, Pa

Tuskegee Institute Prevention 431,413
Alabama Dept of Youth Services
Montgomery, Alabama

An Alternative to Incarceration $29,125
Sacramento Reg Planning Council
Sacramento, Ca

Youth Convunity Coordinator $200,588
American Public Welfare Assoc
Washington, D C

Boston Diversion Advocacy Project $960,000
Mayor's Office on Criminal Justice
Boston, Ma

Dallas County Delinquency Prevention $400,350
Dallas County
Dallas, Tx

Chicago Youth Service Alliance $500,000
Chicago Dept of-Human Services
Chicago, Ill

Venice-West Prevention $500,000
Venice Drug Coalition
Venice, Ca
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Youth Services to Rural Area $76,000
Tulare Youth Service Bureau
Tulare, Ca

Program to Prevent Juvenile $450,000
Delinquency

The Salvation Army
Atlanta, Ga

Special Emphasis awards FY 1978

Juvenile Court Advocacy $117,098
Open Harbor, Inc.
Cambridge, Ma

Youth Diversionary Program $72,966
Opportunities Industrialization Center
Providence, R I

Deinstitutionalization of Status $247,500
Offenders
Pima County Juvenile Court Center
Tucson, Arizona

An Alternative to Incarceration $46,166
Tahoe Human Services, Inc
South Lake Tahoe

Juvenile Delinquency & Prevention $352,784
Boy's Club of America
New York, N Y
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Question'

13 Briefly describe the activities of the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in regard to the
information, research, and training functions specified in
Section 242,243,and 244.

Answer'

In response to question #13 the following descriptive information
is provided with regard to activities of juvenile justice insti-
tute, pursuant to Sections 242,243, and 244 of the Act

INFORMATION FUNCTION

Assessment Centers The four Centers under the Assessment Centers
Program are responsible for the collection, assessment and synthesis
of research data and program experience, and the preparation of re-
reports, on topics of interest to OJJDP Topics completed and under
preparation include

- Achievement Place A Behavioral Treatment Approach in a
Group Home Setting (DRAFT)

- Alternative Programs for Young Women

- Implications on Self-Report Studies for the Creation and Use
of Alternative Programs

- Youtn Service Bureau Program

- Juvenile Diversion Programs (Police and Courts)

- Legal issues in pre-adjudicatory diversion of juveniles

- Update on alternatives to secure detention of juveniles

Major, comprehensive reports on

- The Serious Juvenile Offender

- The Status Offender in the Juvenile Justice System (DRAFT)

Classification Factors in the Juvenile Justice System

A series of reports including what is known about status offenders
from self-report studies (completed), peer relations and delinquency,
school violence, media violence, delinquency prevention experiments
and others.
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Causes and Correlates of Delinquency The landmark study of
delinquency in Illinois was completed in the past year, at the In-
stitute for Juvenile Research in Chicago. This three-year study
in Chicago has involved analyzing data collected during 1972 through
a statewide Illinois survey of a random sample of over 3,000 youth
aged 14-18, and a field study of Illinois communities and social in-
stitutions. Delinquency involvement was measured through self-reports
from the youths themselves and correlated with such factors as family,
peer groups, community, and school influences The results have shed
new light on the nature of delinquency Among the major findings were
the following 1) contrary to popular conceptions based on arrest
data, kids reporting delinquent behavior (other than armed robbery)
are nearly as likely to be white as black, just about as likely to
be agirl as a boy, as likely to live anywhere in Illinois as in highly
urbanized Chicago, just as likely to come from an intact as a
broken home, 2) peer group pressure is the single most important factor
in determining the presence or absence of delinquent behavior, 3)
the community context serves as an important mediating influence in
delinquency--particularly in the case of violent conduct, and 4)much
of delinquency arises out of youths' response to contradictions or
tensions displayed by authority figures in the family, school, and
juvenile justice system contexts

Learning Disabilities The Learning Disabilities and Juvenile
Delinquency Research and Development Program was designed to examine
the relationship between learning disabilities and juvenile delin-
quency The two major components of this study are I) a comparison
of the incidence of LD in groups of adjudicated delinquents and of-
ficially non-delinquents populations, and 2) an evaluation of a re-
mediation program for adjudicated delinquents This study is being
conducted in three states Indiana, Maryland, and Arizona The pre-
liminary results of the incidence study show that sixteen percent of

the officially non-delinquent school population are LD compared to
thirty-two percent of the delinquent population However, based on
self-report measures of delinquency, it appears that LD and non-LD
yoith engage in similar amounts of delinquent activity Thus the

relationship between LD and delinquent behavior remains unclear at
this time

Delinquency and Drug Use This study will provide extensive

information on the incidence-, distribution, and patterns and styles
of drug use and delinquent behavior among a national sample of ap-
proximately 2,000 youth aged 11-17 It will also include an exam-

ination of the relationship between drug use, including alcohol, and

other kinds of delinquent behavior and the variables associated 
with

changes in patterns of drug use and delinquency over time Particular

attention will be paid to the variables or conditions associated with

the commencement of drug use, the connection between drug use and

delinquency, and developmental sequences of drug use over time
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Clearinghouse In response to a specific legislative mandate,
OJJDP plans to develop its own clearinghouse and dissemination program,
which will be coordinated with LEAA's National Criminal Justice Refer-
ence Service.

Useful information for a variety of audiences is generated under basic
research, program development, evaluation and standards programs. It
is the purpose of the clearinghouse to more actively link state and
local audiences with sources of information and assistance in order to
advance OJJDP's program goals. The statement of work for the clearing-
house is under preparation

Residential Care Study. The Office is making preparation to support
a replication ofthe landmark 1966 Census of Children Residential Insti-
tutions in the United States and territories. This replication will
differ from the original census in that it will Involve much more com-
prehensive coverage of residential programs and also examine them in
more depth. It will provide a valuable data base for assessing con-
temporary institutional care for Juveniles noting past trends and
preparing for measurement of changes in residential care practices in
the future

Information System Development. Our current work in this area
consist of three major efforts The first is maintenance and expansion
of the natiqnwide Juvenile Court Statistical Reporting System, through
which information on juvenile court handling of youth is generated
We are now in tne process of awarding a new grant for this purpose.

The second effort is this area is the development and implementation
of automated information systems for Juvenile courts Under previous
grants, a national assessment of such systems was conducted and the
requirements of a model system were developed We are now in the process
of awarding a new grant for the purpose of implementing the modal system
in a single jurisdiction

The third effort in this area is the implementation of an automated
information system in the 0 C Superior Court which combines a court
and prosecutor information system We are currently processing this
award

EVALUATIVE RESEARCH AND RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

Over the past year, several of NIJJDP's basic research projects have
produced noteworthy results that have made significant contributions
to our understanding of juvenile delinquency and related factors.
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Serious Juvenile Crime. We have undertaken a number of studies
focused on serious juvenile crime with particular emphasis on the develop-
ment and maintenance of delinquent careers

Two studies have made significant contributions to our understanding of
delinquent career patterns as they relate to adult careers in criminality
The first of these is a follow-up study to the landmark Philadelphia
research conducted in the early 1960's of almost all males born in that
city in 1945.

The follow-up study involved gathering data up to age 30 on the offender
careers of a ten percent sample of the original group Sigificant findings
from this effort include the following about 15 percent of youths in the
10 percent sample were responsible for 80-85 percent of serious crime- and
chronic offenders (5 or more police contacts), who made up only 6 percent
of the larger group from which the 10 percent sample was drawn, accounted
for 51 percent of all offenses among the total sample--including over 60
percent of the personal injury and serious property offenses.

The second of the two major offender career studies is a project currently
underway at the University of Iowa, which is assessing the relationship
of adult criminal careers to Juvenile criminal careers This project con-
sists of a follow-up study of 1352 juveniles born in 1942, and 2099
Juveniles born in 1949, in Racine, Wisconsin The study is designed to
1) provide information on the nature of urban delinquent careers (including
age, race, sex, and other offender characteristics such as seriousness of
offense) and their relationship to later adult careers, 2) determine the
extent to which various alternative decisions by Juvenile justice system
authorities orby the Juvenile have contributed to continuing careers; and
3) evaluate the effectiveness of the juvenile Justice system and other
connunity factors in deterring or supporting continuing delinquent and
criminal behavior.

The major preliminary findings to date follow 1) about 5 percent of the
white males in the 1942 and 1949 groups accounted for over 70 percent of
the felony offenses (police contacts), 2) about 12 percent of the white
males in these two groups accounted for all police contacts of white males
for felonies; and 3) minorities (blacks and Chicanos) were disproportionately
represented, in comparison with whites, among those referred to court and
placed in correctional institutions.

These data make it clear that, at least in Philadelphia and Racine,
Wisconsin, a very small proportion of Juvenile offenders account for an
extremely large voume of serious and violent crime However, the diffi-
culty in taking the next step--that of responding appropriately to reduce
crime through focusing on chronic offenders--is in predicting who will in
the future be a chronic offender. A major conclusion of the Philadelphia
and Iowa research is that juveniles do not specialize in particular types
of offenses nor do they.necessarily progress from less serious to more
serious offenses. Prediction of delinquency remains an elusive goal.
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Another study recently concluded under Institute funding constitutes a
seven-year evaluation of the Massachusetts experience in its statewide
community-based movement In 1969-72 Massachusetts repleced its training
schools for Juveniles with community-based alternatives to traditional
incarceration. This is the only State that has deinstitutionalized its
correctional Institutions state-wide, in either the juvenile or adult
areas. The results of the evaluation have indicated that youths do as
well in the new programs as they did in the old training schools.
However, youths in less secure programs did better than those in the
more secure community-based programs, and youths in programs providing
diversity of treatment options and extensive community linkages did much
better than those in the programs which lacked these features In
addition, the community-based programs provide a much more humane and
fair way of treating youth than did the large institutions previously
used. A major conclusion of the study was that the important factors
affecting success or failure with individual youth lay not so much in
the qualities of specific individual programs to which the youth were
exposed, but in the characteristics of the total social network for
each youth in the community

TRAINING FUNCTION

During the past year the Office has made significant progress in
developing its training program, which previously had been given low
priority Three major areas of new activity are described briefly
below, delinquency prevention, law-related education, and deinstitu-
tionalization

Delinquency Prevention Three projects have'been undertaken through
which about ,000 juvenile justice and youth workers personnel in both
the public and private sectors are provided training in such areas as
evaluation and decisionmaking, youth, participation, and community leader-
ship skills development

Law-Related Education. The Office is also developing a comprehensive
law-related education program. This program will test various methods and
approaches to improving youth's understanding of the juvenile, civil and
criminal justice systems, their rights and responsibilities as citizens,
and the lawful means of securing and enforcing those rights.

Deinstitutionalization. We are in the process of establishing a
rather large-scale training rogram, focused on deinstitutionalization of
all youth except those that pose a danger to themselves or to communities
Through it, along with OJJDP training, technical assistance, and action
programs, the Office is continuing its supportive efforts to persuade
States to deinstitutionalize statewide their large juvenile correctional
institutions The content of the training program will draw mainly upon
the results of the seven-year Massachusetts study, the new secure care
study, and the results of other OJJDP research, evaluation, and action
program activities in the deinstitutionalization area.

A major target group for this training group will be State Juvenile
Delinquency Advisory Groups, in order to increase the effectiveness
of their efforts at the State level Other trainees will include
private non-profit agency youth workers, planners, legislators, media
representatives, and Federal agency personnel.
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Question

14. Section 246 requires that an annual report on Institute activities
be submitted to you prior to September 30 of each year Could you
provide the Subcommittee with a copy of the report due September 30,
1977?

Answer:

14. As you know, the 1977 amendments were signed into law on October 3,
1977, and Section 246 specifies that the first such annual report
is due after the first year the legislation is enacted No report
was prepared for September, 1977 The next such annual report from
our Juvenile Justice Institute is due prior to September 30, 1978
A copy of that copy of that report can be made available to the
Subcommittee upon completion - -

Question

15. Could you detail the obligation and expenditures of OJJDP funds
for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 1978? Of all funds appropriated
for OJJDP in FY 1977, what percent has been obligated and what
percent expended?

Answer-

FY 1976

Category Obligation Outlays

Formula $35,047 $3,968
Special Emphasis 10,611 9,016
Institute 5,609 2,611
Concentration of
Federal Effort 212 150

Total 51,479 15,745

FY 1977

Category Obligation Outlays

Formula 43,271 7,600
Special Emphasis 10,375 9,000
Institute 4,970 2,950
Concentration of
Federal Effort 430 400

Total 59,046 9 g9502
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FY 1978

Category Obligation Outlays

Formula 59,616 14,090
Special Emphasis 3,212 6,100
Institute 5,206 4,000
Concentration of
Federal Effort 739 65
Technical Assistance 1,872 500

Total 24,755

15 Answer (Cont'd)

The figures provided above reflect total dollars obligated and
outlayed during each of the fiscal years regardless of the fiscal
year they were appropriated

Of the $100,000,000 appropriated to OJJDP for FY 1977, forty nine
percent has been obligated and ten percent has been expended,
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NAlOMAL SCHOOL lS Cl CENTI

The Office of Juvenile Justice atnd
Delinquency Prevention announces a
Competitive grant program focusing on
the problem of school violence and
vandalsm The objectie of this solici
tation is development of a school re-
source network that provides assLst-
ance to students, teachers, parents, se-
curity personnel, school adnminlstra
tors, and community personnel The
national network is to Include a na
Uonal school resource center and four
regional school resource centers. The
national network will help local
schools and school district design and
implement school violence and vandal
lsm prevention programs through
training, technical assistance, and ad
vocacy that result in changes in school
response to youth behavior

At the pre-ent time, there is no na-
tional strategy to assist schools in
dealing effectively with school crime
Resources are minimal and fragment-
ed. Many local programs are developed
solely in the interest of security They
fail to accomplish their objectives, fail
to address the real needs of the school
systems, and fail to provide benefits
that are consistent with their costs. A
national school resource network dedi-
cated to advocacy, reform, and a safer
environment for students and teachers
is needed to provide overall direction
and coordination of existing and new
school resources.

Prellminary applications in response
to this announcement are due Novem-
ber 1, 1978 While it is anticipated that
only one grant award will be made,
subgrant arrangements are both ac-
ceptable and encouraged. The grant
period will be for a duration of fifteen
(15) months the award amount will be
up to a maximum of $2,600 000 Pre-
Uminary applications will be consid-
med only from public and private non-
profit agency. organizations, and instl-
tutions. All such agencies, organiza-
tions, and institutions must have dem-
onstrated experience in dealing with
youth 4

Copies of the program guidelines
will be released on August 1. 1978, and
can be obtained by contacting the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention. Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, Depart-
ment of Justice, 833 Indiana Avenue
NW., Washlngton, D C 2063I

JoNN hL RECTOR.
Admintstrator, OffJie of Juve

nse Justic and Delinquency
Preventton.

LID Do*. 7"-17170 Filed 6-21-7, 8.45 ,m
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WASHINOTON, Dc. MIS

June 14, 1978

Mr James N. H. Gregg
Assistant Administrator
Office of Planning and Management
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N W.
Washington, DC 20531

Dear Mr. Gregg:

It is my understanding that you currently act as Administrator
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration while that position
remains officially vacant.

Section 204(g) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, as amended, reads as follows:

"(S) The Administrator may delegate any of his
functions under this title, to any officer or employee
of the Administration."

Could you please inform me of any such functions that you have delel -ced
to Mr John Rector, Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenil
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Our oversight hearings on the
operation of the Office are to be held June 27, 1978. I would appreciate
your answer prior to the hearing date.

Sincerely,

Ike Andrews

Chairman

IA:rd
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JUt 22
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D C 20531

The Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
House of Representatives
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Mr Chairman

This is in response to your letter of June 14, 1978, regarding functions
delegated to Mr John Rector, Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention

Enclosed is a copy of the Delegation of Authority to the Administrator,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Issued on January
4', 1978

Please let me know if you wish us to furnish additional information.

Sincerely,

ames M H Grgg
(Fpssistant Administra r

Office of Planning and Management

Enclosure

32-505 0 - 78 - 17
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
ADMINISTRATION

Instruction I 1
January 4, 1978

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF
SUblect JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION (OJJDP)

PURPOSE The purpose of this Instruction is to delegate authority for
the administration and operation of the OJJDP to the Associate Admini-
strator (hereafter Administrator, OJJDP)

2. SCOPE This Instruction is of interest to all LEAA personnel

3 CANCELLATION This Instruction cancels LEAA Instruction 1 1310 40A
dated April 21, 1976

4 FUNCTIONAL DELEGATION The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated the
authority and responsibility for implementing overall policy and
developing objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delin-
quency programs and for activities relating to prevention, diversion,
training, treatment, rehabilitation, evaluation, research and improve-
ment of the juvenile Justice system, as authorized under the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, herein-
after referrred to as the "JD Act") and the related activities under
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
hereinafter referred to as "The Act"), including the following:

a. Administrative Management. Plan, direct, and control the imple-
mentation and operations of all LEAA juvenile justice and del1n-
quency prevention programs administered directly through OJJDP.

b Policy Development. Develop, approve, and promulgate juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention policy for implementation by
OJJDP and, to provide policy direction to all programs concerned
with juvenile delinquency and administered by LEAA. Where such
policies have major administrative or management implications
or affect the general policies of LEAA, they are subject to
approval by the Administration.

o. Grants and Program Authority.

(1) Grant and Program Management. Subject to the policy direction,
allocation of funds, and in accordance with directives issued
by the LEAA Administration, the Administrator, OJJDP, is
delegated the authority to approve, award, administer, modify,
extend, terminate, monitor and evaluate grants within program
areas of assigned responsibility and to reject or deny grant
applications submitted to LEAA within assigned pro.ams

DostIhttoo, All LEAA Personnel imon...d U, Office of Planning
and management
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I 1310 40B
Jan. 4, 1978

including grants and agreements and programs supported by
fund transfers from other Federal agencies, under the
following categories

(a) Grants under Part A of the "JD Act" separately and
specifically delegated by the LEAA Administration

(b) Formula grants under Part B of the "JD Act "

c) Grants under Part B (II) of the "JD Act"; categorical
grants using Part C and E funds of "The Act" transferred
to OJJDP, and, National Institute of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention grants under Part C of the
"JD Act" or using Part D funds of "The Act" trans-
ferred to OJJDP separately and specifically delegated
by the LEAA Administration.

(d) The comprehensive Juvenile Justice program required
under Part C of "The Act".

(2) Award, Approve, Modification, and Extension of Grants and
Contracts The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated authority to
award, approve, modify, and extend grants and contracts as
follows.

(a) Grants and contracts under Part A of the "JD Act".

1 Approve and award grants and approve for award
contracts separately and specifically delegated
by the LEAA Administration.

2 For FY 1977 and subsequent years, approve budget
category deviations

(b) Formula Grants under Part B of the "JD Act".

1 Approve Annual Plan.

2 Award Formula Grants according to applicable
fiscal year allocation formula and appropriation

Approve Formula Grant program deviations. (Since
Formula Grant funds are not discrete budget items in
a State Comprehensive Plan award, coordination with
OCJP will be required prior to approval of program
deviations.)

Par 4
Page 2
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I 1310 40B
Jan. 4, 1978

Approve Formula Grant extension by subgrant to
allow expenditure from December 31 to March 31
provided that current acceptable fiscal reports
are on file with none outstanding and that all
special conditions are satisfied, under the
following conditions*

a Delays in equipment deliveries which are
unanticipated and are not the fault of sub-
grantee (Submission of subgrantee/vendor
contract is required)

b Unforeseen delays in obtaining FCC clearances
for communication programs.

c Unforeseen delays in construction projects
caused by strike, weather, environmental impact,
equipment, energy crisis (Submission of
contract which outlines original completion
dates is required)

d Delays related to compliance with Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act

Approve the use of Formula Grant funds as match
for other Federal programs

6 Approve the use of Formula Grant funds for con-
struction of innovative community-based facilities

7 Waive the "cash match preference" for Formula Grant
funds established by H 7100 1A, Change 3, Chapter 7,
paragraph 7 dated October 29, 1975

(c) Grants and contracts under Part B (Il) of the "JD Act",
categorical grants and contracts using Part C and E
funds of "The Act" transferred to OJJDP, and, National
Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
grants and contracts under Part C of the "JD Act" or
using Part D funds of "The Act" transferred to OJJDP
separately and specifically delegated by the LEAA
Administration

Approve grant applications and RCAs (Requests for
Contract Action) separately and specifically
delegated by the LEAA Administration

Par 4
Page 3
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I 1310.40B
Jan. 4, 1978

2 Award grants and approve for award contract
separately and specificall' delegated by the LEAA
Administration

Approve budget category deviations

4 Extend expenditure deadline of grants beyond
the 90 day expenditure allowed following the
end of the grant period.

(3) Concentration of Federal Effort. The Administrator, OJJDP,
is delegated the authority to implement overall policy and
develop objectives, and priorities for Federal juvenile
Justice and delinquency prevention programs and to advise
the President, through the Attorney General and the LEAA
Administrator, concerning planning, policy, priorities,
operations, and management of all Federal Juvenile delinquency
programs

(4 ) Research, Demonstration and Evaluation. The Administrator,
OJJDP, is delegated the authority to support research and
demonstration projects in order to improve Juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention programs, to evaluate all federally-
funded projects under the "JD Act" and "The Act", and other
Federal, State and local programs; and, to disseminate
research and evaluation results, and pertinent data and
studies in the area of juvenile delinquency

(5) Training The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the
authority to conduct training programs and related activities
under the "JD Act"

(6) Information The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the
authority to collect, analyze and promulgate useful infor-
mation regarding treatment and control of juvenile offenders,
and, to establish and operate an effective Information
Clearinghouse and Information Bank.

(7) Technical Assistance The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated
the authority to provide technical assistance to Federal,
State and local governments and other public and private
agencies in planning, operating, and evaluating juvenile
delinquency programs

(8) Audit Clearance The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the
authority to clear audit findings and recommendations for
those reports in which OJJDP is the designated action office

Par 4
Page 4
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I 1310 40B
Jan. 4, 1978

(9) Waivers on Consultant Fees LEAA requirements on requests
for waiver of consultant fees by grantees may be approved
up to $200 per day

(10) Piss-Through Funds Subject to financial and program guide-
lines the Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the authority t)
waive the requirement that 66 2/3 percent of Federal monies
be made available to local units of government.

d Operations Subject to the general authority of the Administration,
the Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the authority and responsi-
bility to represent the Administration with other Federal agencies
and State and local governments in the following matters

(1) Contacting State and local officials to encourage participation
in OJJDP's program

(2) Providing and/or arranging for the provision of assistance
in the form of technical consultation to recipients of "JD
Act" funds in the areas of juvenile justice planning, manage-
ment, and program development

(3) Reviewing and evaluating LEAA juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention programs regardless of fund source

(4) Monitoring OJJDP grants contracts, interagency agreements,
and purchase orders

(5) Interpreting LEAA juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention policy

5 REDELEGATION The Administrator, OJJDP, may redejegate the authority
in this Instruction, in whole or in part, provided that any redele-
gation is in writing and approved by the LEAA Administrator This
restriction does not apply to a temporary redelegation of authority to
the Deputy Associate Administrator, under Section 201(e) of the "JD Act"
or other deputy or assistant to be exercised during the absence or
disability of the OJJDP Administrator or deputy or assistant Authority
redelegated by the OJJDP Administrator shall be exercised subject to the
OJJDP Administrator's policy direction and coordination and under such
restrictions as deemed appropriate

6 RECORDS The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
shal-keep such records concerning the delegations in paragraph 4 as
the Administrator, OOS, and the Comptroller shall require. Records
shall be forwarded to these offices as required

JAMES M H GREGG
Assistant Administrator
Office of Planning and Management
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1UNITD STATU
DlPARTMNT O1 JUSTICM

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
ADMINISTRATION

Instruction i '!
September 30, 1977

DELEGATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION TO THE ASSOCIATE
ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY

Subject PREVENTION (OJJDP)

1. PURPOSE The purpose of this Instruction Is to delegate the authority
and responsibility for the administration of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to its Associate Administrator.

2 SCOPE This Instruction is of interest to ell LEAA personnel. The
authority and responsibility delegated herein applies specifically
to the Associate Administrator, Office of Juvenile Juatica and
Delinquency Prevention.

3- GENERAL DELEGATION The Associate Administrator is delegated the
authority and responsibility for directing and supervising the
personnel, administration and operation of OJJDP.

4 COORDINATION The Associate Administrator shall'be responsible for
coordinating both administrative and functional activities of OJJDP
with other LEAA offices to avoid duplication of effort and ensure
effective program delivery

5 PERSONNEL DELEGATION. The Associate Administrator is authorized to
select candidates from among eligible applicants for appointment to
positions within OJJDP (except as reserved by the Administrator
to determine their respective duties, to designate employees for
promotion, reassignment, training, awards, removal or disciplinary
action and to request appropriate personnel action concerning these
matters. This authority shall be exercised in accordance with policies,
procedures and limitations set forth In directives issued by the
Assistant Administrator, Office of Operations Support.

6 TRAVEL AND PER DIEM DELEGATION Subject to the Administration's
Travel Regulations and within their approved travel budget, the
Associate Administrator is delegated the authority to authorize
and approve travel, per dies and travel advances for the official
travel of OJJDP personnel

7 LEAVE DELEGATION. Subject to leave policies and regulations of
thAi-istration, the Associate Administrator is authorized to
approved annual, leave, sick leave, administrative leave and other
leave permitted by law

mit.stj s Offdce of Plannnand Management
oii,bwoon All LEAA Personnel
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1 1310 53
September 30, 1977

8. OVERTIME AND COKPENSATORY LEAVE DELEGATION Subject to LEAA Overtime
and Compensatory Leave Regulations, and within thair approved budget,
the Associate Administrator is authorized to approve paid overtime
and overtime for which compensatory leave will be granted.

9. REDELEGATION Authority delegated in this Instruction may be redele-
gated in whole or in part, provided that any redelegation is in writing
and approved by the Administrator This restriction does not apply to
temporary redelegation of authority to a deputy or an assistant to
be exercised during the absence of the Associate Administrator
Authority redelegated by the Associate Administrator shall be
exercised subject to the Associate Administrator's policy direction
and coordination and under such restrictions deemed appropriate

10 RECORDS The Associate Administrator shall keep such records
concerning the delegation of paragraphs four through nine as
the Assistant Administrator, Office of Operations Support and the

- Comptroller shall require Records shall be forwarded to these
offices as required

/ i.M H GREG -
Aistant Administrator
Office of Planning and Management

Par 8
Page 2



259

STATUS O F.NDS -!4O1FFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AX0 OCLINQUE4CY PREV[',TIOm

(Amounts In thousands of dollars)
(Except as Noted)

Appropriated

S 10,600

24.204

43.127

63.1

141,681

FORMULA GRANTS

Obligated Expended
Asof__31/78 3/31/78

$ 9.331 $ 6,912

24.204 9.276

43,127

136.278

8653

25,321

SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS
fIn Actua Dollars

Appropriated

$ 10,710.COO

19.296.000

Awarded
As of 5/31/78

$ 10.722.776

17,563,594

23.372.594 0

21.250.000 -

74,668.594 2q,2q6,37n

National Institute for Juvenile Justice and

Appropriated

$ 3.150,000

S.000,000

7.500,000

11,000,000

26.650.000

Awarded Expended
Awarded

As of 5/31/78

$ 3,063,606

51000,000

7,500,000

139

15,563.745

Expended
As of 12/31177

$ 8.449.145

7,017,642

0

0

16.266.787

Delinquency Prevention

Expended

$ 2.895.728

3.383,971

981,597

0

7.261,296
Source of Ca a
Office of thS_

Comptroller, L

FY 1975

FY 1976
(6 TQ)

FY 1977

FY 1978

Total

T 1975

(I TQ)
V 1977

F( 1978

Total

FY 1975

FY 1976
(& TQ)

FY 1977

7y 1978

Total
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WA5J4INGTON, D C amis

June 14. 1978

Mr Jim Cammill, Director
Office of White House Personnel
2 The White House
Washington, D C. 20500

Dear Mr. Gamill

It is my understanding that the Office of White House Personnel
has been responsible for Presidential appointments to the National
Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
It is my further understanding that members on the Advisory Comittee
serve staggered terms and that vacancies, Including that of the Chair,
occurred on M~arch 18, 1978, and have to this date not been filled

Section 207(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, as amended, states that the Advisory Comittee "shall
consist of twenty-one members " It has been reported to me that it was
necessary for the National Advisory Committee to cancel one of Its
previously scheduled meetings during this three-month Interim since it
was not in compliance with Section 207(a) As I'm sure, you are aware,
Section 208(a) of the Juvenile Justice Act requires that the Advisbry
Committee met "not less than four times a year."

The Subcomittee on Economic Opportunity, which I chair, will conduct
oversight hearings on the office of Juvenile Justice and the National
Advisory Comittee on June 27. 1978. I would appreciate verification of
these reports, a date on which the appointment of members can be expected,
and an explanation as to why these reported delays occurred In the event
your Office is not responsible for these appointments, could you please.
direct me to the appropriate source. I would be most grateful for a
reply prior to the June 27th hearing date.

/ 
Ccrely,

A-A
I1ke An~rews(
Chairman

IA grd
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Mr John Rector, Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice And
Delinquency Prevention

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N W.
Washington, D C 20531

Dear Mr Rector

I am concerned that testimony given by you before the
House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, on June 27, 1978
indicates a major misunderstanding or misinterpretation on
your part and about Congressional intent with respect to the
expected use and intended impact of Special Emphasis funds
Before drawing any final conclusions, or taking specific
actions, I would like some additional information from you
regarding the current status of this program

Please respond to the following questions

1 What is the present organizational structure of the
Office, whdt authority has been delegated to the Office, and
what authority has been delegated to the operating program
divisions within the Office

2 Where is the responsibility for management of the
Special Emphasis funds located, how are program priorities
established, what procedures are used for funding these programs,
and how were these procedures developed?

3 What was the Office budget for the following periods
July 1975, October 1976, October 1977, October 1978, and
June 1978' How were these funds distributed across the
operating Office diviions?

4 What do you see as the major mandate and goals of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as
amended in 1977? How are the programs now operating, and
those projected for funding in this fiscal year achieving
these goals"



262

5 What is the present strategy for utilization of Special
Emphasis monies? What is your rationale for this strategy?
How does it differ (if there is aldifference) from the strategy
pur-ued prior to your administration? How is the present
strategy impacting the basic goals of the legislation?

6 Of the Special Emphasis funds available since October
1977, how much has actually been expended> If less than the
available amount, why'

7 Please provide the Office staffing plan, and indicate
how much full time professional staff are assigned to each
division, by grade level, race, sex and ethnic origin? How
many staff have been employed by you since July 1977? Of this
number, how many are minorities?

8 How many grants and contracts have been awarded by the
Office since October 1977? For what purposes' Of the grants
and contracts awarded, how many have gone to minority agencies
and organizations? When were these grants awarded, and what
procedures were used in their selections

9 How many youth haje been served by Special Emphasis
projects funded since October 1977, and of this number, how
many have been minority youth'

10 What actions have you taken since October 1977 to faci-
litate and support formula grant and maintenance of effort
block grant funds going to minority organizations and dis-
advantaged communities?

Finally, I would like to reiterate the question which I
raised in the June 27th Hearings Why were the planned
initiatives on gangs and serious offenders cancelled after
July 1977> And further, how is the restitution program expected
to impact minority youth in relation to number of youth involved,
and kinds of services available? How does this compare with
the two cancelled programs with respect to types of agencies
receiving grants, number of youth involved, types of communities
affected, and types of services provided? Please provide me
with copies of the guidelines or program descriptions of the
cancelled initiatives

As you know, I have had, and continue to have a strong
interest in the problems of youth and their families The
legislative mandate being implemented by your Office can be
if properly administered, a major force in creatively redirecting
available resources, and in shaping a national youth policy
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My concerns are directed at gaining a clear understanding
of the extent to which these purposes are being met I would
therefore, appreciate a response to my' inquiry within the 13ext
week, in order to facilitate clarity relative to the present
status and direction of programs within your Office

Your efforts to expedite the handling of this inquiry,
will be greatly appreciated by me, and by my colleagues on
the Economic Opportunities Subcommittee, with whom I intend
to share your communication.

Sincerely yours,

AUGUSTUS F HAWKINS

Member of Congress

AFH ac
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September 5, 1978

Mr John Rector, Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N W
Washington, D C 20531

Dear Mr Rector

On July 7, 1978, I sen
taking to your program, and L
reasonably quick

r of inquiry per-
. ur response be

To this date you have not forwarded such a response
to me

Please apprise me of the reasons for the delay, and an
indication of when you expect my inquiry to be answered

Sincerely,

AUG STUS F AMe r65er of Congress

AFH ac
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OF-FCE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND OELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, 0 C 20531

July 7, 1978 I:JI],

Honorable Augustus Hawkins
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
U S House of Representatives
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Congressman Hawkins

I have received your July 7, 1978, letter expressing concerns about
the operation of our Special Emphasis Division Much of the infor-
mation you requested is not readily available It will be developed,
however, by the Director of our Special Emphasis Division As we
develop our responses to your detailed inquiries, it would be help-
ful to know specifically what, in your view, in my testimony before
the Andrews Economic Opportunity Subcommittee on June 27, 1978,
indicated that I don't understand the intended role for discretionary
funding

As your hearing revealed, the Office is grossly understaffed as con-
trasted with other programs under your jurisdiction, but we will
submit the information as it becomes available and in as timely a
fashion as possible

Please let me know if myself or my staff can be of further assistance

With w m gards,7
JOnI M Rector /
A ininistrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention
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ir John Rector, Administrator

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

Law Enforcemtn Assistance Administration
Washington, D C 20531

Dear Mr Rector

Your letter of July 7, 1978 causes me some concern,
since my request for information goes significantly beyond
my very special interest in the Special Emphasis Programs

The questions raised in my July 7, 1978 letter to you,
are directly related to your administration and management
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention program

That is the heart of the issue I am raising I, therefore
do not understand the nature of the role that you have
assigned to the Special Emphasis Division in this endeavor.

In order to clarify any misunderstandings on this
matter, I would appreciate your arranging an immediate
conference between my Administrative Assistant, Mr John W
Smith, and your principal staff people handling this issue

Sincerely, 0

AUG TUS F HAWKI
Me rUer of Congress

AFH ac
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JUN.. 1

Honorable John C. Culver
Chairman, Subcorvitteo to Investigate

Juvenile Dalinquency
Committee on the Judiciary
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear 11r. Chainnan:

Ws are pleased to have the opportunity to further clarify questions
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
whi ch you raised at the May 1 Judiciary Connittee. Mr. Greq has
asked that 1, as Nsociate Administrator of LEAA, provide the
necessary clarifications. Our responses follow a reiterating
of your questions.

I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations.

With wan regards,

John 11. Rector

Ad ilnistrator

and j31Niflqucny Provention

Enclosures

32-505 0 - 78 - IS
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Question:

1. When the Attorney Generpl sent his appropriation request for FY 1979
to the President, what was the amount requested for the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)?

Answer.

1. The amount requested for OJJDP by the Attorney General for FY 1979
was $100 million.

Question

2a At a hearing before the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee on
April 27, 1977, OJJDP was asked to provide the Subcommittee
with an analysis of the number of special emphasis grant
applications which were received in FY 1975 and 1976 and
which were worthy of funding According to this analysis,
the Office received 1,128 grants in FY 1975 and 1976. The
Office found that 103 of these projects merited funding,
but the Office was able to fund only 39 projects because
of limited availability of monies for this purpose.

Was the special emphasis grant program similarly hampered
by a lack of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1975
and 1976? Please provide for the record an.analysis of
the number of special emphasis grant applications determined
to be worthy of funding during FY 1977 and 1978 and the
ntber of projects actually funded.
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Answer

2a. The special emphasis grant program was not hampered by a
lack of funds for meritorious prnjprts during FY 1977 and
1978. This can be illustrated as follows:

Carryover of FY 76 funds into F1 77

Special Emphasis $15,463,000
Part C 2,679,000
Part E 1,524,000

TOTAL $19,666,000

Carryover of FY 77 funds into FY 78

Special Emphasis $28,317,000*
Part C 1,198,000
Part E 8,145,000

TOTAL $37,650,000

In response to the question concerning special emphasis grant
applications determined to be worthy of funding during FY 1977
and 1978 and the number of projects actually funded, the term
worthy is highly subjective and cannot be addressed In lieu
of the requested information the following is offered:

Vo. of Applications No of Grants
Received Awarded

FY 1977 450** 36

FY 1978 62 29 (to date)

FY 1978 116 Restitution 54 Estimated
Applications Restitution

* Includes $5,088,000 of carryover from FY 76.

** Approximated. Most of the 425 Prevention Applications went to

Regional Offices The Regional Offices have since closed and

the records are not available.

2b
is the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Dlinquency Prevention
(National institute) unable to support meritorious projects because of lack
of funds? Please provide for the record an andysis of the number of
National Institute grant applications determined to be worthy of funding
during FY 1977 and 1978 and the number actually funded.

The answer to the first part of your question is no. The analysis of our NIJJDP
FY 1977 and FY 1978 fundable and funded grants is as follows:

FY 1977 FY 1978 (as of /31/78)

Fundable 23 19
Funded 23 19
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Question

3a. At the April hearing before the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee
there was testimony concerning the slowness which funds were being
obligated, awarded and expended by OJJOP

What is the amount of special emphasis grant funds for each of
the last three fiscal years and the current fiscal year that
have actually been awarded and expended to date?

Answered

3a. The amount of special emphasis grant funds for
three fiscal years and the current fiscal year
been awarded and expended to date.

Awarded

1975

each of the last
that have actually

Expended

Special Emphasis
Part C
Part E

TOTAL

1976

Special Emphasis
Part C
Part E

TOTAL

1977
Special EmphStis
Part C.
Part E

TOTAL

1978

Special Emphasis
Part C
Part E

$10,722,776
2,066,368
1,433,552

$14,222,696

$14,585,336
470,102

- 5,771,850

* $20,827,288

-0-
$ 4,481,378

4,955,986

$ 9,437,364

$ -0-
274,500
46,166

TOTAL $ 293,666

$ 8,449,145
1,628,298
1,129,61q

$11,207,082

$ 7,817,642
249,154

3,059,081

$11,125,877

-0-
$ 1,329,635

1,090,138

$ 2,419,773

$ -0-
-0-
-0-

-0-

8
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Question

3b. What is the current carryover in special emphasis grant
funds from previous fiscal years?

Answer-

3b. The current carryover
years:

Special Emphasis
FY 1976
FY 1977

TOTAL

Part C
FY 1976
FY 1977

TOTAL

Part E

FY 1976
FY 1977

TOTAL

in special emphasis funds from prior

5,088.000
23.229.000

28,317,000

-0-

11198,000

1.198,000

-0-
8,145,000

8,145,000
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Question:

3.c. What are the causes of the fund flow problems in the special
emphasis grant program and how are unsolicited applications
for special emphasis funds handled?

Answer:

3.c. The fund flow problems In the special emphasis grant program
are directly attributable to the fact that oily one major
initiative has been announced and funded each fiscal year.
As a result, most of the unsolicited applications were rejected
through the use of an innocuous letter indicating that the ap-
plication did not meet program guidelines or funding Is not
available

In FY 1977 and 1978, $9.7 million in Special Emphasis funds and
$5.0 million in Part E funds were set aside for unsolicited
applications. This is at the heart of the fund flow problem.
The one major initiative per year concept has not generated
the response to Insure the obligation of each fiscal year's
appropriation.

Additionally, understaffing of the entire Office (including
the Special Emphasis Division) has contributed to the incredible
levels of carryover. We are struggling with a myraid of programs
regarding this Division. I am confident that most of the problems
will be resolved by the end of Fiscal Year 1979

The second part of the question is covered by our response to
your question #5 which made the Identical inquiry.
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4. Question

What special emphasis initiatives is OJJDP currently planning and
when is it anticipated that they will be announced? -

4 Answer

OJJOP is currently planning the following special emphasis programs

(1) Restitution - 116 preliminary applications were received
In response to the February, 1978 program announcement,
54 preapplications were rated as fundable and have been
invited to submit full applications by July 21, 1978. It
is anticipated that $24,000,000 will be awarded for this
initiative by September 30, 1978.

_(2) Prevention - $6,000,000 will be awarded for continuation
funding of 16 projects by August 30, 1978.

It should be noted here that in the future not all special emphasis funds
will be set aside for national initiatives We are in the process of
developing several programs to be incorporated into LEMJ's Discretionary
Grant Guide. Several of the programs are:

-18 Alternative Education
b Advocacy
(c) Children in Custody
d Law Related Education
e Special Incentives for Participating and

Non-participating States

Additionally, it is anticipated that funds will be set aside for unsolicited
applications.
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5. Question What procedures are currently utilized in awarding special emphasis
grants and how are unsolicited applications for special emphasis fulds
handled?

5. Answer-

I 1'hat procedures are currently utilized in awarding Special
Emphasis grants, and hot are unsolicited applications for
Special Emphasis funds handled?

1) Awards are made to applicants submitting applications
in response to program guidelines issued by OJJDP.
The steps involved in this process are

a) A program guideline is issued which focuses
upon a problem area or need determined to be
of national significance within the context
of the requirements of Section 224(a) of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act The guideline provides for selected
program strategies, judged to have potential
for having major impact upon achieving the
requirements mandated by Section 224(a).
The guideline also outlines performance
standards which reflect the intent of the
legislative requirements, and sound program
methodology.

b) Applicants submit preapplications or full
applications by an identified submission date.
Applications are then reviewed and rated by
staff teams In relation to predefined selection
criteria. Those applicants meeting selection
criteria at a defined level of acceptability are
identified as the fundable group, and are re-
commended for grant award The total number
funded depends upon the funds allocated for a
given program, and the number meeting selection
criteria at an acceptable level.

2) Awardsare made to applicants submitting unsolicited
applications and concept papers The steps involved
in this process are.

a) Upon receipt, unsolicited applications and concept
papers are assigned to a staff reviewer. The
applications are reviewed in relation to the following
criteria:

- Impact upon problems addressed
- Degree of need for the proposed services or

activities
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- Feasibility of the program methodology and use
of innovative or improved program approaches
and techniques

- Degree to which the program addresses the require-
ments identified in Section 224(a) of the Act

- Cost effectiveness
- Capability and basis of applicant interest in

implementing the proposed program.

b) The staff reviewer prepares a summary of the merits
of the proposal and makes recommendations regarding
funding.

c) The application is then reviewed by the Deputy of
Special Emphasis.

d) If the Deputy concurs with the staff rating, a
memorandum recommending its consideration for award
is prepared and forwarded to the Director of Special
Emphasis, along with a letter identifying programmatic
deficiencies which need to be addressed.

e) If the Director concurs with the staff review and
recommendations, the recommendation is forwarded
to the Administrator of OJJDP for a final decision
regarding grant award

f) Where there is non-concurrence, the reviewers meet
to resolve and clarify differences of opinion, and
the Director of Special Emphasis makes the final
recommendation to the Administrator.

II. Please indicate how the procedures have changed, if at all, for the
period FY 75 thru FY 78.

In 1974 and early .1975, the Juvenile Justice Task Group encouraged
unsolicited proposals, and the first grants funded with Omnibus
Crime Control Discretionary Part C and E funds were unsolicited
applications. Upon assessment of the impact of these programs upon
the legislative mandate, the Task Group determined that a more
systematic approach was required if the Office was to realize any
significant impact upon defined goals The policy was therefore
changed in 1975, and for the most part, projects were only funded
in response to published guidelines. Between March, 1975 and July,
1977, unsolicited proposals were discouraged, and funded by exception
only.

The exceptions %,ere based upon interests it, 3 particular program approach,
or special needs which vore unlikely to be met through response to national
scope program guidelines. Since July, 1977, unsolicited proposals have
been encouraged, and the number submitted and funded has increased.
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6 Question

In FY 1977 how much of the budget of the special emphasis grant
program was allocated to special emphasis initiatives and how
much was allocated to unsolicited grants' In FY 1978 how much
of the budget was allocated to each of these categories?

6 Answer

In FY 1977 and FY 1978, the special emphasis program budget was
allocated to special emphasis initiatives as follows

FY 1977

Dollars available by Fund type

Special Emphasis $38,692,000
Part C 5,679,000
Part E 13,101,000

Dollars Programmed
(In Millions) Part E Part C Special Emphasi

Prevention PYSO Pr8 5
Learning Disabilities 1.0
Violent Offenders 9.0
Gangs 1.0. 1.0
Restitution 2.0
Prevention (neighborhood) 3.0 1.0
Transitional Grants .4
Unsolicited 1 1 1.3 28.2

Total TTF.- 5

FY 1978

Dollars available by Fund type

Special Emphasis $49,567,000
Part C 6,000,000
Part E 15,000,000

Dollars Programmed
(In Millions)

Part E Part C Special Emphasis
Deinstitutionalization 2
Pestitut on 10 0 3 0 17 0
Prevention 14 0
School Crime 2 5
Model Programs 1.0 2 0
Track II's from Regions 4 4
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6 Answer (Cont'd)

Part E
Unsolicited 5 0

Total

Part C

As you can tell from the aformentioned figures, especially for FY 1977,
the staff developing programs was not necessarily in touch with the
budget staff

7
How much of the current budget of the National Institute is currently
allocated to each of t'e following program rategories- I) information,
collection and dissemination, 2) research, 3) demonstration projects,
4) evaluation, 5) training, 6) development of juvenile justice standards

Our NI3JOP dollars are allocated for FY 1978 as follows.

1) information* - 3,065,000

2) research* -- 3,105,000

3) demonstration* - 1,737,000

4) evaluation*

5) training

6) standards

- 4,238,000

- 3,283,000

572,000

TOTAL 16,000,000

*Includes program development work 0

Special Emphasis9 7
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Question

S. A Ilow r.ui) positicn> ha CUe I. authori :.J lt QJJlIP ;lid Ilow
D,.fly ,Iuthori:c\1 ro' 1-.to , "'r. % it._-it it .,ti ot the fol lo'- Ing
r.ijor Ci 1L t It, of Lt - rf- , ,Cf

(1) SpcLILl crl' ,:is grLlt progrin
(2) Ion da Cr it pro,,r l/tLJIul L i al.t ace
(3) Cci cc itrdticn of "edcrdl effott
(4) N.;tio -1i n :,tutc

(a) Information collect-ion and disscmination
(b) i&S'_LJZCI
(c) tkronstr-itio ProJects
(d) -aluat.o
(e) Tra iu,
(f) D&-lo~, ,ia of Jtr.L rle Jubt cc st adirds

B. How long ]ac eacli of the.e posI'ucn ton % icant'

C. LMt actions are you taOiiJ to fill t'c ce vacfncCs?

D. Men do you ex-ect thebe ',icancacs to be fClled?

Answer

8 (A-D).

Attached are various charts reflecLirig past and cu,,ent personnel
allocations and vacancies within the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention As you can discern, we have made sub-
stantial progress both in acquiring new positions and in filling
positions In the past year OJJDP has experienced significant
change, uncertainty and frustration Notp.nly was the authorizing
Act under reconsideration but, as you know, Congress delayed passage
of the bill extending OJJDP until the eleventh hour Thus, it was
difficult if not nearly impossible to appropriately develop the
FY 1978 program plan or strategically allocate FY 1977 appropriations.
Similarly, unsettling were the Subconmittee Oversight Hearings on
OJJOP activities conduc J less than three months after my confir-
mation, before the 1977 A;.ndnents to the Act had been sigrd and
In tact contemporaneously vith Congressional passage and during
the final v'eek of our fiscal year Anotrer factor was the partial
LEAA rtorganizatjon during this period, including the abolishment
of its Regional Offices vhich resulted in extraordinary burdens
on personnel support services as vell as our affected employees
who relocated or found oth:r erplc,,-cnt durin t e period July-
September To enable us to respond rore precisely to our Con-
gres;ional mandate and to provide sorely nceoed, long overdue
management and policy direction, I reorganized OJJD? In fact,
this heavily encumbered co.,olicatcd process hs only recently been
finalized Yle are quite pleased watn wnat %a hate achieved Ve
arp nn-i In a better Oositirn to dl-nct and rinine the program as
intci.,td. lnciccntaliy, Asi~ui%.- 6 -I6 v , __
conplted, vill hopefully FroidL uS Ith tiorci insights and
tools to help facilitat. better r:nagcrent

Of importance, lileiise, is that 12 professional id 8 other staffers
have resigned/transTerred during this period

This process within the bureaucracy, which you recently characterized
as "Byzantine", is a ine-cons" ing one, bct we are ncw in a better
position to direct und nnage the progron as intended As indicated
on the current organizational chart, the filling of vacancies is pro-
ceeding steadily ard' I expect have the majority of positions filled
between no, and the first part of August
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SE

FGTA

CFE

NIJJDP

Totals

Author zed
PFT RPT

8 0

11 3

4 10

2 0

16 2

41 5

(6/77)
Tenp

0

1

2
3

*Includes Deputy Associate Ad~mnist

**Reorganization of Office established Poll
Includes Concentration of Federal Effort

PFT -Permanent rull Time
PPT - Permanent Part Time

OJJD0 POSITION ALLOCATION

Vacant (6/77)
PFT PPT Temp

1 ;0 o
3 1 0:
0 O0 1 1

0 0 2 (PP&C
0

10 2 3f

rator, Office f Prorm and
I I I I

Icy. Planning and
actlvitles.

S)

I

Authorized
PFT PPT

9* 0

12 1

15 2

10** 2
is 1 0
61 ~5

(5/78)

11

0

2

Vacant (5/78)
PFT PF7 Te-p
)z 1

,2 1 0

2 !0 1
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NIJJDP POSITION ALLOCATION
BY FUNCTION

On Board 6/77 Vacant On Board 5/78

Information & Dissemination

Research, Evaluation &
Demonstration Projects

Trainlg

Standards

2

5

2

Vacant

0

4

0

I

t , 5

3

1

2

.1 I

I.

0

3

2

1

11
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OFFICE OF JU\ERILE JUSTICE fllD DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

FOffice of the AdministratorRector, J. Administrator EX-5
Shine, J. Exec. Ass .&Spec.Coun,_GS-

Vacant Atty-Advisor GS-14 (P)
Trethric K Admin. Officer GS-11
Watson, d. Staff Assistant GS-8
Taylor. L. Clerk-Steno GS-5
Dana, M. Asst. Exec. Secy. (IPA)

Nader, F. JJ Pro ram Manager _(IPA)

Policy. Planning & Coordination Staff

Doyle. W. Director (Actlpg) GS-15
Vacant Secretary (Typ) GS-5/6 (P)

I

Management and Planning Branch
Miller, R: Suprv.Program Plan

IVacant ___ Progran Planning Ai
Vacant Program Planning h
Vacant Program Assistant
Whltlock.L. Clerk-Typist

.Analyst
analyst
analyst

GS-14
GS-2/13
GS-11 /12
GS-7/9
GS-3

PolicyAoalysis and Coordination Branch

t) Vacant Suprv.Program Plan Analyst GS-,4
iRiddicg. M. Program Planning A,,alyst GS-)3
Wolfie. J. Program Planning A alyst GS-j,
Vacant Program Planning A-,alyst GS-,

(P) Vacant . 'Clerk (Typing) GS-.

(P) - Pending indicates action being taken by Personnel Divisio . This includes
positions currently being advertised and finalizing of po ition descriptions
prior to advertising.

I I

I



Office

Vacant
Carr. R.w

0o

-3

! Martin, E.

of Programs

Deputy AssocAdmiln. "CS-16
Secretary GS-9 \11_. )

lal Emphasis Division

Director

[Roy. C Staff Asst. GS-61

GS-15 I

McKinney, V. Dep. Director GS-14 j

CI,

(P)
8(p

Formula Grants & Technical Assistance Div.
I

West, D. Director GS-15
Holbert, D. Clerk (Typing) GS-5

Formula
da=n, C.
Cain, T.
Porpotage,F.
Vacant
Dorahue, T.
Sutton, R.
Robinson, R.
Vacant

C-nts Branch
Sup JJProg Spec.
Juv.Jus.Spfc.
Juv.Jus.Spec.
Juv.Jus.Spec.
Juv Jus.Spec.
Juv.Jus.Spec. -
Clerk-Typist
Clerk (Typing)

GS-14
GS-13
GS-13
GS Y112
GS-12
GS-,4
GS-4/S (T)

(P1

(P)

Program Development & Support Branc
Vacant Sup.JJ Prog.Spek. GS-I
Modzeleski,V. Juv.Jus.Spec. (Pcticy) GS-1
Kujawski.N. Juv.Jus.Spec. (S,:c.Pro) GS-I
Gould, J. Juv.Jus.Spec. (Ti) GS-1
Wood, 0. Juv.Jus.Spec.(P.'it) GS-1
Landen, K. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-11
Thompson,G. Clerk (Typing) GS-5'
Shelton, S. Clerk-Typist GS-3

I

flU 1 0%. 9L. FEU2. -sqL. q ,

Miller, H. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13
Dorn, R. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13
Dodge, D. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13
Jackson, C. Juv.Jus.Spec, GS-13
Kemble, K. Jur. Jus.Spec. GS-12
Diaz, H. Juv.Jus.Spdc. GS-12
Vacant - Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-11/12
Vacant- - Clerk-Steno GS-4
Vacant --__ Clerk-Typist GS-3/4 (PPT

VacantCarr, R.

-__ -1 1. C 0

-I .....

I



Kattonal Institute of Juvenile Justtce and Delinquency Prevention

Howell, J. Dep.Assoc Admin. GS-14
Weston, Mi. Secretary (Steno) GS-6
Vacant Clerk-Typist GS-4/5 (T)'

Research & Program Development Div,

Vacant Director GS-13/14
tiodley, P. Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-13
Swain. P. Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-12
Vacant Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-11/12 P)
Vacant Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-ll/12 P)
Brown, D. Clerk-Typist GS-4

Standards Program
VanDuizend, R Gen.Atty (Res) GS-13
Allen-Hagen, B. Soc.Sci.Pro.Spe:. GS-12

(P) Vacant Clerk-Typist GS-3/4

Training & Dissemination Div.

vacant Director GS-13

(P) Vacant Soc Sc.Prg.Spe. GS 11/f2
Landqn. M. Staff Asst. GS-7
Rogers. M. Clerk (Typing) GS-5

-"7- I I
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ADVANCE COPY
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
ADMINISTRATION

F G-3Change , 100.1
July 25, 1978

Cancellation

Subject STATE PLANNING AGENCY GRANTS -Dot After Filing

1. PURPOSE.

This change transmits revisions to the Guide for State Planning

Agency Grants, M 41oO 1F, January 18, 1977 It is anticipated

that this change should require no additional 
information to be

submitted by the States for 1979 plans, and that this 
Guide

(with possible future amendments) will apply to the preparation

of FY 1979 and FY 1980 plans.

b. Revisions are explained in the following 
paragraph Pages to be

adde are attached. ecipients should remove old pages as indicated

in the page control chart and add new pages 
to the Guide where

indicated.

2. SCOPE. This Change is of interest to all holders of M 4100 IF

3. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES.

ra ra h 22 State PlanninQ Agency Supervisory Board, is modified

to reflect change i n .... --- in of the SPA Supevvisory Board

pursuant to Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP 
Act of 1974, as amended.

b Para ra h 27. Re uirements for State Planning Agencies Which

Par*tiikto in the Juvenile u-stice -and Denuec Prevention Act

Pr2x!!. ha5S been deleted. Paagraph 52 now contains all Of thea

req rements for application and receipt of 
funds under the JJDP

Act.

c. Paragraph 51, Reuirements for Juvenile Justice Under the Crim

Control Act, has been fed to reflect changes in main-

tenance of effort requirements. This paragraph now requires that

each state allocate and expend at least 
19.15 percent of its total

Crime Control allocation for Juvenile 
justice programs.

d parag~raph 52. RquireMents fo Patiiation in FundinQ ne

The Juvenile Justce and Delin uency Prevention Act of 194, hasto anenDe"

been modified include Om ibus Crime Control Act requirements

and OJJDP planning grant requirements 
All of these requirements

are to be addressed Jointly in a separate section 
of the Compre-

hensive Plan.

OI,,,blvtlon All Holders of N 4100.1F office o uen Pr .vnt.and Delitnquency Prevention
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M 4100.1F CHG - 3
July 25, 1978

e Paragraph 52n. Monitoring of Jails, Detention Facilities and
Correctional Facilities Two major revisions have been made
in this subparagraph First, the definitions of Juvenile de-
tention or correctional facility have been made less restric-
tive in that the new criteria modify the commingling provision
to allow facilities which are community-based or have a bed
capacity of 20 and below to mix status offender and non-offen-
der populations with criminal-type populations at any ratio.
Second, the reporting requirements have been modified to re-
quire only that information which is essential for a state
to demonstrate compliance or progress toward compliance and
still maintain the statutory reporting requirements.

OJJDP intends to submit the following additional language to
paragraph 52n(2)(c)2 to the Federal Register for clearance,
"The use of non-community-based facilities over a bed capacity
of 20, which serve status offenders or non-offenders exclu-
sively, is acceptable for monitoring purposes only through
December 31, 1980 States should begin eliminating such fa-
cilities to meet the January 1, 1981 deadline " This change
proposes the elimination of criteria 52n(2)(c). for the guide-
lines issued for the 1981 monitoring effort

f Paragraph 52t - Continuation Support The continuation support
policy has been modified to require states to indicate in
their plan, and to make known to potential applicants, the
minimum number of years projects may request and receive funding
States are also required to provide an assurance that each
project funded shall continue unless prematurely terminated
due to reasons spelled out in this guideline.

Par 3
Page 2
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M 4100.1F CHG - 3
July 25, 1978

PAGE CONTROL CHART

Kemove vaaes uaTea

Table of Contents

lii and iv
v and vi

16 thru 19

22 thru 29

50-56
57-62
63

Appendix 1
3 and 4

Jan. 18, 1977
May 20, 1977

Jan. 18, 1977

Jan. 18, 1977

Jan. 18, 1977
May 20, 1977
Jan. 18, 1977

May 20, 1977

insert Pages

Table of Contents

iit
iv
v

vi

16 thru 18 (and 19) July 25, 1978

22 (thru 28)
29

50 thru 63

Appendix 1
3 thru 4-1 (and 4-2) July 25, 1978

aeM H.GreggA
Assistant Administrator!*'
Office of Planning and Management

Par 3
Page 3

uatea

Jan. 18, 1977
July 25, 1978
May 20, 1977
July 25, 1978

July 25, 1978
July 25, 1978

July 25, 1978
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14100 1F
January 18, 1977

TABLE OF CONTENTS
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1 STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR GRANTS TO STATES
FOR PLANNING AND ACTION

2 SCOPE OF PROGRAM COVERAGE
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BLOCK ACTION GRANTS

4 AMOUNTS OF GRANTS

5 CONGRESSIONAL OR EXECUTIVE ACTION LIMITING
AWARDS

6 APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS

7 DATES AND PLACES TO SUBMIT GRANT APPLICATION

8 -9 RESERVED

CHAPTER 2 REQUIREMENTS FOR PERFORMANCE OF PLANNING AND
OTHER RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE PLANNING GRANT

SECTION 1 PLANNING AT THE STAIE, REGIONAL, AND
LOCAL LEVELS

10 COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING BY THE
STATE PLANNING AGENCY

11 REVIEW OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BY THE
STATE LEGISLATURE

12 PLANNING AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL

13 PLANNING AT THE LOCAL LEVEL
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ACTION SUBGRANTS
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18. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
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19 PLANS FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATION

SECTION 5. DESIGNATION, STRUCTURE, ORGANIZATION AND
STAFFING OF THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

20 DESIGNATION OR CREATION OF STATE PLANNING
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21. STRUCTURE OF THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY

22. STATE PLANNING AGENCY SUPERVISORY BOARD

23. STATE PLANNING AGENCY STAFF
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SECTION 6. SPECIAL REQUIRE TS FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE
FUNCTIONS OF THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY
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AND OPERATION OF STATE JUDICIAL PLANNING
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(2) Have a supervisory board (i.e., a board of directors,
'ommission, committee, council, etc ) which has responsibi-
lity for reviewingp approving and maintaining general
oversight of the State plan and its implementation,

b Application Requirement. Documentation must be presented as
to the location and status within State government of the
State Planning Agency.

22. STATE PLANNING AGENCY SUPERVISORY BOARD

a Authority of the Supervisory Board

(1) Act Requirement. Section 202 of the Act authorizes LEAA
to make grants to the States for establishment and operation
of State criminal justice and law enforcement planning
agencies for the preparation, development and revision of
State plans LEAA requires that the State Planning Agency
have a supervisory board, (i e , a board of directors,
commission, committee, council, etc ) which has responsibility
for reviewing, approving, and maintaining general oversight
of the State plan and its implementation Since the SPA
supervisory board oversees the State plan and its implementation,
it must possess the *representative character" required
by the Act in Section 203(a)(1)

(2) Application Requirement Documentary evidence must be
presented authorizing the State Planning Agency supervisory
board to function as stated above

b Cospoition and Representative Character.

(1) Act Requirement Section 203(a)(1) of the act requires that
the State Planning Agency supervisory board must be
representative of law enforcement and criminal Justice agencies,
including agencies directly related to the prevention and
control of juvenile delinquency, units of general local
government, public agencies maintaining programs to reduce
and control crime, and shall include representation of
citizens, professional and community organizations, including
organizations directly related to deltnno- ^y Drevention
The Chairperson and at least twc-additional citizen members of
any advisory group established pursuant to section 223(a)(3)
of the JJDP Act of 1974, as amended, shall be appointed to
the State Planning Agency supervisory board as members thereof
These individuals may be considered in meeting the general
representation requirements of this section Any executive
committee of a State Planning Agency shall include in its
membership the same proportion of advisory group members as
the total number of such members bears to the total member-
ship of the State Planning Agency supervisory board *

Chap 2 Par 21
Page 16
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Special provision Is made for membership from the judiciary
The composition of such boards may vary; however it is
required that such boards be fairly representative of all
components or the criminal Justice system and that the
representation takes account of reasonable geographical
balance, reasonable urban-rural balance, the incidence of
crime, and of the distribution of law enforcement services at
state and local levels The composition or the board must
contain representation of the following.

(a) State law enforcement and criminal Justice agencies,
including agencies directly related to the prevention
and control of juvenile delinquency

(b) Units of general local government by elected policy-
making or executive officials,

(a) Law enforcement and criminal justice officials or
adinietrators from local units of government,

(d) Bach major law enforcement function -- police,
corrections, court systems and juvenile Justice systems

(e) Publlo (governmental) agencies in the State maintaining
programs to reduce and control crime, whether or not
functioning primarily as law enforcement agencies,

(f) Citizen, professional and community organizations,
including organizations directly related to delinquency
prevention These may include such agencies and groups
as those listed below.

I Public agencies concerned with delinquency prevention
or treatment such as juvenile Justice agencies,
juvenile or family court judges and welfare, social
services, mental health, education, or youth service
departments.

2 Private agencies concerned with delinquency pre-
vention and treatment concerned with neglected
or dependent children, concerned with the quality
of juvenile justice, education, or social services
for children

Organizations concerned with neglected children,

4 Organizations whose members are primarily concerned
with the welfare of children,

Youth organizations, and

Cha 2 Par 22hage 17
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6 Organizations utilizing volunteers to work with
delinquents or potential delinquents.

Minority group representation is encouraged

(g) The judiciary Section 203(a)(2) of the Act requires the
following judicial representation at a minimum

I The chief judicial officer or other officer of the
court of last resort (as defined in Section 601(p)
of the Act).

2 The chief judicial administrative officer or other
appropriate judicial administrative officer of the State,

" A local trial court judicial officer,

4 Additional judicial members as may be required by LEAA
pursuant to Section 515(a) of the Act The above
judicial representation? shall be construed as only a
minimum applicable to small supervisory boards
Additional judicial representation is required on large
supervisory boards In order to ensure that the board
is fairly representative of all components of the
criminal Justice system Additional judicial members
must be appointed from the membership of the Judicial
Planning Committee

(2) Additional Act Requirement Section 203(a)(2) of the
Act requires that local trial court judicial officer and other
judicial officers (if the chief judicial officer or chief
judicial administrative officer cannot or do not choose to
serve) shall be selected by the chief executive from a list
of o loss than three nominees for each position submitted
by the chief judicial officer within 30 days of the occurrence
of any vacancy in the judicial membership

(3) Special Requirements

(s) Limits on Individual Membership An individual may serve
as a member of a State Planning Agency or regional
or local planning agency supervisory board simultaneously
It is possible for one board member to represent more
than one element or interest

(b) Limits on Participation by Federal Officials Federal
representation on State Planning Agency supervisory boards
as voting members is not allowed except in D C , American
Samoa, Guam, Virgin Islands, the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands and the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands Federal Officials may assist State
Planning Agencies in advisory or non-voting capacities
which are mutually agreeable

Chap 2 Par 22
Page 17-1
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(4) Application Requirements.

(a) Documentary evidence must be presented which
shows the composition of the supervisory board,
how it meets the requirements of balanced
representation set forth above and how the
board is fairly representative of all
components of the criminal justice system
(Forms for membership information are contained
in the planning grant application.) Any
multiple representation must be identified.
Procedures which specify how judicial members
are appointed must be set forth

(b) Documentary evidence must be presented which
shows the provisions of 203(a)(1) regarding
the appointment of the chairperson and at
least two additional citizen members of the
advisory group established pursuant to section
223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act of 1974, as amended,
to the supervisory board unless good cause can
be shown to justify an extension. The names,
positions and dates of appointment must be
indicated. For purposes of this requirement,
a citizen member is af pers6W who is not a
full-time employee of the federal, state or
local government, or a full-time elected
official. *

Organization and Comittees.

(1) Act Requirement Section 203(a)(2) of the Act requires that
if there is an executive committee of the supervisory board,
it shall include in its membership the same proportion of
judicial members as the total number of such members bears
to the total membership of the supervisory board

(2) Application Requirement The rules and procedures which
govern the establishment and the functions, composition and
authority of any executive coMMittee, subcosmittees, standing
ooMMittees, or advisory bodies of or to the supervisory board
Ust be described. An organization chart must be present '

Chap 2 Par 22
Page 17-2
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d Operating Procedures.

(1) Act Recuirement Under Seotion 203(g) of the Act, the State
Planning Agency as well as all other planning organizations
covered by the Act are required to hold meetings open to the
public giving public notice of the time and place of such
meetings and the nature of the business to be transacted
The meetings which fall under this requirement are those at
which final action is to be taken on the state comprehensive
plan or any application for funds Further, the Act requires
that all planning organizations covered by the Act shall
provide for public access to all records relating to their
functions under this Act, except such records as are required
to be kept confidential by other local, State, or Federal laws

(2) Application Requirement The State Planning Agency must
describe the policy and procedures which it has adopted to
ensure compliance with this requirement

23 STATE PLANNING AGENCY STAFF

a Personnel Standards Requirement The State Planning Agency staff
must be included within the State's existing personnel system or
some other adequate merit system subject to the Administration's
approval This requirement is not meant to preclude exemptions,
if appropriate under the State law, for the key administrator
of the planning agency and specified key aides

b A2plication Requirement The State Planning Agency must describe
the personnel system within which the SPA staff is placed,
indicating whether it is the existing personnel system or some
other adequate system, and listing any positions not included
under the personnel or merit system.

24 - 25 RESERVED

Chap 2 Par 22
Page 18(and 19)
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(4) What the funding level is for the judicial planning oomittee
including a budget which outlines the purposes and functions
for which these funds are to be used.

(5) Provisions for public notice of meetings, as required by
Section 203(g) of the Act and the requirements of
paragraph 22.d

(6) The procedures and methods for assuring involvement of
citizens and community organizations in the planning process

(7) In the case of situations where the judicial planning
coeittee does not exist, the procedures by which the State
Planning Agency proposes to consult with the courts and
related agencies in the development and preparation of the
annual judicial plan

* 27 REQUIRD4ENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES WHICH PARTICIPATE IN THE

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT PROGRAMS

(Peleted - Change 3. See Paragraph 52.)

28 REQUIRDENTS UNDER SECTION 518 (c) OF THE CRIME CONTROL ACT, SECTION
262(b OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT AND TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS
ACT OP 1964 AND THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY REGULATIONS OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

a Applicability The State Planning Agency in accepting a grant from
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for the operation of
the State Planning Agency assures that it will comply ind will insure
compliance by its subgrantees and contractors with Section 518(c)(1)

_ _ of the Crime Control Act, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, md
-Subparts C, D, and E of 29 C F R Part 42, -to the end that no person
shall on the grounds of race, religion, color, sex or national origin,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
otherwise subjected to discrimination under, or denied employment in
connection with, any program or activity which receives financial
assistance from the Department of Justice

I

b Application Requirement The State Planning Agency must describe
in its planning grant application how it will implement the
following procedures in order to carry out Its responsibilities
under this Act

(1) Designation of a Civil Rights Compliance Officer The SPA
shall designate by name a staff member as civil rights
compliance officer(s) to review the compliance of the SPA,
its subgrantees and contractors with Title VI, the regulations
implementing Title VI and the equal employment opportunity
regulations of the Department of Justice

Chap 2 Par 26
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(2) Trainin& of the SPA Staff The SPA shall provide its entire
staff with appropriate training and information concerning
the SPAs obligations under the nondiscrimination requirements
and this statement A timetable for this training shall be
set forth

(3) Informing Subgrantees and Contractors of Civil Rights
Requirements The SPA is required to instruct all applicants
for and recipients of financial assistance of the obligation
to comply with the non-discrimination requirements and the
available sanctions in the event of noncompliance The
SPA shall set forth the methods by which it has informed
subgrantees and contractors of their civil rights requirements

(4) SPA and Subgrantees and Contractors to Keep Records The SPA
shall require subgrantees and contractors to maintain records
as LEAA shall determine to be necessary to assess the sub-
grantees or contractors continuing compliance with the non-
discrimination requirements

(5) SPA to Inform Beneficiaries of Rights The SPA shall provide
information to the public regarding the nondiscrimination
obligation of the SPA, its subgrantees and contractors and the
right to file a complaint with the SPA or LEAR or both
concerning violation of those obligations The SPA shall
describe its efforts to inform the public of its nondiscrimi-
nation policy

(6) SPAs Obligation in Complaint Process The SPA shall establish
and set forth appropriate procedures for the receipt and
referral of complaints concerning violation of the nondiscri-
mination requirements

(7) SPA to Cooperate in Conduct of Civil Rights Comliance
Reviews In accordance with the requirements o ,LAA- the
SPA shall cooperate with LEAA in conducting civil rights
oomplidnce review of criminal Justice agencies within the
State

(8) SPA Report of Awards for Construction Projects The SPA Must
empoft to the OffieQ Civil Rights Compliance all awards

for federally assisted Construction Projects in
excess of $10,000 using Part C and Part E funds.
The SPA must describe the procedures to insure
reporting on Construction Projects form, LEAA
Form 7400/1. (see G 7400.lB, appendix 2.).

29. RESERVED
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(b) The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and
the programs supported through it.

(c) The Highway Safety Act of 1966, and the programs sup-
ported through it

50 EFFECTIVE COORDINATION WITH SINGLE STATE AGENCIES DESIGNATED UNDER
THE DRUG ABUSE OFFICE MD TREATMENT ACT

a Act Requirement. Section 303(a)(18) of the Crime Control Act
requires thatState plans establish procedures for effective co-
ordination between the SPAs and the single state agencies desig-
nated under Section 409(e)(1) of the Drug Abuse Office and
Treatment Act of 1972 in responding to the needs of drug dependent
offenders, including alcoholics, alcohol abusers, drug addicts and
drug abusers

b Plan Requirement The State Planning Agency must specify the
methos iiTp~rocedures it will use to assure coordination and
cooperation with the single state agencies If these methods
and procedures have been described in the plan or in the plan-
ning grant application, page references to the discussion of the
relationships and coordination will be adequate

*51 REQUIREMENTS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE UNDER THE CRIME CONTROL ACT.

a Juvenile Justice Requirements of the Crime Control Act States
not participating in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act (herein referred to as the JJDP Act), should ad-
dress the provisions for a comprehensive program for Juvenile
justice, as required by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act

b Maintenance of Effort for Juvenile Justice Pursuant to Section
520(b) of the Crime Control Act of 1976 and Section 261(b) of the
JJDP Act, maintenance of effort Is determined as follows

(1) Individual Level of State Funding To maintain a propor-
tionate share of the statutory maintenance level, each
state shall expend at least 19 15 percent of its total an-
nual allocation of Parts B, C and E block grant funds for
Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention-related programs
and projects Each state may, of course, expend more than
the required minimum allocation

(2) 'The state shall assure that it has allocated a percentage
of Part 8 funds for Juvenile justice planning end adminis-
tratten activities equal to the aggregate percentage of
Parts C And E funds allocated for Juvenile justice programs •
and projects.

Chap 3 / Par 51
Page 50
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(3) Plan Requirement. Along with their corresponding fund al-
locations, the State Plan must identify Parts C and E funded
programs and projects related to juvenile Justice and delin-
quency prevention

(4) Juvenile Justice Reprograminq. Prior OJJDP approval
Is necessary for any reprogramming.

52 REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN THE
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

a. A2plicability This paragraph now contains all of the require-
ments for application and receipt of funds under the JJDP Act
The provisions of the comprehensive program for the improve-
ment of Juvenile justice, as required by the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act, and the provisions of the JJDP Act
are to be addressed Jointly in a separate section of the compre-
hensive plan The requirement of a separate Juvenile section
emphasizes the distinctions between the juvenile justice system
and the criminal justice system, as well as the importance
Congress places on juvenile justice

b Plan Review Criteria OJJDP has established the following pro-
grammatic areas as critical Deinstitutionalization of Status
Offenders and Non-Offenders, Contact with Incarcerated Adults,
Monitoring of Jails, Detention Facilities and Correctional
Facilities, Advanced Techniques, and Juvenile Justice Advisory
Groups Failure to address these proqrammiatic areas shall
result in disapproval of the juvenile justice formula section of
the plan Unless indicated, an assurance is sufficient for
compliance, providing that no change has been made from the
previous year Otherwise, the State shall revise and resubmit
its response

c Plan Supervision, Administration and Implementation Pursuant
to Sections 223(a)(1) and (2) of heJP Act, t tate Planning
Agency shall assure that it is the sole agency for plan
administrationn and has the authority to carry out the mandate
of the JJDP Act, even if an agency other than the SPA implements
the formula grant. *

Chap 3 / Par 51
Page 5'
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d Planning and Administration Funds Pursuant to Section 222(c)
ofthe JJPActte State Planning Agency shall indicate on
Attachment A the amount of planning and administration funds
allocated to the State and the amount that units or combinations
of units of general local government will use Such funds shall
not exceed 7- percent of the total JJDP award, and must be
matched dollar for dollar in cash.

e Juvenile Justice Advisor G Pursuant to Section 223(a)(3)
oT the -JJDPAct,the State Planning Agency shall

(1) Provide a list of all current advisory group members, in-
dicating their respective dates of appointment and how each
member meets the membership requirements specified in this
Section of the Act Indicate those members appointed prior
to their 26th birthday as youth members,full-time elected
officials are considered to be government employees and may
not be appointed to chair advisory groups as of the effective
dato of this ouideline.

(2) States shall assure that three youth members Wh have been
or are now under the jurisdiction of the Juvenile justice
system have been appointed to the advisory group_

(3) Indicate the roles, responsibilities and activities of the
advisory group concerning those duties listed in Section
223(a)(3) of the Act

f Advisory Group Allotment Pursuant to Section 222(e) of the
JJDPAct, the advisory group shall develop a plan for using the
five (5) percent minimum allotment which, upon review by the
State, it shall submit as part of the comprehensive plan The
State shall indicate the total amount of funds allocated to the
advisory group For computing that allotment, use the following
procedures

(1) Each State shall allocate a minimum of $11,250, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Territories of
the Pacific Islands shall allocate $2,812 50 Do not count
these funds as part of the maximum 7-; percent monies set
aside for planning and administration Calculate the latter
on the total formula grant award

(2) Use funds allocated to the advisory groups for such functions
and responsibilities as *re consistent with Section 223(a)(3)
of the JJDP Act Funds allocated to the advisory group
shall not supplant any funds currently allocated to them,

Chap 3 / Par 52
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• g. Consultation with and Participation of Units of General Local
Government. Pursuant to Sections 223(a)(4) and (6) of the JJDP
Act, the State shall assure that:

(1) The Chief Executive Officer of such a unit has assigned
responsibility for the preparation and administration of
its part of the State Plan.

(2) The State recognizes, consults with, and incorporates the
needs of such units into the State Plan.

h. Participation of Private Agencies. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(9)
Fthe JJOP Act, the State shall assure that private agencies

have been consulted and allowed to participate in the development
and execution of the State Plan

Pass-Through Requirement. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(5) of the
JJP Act, the State Planning Agency must specify the amount and
percentage of funds to be passed through to units of general
local government and to local private agencies. Ior purposes of
this requirement, local private agency is defined as a private
non-profit agency or organization that provides program services
within an identifiable unit or a combination of units of general
local government.

(1) Inclusion and Compilation of PasS-Through

(a) Formula grant funds that the State Planning Agency
makes available to units of general local government or
combination of units may be included in the compilation
of pass-through. This includes funds for planning
and administration as well as for programs.

(b) If a unit of general local government or a combination
of units has denied funding to a private agency, yet
that agency received formula grant funds for programs
consistent with the State Plan, then include those
funds in the compilation of pass-through. In States
lacking regional or local planning units, and in which
the State Planning Agency distributes funds directly,
a private agency need not first apply to a unit of
general local government or to a combination of units
for funding. Those funds can also be included in the
compilation of pass-through. In addition, if a unit of
general local government or a combination of units
receives pass-through funds from the State and, in turn,
refuses to fund a project submitted by a private agency,
the State can reduce the local allocation if it funds
the orolact.

Chap 3 / Par 52
Page 53
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(2) Waiver of Pass-Throuih Requirements Make all requests for
waivers to the Administrator of OJJDP, enclose a statement
setting forth the following

(a) The extent of state and local implementation of juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention programs

(b) The extent of state and local financial responsibility
for juvenile delinquency programs

(c) The extent to which the State provides services or
direct outlays for or on behalf of local governments
(as distinct from statewide services)

(d) The approval of the State Planning Agency Supervisory
Board

(e) Specific comments from local units of government ex-
pressing their position regarding the waiver

j Rights of Privacy for Recipients of Services Pursuant to Sec-
tions 223(a)(16) and 229 of the JJDP Act, the State shall assure
that they have established_procedures to ensure that programs
funded un&r the JJDP Act shalI not FiscT6e-program-records--on-
taining the identity of individual juveniles Exceptions to
this require 1) authorization by law, 2) the consent of either
the Juvenile or his legally authorized representative, or 3)
justification that otherwise the functions of this title cannot
be performed Under no circumstances may public project reports
or findings name actual juveniles in the program

k Equitable Arrangements for Employees Affected by Assistance Under
this-ct Pursuant to Section 223(a)(17) of the JJOP Act, the
State must assure that it has established all terms and condi-
tions for the protection of employees affected by the JJOP Act
Appendix 3 states these

Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act the tate PTanning
Agency shall

(1) Describe in detail its specific plan, procedure, and time-
table for assuring that within three years of its initial
submission of an approved plan, juveniles who are charged
with or who have conitted offenses that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult, or such non-offenders
as dependent or neglected children, shall not be placed in
juvenile detention or correctional facilities

Chap 3 / Par 52
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(2) Describe the barriers, including financial, legislative,
judicial and administrative ones, the State faces in achiev-
ing full compliance with the provisions of this paragraph
All accounts shall include a description of the technical
assistance needed to overcome these barriers

(3) Submit the report required under Section 223(a)(12)(B) of
the JJDP Act as part of the annual monitoring report re-
quired by paragraph 52n

m Contact with Incarcerated Adults

(1) Pursuant to Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act the State
Planning Agency shall

(a) Describe in detail its specific plan and procedure
for assuring that Juveniles alleged to be or found
to be delinquent, status offenders, and non-offenders
will be removed from any institution in which
they have regular contact with Incarcerated adults,
including Imiate trustees This prohibition seeks
as absolute a separation as possible and permits no
more than haphazard or accidental contact between
Juveniles and incarcerated adults. In addition, in-
clude a specific timetable for compliance and justify
any deviation from a previously approved timetable.

(b) In those isolated instances where juvenile criminal
type offenders remain confined in adult facilities
or facilities in which adults are confined, the State
must set forth in detail the procedures for assuring
no regular contact between such Juveniles and adults
for each jail, lockup and detention and correctional
facility

(c) Describe the barriers, including physical, judicial,
fiscal, and legislative ones, which may hinder the re-
moval and separation of alleged or adjudicated juvenile
delinquents, status offenders and non-offenders from
incarcerated adults in any particular jail, lockup, de-
tention or correctional facility. All such accounts
shall include a description of the technical assistance
needed to overcome those barriers.

(d) Assure that offenders are not reclassified
administrativelv and transferred tn A rnrrortin.nl
authority to avoid the intent of segregating adults and
Juveniles in correctional facilities. However, this *

Chap 3 / Par 52
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does not prohibit or restrict waiver of juveniles to
criminal court for prosecution, according to state law.
It does, however, preclude a state from administratively
transferring a juvenile offender to an adult correctional
authority for placement with adult criminals either before
or after a juvenile reaches the statutory age of majority.
It also precludes a state from transferring adult offenders
to a juvenile correctional authority for placement.

(2) Implementation Each state shall immediately plan and im-
plement the requirement of this provision.

Monitorlng of Jails, Detention Facilities and Correctional
Facilities . ..

(1) Pursuant to Section 223(a)(14) of the JJDP Act, the State
Planning Agency shall

(a) Indicate how it will annually identify and survey
all public and private juvenile detention and cor-
rectional facilities and facilities usable for the
detention and confinement of juvenile offenders and
adult criminal offenders

(b) Provide a plan for an annual on-site inspection of
all such facilities identified in paragraph 52n(1)(a)
Such plan shall include the procedure for reporting
and investigating compliance complaints in accordance
with Sections 223(a)(12) and (13)

(c) Include a description of the technical assistance
needed to implement fully the provisions of paragraph
52n

(2) For the purpose of monitoring, a juvenile detention or
correctional facility is

(a) Any secure public or private facility used for the
lawfu1"ustody of accused or adjudicated juvenile
offenders or non-offenders, or

(b) Any public or private facility, secure or non-secure,
which is also used for the lawful custody of accused
or convicted adult criminal offenders, or

Chap 3 / Par 52
Page 56
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(c) Any non-secure public or private facility that has a
bed capacity for more than 20 accused or adjudicated
juvenile offenders or non-offenders unless-

1 the facility is community-based and has a bed
capacity of 40 or less, or

2 The facility is used exclusively for the lawful
custody of status offendersor non-offenders

For definitions of underlined tems, see Aooendix I, Paraarah
4(a) - (n)

(3) Reporting Requirement The State shall report annually
to the Administratoro( OJ3DP on the results of monitoring
for both Sections 223(a)(12) and (13) of the JJDP Act Sub-
mit three copies of the report to the Administrator of
OJJOP no later than December 31 of each year

(a) To demonstrate the extent of compliance with Section
223(a)(12)(A) of the JJDP Act, the report must at
least include the following information for both the
baseline and the current reporting periods

1 Dates of baseline and current reporting period

2 Total number of public and private juvenile
detention and correctional facilities AND the
number inspected on-site

3 Total number of accused status offenders and non-
offenders held in any Juvenile detention or correc-
tional facility as defined in paragraph 52n(2) for
longer than 24 hours.

4 Total number of adjudicated status offenders
and non-offenders held in any juvenile detention
or correctional facility as defined in paragraph
52n(2)

Chap 3 / Par 52

Page 57
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(b) To demonstrate compliance with Section 223(a)(12)(B)
of the JJDP Act, the report must include the total
number of accused and adjudicated status offenders and
non-offenders placed in facilities that are (a) not
near their home community, (b) not the least restric-
tive appropriate alternative, and (c) not conmunity-
based

(c) To demonstrate the progress and extent of compliance
with Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act, the report
must at least include the following information for both
the baseline and the current reporting periods

I Designated date for achieving full compliance

2 The total number of facilities that can be used for
the secure detention and confinement of both Juve-
nile offenders and adult criminal offenders

3 Both the total number of facilities used for the
secure detention and confinement of both juvenile
offenders and adult criminal offenders during the
past 12 months AND the number inspected on-site

4 The total number of facilities used for secure de-
tention and confinement of both Juvenile offenders
and adult criminal offenders AND which did not pro-
vide adequate separation.

5 The total number of juvenile offenders and non-
offenders NOT adequately separated in facilities used
for the secure detention and confinement of both
Juveniles and adults

(4) Compliance. A State must demonstrate compliance with
Section 223(a)(12)(A) and (13) of the Act Should a
State fail to demonstrate substantial compliance with
Section 223(a)(12)(A) by the end of the three-year time-
frame, eligibility for formula grant funding shall
terminate

o Detailed Stud of Needs and Utilization of Existing Programs
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(8) and(91 of the JJDP Act, the
State Planning Agency shall assure that it has conducted a
detailed study of the juvenile Justice system. This study shall
include an analysis both of the Juveni e crime for Part I
offenses and of the status offenses end non-offenses, .

Chap 3 / Par 52
Page 58
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such as dependency and neglect, a listing and analysis of
problems confronting the juvenile justice system, and a
description of the existing juvenile justice system. These
requirements correspond to the process described in para-
graphs 34-37 and 39 of H 4100.1F. The result shall be a
series of problem statements, listed In order of priority,
that reflects an analysis of the data, the monitoring reports
and requirements of the JJDP Act. This list shall be the
basis for developing the Annual Action Program, which shall
follow the format described in paragraph 42 of H 4100i.1F

p. Eufitable Distribution of -Juve-nile Justice Funds and Assistance to
Disadvantaged Youth. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(7) and (15) of
of the JJDP Act, the State Planning Agency shall assure that

(1) The State will adhere to procedures for the equitable distri-
bution of JJDP Act formula grant money.

(2) The detailed study of needs analyzes the needs of disadvan-
taged youth and that assistance will be available equitably.
All subgrantees and contractors shall comply with General
Grant Conditions and assurances regarding non-discrimination.
See Appendix 4

(3) It has developed and adheres to procedures for filing and con-
sidering grievances arising under this section.

q. Advanced Techniques. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(10) of the JJDP
Act, the state Planning Agency shall

(1) Demonstrate clearly in its plan that at least 75 percent of
the JJDP funds support advanced techniques as enumerated in
this section of the Act.

(2) in order to ensure timely compliance with Sections 223(a)(12),
(13) and (14) of the JJDP Act, states should place special
emphasis on projects which are designed to deinstitutionalize
juveniles, separate juvenile and adult offenders, and
monitor compliance.

r. Analytical and Traintng Capacity. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(11)
and (20) of the jJDP Act, the State Planning Agency shall provide
in assurance that It will conduct research, training and
evaluation activities.

Chap 3 / Par 52
Page 59
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Continuation Support. Pursuant to Section 228(a) of the JJDP Act,
the State Planning Agency shall

(1) Indicate the minimum duration of each JJDP program described
in fts plan.

(2) Indicate the minimum number of years that funding may be
reuested and received for projects in each program

(3) Assure that each funded project shall receive funding for the
minimum number of years, unless prematurely ended due to

(a) a substantial decrease in Federal funding to a State
under the JJOP Act, or

(b) an applicant's failure to comply with the terms and con-
ditions of the award, or

(c) an applicant's failure to receive a satisfactory yearly
evaluation. Here "satisfactory yearly evaluation" re-
fers to those activities defined as "Monitoring" in
paragraph 19 of M 4100 IF.

(4) The State must assure that potential applicants know the in-
formation submitted under 52s(l) and (2) when programs are
announced

t. Other Terms and Conditions. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(21) of the
JJDP Act. States shall provide a list of all Juvenile projects
funded under the prior year's approved plan. This includes
projects funded with JJDP funds as well as Crime Control
maintenance of effort funds. This list shall include the
project title, location, address, level and source of funding.

Chap 3 / Par 52
Page 60 (through 63)
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The crucial difference between evaluation and monitoring is
that monitoring is designed to measure ouputs, whereas eval-
uation is designed to determine the extent to which those
outputs resulted from the project or program or can be at-
tributed directly to the program or project. Intensive
evaluation, unlike monitoring, is not required on all pro-
Jects. The SPA shall decide which programs or projects to
evaluate, but must conduct some intensive evaluations.
Such evaluation must incorporate sound evaluation methodolo-
gies including, for example, experimental designs developed
prior to project implementation, control groups, and inde-
pendent data collection and analysis

* 3. DEFINITION OF A PRIVATE AGENCY RELATING TO PAR. 52(h).
REQUIREMENTS FOR SPA'S WHICH PARTICIPATE IN JJDP AcT PROGRAMS.

(a) Definition of Private Agency. A private non-profit agency,
organization or institution is (1) any corporation,foundation,
trust, association, cooperative, or accredited institution of
hgher education not under public supervision or control, and
(2) any other agency, organization or institution which Is
operated primarily for scientific, educational, service, char-
itable, or similar public purposes, but which is not under
public supervision or control, and no part of the net earn-
ings of which inures or may lawfully inure to the benefit of
any private shareholder or individual, and which has been
held by IRS to be tax-exempt under the provisions of Section
501(c)(3) of the 1954 Internal Revenue Code.

4. DEFINITIONS RELATING TO PAR. 52. REW IRM S FOR
PARTICIPATION IN FUNDING UNDER THE v juuvEM AN DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION ACT OF 1974.

(a) Juvenile Offender- an individual subject to the exercise of
Juvenile ourt Jurisdiction for purposes of adjudication and
treatment based on age and offense limitations as defined by
State law.

(b) Crimlnal-Uge Offender - a Juvenile who has been charged with
or adjudicated for conduct which would, under the law of the
jurisdiction in which the offense was committed, be a crime
if committed by an adult.

(c) Status Offender - a Juvenile who has been charged with or ad-
Judicated for conduct which would not, under the law of the
jurisdiction in which the offense was committed, be a crime if
committed by an adult.

*

Appendix 1
Page 3
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(d) Non-offender - a juvenile who is subject to the jurisdiction
of the juvenile court, usually under abuse, dependency, or
neglect statutes for reasons other than legally prohibited
conduct of the juvenile.

(e) Accused Juvenile Offender - a juvenile with respect to whom
a petition has been filed in the juvenile court alleging
that such juvenile is a criminal-type offender or is a status
offender and no final adjudication has been made by the ju-
venile court.

f) AdJudicated Juvenile Offender - a juvenile with respect to
whom the juvenile court has determined that such Juvenile is
a criminal-type offender or is a status offender.

(g) Facility - a place, an institution, a building or part thereof,
set of buildings or an area whether or not enclosing a build-
ing or set of buildings which is used for the lawfu custody
and treatment of juveniles and may be owned and/or operated
by public or private agencies.

(h) Facility, Secure - one which is designed and operated so as
to ensure that all entrances and exits from such facility
are under the exclusive control of the staff of such facility,
whether or not the person being detained has freedom of move-
ment within the perimeters of the facility or which relies on
locked rooms and buildings, fences, or physical restraint in
order to control behavior of its residents.

(I) Facility, Non-secure - a facility not characterized by the
use of physically restricting construction, hardware and pro-
cedures and which provides its residents access to the sur-
rounding community with minimal supervision.

(j) Community-based - facility, program, or service means a
small, open roup home or other suitable place located near
the juvenile's home or family, and programs of community
supervision and service which maintain community and consumer
participation in the planning, operation, and evaluation of
their programs which may include, but are not limited to,
medical, educational, vocational, social, and psychological
guidance, training, counseling, alcoholism treatment, drug
treatment, and other rehabilitative services. This definition
is from Section 103(l) of the JJDP Act. For purposes of clar-
ification the following is being provided.

(1) Small. Bed capacity of 40 or less.

Appendix 1
Page 4
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(2) Hear In reasonable proximity to the juvenile's
T mniy and home community which allows a child to
maintain family and community contact

(3) Consumer Participation. Facility policy and prac-
t-e facllTtates the Tnvolvement of program parti-
cipants in planning, problem solving, and decision
making related to the program as it affects them

(4) Communit Particiption Facility policy and prac-
tice facilitates the involvement of citizens as
volunteers, advisors, or direct service providers,
and provide for opportunities for communication
with neighborhood and other community groups.

(k) Lawful Custody - the exercise of care, supervision and
control over a juvenile offender or non-offender pur-
suant to the provisions of the law or of a judicial order
or decree

(1) Exclusively - as used to describe the population of a
?aRcfTty the term exclusivee) means that the facility
is used only for a specifically described category of
juvenile to the exclusion of all other types of juven-
iles.

(m) Criminal Offender - an individual, adult or juvenile, who
has been charged with or convicted of a criminal offense
in a court exercising criminal jurisdiction.

(n) Bed Caacil - the maximum population which has been
set for day to day population and, typically, is the
result of administrative policy, licensing or life
safety inspection, court order, or legislative restric-
tion.

o*

Appendix I
Page 4-I (and 4-2)
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1,f I ' PL ,V[SO I c ITTf F ' juvatri JUSTICE

ANO DEL 11,Q':NCY PR;7''L!1TIO4

CHARTER

Pr earb1 e

In order to prevent ad reduce Juveiile delinquency in the United

States by encouraging the doeelolxent and irplementation of effective

methods ard progra-s aimed at the prevtrtion of delinquency, dl\ersion

of juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice system, provision of

alte)r ntives to incarceration and itrprovenent of the quality of juvenile

justice, by encouraging research, demonstation and evuluaton activities

ad dissemirating the results of such research to persons and orgonliza-

tionc actlvcly working in the field of juvenile justice and delinquency

prevention, by encouraging the provisror of technical assistance and

resources to state and local counit'es to conduct ore effective Juve-

nile justice and drllnqucricy prevention and treatrert prog'errs, aid by

providing leadership and coordination at the Federal level, the National

Arsoiy Cor-iittet for Ju,.nile Justice end Delinquehcy Prevention (the

Corr.,ittee) is hereby gartcd this charter

I [)so twinn

The Co,,attco shall be knn,,n as thz Nitional Advisory Ccrrttee for

JuVenile Justice and Ixlino cncy Preveltioen



314

I I I ithn, ,_ ~a ' SCo, ie

TI r Cr i1ttrt 1C est(hl shed u,,- tir authority of Section 207 (a) of

T' t ci-415, th- Juvcrilc Justice amd Mli ilcurcy Piecntion Act of 1974

(the ,Pct), as amended by P L 95-115, the Ju~cnile Justice tokendirnts of

1917 The Coiwittee vi,11 orjeiate pursuant to the provisions of P.1 92-463,

th- Fedeial Advisory Co-imittee Act, 01'3 Citcular N'o. A-63, LEM\ Instruction

I z1G0 1 and any additional order and directi\es issued ir. "plemertation

of the Act The scope of its functions is limited to the duties specified

in this charter

III Duration and Termination

The Conirittee wnll remain ii existence for the duration of P.L. 93-415,

as amended by P L 95-115, or until Septeiber 30, 1980

IV Responsible and Supporting Agency

The Comiittee will report to and receive support from the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (the Office), Law Enforcemiient

Assistance Adninistration (LEAA), Departnient of Justice, 633 Indiana Avenue,

h i , Washington, D C 20531

V DJties

lake recor,',,endations at least annually to the Associate Adininistrato,

of LL-/% (heicinafter the Adninistiator of the Office), the Piesideit and the

Con3tess iith respect to planning, policy, priorities, opciations, and

nar.(,rcent of all Fedoral juvenile delinquei.cy p-ogiams as defined by the

Act
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6 PIs J cs st tht Ad niinist z tot of th (Iffice in the pi epoi latIon

of a# nral analy.Is and c,li,.-,ion of Fcc'er1 juvcrlc

del r q cy progio, lis conoacte, o,4 ,Rsis.cd by Fcdecrl depuit-

ri-,its and ayencic;, the expcrdities made, the resulLs achieved,

the plans developed, and probler; in the operations aid

coo-diration of such progis dnd a brief but precise cwipre-

hansi o plan for Federal juvenil delir ucrcy p-ograis, with

particular emphasis on the prevention of juvenile delinquency

and thc de\cloprnent of prograr.is arid services which will encourage

increased diversion of juveniles fro~i the traditional juvenile

justice system, which analysis aid evaluation shall include

reco,.ne),dations for rodifications in organization, manaVement,

personnel, standards, budget req.-sts, and implementation plans

necessary to inciease the effectiNcress uf these progrzrrs

Through subcornrlttees of the Comrnittee shall

a Serve as the Advisory Coinmittee for the N:ational Institute for

Juvenile Justice and Delirquency Prevention

b. Serve as the Advisory Cor.,nittec -o the A iiiistwator of the Office on

Standards for the Administration .f Juvenile Justice

c Serve as the Advisory Coi:mittee to the Adniniistratoi of the Office on

particular functions or aspects of the work of the Office.

33 SM 0 78-231
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VI jj iatLots S j1,ort'

Tha Chdimn of the Co.,-flttee with the approval of the Committee,

shall 'cquest of the AdministrAtor of tic Office such staff and other support

as may be necessary to carty out the duties of the Comidttee. The

Administrator of the. Office shall provide such staff and other sunoort as

may be necessary to perform the duties of the Comnittee. The estimated

direct cost of operating the Committee is approximately $175,000 and

2 person years per annum

VII Membership

There shall be 21 regular members of the Committee. The members of
T

the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

shall be ex-officio members of the Comittee.

a. The regular members of the Committee shall be appointed by

the President from persons who by virtue of their training

or experience have special knowledge concerning the

prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the

administration of juvenile justice, such as Juvenile or

family court judges, probation, correctional, or law enforce-

ment personnel, and representatives of private voluntary

organizations and conrmunity-based programs, including youth

workers involved with alternative youth programs and persons

with special experience and competence in addressing the

problem of school violence and vandalism and the problem of
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learning disabilities The Pcsldcnt shall dasirji,'tc

the Chairman of the Coitire A majoi ity of the Pic.ers

of the Cormittee, including the Chairman, shall not be full-

time ctployees o' Federal, State, or local governiants.

At least seven m~rbers shall not have attaincd 26 yeats of

age on the date of their appointment, of vdhoa Pt ledst thee

shall have been or shall currently be undcr the Jurisdic-

tion of the juvenile justicc system

b members appointed by the Pr, sident to the Cormiittee shall

serve for terms of four yeers and shall be eligible for

reappointment. Any member appointed to fill a vacancy

occurring prior to the expiration of the term for %,hich his

or her predecessor was dppointed, shall be appointed for

the remainder of such tern

VIII. Meetings

The Committee will meet at the call of the Chairman but not less

than four times a year

I Giant This Charter

Tlis day of 1977.

John fl Rector
td.iini sti dtor
Office of Juvenile ltivc and

Velinquenty rievent ion
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRJWENTION

INTRODUCTION

The National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention, appointed by the President, was estab-

lished by P.L. 93-415, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act of 1974,1 to make recommendations with respect

to planning, policy, priorities, operation and management of
2

all Federal juvenile delinquency programs. The Committee works

closely with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention (the Office) within the Department of Justice.

The Office is responsible for implementing the Congressional

policy set forth in P.L. 93-415, as amended, of providing the

necessary resources, leadership, and coordination to:

1. develop and implement effective methods of preventing
and reducing juvenile delinquency;

2. develop and conduct effective programs to prevent
delinquency, to divert juveniles from the tradi-
tional juvenile justice system, and to provide
critically needed alternatives to institutionalization;

3. improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United
States; and,

4. increase the capacity of State and local governments
and public and private agencies to conduct effective

IOn Oc-ober 3, 1977, President Carter signed into law
P.L. 95-1)1, the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977, which
reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Dclinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 and the Committee through September 30, 1980.

2 P.L. 93-415, as amended, defines a Federal juvenile de-

linquency program as any program or activity related to
juvenile delinquency prevention, control, division, treat-
ment, rehabilitation, planning, education, training, and
research, including drug and alcohol abuse programs, the im-
proventent of the juvenile justice system, and any program or
activity for negleCLted, abandoned, or dependent youth and
other youth to help p~evcnt delinquency.
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juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and re-
labilitation programs and to-prQvide research,
evaluation, and training services ii-the-field of
delinquency prevention.

3

Membership

The Committee is composed of 21 members selected from

among persons who by virtue of their training or experience

have special knowledge concerning the prevention of delinquency

or the administration of juvenile justice. Appointments to the

Committee are for staggered terms of 4 years. In order to

guarantee that the views of youth are represented, the Act re-

quires that at least seven members be under the age of 26 at

the time of their appointment. An amendment to the Act nod

requires thdt at least three of the youth members have been or

currently be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice

system. To strengthen the Committee as an independent advisor,

a majority of the members, including the Presidentially-

designated Chairman, may not be full-time employees of Federal,

State, or local government.

Subcommittees
4

The Committee has three standing subcommittees, and an

Executive Committee composed of the subcommittee chairpersons,

a youth member, and the Chairman of the Committee. The sub-

committees are

3 P.L. 93-415, Section 102 (b) (1), (2), (3), and (4).
4 Under the amended Act, a fourth standing subcommittee

will be established to serve as an advisory committee to the
Administrator of the Office on particular functions or aspects
of the woik of the Office.
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1. The Advisory Committee for the National Institute

for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (the

Institute) which is responsible for advising, con-

sulting with, and making recommendations concerning

overall policy and operations of the Institute. The

Institute is the research, evaluation, and training

arm of the Office.

2. The Advisory Committee to the Administrator of the

Office on Standards for Juvenile Justice which assists

the Office in reviewing existing reports, data, and

standards relating to juvenile justice. The subcom-

mittee develops standards on juvenile justice and

delinquency prevention and makes recommendations on

Federal, State, and local action required to facili-

tate the adoption of those standards. The standards

and recommendations form the basis of the full Com-

mittee's report to the Administrator of the Office,

the President, and the Congress.

3. The Advisory Committee for the Concentration of

Federal Effort which makes recommendations on improv-

ing the coordination of Federal juvenile delinquency

programs and provides advice to the Office on the

preparation of the annual analysis and evaluation of

Federal juvenile delinquency programs and comprehen-

sive plan for implementing Federal policy on the pre-

vention, treatment, and control of juvenile delinquency.
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ACTIVITIES, ACCOMPLISHMENTS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE

Advocacy

An important role of the National Advisory Committee is

that of advocate for a strong national policy that facilitates

implementation of the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act.

Through their individual and collective efforts, the members

have assisted in defending the rights of youth, intervening on

behalf of youth in situations related to services and institu-

tions, and monitoring the delivery of services and the oper-

tions of institutions to assure that the rights of youth ar4

protected. The members have participated in national, State,

and local conferences, seminars, and training programs both to

increase public awareness of the needs and rights of young

people and to establish a broad national constituency for the

provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act.

A primary interest of the Couittee has been to support

and assist the efforts of its counterparts which were estab-

lished at the Stata level under P.L. 93-415--the State Juvenile

justice and delinquency prevention advisory groups--and to in-

sure that State and local level concerns are represented at

the national level. State advisory group members participated

in quarterly meetings of the Committee and presented reports

on their accomplishments, problems they have encountered in

implemepting the Juvenile Justice Act, and suggestions on ways

by which youth advocacy activities could be strengthened.

Throughout the year, Committee members participated in State
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advisory group meetings, in some cases as members themselves,

and in State advisory group training programs sponsored by the

Office.

Recommendations

1. Private citizens should be involved in juvenile justice

and delinquency prevention policy and program development at

the Federal, State, and local levels.

2. The Office should provide for citizen participation, with

special emphasis on youth participation, in juvenile delinquency

policy and program development, implementation, and assessment.

3. The Office should develop and support youth advocacy pro-

grams to protect the rights of youth and to improve services

for youth who come in contact with the juvenile justice system.

4. The Office should place emphasis not only on the role of

public youth-serving agencies in preventing, treating, and

controlling delinquency, but also on the role of private,

nonprofit community and citizen groups.

5. The Office should encourage and support efforts of citi-

zen groups to monitor State and local efforts to implement

the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, especially with

regard to the deinstitutionalization and separation mandates

of Sections 233(a) (12) and (13)

Legislative Concerns

During each Committee meeting, particular attention has

been given to review and discussion of problems encountered
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In implementing the Juvenile Justice Act. Based on these de-

liberations, the Committee developed a series of recommenda-

tions for strengthening the Act. The recommendations were

forwarded upon request to both houses of Congress rnd formally

presented in testimony before the Senate Subcommittee to In-

vestigate Juvenile Delinquency and the House Subcommittee on

Economic Opportwnity during hearings on reauthorization of

the Juvenile Justice Act The testimony provided the oppor-

tunity for the Committee not only to share their experiences

with members of Congress, but also to bring the concerns of

State and local advisory groups and program administrators

to the attention of Congress as well. With few exceptions,

the recommendations of the Committee were incorporated into

the Juvenile Justice Amendments'of 1977 signed into law by

President Carter on October 3, 1977.

At the State level, members have assisted the State

juvenile justice and delinquency prevention advisory groups

in better understanding specific provisions of the Juvenile

Justice Act and in developing ways that problems of imple-

mentation could be resolved or diminished. Members have

also assisted State groups in analyzing juvenile delinquency-

related legislation pending at the State level and partici-

pated in drafting model legislation patterned after the

Juvenile Justice Act
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Recommendations

1. The Presidentially appointed Administrator of the Office

should be delegated all policy, administrative, managerial,

and operational responsibilities of the Act.

2. All programs concerned with juvenile delinquency and

administered by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

should be administered by or subject to the policy direction

of the Administrator of the Office

3. In addition to the funds appropriated under the Juvenile

Justice Act, a minimum of 19.15% from other Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration program funds should be expended for

juvenile delinquency programs

4. All States should qualify automatically for Juvenile

Justice Act planning funds to establish State and local level

juvenile justice and delinquency prevention planning and ad-

visory functions

5 State level juvenile justice and delinquency prevention

advisory groups authorized under the Juvenile Justice Act

should advise their respective governor and State legislature,

as well as the State Planning Agency, regarding juvenile de-

linquency policies and programs.

6. The Administrator of the Office should be authorized to

continue granting Juvenile Justice Act funds to a State if

the Administrator finds that the State is in substantial com-

pliance with the requirement that the State deinstitutionalize
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all status offenders within a 2-year period and if the Ad-

ministrator has an unequivocal commitment from the State

that it will achieve full compliance within a 5-year period

from initial participation in the program. Substantial com-

pliance should be defined as achievement of 75%

deinstitutionalization.

7. A 10% cash match for juvenile delinquency programs ad-

ministered by the Office should be required, but the Adminis-

trator of the Office should be permitted to waive matching

requirements for private nonprofit organizations and agencies.

Further, the Administrator of the Office should have the

authority to waive matching requirements for Indian tribes

and other aboriginal groups and to waive State liability and

to direct Federal action where the State lacks jurisdiction

to proceed.

8. Administration of the Runaway Youth Act should be

transferred from the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare to the Office

9 The scope of the Runaway Youth Act should be broadened

to include other homeless youth

10. Statistical reports and documents profiling the children

and parents served under Runaway Youth Act programs should

not disclose the identity of the individual youth without the

consent of the individual youth and his or her parent or legal

guardian.
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Concentration of Federal Effort

The Committee and the Office together with the Coordi-

nating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(the Coordinating Council) form the core of the Federal effort

to coordinate juvenile delinquency programs.

The Coordinating Council is composed of the Attorney Gen-

eral (Chair), the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the Secretary

of Labor, the Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy,

the Commissioner of the Office of Education, the Director of

the ACTION Agency, the Administrator of the Office (Vice Chair),

the Director of the Institute, and representatives of other

agencies as designated by the President The Juvenile Justice

Act assigns responsibility to the Coordinating Council for co-

ordination of all Federal juvenile delinquency programs. In

addition, the Coordinating Council is responsible for making

recommendations to the Attorney General and the President with

respect to the coordination of overall policy and development

of objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delin-

quency programs and activities

As provided by the Juvenile Justice Act, the members of

the Coordinating Council participated as ex-officio members

of the Committee Through a policy established to promote

citizen participation, the members of the Committee's Advisory

Committee on the Concentration of Federal Effort participated

in Coordinating Council meetings and related activities.
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Unfortunately, since its creation, the Coordinating

Council has suffered from a lack of adequate staff and a lack

of active participation by individuals who exercise signifi-

cant decision-making authority within the Federal agencies

they represent. In addition, there have been few focused and

enforceable policy guidelines around which Federal programs

could be coordinated For example, the deinstitutionalization

of status offenders is clearly a priority of the Act As a

policy, however, deinstitutionalization has been applied al-

most exclusively by the Office.

To assist in the concentration of Federal efforts, the

Committee submitted formal recommendations on the Second Com-

prehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs

which contains a statement of Federal policy for the preven-

tion, treatment, and control of delinquency and objectives for

implementation of that policy. A priority objective is the

identification of Federally sponsored or assisted activities

that are inconsistent with the provisions of the Juvenile

Justice Act Of specific concern are the provisions in Sec-

tions 223(a) (12) and (13) which relate to the deinstitution-

alization of status offenders and dependent and neglected

children, and the separation of juvenile and adult offenders.

The Committee strongly supported the addition of this objec-

tive to the Federal policy as a focus for coordination ef-

forts New leadership and direction of the Coordinating

Council combined with the new focus of the Federal policy, and

the advice and assistance of the Committee should alleviate

past problems and result in progress toward coordination
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The Committee also submitted formal recommendations on

the content and organization of the Second Analysis and Evalu-

ation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs prepared by the

Office and submitted to the President and Congress. The report

catalogued 144 juvenile delinquency-related programs with a

combined Federal expenditure of approximately $42.1 billion.

Of that amount, the report estimated that approximately

$20 billion was expended on youth, and a much smaller amount

was specifically expended on juvenile delinquency To conclude

that these estimates reflect anything more than a crude analy-

sis, however, would ignore the difficulty and complexity in-

volved in analyzing Federal juvenile delinquency program

expenditures. A lack of uniformity in evaluation and data

collection requirements and differing, often conflicting,

program priorities and objectives are complicating factors.

The establishment of a consistent Federal policy in regard

to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the

subsequent identification of all relevant Federal expendi-

tures will contribute to the development of a more precise

analysis of Federal juvenile delinquency program expenditures.

The Committee reviewed selected major Federal juvenile

delinquency-related programs and met with officials of those

programs to determine ways that the programs could be better

coordinated Among the programs reviewed by the Committee

are those administered by the Department of Labor under the

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), and the

Social Services for Low Income and Public Assistance
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Recipients Program (Title XX), Runaway Youth Act Programs,

and the National Institute of Drug Abuse Programs, all of

which are administered by the Department of Health, Educa-

tion, and Welfare. In December 19767-t-he Committee and the

Coordinating Council conducted a ]oint meeting on the issue

of youth employment and Department of Labor appropriations

for youth employment programs. Based upon the recommenda-

tions and support of the Committee, the Office developed a

preliminary coordination agreement with CETA program offi-

cials and will explore more extensive coordination arrange-

ments for the Loming year.

In addition to reviewing juvenile delinquency programs

at the Federal level, the Committee assumed responsibility

for monitoring selected State and local level projects spon-

sored by the Office. The purpose of these projects is to

explore methods of improving delivery of services to youth

through coordination of Federal resources. In one such

project, the concentration of Federal resources resulted in

cost-savings to support 10 community based programs that

would have been terminated for lack of funds. The Committee

will continue to monitor efforts of this type and will assist

the Office in disseminating project findings.

Recommendations

1. The Office and other Federal agencies and departments

should provide the necessary leadership and resources to

implement the Federal policy for the prevention, treatment,

and control of ]uvenile delinquency as stated in the Second
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Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs

Special emphasis should be placed on the objective of identi-

fying Federally sponsored or assisted activities which are

inconsistent with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice

Act, with particular regard to the deinstitutionalization

of status offenders and dependent and neglected children,

separation of juvenile and adult offenders, and diversion

of youth to community-based programs

2. The President and the Attorney General should give high

priority to the work of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile

Justice and Delihquency Prevention.

3. A policy of citizen participation in the meetings and

activities of the Coordinating Council should continue to

be implemented through representation of the Committee on

the Coordinating Council.

4. To improve Federal coordination of juvenile delinquency

programs, the Office of Management and Budget should be repre-

sented on the Coordinating Council.

5. The Coordinating Council should be responsible for pro-

viding advice and assistance to the Office in the preparation

of the annual analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile

delinquency programs and the development and implementation

of the annual comprehensive plan for these programs.

6. The Office, through the Coordinating Council, should

insure that all youth employment efforts undertaken by the
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Department of Labor are consistent with the Federal policy

to prevent, treat, and control juvenile delinquency

7. The comprehensive plan for Federal juvenile delinquency

programs should include as a major objective the collection

and analysis of comparable baseline data from Federal agencies

and departments with responsibilities for juvenile delinquency

programs The data should be used as the foundation of the

third analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency

programs and should relate to such issues as (a) organiza-

tional structure; (b) policy formulation, (c) planning pro-

cedures and requirements, and (d) program priorities,

operations, evaluation requirements, and results

8. The Office, with tne assistance of the Committee and the

Coordinating Council, should establish data collection pro-

cedures for other Federal departments and agencies to follow

in the submission of information that will be of sufficient

detail to allow the Office to evaluate the degree to which

each Federal juvenile delinquency program conforms with and

furthers Federal juvenile justice and delinquency prevention

policies and objectives

9. The third analysis and evaluation report should dis-

tinguish juvenile delinquency programs and expenditures from
f

general youth programs and expenditures Further, the analy-

sis should indicate whether Federal expenditures are consis-

tent with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, with

32-505 0 - 78 - 22
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special attention to the deinstitutionalization and separation

mandates.

10. In accordance with the findings of a recent feasibility

study sponsored by the Office, an automated juvenile delin-

quency program information system--particularly a project

level system--is judged not to be cost effective and alter-

native methods for collecting juvenile delinquency program

information should be developed.

11. The Office should insure that at the Federal level, em-

phasis is placed on, and appropriate resources applied to,

not only delinquency prevention and diversion of youth from

the traditional juvenile justice system, but also reduction

of serious crimes committed by juveniles.

National Standards on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

A major activity of the Committee has been the formula-

tion of national standards on juvenile justice and delinquency

prevention Through the work of its Subcommittee on Standards,

the Committee has submitted to the President and Congress two

reports containing approximately 250 standards and delinquency

prevention strategies In developing standards and other

recommendations, the Committee reviewed and analyzed the pro-

posals and reports of the many national and State commissions,

professional organizations, and other groups and agencies

that have prepared standards, models, and guidelines relating

to juvenile justice In the interest of coordination, whenever
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possible the Committee adopted the standards of these other

groups rather than formulating a wholly new set of

recommendations.

The first report, submitted on September 30, 1976, con-

tains standards regarding the jurisdiction and organization

of courts hearing matters relating to juveniles, the rights

of the parties in delinquency, status offense, neglect and

abuse proceedings, and, the criteria and procedures applicable

to intake, detention, and disposition decisions. The report

includes a plan for implementation of the standards in gen-

eral, and specific recommendations on adoption of particular

standards.

On March 31, 1977, the second standards report was sub-

mitted to the President and Congress It contains recommenda-

tions regarding administration of the juvenile justice system,

delinquency prevention, intervention in the lives of children

and their families by law enforcement and other government

agencies, and supervision of persons subject to the jurisdic-

tion of the family court With regard to administration of

the juvenile service system, the report contains standards on

the planning, management and evaluation roles and responsibili-

ties of local, State, and Federal governments The standards

emphasize the need for a coordinated, multilevel planning

process This process is intended to encompass the identi-

fication of delinquency prevention needs and resources, the

development of a comprehensive prevention program consistent

with those needs and resources, as well as the design and
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implementation of measures necessary to improve the operation

of the traditional components of the juvenile justice system

Also included are standards on the selection and training of

juvenile justice system personnel, and on the compilation,

retention, correction, availability, and disposition of records

pertaining to juveniles

With regard to delinquency prevention, Committee members

agreed that it was inappropriate to recommend, at the Federal

level, specific prevention programs to be administered at the

State and local levels Therefore, the report contains a

recommended definition of delinquency prevention together with

37 program strategies These program strategies are presented

not as prescriptions, but as general guides for States and

communities to consider in developing comprehensive prevention

programs that address local needs with available resources

The portion of the report pertaining to intervention em-

phasizes the point at which a public official makes contact

with a juvenile and/or family because of an alleged delinquent

act or status offense, or to protect a juvenile in danger of

serious harm The standards define the situations in which

intervention is appropriate, set forth criteria to guide

decisions to refer individuals to intake units and to take

juveniles into custody, and describe the procedures and rights

which should apply following intervention The standards fol-

low the principle of using the least restrictive or intrusive

alternative available to achieve the objectives of the

intervention
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The standards pertaining to supervision are directed to

those agencies and programs supervising juveniles and families

subject to the jurisdiction of the family court over delin-

quency, status offenses, neglect and abuse. Particular at-

tention is given to the size and nature of the services and

staff which should be available in residential programs, and

in particular group homes, foster homes, and shelter care

facilities. Recommendations are made that relate to the op-

eration of nonresidential programs, the rights of persons

subject to court-ordered supervision, disciplinary, transfer

and grievance procedures, the use of mechanical and medical

restraints, the creation of ombudsman programs, and the re-

sponsibility for operation of supervisory programs.

Recommendations

1. Status offenders should be removed from the jurisdiction

of the juvenile court.
5

2. Each State government should establish an executive

office of youth advocate with the responsibility for in-

vestigating and reporting misfeasance and malfeasance within

the juvenile justice system, inquiring into areas of concern;

and, conducting periodic audits of the juvenile service

5This recommendation does not concur with that of the
standards subcommittee of the Committee. The subcommittee
recommendation allows for court involvement in status offender
cases when all other community resources have failed. The
appropriate handling of status offender cases and the 3uris-
diction of the juvenile court will be the subject of extensive
deliberations by the Committee during the coming year
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system to ascertain its effectiveness and compliance with es-

tablished re9ponsibilities

3 Written grievance procedures should be established for all

residential and nonresidential programs serving juveniles, and

the juveniles within these programs should have access to an

ombudsperson

4. The destruction of a record pertaining to a juvenile

should be mandatory and should not be contingent upon receipt

of a request by the subject of that record

5. Each State and the Federal Government should enact

statutes governing the collection, retention, disclosure,

sealing, and destruction of records pertaining to juveniles

to assure accuracy and security of such records and to protect

against the misuse, misinterpretation, and improper dissemina-

tion of the information contained in the records.

6. Privacy councils should be established at the State and

Federal levels to assist in review of record keeping practices

and in enforcement of the statutes and regulations governing

records pertaining to juveniles

7. The Office should determine the legislative authority

of other Federal departments and agencies to develop and im-

plement standards relating to juvenile justice and delinquency

prevention Further, other Federal departments and agencies

should be asked to identify areas in which their standards
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and the recommendations of the Committee are not in accord

so that any differences may be resolved.

8. Agencies at all levels of government should design pro-

cedures to assure that when standards advocating the use of

alternatives to incarceration, deinstitutionalization, or

other nontraditional techniques are implemented, the cost

savings realized will be reallocated to follow the juveniles

served by the alternatives

Research, Evaluation, and Training

The Juvenile Justice Act establishes the National Insti-

tute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (the

Institute) to serve as the research, evaluation, training,

and information center for Federal efforts to prevent, treat,

and control juvenile delinquency. The Act requires the Of-

fice, through the Institute, to.

1. conduct research on juvenile delinquency;

2. evaluate juvenile delinquency programs at the
Federal and State levels,

3. collect, synthesize, and disseminate information
on all aspects of delinquency,

4. train professionals and others in the field, and

5. assist, through training, State advisory groups
and comparable citizen groups in States not par-
ticipating in the Act in the accomplishment of
their objectives

To assist the Office in meeting these requirements, the

Juvenile Justice Act establishes the Advisory Committee for

the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention as a subcommittee of the full Committee. During
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the past year, the Institute subcommittee has worked closely

with the Office in developing program priorities and in re-

viewing the activities and results of research, evaluation,

and training efforts sponsored not only by the Institute, but

also by other public and private agencies, nationwide.

The Committee has stressed the need for more research on

the specific issue of delinquency prevention and has encouraged

the Institute to sponsor projects in support of the )uvenile

justice and delinquency prevention research priorities that

were established by the Coordinating Council. Based on the

recommendations of the Commilttee, the Institute sponsored re-

search last year on 5 of the ]1 Coordinating Council priori-

ties (1) studies tracing the individual and group behavior

of delinquent youth, (2) annual compilation of data on youth

crime, (3) evaluation of delinquency prevention strategies;

(4) a nationwide survey of gang delinquency; and (5) evaluation

of diversion and restitution as distinct intervention strate-

gies. During the coming year, the Office plans to fund studies

focused on at least three other Coordinating Council priori-

ties. These include basic research projects on delinquency

prevention issues, a study of the relationship between youth

crime and family economic opportunity, and an examination of

the relationship between the use of drugs, including alcohol,

and delinquency. In addition, with the support of the Com-

mittee, the Institute will assist in coordinating other

Federal research efforts that address the priorities of the

Coordinating Council.
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In considering a wide range of delinquency-related re-

search and evaluation issues, the Committee specifically

identified the following activities as appropriate for the

Institute: study of the flow of youths through the juvenile

justice system and through alternatives to that system, re-

search into the factors associated with the development and

maintenance of juvenile delinquency careers and the transi-

tion of youth offenders into adult criminals; and exploration

of alternative research designs and methodologies for evaluat-

ing the effectiveness of programs in the juvenile justice and

delinquency prevention areas

Recommendations

1. Greater emphasis should be placed on research in the

area of delinquency prevention

2. Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention research and

action programs should be better coordinated and designed to

complement each other

3. Regarding the relationship between action and research

programs sponsored by the Office, the Institute should par-

ticipate in, or sponsor directly, three types of research

small scale research and demonstration projects that test

new program approaches, evaluations of programs that use

alternative intervention approaches; and assessments or case

studies of programs that use traditional service approaches

4. At the direction of the Office, the Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare's Interagency Panel on Research
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and Development on Adolescence should be encouraged to focus

specifically on )uvenile delinquency.

5. The Institute should continue to support research pro-

grams that address the juvenile delinquency research priori-

ties of the Coordinating Council Further, the Institute

should coordinate other Federal agency research activities that

address Coordinating Council priorities.
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COMMITTEE OBJECTIVES FOR 1977-1978

1. To submit to the Administrator of the Office recommenda-

tions on the goals, objectives, priorities, and overall organi-

zation of the annual analysis and evaluation of and comprehensive

plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs.

2. To issue periodic reports to the Administrator of the

Office, the President, and the Congress on priorities for im-

proving juvenile justice and preventing delinquency.

3. To develop a program of information dissemination on

juvenile justice and delinquency prevention issues and

programs

4. To perform an interpretive and advocacy role to the

President, the Congress, the Administrator of the Office,

and the public on issues, problems, priorities, and policies

relating to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.

5. To provide support and assistance to the Coordinating

Council in fulfilling its mandate to coordinate Federal

juvenile delinquency programs.

6. To encourage development of interagency collaborative

research and demonstration program efforts.

7 To conduct and publish, as part of the annual analysis

and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs, an

evaluation of the Concentration of Federal Effort Program of

the Office
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8. To promote coordination and simplification of Federally

sponsored programs at the State and local levels.

9. To encourage establishment of a requirement that the

administrator of any new program affecting youth submit to

the Coordinating Council a "Youth Impact Statement" that

must be approved by the Coordinating Council before program

funds are released.
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APPENDIX I COMMITTEE MEMBERS

AND TERMS OF APPOINTmiENT

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMmITTEE FOR

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

MEMBERS AND TERMS OF APPOINTMENT

APPOINTED MARCH 19, 1975 TO TERMS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1977

Mr William R Bricker
Boys' Clubs of America
771 First Avenue
New York, NY 10019
(212) 684-4400

Mr. Richard C Clement
Chief of Police
Dover Township Police Department
P 0 Box 876
Toms River, NJ 08753
(201) 349-0150

Dr Wilmer S Cody
Superintendent of Schools
P.O. Drawer 10007
Birmingham, AL 35202
(205) 252-1800 Ext 280

Hr Edwin Meese, III
Attorney at Law
9001 Grossmont Boulevard
La Mesa, California 92041
(714) 461-0331

George H Mills, MD
53-179 Kamehameha Highway
Hauula, Hawaii 96717
(808) 842-8215

Honorable Wilfred W Auernberger
Judge, County Court
Lancaster County
Lincoln, Nebraska 68502
(402) 473-6367

Rep Robert B Martin
House of Representatives
249 Conlee Place
Memphis, Tennessee 38111
(901) 386-1552
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APPOINTED MARCH 19, 1975, TO TERMS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1978

Mr. J. D. Anderson, Chairman
National Advisory Committee for

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

8721 Indian Hills Drive
Omaha, Nebraska 68144

Mr Allen F. Breed
324 South Carolina Avenue, S E
Washington, D.C. 20002

Mr John Florez
Director, Office of Equal Opportunity
University of Utah
208 Park Building
Salt Lake City, Utah

Ms Cindy Moser
Extension Office
Box 473
Mobridge, South Dakota 57601

Dr. Albert Reiss, Jr.
Department of Sociology
Yale University
New Haven, Connecticut 06520

Mrs. Flora Rothman
27-20 216th Street
Bayside, New York 11360

Mr. Bruce Stoles
Leadership Specialist
Maryland Professional, Personnel and

Youth/Adult Vocational Leadership
Development Center

1815 Woodside Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21227
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APPOINTED AUGUST 23, 1976, TO TERIS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1980

Mr Glen L Bower
State's Attorney
113 E Jefferson
P 0 Box 232
Effingham, Illinois 62401

Ms Bernadette Chavira
1506 8th Street
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

*Mr. H P Goldfield
Parker-Goldfield
1700 K Street, N 11
Eighth Floor
Washington, D C 20006

*Ms Marion W Mattingly
8801 Fallen Oak Drive
Bethesda, Maryland 20034

Mr Michael Olson
94 Lucky Street
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15212

Honorable Lawrence Semski
Judge, Harrison County Family Court
P 0. Box 7
Gulfport, Mississippi 93510

Reverend George Walker Smith
Pastor, Golden Hill United Presbyterian
Church

3120 Market Street
San Diego, California 92102

* Appointed September 22, 1976
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APPOINTED OCTOBER 3, 1977, TO TERMS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1981

George C Belitsos
129 Ash Avenue, Apt. 8
Ames, Iowa 50010

Timothy Scott Davis
1410 Q Street, N.W
Washington, D C. 20009

Hon. Margaret C Driscoll
Chief Judge
Connecticut Juvenile Court
Bridgeport, Conn

Steven David Stark
527 Chapel Street, Apt. D-1
New Haven, Conn 06511

Barbara Sylvester
510 Camellia Circle
Florence, South Carolina 29501

Diana Tamez
2909 Fredericksburg Road
Building 23, Apt 4
San Antonio, Texas 78201

Genevieve H Wilson
3500 Grantley Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
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C. Joseph Anderbon, a Terre Itaute, Indiacii, attoni('y
tknd fornrcr )udge of the Vigo County (I, diana) ciiolt- Cwii,
lie is a former high school teacher, depxaLy ptoctor m=nd
state legislator

Kenneth McClintock-Hernandez, of San Judn, PueLto Pico,
a la.a student at Tulane Law School %'ho has hun .ctiv' ini
civic and political activities relatin, to youth in l'erto HiL.o,

Pon Lcrlore, a center fielder for the DlRroit Tiruirn
and author of the autobiography "Breakout".

D. Laverne Pierce, of Stlem, Oiecon, a consultant to the
H:arion-Polk-Y-ann:ll C i-rcil on Alcoholism, %.here he i.%
designer of a cor.a-.nty alcohol education 1ildn She m5
former eyeciutive director of a free medical clinic 3., '. the
chaiiperson of the Oregon Juvenile Justice Advi'.oij Cotiittee,

Kenneth F. Schoen, conlissione of the t innesota State
Departnant of Corrections and a fori-oi parole agent and
psychiatric social worker,

David Tull, of The Bronx, New York, a student at State
University College at Buffalo, a forvor youth gang leader, and
prenident of the Third World, a coalition of gnIqz, working
to ir-prov- living condition,,

Alict. Udall, a Juvenile Court referee in Pmwa Counts,
Arizona cin] -newbcr of the Arizona Juve-nile Juw,tice and D-lji-
qu.nc-y Prevention Advisory Conmilttee
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* r • o, The Library of Congress

Congressinal Research Sertnce

* * , Washington, D C 20540

June 13, 1978

TO Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Attention Gordon Raley

FROM Education and Public Welfare Division

SUBJECT Oversight hearings regarding implemention of provisions of The
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended,

This is in response to your request for all publications that have been

issued pursuant to provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act as well as possible

areas for questions during your oversight hearings to be held June 27, 1978.

REPORTS

1. Sections 204 (b) and (c) - General annual reports.

Reports are required to be filed with Congress under several sections

of the act, as originally passed and as amended. The original enabling leg-

islation, P.L. 93-415 became effective September 7, 1974, and remained

in effect through September 30, 1977, the Juvenile Justice Amendments,

P.L.95-115 have been in effect since.

Section 204(b)(5) of the original act, which became effective December

31, 1974 required an annual analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile

delinquency programs to be submitted to the President and Congress, "after

the first year the legislation is enacted, prior to September 30" The

first such report was issued September 30, 1975 and was entitled, "First

Analysis and Evaluation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs." (2

volumes.) The "Second Analysis and Evaluation" was issued sometime in 1977,

but there is no date on the report, Because the provisions would have

applied through fiscal year 1977, it appears that one such report is missing.



349

CRS-2

Similarly, section 204(b)6), which also became effective December

31, 1974, called for an annual comprehensive juvenile delinquency plan to be

submitted to the President and Congress prior to March 1, after the first

year the legislation was enacted. One such plan w5issued, March 1, 1976.

Also, under section 204(c) the President is required to submit a report

to Congress and the Coordinating Council in response to the analysis and

evaluations issued under section 204(b)(5). We are unaware of any such reports

ever having been issued at least as a publication for general distribution.

The 1977 amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act consolidated the analysts

and evaluation, and the plan requirements into one annual report due December

31, of the first year following the date of the enactment of the amendments.

This report would therefore be due December 31, 1978. The provision for a

Presidential response remains in effect.

2. Section 247(b) - Report on Standards.

Section 247(b) of the original enabling legislation requires the National

Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to submit

a report on recommended standards for the administration of juvenile justice

at the Federal, State and local levels to the President and Congress no later

than one year after the passage of the section (i.e. by September 7, 1975).

Apparently, there was a preliminary report issued by the Advisory Committee

pursuant to this section on September 6, 1975. The first published standards,

including standards on adjudication and a general implementation plan, were

issued September 30, 1976. We understand from a spokesman for the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention that the final standards, on

administration, prevention, intervention and supervsion, have been in draft

form since March 1977, but have yet to be formally approved.

, .
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3. Section 321 (original act) - Survey of Runaway Youth

Title Ill, part of B of the original Juvenile Justice Act required

the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare to carry out a "comprehen-

aive statistical survey defining the major characteristic (sic) of the run-

away youth population", including the age, sex and socioeconomic background

of such youth. The results of the survey were to be reported to Congress

not later than June 30, 1975. The survey was conducted by the Opinion Re-

search Corporation and was entitled, "The National Statistical Survey on

Runaway Youth." It was published in 1976.

4. Section 315 - HEW Reports on Runaway Youth.

This section of the Juvenile Justice Act requires the Secretary of

Health, Education and Welfare to report annually to the Congress on the

status and accomplishments of the runaway youth houses funded under title

III of the act. No date for such a report is specified. We understand from

the Youth Developmental Bureau that such reports have been prepared for the

Congressional oversight committees, but to the best of our knowledge they are

not published as a document for general distribution.

Other provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act require certain other reports

that do not have to be submitted to Congress, Section 204(0)(1) requires

Federal agencies involved in programs relating to juvenile delinquency to

annually submit development statements to the Clordinating Council, Such

statements, with any comments from the Associate Administrator of the Office

of Juvenil Justice, muqt be included when the agencies recommend or re-

quest Federal legislation affecting juvenile delinquency prevention and

treatment.
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Section 246 as amended requires the Deputy Associate Administrator for

the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to sub-

mit a report on research, demonstration, training and evaluation programs

funded under the title, by September 30, each year. The extent to which

such reports exist could be a possible area for questioning during your

hearings.

OTHER AREAS OF CONCERN WITH REGARD TO OVERSIGHT

1. The Coordinating Council (Section 206)

The Juvenile Justice Act establishes, as an independent organization

within the excecutive branch of the Government, a Coordinating Council on

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention composed of cabinet-level offi-

cials with responsibilities relating to juvenile delinquency prevention

and juvenile justice. The functions of the Council are to coordinate all

Federal juvenile delinquency programs and to make recommendations to the

Attorney General and President at least annually, "with respect to the

coordination of overall policy and development of objectives and priorities

for all Federal juvenile delinquency programs and activities." According to

the act, Council must meet four times a year.

It is our understanding that the Coordinating Council has not met in

over a year. It is scheduled to meet June 21, 1978.
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2. Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(Section 207).

The Juvenile Justice Act creates a National Advisory Committee for

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to make recommendations on policy,

priorities, operation and management of Federal juvenile delinquency programs.

The Advisory Committee is composed of twenty-one persons appointed by the

President. Seven vacancies on the Committee have existed since March 1978

when the terms of members expired. As of a few weeks ago, there had been

no new nominees from the Administration to fill these positions.

Also, the Advisory Committee must meet at least four times per year.

You may want to ask how many times this group has met.

3. Unobligated funds.

According to testimony of Richard C. Wertz presented before a seminar for

members of Congress conducted by the Congressional Research Service, a size-

able percentage of the funds available for the implementation of the Juvenile

Justice Act's title II programs is unobligated. As of March 31, 1978 only 42

percent of all Juvenile Justice Act grant funds (block, discretionary and

carryover from previous appropriations) were obligated, over $78 million was

unobligated. Mr. Wertz estimated that at least 90 percent of the unobligated

funds were discretionary and under the direct control of the Office of Juvenile

Justice (this estimate was based on his understanding that almost all of the

Juvenile plans for fiscal year 1978 had been approved and the block grants

were therefore mostly obligated). Mr. Wertz said that LEAA's "Status of Funds

Reports", from which these data were taken, does not break down the Juvenile

Justice Act monies into block and discretionary grants. You may want to ask

the Office of Juvenile Justice to provide such information.
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4. Areas of special emphasis.

In a related area of questioning, you may want to determine what priority

areas are currently established for the discretionary, or "special emphasis"

grants. The only recent initiative of which we are aware is "Restitution by

Juvenile Offenders" which was announced in February.

5. Vacancies on staff of Office of Juvenile Justice

In Senate testimony, John Rector, Associate Administrator of LEAA who

heads the Office of Juvenile Justice, stated that one problem they have in

obligating funds to insufficient staff. Apparently the Office has an autho-

rized staff level staff level of 51 but only 31-32 were on board. (Testi-

mony before the Senate Judiciary Comittee May 1, 1978.) You may want to

consider questionning whether this staff shortage still exists and why.

6. Definitions relating to deinstitutionalization.

There has been some controversy over the definition of "juvenile

detention and correctional facilities" as established by LEAA for compliance

with the deinstitutionalization requirement under Section 223(a)(12) of the

Juvenile Justice Act and the prohibition against comingling in Section 223

(a)(13). Peter Edelmam director of the New York Division for Youth, has

charged that the definitions would act to force juvenile delinquents out o

voluntary agencies and into the public sector and also that compliance would

be very difficult (see attached article from Juvenile Justice Digest, April

14, 1978).
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7. Office of Juvenile Justice's Training mandate.

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

is required to conduct a training program und*t Sections 248, 249 and 250 of

the Juvenile Justice Act* To the best of our knowledge, no such program

exists,

We hope that this information will be useful to you in planning for

your oversight hearings, Please let us know if we may be of further

assistance%

Charlotte Moore
426-5867
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July 24, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
United States House of Representatives
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, 0 C 20515

RE Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Dear Congressman Andrews

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on the per-
formance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974

Enclosed for publication in the Report of the Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity is my Statement on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention My Statement was prepared with the
assistance of Daniel E Greening, Juvenile Justice Specialist,
Washington State Office of Financial Management

If you have any further questions or if I can be of further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me or Mary Beth
Nethercutt, my Administrative Assistant, at 206/625-2445

Very ulours, ,

RAND)REVE 6
Seattle Ci Councilman

RR/mbn

CC Daniel E Greening, Juvenile Justice Specialist,
Washington State Office of Financial Management

Eleventh Floor Municipal Burldrng Seattle Wasitngton 98104
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STATEMENT BY RANDY RzvmLLc, SEATTLE CITY COUNCILMAN, SEATTLE, WASH

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
for this chance to discuss the performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention in implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974.

As a member of the Seattle City Council since January 1974, 1 served as Chairman
of the Council's Public Safety and Justice (PS&J) Committee for four years, and I
am presently the PS&J Committee Vice-Chairman. I also served on the Governor's
Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee from August 1975 to July 1977

Based on this experience, I will comment briefly on the performance of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. While I support the purposes of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, I have several concerns
about the administration of the Act.

My first concern is the minimal contact between the City of Seattle and the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The City's relationship to
the Office and the administration of the Act is through the City's Law and Jus-
tice Planning Office, the State Planning Agency, and -- before it was closed --
the Regional Law Enforcement and Assistance Administration Office My primary
contact with the Office was as a member of the Governor's Juvenile Justice
Advisory Committee. During my two years on the Committee, inadequate communica-
tion was a continuous concern to me and other Committee members.

Since the creation of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
effective communication between that Office and state/local governments has been
all too infrequent. Presently, one staff member in the Office is the major con-
tact person for all the western states and trust territories. Saddling one
person with the responsibility for such a large geographic area, containing
multiple and varied jurisdictions, makes effective communication difficult
This problem worsened last fall with the closure of the Regional Offices Thus
the communication gap is now dramatized by the sheer distance between Washington,
D.C. and the West Coast.

The lack of effective communication between the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and state/local governments creates another problem --
the untimely distribution of guidelines, program announcements, and other rules
and regulatiorts governing the expenditure of funds distributed under the Act.
All too often guidelines, announcements, and other information are developed and
disseminated within very short time limits. For example, in April of this year,
the Office distributed a program announcement for discretionary funds for
restitution by juvenile offenders. The Office made ten million dollars available
nationally, but allowed state/local governments only about five weeks to respond
to very lengthy and detailed funding guidelines

Every year the Office requires each state to monitor and report on the deinstitu-
tionalization of status offenders ard the separation of juvenile and adult
offenders. The 1977 Report was required to be in the national Office by December
31, 1977. The states were not advised of the points to be covered in the report
until mid-November. Thus, each state had only a few weeks to develop and submit
the 1977 Report on how it was complying with the major provisions of the Juvenile
Justice und Delinquency Prevention Act. To be more responsive and to get the
best information available, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention must a1low much more time for state/local governments to respond to
program guidelines and other directives relating to the Act.
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Revelle Statement July 24, 1978

As a supporter of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, I am also
concerned that the Administration has requested only $100 million of the $150
million authorized by Congress for administering the Act If this legislation is
to be fully implemented throughout the country, the Administration must request
full funding

Finally, I am concerned about the unnecessarily strict guidelines and definitions
that do not take into account the unique aspects of the fifty states' juvenile
justice systems Definitions and guidelines have been developed by the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention with an inflexible approach that
treats urban or metropolitan states as rural states. For example, group homes
are redefined as correctional facilities if some of the juveniles they house are
former offenders. In Washington State that definition severely impairs the
ability of over three-fourths of our group homes to operate. I recommend
developing guidelines and definitions allowing the unique features of each state
to be identified and reinforced to support the purposes of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act.

I want to emphasize that we havp made significant progress in Washington State
because of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the federal
funds made available to encourage states to deinstitutionalize status offenders
and develop more responsible juvenile justice systems. Last year the Washington
State Legislature enacted a complete revision of our Juvenile Court Code. (For
your review and information, I have enclosed a copy of the new code, entitled
"Juvenile Justice Act of 1977.")

Pursuant to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, the new code
deinstitutionalizes all but the most serious juvenile offenders and has removed
status offenders from the jurisdiction of juvenile courts. This legislation will
require additional funds to implement its provisions fully Without the re-
sources made available under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act,
deinstitutionalization of status offenders cannot be fully accomplished in the
State of Washington

In closing, I want to thank you again for the opportunity to present my concerns
about the performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion.
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Chronology

In 1974, an Amendment to the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act, Title 18 U.S.C
55039, was passed, which requires the Attorney
General, in practical terms the Bureau, to commit
juveniles to foster homes or a community-based
facility located near their home community wherever
possible. Funds for contracting with public and
private agencies and halfway houses are specifically
authorized under 18 U.S.C. 55040. Shortly thereafter,
four institutions were identified by the Bureau of
Prisons as classification and confinement centers
for offenders committed under the Act These were
the Federal Correctional Institutions at Ashland,
Kentucky, Pleasanton, California; Englewood, Colorado;
and Morgantown, West Virginia. These four institutions
are classified by Bureau policy statements as minimum
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The additional facilities used to house juveniles were located at Spring-
field, Rissouril Terminal Island, California; Tallahassee, Florida;
Lompoc, Californial Lexinqton, Kentuckyr and Fort Worth, Texas.

From 1974 to the middle of 1977, most federal juvenile offenders
were placed in federal institutions, both mnimum and medium security.
Only one-tenth, amounting to 45-50 juveniles, were sent to state
facilities. Unfortunately, most of the state facilities selected
during this interim period were much worse than their federal counter-
parts Examples of these were the Utah Training School, which was
then being challenged in court as having egregious and inhumane con-
ditions, Napa State Hospital in California, a state mental institution;
and jails in Louisville, Kentucky; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma;and else-
where. Most of the facilities used are characterized by tight security
measures, large populations, and are located far from residential or
urban centers.

We became extremely concerned at this point and wrote several
letters to Congreespersons, and Justice Department and Bureau officials
and met with Norman Carlson to discuss the matter. Our basic concerns
focused on the Bureau's recorded lack of compliance with its statutory
mandate to locate youthful offenders in community-based facilities or
foster homes. Instead, juveniles were being held in large institutions
housing adult prisoners which simultaneously offended not only the
statutory language of S5039, but also the widely accepted notion that
juveniles should be segregated from adult offenders Our meetings
with Norman Carlson and Connie Springman, who is in charge of placing
juveniles, were instrumental in pressuring the Bureau to revise its
practices. During the summer of 1977, the Bureau began removing all
federally adjudicated juveniles from BOP institutions and transferring
them to state facilities

The Current Situation

The vast majority of juveniles are currently housed in large,
secure institutions. Only a handful are placed at ranches, youth
camps and community houses Only one youth is in a foster home,
and this is due to the fact that the facility where the youth lived
was closed. Primarily for reasons of convenience, most of the juve-
niles from the Southeast and East Coast are housed at WoodsBend Boys
Camp in West Liberty, Kentucky; Native American youths are all at
Emerson House in Denver, Colorado, and kids from the Western states
are incarcerated in California Youth Authority facilities Three
youths are locked in a jail in Lexington, Kentucky and two are at
the Federal Correctional Institution at Butner, North Carolina In
addition, we did a breakdown last fall of the number of youths who
were incarcerated close to their residences Contrary to the Bureau's
figures on this subject, only 22 out of 90 are incarcerated in their
home states. 1/

!/The statutory language is even stronger, as it refers to community-
Eased facilities and foster homes in one's home community (emphasis
added).
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The information we have already provided you about Emerson House
indicates its inadequacies and abuses. The institution is poorly
administered, has a locked ward for all new prisoners, administers
antibuse (a drug which, when combined with alcohol, causes violent
sickness and nausea) regularly, and has had two recent suicide attempts,
one being successful. According to Walter Echo-Hawk, a staff attorney
at the Native American Rights Fund, several tribes in the Dakotas and
other mid-western and western states would be willing to establish
youth centers for youthful offenders; 2/ The Bureau has never sought
to meet with them.

Ihe three facilities being used by the California Youth Authority
to house federal youths are equally deficient. The Youth Training
School in Chino is a large, secure prison. Quite recently, it has
been the setting for gang violence between black and chicano prisoners.
Kids are locked in small, one-person cells which are furnished only
with a bed, sink and open toilet One incredible fact which speaks
to the high level of violence at the institution is that 40% of the
prison population is locked in segregation at any given time (where
prisoners spend 23 1/2 hours each day in their cells). The Fred
Nelles School, with a population of 325 kids, is a medium security
institution and uses as the predominant method of control a rigid
behavior modification program. The DeWitt Nelson School houses 280
kids, is isolated and very strictly regimented. A major problem with
all these facilities is the presence of adults and the consequent co-
mingling of youths and adults.

The %oodebend Boys Camp, which is considered to be secure by
Bureau Standards, houses youths from all over the country: New York
City, the state of Washington; Cairo, Illinoisj as well as from many
southeastern states. It is located far from any metropolitan area
and could hardly qualify as a community-based facility for most of
the population.

One of the most extreme examples of how kids are mishandled by
the Bureau involves a youth who is incarcerated at one of the Bureau's
own institutions at Butner, North Carolina. He has written us to
report, and Bureau records confirm, that he spent at least four months
in solitary confinement The Bureau's rationale for this harsh
action is to keep hiti separate from adult prisoners. This youth was
only permitted to shower once a week, received few opportunities for
recreation, and, in fact, rarely left his cell A letter located in
his institutional records written by his father to the Bureau, des-
cribes how the distance between his son and himself has hampered their
relationship and his (the father's) abilities to help and work with
his son, who will be released to his custody

The Bureau has made only minimal efforts to find suitable place-
ments On numerous occasions, we apprised the Bureau that no criteria
have been devised which direct Bureau officials, Community Program Of-
ficers and regional staff in their implementation and interpretation

2/ Certainly the $40 per diem received by Emerson House from the Bureau
?or each juvenile could well be used by local tribes to provide place-
ments
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of Section 5039. The Bureau's Policy Statement 7300.106 which
specifically pertains to placement of federal juveniles merely re-
cites the language of Section 5039. It contains no guidelines, no
criteria, no procedures calculated to either elucidate the decision-
making process involved in the transfer of juvenile prisoners or
facilitate the taking of action. Once facilities are designated,
little monitoring occurs.

Bureau's Reasons for Non-Compliance

The Bureau's response to criticism about non-compliance with
Section 5039 has been to point to the fact that most of the youths
have committed violent crimes. Norman Carlson maintains that in
a survey made by the Bureau of the last 96 juveniles in federal
institutions, half had committed serious offenses, such as "bank
robbery, assault, rape, murder, manslaughter, Firearms, Narcotics,
etc " (See Carlson's June 9, 1978 response to Senator Culver). He
lumps together several categories of crimes, some of which are not
considered serious, such as Narcotics, some types of assault and
Firearms Further, I have no idea what crimes the "etc." represents.
In any case, I would take strong issue with his statement. Most
studies which have reviewed statistics on the numbers of serious of-
fenses committed by a given juvenile population find the numbers to be
exceedingly low. 3/

According to Norman Carlson, another majnr reason why the Bureau
has not made more of an effort is because juveniles simply "are not
a priority." During a meeting held with him last year, Mr Carlson
stated that his Community Program Officers, who are in charge of
making the placements, do not have the time to devote to exploring
alternatives for juveniles. They tend to rely on those institutions
which have been used in the past. Carlson further stated that staff
in the Central Office are too consumed with issues affecting adults
to deal with juveniles' problems. (No one in the Central Office was
even assigned to deal with juveniles until our meeting.) He also
added that many of the offenders are Indians and cannot be designated
to their home communities, which are located on reservations, because
of what he termed "a lack of suitable environment or facilities."
Needless to say, neither of these justifications Is either accurate
or convincing in view of the strong statutory mandate established by
law to place juveniles in community-based facilities or foster homes
located in their home community.

3/ In Massachusetts, for example, where deinstitutionalization is
virtually complete, the Department of Youth Services contended that,
"no more than 5 percent of youth placed in its care required secure
surrounding " Bakal, "The Massachusetts Experience," Delinquency
Prevention, Rep. 4 (April 1975).
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Conclusion

Most juvenile justice standards, as well as numerous court
orders, advocate eliminating the use of traditional juvenile insti-
tutions I/ They also recognize, however, that some sort of insti-
tutionalization may be necessary for juveniles who have committed
the most violent offenses. For these youths, commitment to secure
facilities may be considered as a dispositional alternative of last
resort.

According to recent Bureau statistics, over 225 federal delin-
quents are housed primarily in state prisons or institutions. It is
evident, based on much of the legislative history which preceded
passage of the Juvenile Justice Act, that traditional correctional
facilities and jails have not provided any of the sorely needed ser-
vices or programs or even satisfactory living conditions for youth-
ful offenders. It is clear the Bureau has made no effort to find
alternatives

What is particularly disturbing to us is that a federal agency,
looked to as a model by most state correctional systems, should so
totally abdicate its responsibilities as imposed by Congress. While
it may be that the Bureau should have nothing to do with juveniles,
so long a3 it does, it must t-ae a leadership role in juvenile cor-
rections in promoting and carrying out the goals set out in the
Juvenile Justice Act.

We strongly urge ,U to arrange for hearings to expose these
problems. We would be happy to provide any additional information
and to cooperate in assisting you with the hearings.

Sincerely,

Nan Aron
Staff Attorney

NA zm

4/ Morales v. Turman, 383 F.Supp. 53 (E D.Tex. 1973), 535 F.;d 864
TC.A 5 1974), Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention A t of
1974, ABA-AIl0 Standards relatinq to Dispositions, National Alvisory
Committee re Criminal Justice Standards and Goals Regarding Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1976.

32-505 0 - '78 - 24
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July 18, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
Congress of The United States
House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

In response to your letter of May 30, 1978, 1 am enclos-
ing my comments on the overall performance of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention for in-
clusion in the Subcommittee's published report

Sincerely,

William S White
Presiding Judge

dmd

Enclosure
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I would like to express my appreciation for this opportunity to

speak to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and

to the performance of the Office in carrying out the purposes of

this Act I believe that through my experience as Presiding Judge -

Juvenile Division - Circuit Court of Cook County, I can attest to

the successes and failuresof Juvenile programming The efforts

which we have initiated at the Juvenile court level have stimulated

change within the system and have improved juvenile service

provision

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as amended pro-

vides less than adequate attention to the needs of serious and vio-

lent Juvenile offenders

Despite Congress' number one finding that "Juveniles account for

almost half the arrests for serious crimes in the United States

today," the design and intent of the Act seriously disregards this

very important and much accredited declaration

Between 1960 and 1970, the arrests of juveniles for all infrartions

doubled, but arrests of Juveniles for violent crimes increased 216

percent

In the Juvenile Division of the Circuit Court of Cook County, 1 in 4

Juveniles sent to juvenile court is charged with a serious violent

offense This proportion has remained fairly constant despite a

downward trend in absolute numbers. There has been a decrease of

approximately 15% in the number of total Juvenile offenders Chicago
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Police processed between 1973-1977

Juvenile arrests in Cook County in 1977 constituted over 22% of all

arrests, however, juveniles accounted for 32% of index crime arrests

and even more significant, over 31% of all violent and serious crime

arrests

The Juvenile Justice System has been created as a quasi-social

agency with access to judicial power, designed principally for child

victims of parental failures and socially deviant, quasi-criminal

non-violent offenders The serious, violent youthful offender needs

far greater attention and emphasis This is the offender who is the

most serious threat to society He is the youthful offender commit-

ting the murders, the rapes, the robberies and the assaults He is

the youthful offender most likely to continue along his delinquent

path He is the youthful offender who needs maximum attention from

all available resources Yet the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act does not isolate this individual for greater atten-

tion or more intensive services

A recidivism study of some 600 viQlent Juvenile offenders conducted

within Cook Cbunty, over a three year period, indicated that the

overall recidivism rate for 9-13 year olds, who already were re-

peaters prior to the study context, was a striking 33% Those

violent juveniles under 15, regardless of previous offenses, had an

overall recidivism rate of 25% Further, of the base group studied,

almost half of those who recidivated were violent recidivists, i e

a new finding for a violent offense
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It should be noted that the violent Juveniles studied were those

receiving the additional supervision of a probation officer and

therefore should have been less likely to become reinyolved in

criminal activity

The Act provides disproportionate attention to the less serious and

status offenders All categories of Juvenile offenders must be

dealt with by the Juvenile justice system and all are dealt with,

from arrest to disposition through diversion, assistance and incar-

ceration Yet, dealing with the serious violent offender is far

more difficult It is in this area that the juvenile justice system

needs the most support and assistance This is the area where ino-

vative and intensive programming can have the greatest impact If

we can prevent the serious violent juvenile from becoming a serious

violent adult, we have achieved our potential within the Juvenile

Justice system through successfully fulfilling our responsibility

to the rehabilitation of the juvenile and to the protection of society

The disproportionate attention which is directed toward the less

serious and status offender, within the Act, is diverting the focus

and crucial attention necessary for serious violent offenders

In Cook County, 70-72% of the Juvenile offenders are community or

station adjusted each year These are problem youth who are either

acting out their anti-social aggressions or exercising their budding

independence by seeking thrills and excitement They are not beyond

help. They can be reached by the system and community-based agencies

designed to serve these youth They need attention and assistance
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but of a type radically different from that needed by the serious

violent Juvenile

Deinstitutionalization of status offenders is a worthy goal outlined

in the Act. In Cook County, as in most large cities and counties,

status offenders are served through a variety of alternatives,

community-based agencies, foster care, etc , and generally are not

detained or committed In smaller urban and rural areas where deten-

tion and institutionalization of status offenders may occur these

practices should be replaced by appropriate alternative resources

developed within the community

In urban areas the capability is present for innovative and progres-

sive alternative programming These urban areas should allow local

discretion to establish local priorities based upon local needs for

greater attention and additional resources

The Act should focus with maximum attention on the most severe cate-

4 gory of offenders, the serious violent juvenile , while concurrently

allowing adequate focus for the less serious and status offender,

especially where the less serious group is not now being accurately

identified and appropriately responded to

The violent offender is a serious but small group If the JJOP Act

were to focus with greater attention on this category of juveniles,

the results achieved would be far greater than the funds expended
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While the facts are unclear, it is evident that the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Oelinquency prevention is not spending the

available funds nearly as rapidly as most federal assistance programs.

The reasons may be many, but it appears that the priorities established

by the Office of JJDP for special emphasis and discretionary grants

are in part not consistent with state and local priorities.

Further, the guidelines developed by the Office are quite often seri-

ously late In being released and therefore, do not provide eligible

grantees with sufficient time to apply or. a nationally competitive

basis for these funds For example, a recent program ammouncement

released by the Office regarding Juvenile Restitution Programs was

received by our local planning agency on March 9, 1978 when the sub-

mission deadline for preapplications was Aoril 21, 1978 This allows

hardly enough time for the planning agency to adequately review and

release them, let alone sufficient time for grantees to prepare

credible applications. Additionally, they are characteristically

vague in regard to intent and objectives yet, exhaustively demanding

in terms of required documentation. The strict requirements coupled

with insufficient time allowance very often dissuade potential

applicants.

The priorities for these funds have been slow In development, the

Office has too often let the funds lie fallow while priorities and

guidelines are being determined The Office should work in closer

cooperation with the state and local planning agencies to deterftine

priorities and should consult with these levels in developing guide-

lines for all funds
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Juvenile crime exists at the local level and local authority should

determine priorities for preventing crime and improving the Juvenile

justice system These juvenile justice funds even in combination

with LEAA crime control funds are insignificant when compared to the

state and local funds expended for criminal and Juvenile justice

system improvements, less than 5% nationally and less than V1% In

the Chicago-Cook County area. If these Juvenile justice funds are

to have maximum impact and effectiveness, they must be coordinated

with the vast amount of local expenditures and with consistent

priorities If local authority is allowed to determine its own pri-

orities, this coordination will be achieved with the resulting

maximum impact and effectiveness.

I hope to have the opportunity to submit additional comments and

suggestions for improvement in the near future
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WRIrrEN TESTIMONY SUBMITTED BY ALAN BOSCH, STAFF REPRESENTATIVE,
AFL-CIO DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

In submitting this written testimony, the AFL-CIO Department of

Comunity Services would like to thank Chairman Andrews for his in-

vitation to comment on 'the current administration and operation of

Office of Juvenile Justice programs .... 0 The Federation is concerned

about youthful offenders and the Juvenile justice system, and con-

vinced that a prevalent trait of middle-aged recidivists is an early

start.

The AFL-CIO Executive Council has adopted a policy statement on

crime and the criminal justice system which was thoroughly reviewed

by the members prior to its unanimous adoption at the Council's Febru-

ary 1977 meeting.

The statement has fifteen points. No less than four of them --

items 1, 2, 4, and 11 -- focus on the juvenile area. In those re-

commendations, the Council called for.

a) Andequately-funded programs targeted to preventing Juvenile

crime, including education, training, job placement, and

(a) federally-sponsored youth conservation corps.

b) "Diversion of youthful offenders from the correctigne sys-

tem through expanded, properly-supervised, community-based

treatment programs.

c) "Removing children who have not committed criminal offenses

from institutional confinement, and treating them in

community-based treatment centers.

d) "Full funding of community school programs, substitute homes
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and other service systems, including alternative education

for disruptive students and early childhood education to

correct learning problems associated with crime. Youthful

offenders, except for the most violent, should be rehabil-

itated without incatoeration and within the normal com-

munity."

In addition to these four items, the twelfth recommendation specifies

"the separation of youth from adult offenders" as an essential element

of effective corrections reform.

Taken together, these points parallel the thrust of the Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as amended in October 1977.

OJJDP Administrator John Rector, speaking before the Children's

Embassy this March, summarized that thrust as "an uncompromising de-

parture from the current practice of institutionalization overkill

which undermines our primary influence agents -- family, school, and

community We must support policies and practices which protect our

communities while also assuring justice for our youth."

It is evident that a similar outlook on the problem of juvenile

offenders is embodied in Mr. Rector's remark, the Federation's policy,

and the Federal law mandating the activities of the Office of Juvenile

Justice -- a mandate which, as we see it, the present OJJDP administra-

tion is discharging in good faith.

The basics of that philosophy might be outlined as follows:
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a) Rehabilitation is the cure of choice, and should be

attempted whenever there is indication it will be

fruitful.

b) When there are contra-indications such as violence, the

public must be protected from the young offender, and

rehabilitation must be attempted in a secure setting.

c) To insure that rehabilitation can succeed, youngsters

must be insulated from the unholy apprentice education

endemic to corrections facilities, and should be assisted

in the community context -- which provides the lifestyles

and models it is hoped they will adopt.

d) Status offenses are more correctly diagnosed as symptoms

of family and emotional distress than of criminal pro-

clivity. They should be dealt with at their domestic

source, not in institutional exile.

e) Youthful delinquency and crime are syndromes, not single-

vector infections. Thus, they call for an organic ap-

proach and a mix of therapies (substitute homes, special

education, counselling, job opportunity, etc.) -- not

surgical removal.

There is nothing in the way of revelation, or revolution, in

this philosophy But it has proved serviceable in several AFL-CIO

sposnored juvenile justice programs

Ir Portland, OR, the AFL-CIO Community Services labor agency

launched Project Bridge under the Community-Citizen Mobilization
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Project funded by LEAA's Citizen Participation section. Project Bridge

attempted to stabilize the relationship between foster families and

children referred for foster care under the Oregon Children's Services

Department.

The labor agency recruited, trained and had certified the homes of

union volunteers who took in youngsters who could not live with their

own parents, and provided on-going support from union and community

resources to minimize turnover and dispersion.

The point made clear in Portland is that unions within the community

can complement its resources for keeping troubled kinds in the community.

In Dallas, TX, a Community-Services originated program called

Unions for Youth is coming to the end of its first operational year. A

spinoff of the Community-Citizen Mobilization effort, it has enlisted

all sorts of union locals -- AFL-CIO, Autoworker, and Teamster -- to

operate a residential diversion facility, principally for adjudicated

delinquents facing state incarceration

Sited in a leased residence into which union volunteers put about

$100,000 of renovation time, Unions for Youth operates on county monies.

The program offers a stable home environment, group therapy, job

placement, etc -- and its counselling program involves parents when-

ever possible

The point made clear in Dallas is that local governments will

invest in community-based rehabilitation, because it can muster organi-

zational resources in behalf of the professional corrections fraternity

which are not typically within their reach.

In Fort Worth, TX, the Community-Citizen Mobilization program

generated another variety of diversion/prevention project Called
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Labor Youth Sponsorship, this one assists the Tarrant County Juvenile

Probation Department by providing CHINS, pre-delinquents, and adjudi-

cated delinquents with foster care, recreation, medical and social

service assistance, employment counselling and training, and job

placement.

She project has served over 250 clients to date, made successful

job placements for a third of them and provided services, ranging from

dental care to week-long family vacations, to the youngsters. Inter-

estingly, several of the Labor Youth clients have been walk-in self-

referrals -- an important group hardly accessible to state institutions

or the court system.

The point made clear in Fort Worth is that diversion programs

which involve community volunteers extensively have an advantage every
0

bit as important as change-of-setting. They let community residents

collaborate in an effort which is, ultimately, in their own best

itnerest crime prevention. And, as such community/corrections

collaboration expands and matures across the country, citizens can

k0th expedite and help evaluate our national progress towards effective

deinstitutionalization.

On June 1, 1978, the APL-CIO-CSA Labor Participation Department

of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency was awarded an LEAA

Community Anti-Crime/Citizens Participation grant to continue and

refine several crime resistance efforts -- involving both AFL-CIO

central bodies and affiliated international unions -- which had
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initially been funded under ORO/Citizens Initiative. That new pro-

gram -- "Citizen Participation Towards a Safer Community" -- is

actually a tandem effort of Community Anti-Crime and the Office of

Juvenile Justice's Special Emphasis section. The OJJDP portion of the

funding is earmarked for Labor Youth Sponsorship components which are

essential elements of the United Labor Comprehensive Criminal Justice

Centers tb be established in two project cities.

(The United Labor Criminal Justice Centers will also concern

themselves with crime resistance programs tailored to the elderly and

with victim/witness assistance services, but the Juvenile component

will be central )

This is the first program on which the AFL-CIO Labor Participation

Department has worked with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention.

And, in the context of our experience, it can only be said that

there is consistency between OJJDP's charter and AFL-CIO policy on

juvenile justice, as well as between Adminetrator Rector's announced

goals and our program commitments. OJJDP has been forthcoming with

interest in the Labor Youth Sponsorship approach, input into the new

program's design, and an investment in the effort.

Again, in thigh portion of the project's development, there were

no management" difficulties beyond the processing hitches character-

istic of funding applications which draw upon multiple sources. And
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they were of the garden-variety, schedule-conflict sort -- not the

product of failure in "interagency coordination."

So, speaking as we must -- from AFL-CIO CSA experience and for

our affiliates and members involved with comounity-based juvenile

programs -- we can say that the current administration and operation

of Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention programs" are

on target and on time.

We, know that complaints have come from the Congress, the states,

and constituencies active in the juvenile justice sector. The bulk of

them might be summarily paraphrased in the comment that "OJJDP's heart

may be in the right place, but it isn't heating very fast or very

steadily."

What seems to us the most persistent current criticism is to the

effect that the Office of juvenile Justice is not getting the funds

hitherto allocated out as quickly as il. should. For example, there

are figures current to the effect that, of the $64 million appropriated

for Juvenile Justice special emphasis activity in the past three

fiscal years, only $8 million -- or 12.5 cents on the appropriated

dollar -- has been spent.

From the standpoint of the typical taxpayer -- of whom there are

some 14 million in the AFL-CIO -- it is a bit difficult to appreciate

what amounts to a complaint that O;JDP'a new management Pas not .

thrown enough old money at a perernial problem. This is particularly

true given the voting taxpayer's assumption that, upon a change of



378

AFL-CIO/8

Federal administrations, the successors assume the responsibility of

re-analyzing perennial problems from their new perspective before they

begin program expenditures.

Our members, as both taxpayers and juvenile justice volunteers,

would far prefer that the Office of Juvenile Justice solidify its

strategy, develop functional guidelines, and assess programatic

responses -- and then fund suitable and promising activities.

It that means taking time, the time should be taken.

For, like every other agency in the administrative branch, OJJDP

has a fundamental obligation to the Congress and the public to

actively forge a coherent program in discharge of its responsibilities

-- not to paste one up in reaction to complaints

In the matter of disbursements, however, there is a potentially

troublesome corollary of deliberate planning -- when it is donG in the

context of a fast-approaching end of fiscal year.

That is that even a well-designed group of agency proposals and

state activities could get launched in a pack. That would mean that

their funding cycles would be ending almost simultaneously -- which

would create an unwieldly queue of refunding applications a year or so

away.

We would close, then, with the suggestion that the monies to be

disbursed yet in FY78 be handled so as to spread out project start-up

dates as evenly at possible in the time remaining.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES
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June 19, 1978

Representative Ike Andrews, Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington. D C 20515

Dear Representative Andrews

The opportunity to express concerns regarding the current management
and administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Pro-
gram is indeed a privilege and I would like to thank you for the opportunity

Looking at the program through a microscope from the perspective of a
Juvenile justice administrator in, until recently, a non-participating State,
the program has followed the normal life-cyle of most progressive Federal
initiatives This cycle generally begins with a tremendous flourish of
positive rhetoric encouraging states to follow the philosophical lead of
Washington with the carrot of additional categorical funding to help the
states fall-in-line Initially, the funds seen so inviting and the reqJirL -
ments so loose, that an administrator in my position could be accused of
dereliction of duty if he did not jump at the opportunity to use these dollars
to help those in his care

As direct se vice administrators begin to deal with the program in an
operational sense, questions begin to rise that require clarification from
Washington The return answers are presented in terms of rules of regulations
that usually go beyond the nature of our clarification concern and eventually
they begin to work against what initially appeared to be the purpose of the
program at the outset

When this regulatory process has reached its saturation point, a middle
ground is reached that satisfies both the regulators and the regulatees and
the business begins in earnest to satisfy the needs of the children I believe
we are presently into this third phase of the JJDP Act life-cycle

32-505 0 - 78 - 2s
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Looking at the program through a microscope brings into focus one issue
that has created problems both administratively and philosophically that go
beyond my reading of the intent of the JJDP Act This issue is commingling
del inquent and non-delinquent children in the same comunity-based program

As you know, the present regulations regarding commingling require com-
munity-based programs to have at least fifty-one percent of its daily popu-
lation as non-delinquent children If a program should in any given thirty-
day period happen to serve more delinquent youth than non-delinquent youth,
that program (by OJJDP's definition) is no longer community-based, but rather
an institution and, therefore, Ineligible for JJDP funds

The potential damage this type of requirement provides Is twofold The
first is that it forces local program operators (in North Carolina all com-
munity-based programs are locally operated) to label the child either delin-
quent or non-delinquent and make a decision on the child based upon that label
ince we in North Carolina, would rather deal with a child's fundamental problem

rather than his label, this requirement forces us out of what we consider to
be a proper treatment orientation The second danger is that some child might
berefused entry into a program he or she desperately needs because that pro-
gram already has its Ttop quota" of delinquent children and, therefore, cannot
risk its funding base by accepting the child We believe that a child should
receive or not receive services based upon need and availability and not upon
whether that child was truant from school (non-delinquent) or whether he shop-
lifted (delinquent)

The administrative problems of the commingling prohibition are in the nature
of unnecessary manpower and paper required to police the locally operated com-
munity alternatives to insure that they are, in fact, maintaining during any
given thirty-day period more non-delinquent children than delinquent children
Since we are in an arena where resources are truly scarce and where government
intrusion in local program operation is much resented, there is little reason-
able purpose served in diverting resources and developing "forms" to meet this
end

The heartening aspect of the present administration of the OJJDP is that
it is willing to work with states in resolving these kinds of problems The
recent "word" we have received from Washington is that commingling will no
longer be an issue in the community-based programs This spirit of cooperation
and concern is to be commended However, the fact that it was an issue to begin
with points to a problem within the OJJDP administration that should be improved
This problem is the dearth of individuals in the OJJDP administration who have
direct and recent experience in operating the kind of community-based programs
that the OJJDP is trying to develop The commingling issue is very illustrative
of this situation
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During North Carolina's early negotiations with OJJOP the question was
raised why the commirgling prohibition was inserted since it was not part of
the Act The answer was that research findings had determined that mingling
delinquent children with non-delinquent children contributed to delinquency
on the part of non-delinquent children Unfortunately, most of the research
regarding commingling has taken place in an Institutional environment and not
in community residential programs Therefore, to develop a policy around re-
search firings that are unrelated to the area where the policy impacts leads
to the problem depicted in the previous paragraphs A person in a position
of authority in the OJJOP familiar with the internal operation of a community
residential program and capable of discerning distinction between relevant
institutional research and community program research should oe able to pre-
vent a situation like this from arising again

On the whole, the Office of Juvenile Justice and elinquency Prevention
Is to be commended for its efforts in working with states struggling with the
issues of status offender deinstitutionalization and community program develop-
ment Mr Rector has guided the agency in a positive direction and we in the
Division of Youth Services in North Carolina, look forward to working with him
and his staff in the future

Sincerely,

Dennis 0 Grady

Deputy Director

DOG bj
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GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
BOX 1167 flARRISOVRO, PEN." 17120

Milton J Shapp June 19, 1978 Thomas J BrennanExecutlye Director
GoveWsr (717) 7170400

Gerald GornPsh 2 447.3M

Acting An" GenI

Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Congress of the United States
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

Thank you for the opportunity to comnent on the administration of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

As we see it the problems we experience in attempting to catry out
the purposes of this program relate to the philosophy of the program
administrators This philosophy seems based on a concept that all wisdom
indeed "rests on the banks of the Potomac", that it is the function of the
Federal Government (or at least Federal program administrators) to make
demands of the states and then hold hostage tax dollars paid by the citizens
of those states to see the programs are met In short, the present administrators
of this program semrn to have little understanding of the constitutional concept
of a Federal-State relationship, or of the overall L.AC program design being
a "block grant" award to the states

This philosophy is evidenced by an on-going unwillingness to learn
from the past experience of the parent program (LEA) Over the years LEA
seems to be coming to a recognition that a reduction in bureaucratic paper-
work and control is important, perhaps even critical to the functioning of
the program This is shown by such processes as a new multi-year approval
of state plans -- something the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention refused to do

LEAA has learned that constant changes in administrative guidelines and
definitions result in confusionfrustration and large and disproportionate
blocks of agency time spent on responding to these demands at the expense of
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critical-staff fJnctions, such as planning and program detail OJJOP seen
to feel that they are free to re-define administrative requirements semi-
annually

Certainly the intent of the Bayh legislation to provide better treatment
for children is both necessary and commendable We remain convinced that it
is the intent of Congress that the approach to accomplish this is one of
partnership OJJDP seems to hold to an adversarial concept requiring Federal
administrators to force the States into line

In summary, if the administrators of OJJDP could be convinced to see the
program as a partnership of State and Federal efforts to accomplish the
program goals in the most expeditious way possible, we believe the program
would be vastly improved

Again, thank you for the opportunity to express my thou hts on this
program 

Aly, t

T Bre an
Executive Dir ctor
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DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AUTHORITY
4241 Williamsbourgh Drive
Sacramento, California 95823

June 20, 1978

The Honorable Ike F Andrews
Chairman
Economic Opportunity Subcommittee of

the Education and Labor Committee
Room 320, Cannon HOD
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

Thank you very much for the invitation to provide testimony
for your subcommittee's June 27 hearing on the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 The Youth
Authority is, of course, very supportive of the spirit and
intent of the Act We have, however, experienced great
difficulty and frustration with at least one facet of the
Act and we do appreciate this opportunity to provide your
subcomxnittee with an explanation of the problem and with a
suggestion for an amendment to the Act which would, in our
view, solve the problem in a manner which would maximize
the benefits of the Act to the public and to the youthful
offenders committed to our charge

The provision of the Act with which we are most concerned
is that set forth in Section 223(a)(13), which provides
that "Juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent
and youths within the purview of Section 223(a)(12) shall
not be detained or confined in any institution in which
they have regular contact with adult persons incarcerated
because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting
trial on criminal charges " We understand that the intent
of this provision is to prevent negative psychological and
criminal contamination and physical abuse of juveniles. As
presently interpreted and applied by the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, all persons under the
urisdiction of the Juvenile court, regardless of age, must
• kept separated from any person sentenced by the criminal
courts, again regardless of age The only exception so far
extended by OJJDP relates to those few minors who have been
Declared unfit for handling by the Juvenile court and who
thereafter have been convicted in criminal court Accord-
ing to OJJDP, such individuals may be in contact with either
juveniles or adults
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The California Youth Authority was established in 1941 by
legislation based on the Model Youth Correction Authority
Act drafted by the American Law Institute. As a result
of that enabling legislation, subsequent amendments to
the law, and the interpretation of the law by the Califor-
nia courts, the Youth Authority has long been regarded as
an alternative to the commitment of youthful offenders to
local institutions or to the state prison system Insofar
as persons under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court
are concerned, the Youth Authority is the last available
rehabilitative placement Under California law. a juvenile
court may commit a juvenile to the Youth Authority only if
the court is satisfied, based on the evidence, that no
local, less restrictive disposition can accomplish the
desired result of assisting the young person to lead a pro-
ductive and law-abiding life While persons committed to
the Youth Authority from the juvenile court may not, under
a 1976 amendment to the statutes, be physically confined
for a period in excess of the time an adult could be con-
fined for the same offense, jurisdiction of the court and
of the Youth Authority may extend until the youth attains
the age of 21 or, in the case of certain very serious
offenses, until age 23 In other words, it is theoreti-
cally possible for the Youth Authority to have under its
control a person coumnitted by the juvenile court until as
much as five years after the individual has attained his
or her majority age of 18

In the case of young people convicted in the criminal
courts, the Youth Authority provides an alternative to
local jail or state prison If the individual is less than
21 at the time of apprehension, and unless the offense is
otherwise punishable only by a life sentence or death, the
sentencing court may commit the young person to the Youth
Authority As would be expected, this option is most often
exercised as to those young people who, notwithstanding
that they may be chronological adults, are relatively un-
sophisticated in crime, are physically or emotionally inm-a-
ture, or are otherwise deemed by the court to be unsuitable
for jail or state prison As in the case of juveniles, the
fact that they are placed in a rehabilitative system does
not allow periods of control that exceed that to which they
would have been subject had they been sent to jail or pris-
on The maximum period of Youth Authority control over
such individuals is to age 23, if the offense was a misde-
meanor, or 25, if the offense was a felony

Whether the individual came to us from the juvenile or the
criminal court, once they are with the Youth Authority they
come under the same law, reflecting the same rehabilitative
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philosophy, with the same Youth Authority Board determining
length of institutional stay and suitability for release on
parole The response to these youthful offenders is based
on their training and treatment needs and, while there is a
natural correlation of age to many of those needs, the
source of the commitment in and of itself is largely irrel-
evant to substantive treatment and placement decisions that
must be made

Notwithstanding the potential for Youth Authority control
to age 25, approximately 84 3 percent of the young people
within Youth Authority institutions are in the age range
of 16 through 20, with the mean age being roughly 18 7
years Of that group of more than 3,000, 58 percent are
from the juvenile courts and 42 percent are from the crimi-
nal courts Approximately 5 8 percent of Youth Authority
wards are age 15 and under, while approximately 10 2 per-
cent are age 21 and over

As can be seen from the above, the overwhelming majority
of Youth Authority wards are in a relatively compact age
spread As would be expected, many of these young people
have similar training and treatment needs to be met if
rehabilitative results are to be obtained The Youth
Authority has, for many years, responded to these needs
with programs that are nationally and internationally re-
garded as models to be emulated At no time in the history
of the Youth Authority has the fact that, as a result of
individualized treatment decisions, individuals from the
two judicial systems may be in contact with each other been
raised as an issue of substance At no time, even within
the context of our current discussions with OJJDP, has that
office questioned the quality of the Youth Authority pro-
grams At no time have the concerns that fostered the
enactment of the separation requirement been identified as
existing within the Youth Authority as a result of allowing
contact between adults and juveniles In fact, based on
the fact that we receive the most mature and sophisticated
juveniles and the least mature and sophisticated adults,
there is reason to be concerned about the contaminating
effect of the juveniles upon the adults, rather than the
reverse

As was noted above, OJJDP is of the opinion that the sepa-
ration requirement of Section 223(a)(13) must be met by
precluding contact between persons committed from the
juvenile court and those committed from the criminal court,
regardless of the age of the individuals OJJDP feels that
the Act simply does not recognize or allow for the existence
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of a youthful offender approach, such as that of the Cali-
fornia Youth Authority, within which young people are
dealt with according to need. and not on the basis of
arbitrary labels

Under OJJDP's interpretation of the Act, the Youth Author-
ity would. in order to continue to respond to the needs of
the young people under its charge, have to engage in sub-
stantial duplication of programs If. for example, two
18-year-old youthful offenders, one from the juvenile court
and one from the criminal court, both were ready and desir-
ous of being involved in our junior college program, the
separation requiremnt would require a denial o that pro-
gram to one of the individuals or a costly duplication or
repetition of the program The same would hold true for
elementary and secondary education, vocational training,
medical/psychiatric care, and a host of other less obvious
apects of our operations, such as recreation, visiting,
transportation, and the like

Within the Youth Authority, the meeting of the separation
requirement would require an initial expenditure of
3,200,000, with an annual expense of approximately
2,000,000 thereafter This would be an expense which,

in our opinion, would result in absolutely no substantive
benefit to the public and/or the wards of the Youth Author-
ity For that reason, as emphasized by the fact that the
people of the State of California have, by their landslide
enactment of Proposition 13 (the property tax limitation
initiative) spoken loud and clear on the subject of illog-
ical and non-beneficial expenditures of public tax dollars,
California has recently indicated to OJJDP that we are
simply unable to meet the separation requirement as inter-
preted and applied by that office In this regard, please
see the attached letter of June 15, 1978 to John Rector,
Administrator of OJJDP, from California Office of Criminal
Justice Planning Director Douglas Cunningham and the under-
signed

This is not a step that has been lightly taken While we
have provided Mr Rector with certain alternative approaches,
we do recognize that such alternatives may be rejected and
California may be declared ineligible for federal Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds This would be
most tragic, as the ultimate recipients of over $5,000,000
of the totel of $6,000,000 of those funds are the local
rograme which will be most directly and adversely affected
y the reduction of local property tax revenues mandated by

Proposition 13



388

The Honorable Ike F Andrew@
Page 5
June 20, 1978

While we are hopeful that Mr Rector will utilize the other
options that would allow funds to continue to come to
California, we feel that the preferable solution to the
problem is to amend the Act In this regard, we would pro-
pose that your subcoittee consider amending Section 223(a)
(13) of the Act in a way that will recognize the youthful
offender system a.d which will, at the same time, provide
safeguards to assure that such systems are not administra-
tive shams to exploit the Act We recommend that the sec-
tion be amended to read as follows

(13) provide that Juveniles alleged to be or found
to be delinquent and youths within the purview of
paragraph (12) shall not be detained or confined in
any institution in which they have regular contact
with adult persons incarcerated because they have been
convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charges except that Juveniles found to be delinquent
may be detained or confined in institutions in which
they have regular contact with adults less than 25
years of age Incarcerated because they have been con-
victed of a crime if --

(A) the institutions within which the regularcontact -takes place are operated bY astat
agency other than the state agency responsible

for state prisons, pursuant to state statutes
which provide rehabilitative programs for
juveniles and young adults with similar train-
ing and treatment needs without reward to the
nature of the court in which the juvenile is
found to be delinquent or the Xoung adult con-
victed of a crime, and

(B) the Administrator, in consultation with
the Associate Administrator and after such
investigation as may reasonably be required,
determines that the practices and policies
of the state ag enc eectvel rotect uve-
niles and young adults from criminal contami-
nation and physical abuse to the same extent
as would separation by court of jurisdiction
or by age

This language would limit the contact to post-disposition/
sentenced Juveniles and young adults, would require that
the system be separate and distinct from the state's adult
prison system, would require the system to be preserved in
state law, rather than by administrative policy, would
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require a rehabilitative, rather than punishment, philos-
ophy of treatment, and would require the concurrence of
the Administrator with the state's contention that the
goals of-the separation requirement are being effectively
met by means of an alternative approach.

We believe this is a reasonable solution to a problem that
has been generated by a requirement that does not provide
for the sophisticated approach to youthful offenders rep-
resented by California's statutes We would be delighted
to provide whatever additional information as may be help-
ful to your subcommittee in its deliberations Again,
thank you for this opportunity

Sincerely,

PEARL S WEST, Director
Department of the Youth Authority

DOUGLAS R CUNNINGHAM, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning

Attachment

cc Senator John Culver (Att)
Members, California Congressional Delegation
Gordon Railey (Att)
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May 25, 1978

MAY 3 'I19?
Hon Ike Andrews
Congress of the United States
Committee on Education and Labor
Room 320
Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D C 20515

Re Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Hearings

June 27, 1978

Dear Congressman Andrews

Thank you for your letter of Hay 19, 1978, concerning the
captioned

I have heard criticism of Hr John Rector from some state
bureaucrats, but it is my impression that Hr Rector is being criti-
cized simply for trying to implement the Act I have heard state
planners testify to the Louisiana Legislature in favor of provisions
that violate the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
It is understandable why they oppose O.J J D P

I believe Mr Rector is aggressively seeking to implement

the Act and deserves much credit for seeking the changes that the
Act mandates Any bureaucrat who seeks change is going to be attacted
I think Hr Rector is a person who can "take the heat" and get the job
done I would hope that your committee supports and commends the current
management and administration of 0 J J D P

If you would like any expanded comments from me, or have any

questions, please advise

Sincerely,

William E Rittenberg
Chief Counsel

WER mp

NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130 (504) 586-8635344 CAMR ST SUITE '1101
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June 20, 1978

Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
Committee on Education & Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
House of Representatives
Congress of the United States
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Chairman Andrews

Thank you for your letter of May 31st last soliciting my
comments concerning your scheduled oversight hearings on
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for
June 27, 1978

As you know for the first time the Act specifically recog-
nized the serious and costly problem of violence and van-
dalism in our nation's schools by including such provisions
as the following

Sec 102 (al It is the purpose of this Act----

(6) to assist state and local communities with resources
to develop and Implement programs to keep students in
elementary and secondary schoolsand to prevent unwarranted
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions

Sac 207 (a) There Is hereby established a National Ad-
visory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention known as the "Advisory Committee" which shall
consist of twenty-one members appointed by the President
from persons Including those with special experience and
competence In addressing the problem of school violence
and vandalism

Sec 224 (a) The Administrator Is authorized to make
grants to and enter Into contracts with public and private
agencies, organizations, Institutions, or Individuals to---

(6) develop and Implement, In coordination with the Commissioner
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of Education, model programs and methods to keep students in
elementary and secondary schools and to prevent unwarranted
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions and to encourage new
approaches and techniques with respect to the prevention of
school violence and vandalism

Sec 241 (a) There Is hereby established within the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Office a National Institute
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(d) It shall be the purpose of the Institute to provide a
coordinating center for the collection, preparation, and dissemination
of useful data regarding the treatment and control of Juvenile offen-
ders, and It shall also be the purpose of the Institute to provide
training for representatives of Federal, State and local law enforce-
ment officers, teachers, and other educational personnel

Sec 244 The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention is authorized to---

(3) devise and conduct a training program, in accordance with the
provisions of Sections 249, 250 and 251, of short-term Instruction in
the latest proven-effective methods of prevention, control and treat-
ment of Juvenile delinquency for correctional and law enforcement
personnel, teachers and other educational personnel

Sec 248 (a) The Assoc late Administrator shall establish within
the Institute a training program designed to train enrollees with
respect to methods and techniques for the prevention and treatment of
Juvenile delinquency In carrying out this program the Associate
Administrator Is authorized to make use of available State and local
services, equipment, personnel, facilities, and the like

(b) Enrollees In the training program established under this Section
shall be drawn from correctional ard law enforcement personnel, teachers
and other educational personnel

Sec 261 (b) In addition to the funds appropriated under Section 261
(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
the Administration shall maintain from the appropriation for the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, each fiscal year, at least 19 5
percent of the total appropriations for the Administration, for Juven-
Ile delinquency programs

You and your Committee have worked long and hard to enact the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 I, and my Association, commend you
for your untiring efforts In making this legislation a reality However, It
is equally Important to Insure that the provisions of the Act, such as those
that I have listed, be implemented and I urge you to determine this In your
hearings on June 27, 1978

Sincerely,

SPresident
JIG cmw
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Youth Advocacy Program 902 North Meridian Street

Indianapolis IN 46204
(317) 264-2331

June 21, 1978

Congressman Ike Andrews
Sub-committee on Economic Opportunities
Cannon Office Building, Room 228
Washington, D. C. 20515

My Dear Congressman Andrews,

I wish to share with you some of my observations concerning
one of the special interest projects sponsored by the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Agency (LEAA), the "Youth Involvement Without Walls"
project here in Indianapolis. This project has been jointly developed
by USOE Teachei Corns and LFAA Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention. We are gratefully indebted to both offices
for their cooperative assistance in the development of this project

The thrust of this project has been to imrove the school
climate in an inner-city junior high school through facilitation
of learning and the reduction in truency, violence and vandalism.
The project staff has worked closely with the school administrators,
teachers, security guards, custodial staff, and students. Activities
have included special workshops in human relations, group problem
solving, career exploration and behavior management.

In addition to the instructional training, a jobs program for
the students has been established. Some students run their own lawn
and garden care service Imolements have been provided through the
grant With the aid of the project staff, many students have begun
their first hourly paid Dart-time work experience. They are employed
in a variety of settings like pet shops, fire stations, beauty shops,
trucking companies, auto repair shops, and retail stores.

The results of this nrogran are extremely gratifying. Truancy
has been reduced by almost 50%. Parents report their sons and daugh-
ters are showing increased interest in their education Finally, as
reported by the school administration, the community, and local business,
violence and vandalism has been decreased significantly.

In conclusion, I wish to say this program could not have been
developed nor been successful without the exemplary cooperation be-
tween the two governmental agencies.

Sincerely,Utz & Z4
nArt Brill
larence Walker Director

L cUC1 NAI UNIVERSITY - SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
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The Menninger Foundation
B(O\ . CI)PF-JKA KA\ .A%, €.(4,( j l ) l f(6

Center for Applied Behavioral SCtc M)I

June 21, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
The United States House of Representatives
Washington, D. C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

In your letter of May 31, 1978, you asked that we comment on the strengths
and weaknesses of the current management and administration of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. We should begin by point-
ing out that we have not had direct personal or professional contact with
the individuals involved in the administration of OIJDP, but our impression
of Mr. John Rector is that he is an extremely capable individual who is
genuinely interested in the cause of juvenile justice in America.

Aside from that, however, our own work in the field has taken us to more
than forty states in the past three years, and we have found evidence, in
virtually every state, of shocking mismanagement that runs the gamut from
awarding project grants on purely political bases to shoddy olanning and
the inhumane disposition of children trapped in the maze of our Juvenile
justice system.

Our own special area of interest and expertise is the deinstitutionaliza-
tion of children and the creation of alternative community-based facilities.
We have seen group homes in at least fifteen states that were funded with
state-administered OJJDP funds that were doomed to failure from the begin-
ning. The homes were created without the necessary planning or training,
and those that survived until the end of the three-year funding period soon
closed for lack of operating capital. We have seen an untold number of
group homes close in this way, and we have seen the children returned to
institutions, even though many had functiozied succssfully in their com-
munities for several years.

We can fault OJJDP only to the extent that it has not imposed adequate
restrictions on the creation of these homes, and it has not insisted that

A NON PROFIT C((NTER FOR TREATMENT AND PIVENTION D(SEA CH AND PROFESSIONA. EDUCATION IN PSYCHIATRV

32-505 0 - 78 - 26
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Congressman Ike Andrews

rofessionul expertise be brought to bear on the problem. The Menninger
Fondatton Is one of many organizations capable of providing the necessary
expertise and assistance, yet the cycle of creating and closing group homes
continues unabated while the children within the juvenile Justice system
are bounced about like rubber balls.

Very truly yours,
7' - /

t /

E Kent Hayes
Co-Di rector

rYouth Advocacy Project
7

Alexander A Lazzarino
Co-Director
Youth advocacy Project

EKH:AAL:bp
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June 22, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
House of Representatives
Congress of the United States
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, 0 C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

This is in response to the invitation, extended through Mrs.
Corienne Morrow, to the National Board of the Young Women's
Christian Association to submit for inclusion In the record
our statement for the oversight hearings on the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act We are pleased to
have this opportunity to submit the statement, five copies
of which are attached In accordance with the advice of
your office

We especially appreciate the suggestion in your letter that
the submission of our statement prior to the date of the
hearings--June 27--would have more bearing on the hearings
themselves We are deeply concerned about several of the
major issues that seem to be in question at this time, we
have addressed our statement to these issues, therefore, we
do want our position to come to the direct attention of the
members

In addition to the transmittal of the statement itself, we
are taking the liberty to send you excerpts from the
concluding section of our Final Report of the New England
Intervention Programs, to which we refer in the statement
We believe these conclusions will contribute to the
Subcommittee's insights with respect to the significance of
the kind of program that voluntary private organizations are
enabled to mount when they are freed to design projects
"custon-made" to relate to their distinctive resources and
to the needs they are uniquely equipped to meet

We thank you for this opportunity and look forward with great
interest to the Subcommittee's findings

Sincerely yours,

Mrs Sara-Alyce P Wrighe

Executive Director
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TESTIMONY OF THE
NATIONAL BOARD OF THE YOUNG WOMEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION OF THE U S A

submitted June 22, 1978 to the
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ----- J--

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

The National Board of the Young Women's Christian Association of the U S A

welcomes the occasion for contributing to the assessment of the overall

performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in

carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act of 1974 and its subsequent amendments The close relationship between

the purposes of this Act and those of the YWCA of the U S A , particularly as

the latter pertain to youth has been asserted in testimony relevant to the

initial passage and subsequent amendment procedures for this Act over the past

four years This statement is addressed specifically to the performance of the

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as such, it does not

address the problems encountered relative to TITLE III--"RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT,"

which is under separate--HEW--administration The National Board of the YWCA

will be pleased to respond at any time to a similar invitation relative to that

Title

The National Board of the YWCA's position of support and commendation for the

changes which are introduced under the current administration of the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention are derived from years of experience

in working with the Federal Government in efforts to prevent and control

delinquency, especially among female youth As indicated in our statement

relative to the then-proposed 1977 Amendments to this legislation, submitted in

May 1977, this operating experience has come through realities of working at

- 1-
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the national and local levels The National Board YWCA has sponsored three

major programs in the past ten years, namely, the Youth Workers Team Learning

Program--a three year project in training for delinquency prevention funded

by HEW under the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968,

the Texas YWCA Intervention Project funded through LEAA Region VI, under

which services were provided for delinquent female youth and young women

who came to the program upon their release from adult correctional institutions

The third National Board YWCA sponsored delinquency-related program within

this ten-year period was the only one of the three to involve the participation

of OJJOP the other two were completed before that Office was created

This third program--the New England YWCA Intervention Program*--was funded

through LEAA Region I for its first period under an LEAA discretionary grant,

and for its second period under joint funding by LEAA and the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention The program, which was operational

from January 1, 1974 through April 30, 1977, served 11 YWCA Intervention Centers

dispersed throughout the six New England States In the course of its

operations, it provided residential, nonresidential, and in-institution services

to more than 800 girls and women, a majority of whom were juvenile status

offenders Some of the services were delivered prior to adjudication, some

were cooperative with Probation Departments--delivered to youth who were placed

on probation by Juvenile Courts influenced in their decision to place youth on

probation in many instances by the availability of the YWCA Community-based

Intervention Service. Some of the seryices were delivered in juvenile

institutions to which the YWCA Intervention Project personnel took group

programs and individualized help here it should be noted that a heavy majority
*Experience documented in the Final Report submitted to LEAA/OJJDP by
Rhetta M Arter, Ph D , National Project Director.

-2-



400

National Board of the YWCA

of the youth thus served were reported to be confined because of their prior

commission of status offenses--most were runaways, incorrigibles, and/or

truants Some of the services were delivered to youth in after-care status,

i e , after they had left the correctional facilities Through these programs,

the YWCA served youth with many problems In addition to the status offenders,

there were youth who had been found guilty of delinquent acts--some minor,

many major The most frequently reported offenses in this non-status category

were shoplifting, larceny, drug-related crimes, assault, vandalism and

burglary Others were charged with other acts including auto theft, murder,

robbery, fraud, prostitution and embezzlement The YWCA was able to work with

these young people The known failure rate was low--less than three per cent

A few of the programs are still in operation their funding was picked up by

SPAs or private sources once the then-required cut-off of OJJDP funds after

two funding periods was invoked This, the National Board YWCA was told,

represented OJJDP policy Actually, the "stretch" of this program over a

three-year period is a testament to the ability of the YWCA to demonstrate

real cost-effectiveness Because the programs were imbedded in established,

ongoing, cost-wise operations which did not require new facilities, which

could use existing resources such as residences, meeting rooms, cafeterias,

swimming pools, gymnasia, classes, interest groups, clubs, and organization-

wide special events, the youthful participants could have recourse to the

range of services and activities which are essential to meeting their

individualized-needs at lowest possible costs The fact that the work of the

LEAA/OJJDP-funded project staffs was augmented by that of established YWCA

employed personnel, and by the services of a heterogeneous group of volunteers

-3-
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representing a cross section of age, race, sex, socioeconomic status,

educational backgrounds, and occupations, meant much to the YWCA's ability

to "stretch" its funds The cooperation of an approximate 200 public and

private agencies contributed heavily to the program's community support

and overall success

This New England-wide program was well on its way in the development of

new types of models for constructive intervention in the delinquency-

related careers of its youthful participants when it came to a halt A

very substantial pay load in this area--models that could be used by other

YWCAs and other youth-serving organizations across this country--could

have been delivered if even one more funding period had been available

Despite the fact that the YWCA had stretched two years' funding over a

three-year period, regardless of the fact the YWCA programs were evaluated

favorably by the local justice and justice-related agencies that had come

to rely on them, not withstanding the fact that the youth and their

families showed evidences of benefitting from the services while still

needing them, and in spite of the difficulties of achieving orderly,

adequate "spin-off" to state or local funding, the program fell victim

to the OJJDP "cut-off" policy "Two years' funding," according to the

previous OJJDP administration, was the limit Since OJJDP had funded one

period only, a concession was made for supplemental funding for a four-

month period to accommodate the dragging heels of three SPAs from which

continuity funds for three programs were pending none of these programs

actually were continued by SPAs

-4-
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This National Board-sponsored New England YWCA Intervention Program was the

victim of still another policy of the p,2vious OJJDP administration Born

of an unsolicited proposal which was developed in response to the statements

of need by New England representatives of the Justice System, the program

died because OJJDP no longer entertained unsolicited proposals, and because

it--the New England YWCA Intervention Program--did not conform with the

specifications of any OJJDP "Inittative " As a matter of fact, conformity

with the goals and purposes of such an initiative would not have mattered

according to the then-policies of the OJJDP, the New England YWCA Intervention

Program could not have been included under such an initiative even if it met

all of the specifications as an on-going, in-operation, program it was

ineligible for Initiative competition

Although this statement is addressed to the present administration of the

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, it seems important to

continue the description of the New England experience one step further,

e , to the National Board YWCA's interest in finding other means of

mining this experience which had been a bellwether operation with reference

to services for female youth In response to a program for which the National

Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention took the initiative,

the National Board YWCA sought resources for study of the results of the

program, including follow-up of participants, in order to identify those

new programs and methods which evidenced promise of making a contribution

toward the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency among girls

In spite of the fact that all of the program's primary data were available

for analysis, that participants and their families were available as data

-5-
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sources, that justice and other cooperating agencies were ready for

participation in such a study, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention rejected the application and, with this action,

the possibilities for dissemination of the validated results of the

demonstration to persons actively working in the field of juvenile

delinquency among girls The rigidities were built into the policies, the

policies were impenetrable

It is to the changes now taking place with reference to such rigidities--

of which the above--cited experience is but one example--that the National

Board of the YWCA addresses this statement in support of the present

management and administration of OJJDP In a relatively brief time, the

agency has shown signs of recognition that--

-- the experience, the background of knowledge of and work with youth, is

vested in part in the nation's voluntary youth-serving agencies,

-- the wisdom regarding the best means of pursuing the purposes and intent

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is not the sole

province of the bureaucratic structure,

-- flexibility and openness are consonant with sound administration and

democratic values

This recognition has been revealed in approaches taken by the present OJJDP

administration The Office, under its present management has--

-- opened its doors and ears to ideas that were not originated within its

walls,

-- accompanied the established OJJDP Initiative approach with objective,

serious consideration of the constructive possibilities of an unsolicited

proposal that is creatively in accordance with the provisions of the ACT,

-6-
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-- given representatives of voluntary organizations, and other sectors of the

American citizenry, the reassurance through ove,t actions that is necessary

to establish the credibility of this as the "open" Administration which was

promised by the President of the United States

It is the National Board YWCA's conviction that the present administration of

OJJDP is acting out understanding of the complexity and gravity of the

responsibilities assigned to that Office, and the importance of drawing upon

experience as well as theory and rhetoric to carry them out This is exemplified

in the demonstrated awareness of the persistence of some of the problems Thus,

the OJJDP present administration does not rely upon the 15 programs funded under

the one-time Prevention "Initiative" to provide all of the creative, innovative,

effective, replicative approaches required to really make a difference in the

prevention of delinquency in this country It is listening to and finding ways

to make resources available to others in addition to the limited, funded, few

This conveys the message to the 400+ other organizations and agencies that

invested themselves and their resources in the onerous task of submitting

applications which were rejected by the previous administration that their

contributions may have worth that some of their ideas still be given the

opportunity to demonstrate their efficacy Although the National Board YWCA was

not among this nurber--it having declined the opportunity to compete because of

some of the requirements which it believed to be unsound--it welcomes the

opportunity for reconsideration of some of the possibilities that were put forth

The National Board YWCA supports also the implementation of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act through the present administrative adherence to the

law in opening possibilities for funding beyond the previously--imposed two year

limitations, to continue programs providing that the yearly evaluation of such

programs is satisfactory This approach reduces the arbitrary cut-off of those

-7 -
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programs which--for sound reasons--are adjudged worthy of sustained support to

allow adequate time needed for their spin-off to other resources This

accommodation is essential to coherent programming in a system which is subservient

to the vagaries and problem-creating practices of the SPAs which represent the

major spin-off resource

This statement would be incomplete if it did not address some of the problems that

have been persistent with OJJDP Foremost among these is the nature and extent of

LEAA controls over the administration of the JJDP Act It is difficult to locate

where these actually lie It has been YWCA experience that a number of the problems

it has encountered have emanated, allegedly, from what has come to be referred to as

"upstairs " In the previous administration, this included the alleged origin of

some of the negative racial stereotypes affecting some of the practices of the

National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, to which nonwhite

representatives of the National Board YWCA have been subject and about which the

National Board has raised serious questions It is recommended that any oversight

hearing include attention to this matter, and make serious efforts to determine

whether the practices and the attitudes behind them still prevail In this regard,

it is important to state that the climate regarding such matters, as affected by the

new OJJDP administration, in the experience of the National Board YWCA has improved

immeasurably This is one of the bases on which strong commendation is supported

The oversight hearings to which this statement is addressed can render an important,

needed, service by clarifying the above lines The question is raised here as to

whether the OJJDP has authority commensurate with its responsibility, or whether its

subordination to LEAA prevents it from meeting commitments while--at the same time--

it bears the onus of responsibility It is clear within YWCA experience that major

grant and contract controls are not vested in OJJDP This question was addressed at

the time the Congressional decision was made to locate the OJJDP in the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration

- a -



406

National Board of the YWCA

It was thought that the reassurances regarding the OJJDP freedom were dependable,

and that the social values on which the legislation rested would not be impaired

by a competing value system There is some question as to whether this has

proved to be the case Thus, it is the opinion of the National Board of the

YWCA that the desirable and essential oversight review will be incomplete and

inadequate unless it takes into consideration the full realities of control and

decision-making which affect the rrnaoement and administration of OJJDP

The National Board of the YWCA of the U S A , therefore, recommends that in

order to really review the entire sweep of the management and administration

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and its

subsequent amendments, with reference to the letter, the intent and the spirit

of that legislation, the Congressional representatives look at the involved

totality, i e , LEAA and the ways it affects that administration, the National

Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the way it

functions, and the administration and management of TITLE IlI, namely--the

"Runaway Youth Act " Only by such means will the Congress and the citizenry

it represents be able to arrive at conclusions as to what nPeds to be done at

this time on the basis of experience to make it possible for the OJJDP to be

assured of the authority it must have before it can be held fully accountable

for the accomplishments that the legislation and the citizens desire

The National Board of the YWCA of the U S A continues to support this legislation

Concerned about all of America's youth, the YWCA brings a special interest in

its girls who continue to evidence serious need for help and guidance which call

for resources beyond those now available to the private sector At the same time,

-9 -
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these same girls need the benefits of the decades of experience and demonstrated

concern of that voluntary not-for-profit sector which continues to pursue the

possibilities for meaningful partnership with the federal government in

responding effectively to the needs The opportunity is still available The

demand is for building constructively on the experiences that have accrued

during the years since the JJDP Act was passed--

-- simplify the procedures,

-- support the present administration's efforts to open the doors to genuine

partnership with those organizations that bring experience, commitment,

readiness, and potential cost-effectiveness to the joint efforts,

-- support also the present administration's efforts to assure the human

rights of all of those who are capable of contributing to the efforts to

reduce and control juvenile delinquency which are made possible by the

Act--including those of unquestionable capability whose racial and

cultural backgrounds entitle them to classification as "minorities"--and,

of course, ensuring full--if necessary mandatory--attention to the youth

whose backgrounds entitle them to the same classifications,

-- locate the hidden as well as the overt controls and make provision for

their accountability and responsiveness to the purposes and potential of

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

As the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity of the House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor moves toward its assessment of the overall

performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in

carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

of 1974 and its subsequent amendments, it is the hope of the National Board

- 10 -
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of the YCA of the U S A that it carry out its mission with full perspective

on the transition process which involves more than this one Office in this one

Federal Agency It is the YWCA experience that, generally, the transition is

slow. Moving toward cooperation with agency after agency, in the hope that

the philosophies and policies of the present Administration would make

themselves felt, the National Board has encountered evidence of the entrenchment

of former policies and practices the changeover has crawled Actually, OJJDP

has been found to be more responsive, more in harmony with promises made to

the American electorate in 1976, than some of the other governmental units

which carry heavy responsibility for implementation of the social policies.

It is the hope of the National Board, therefore, that the oversight hearing

will be used as a constructive instrument for encouraging and speeding that

forward movement, that it will serve as the channel through which the impediments

to the desired progress may be located in order that they may be put aside. It

is the desire of the National Board that the YWCA of the U S A. be counted

among those positive forces that use their influence, their collective strength,

and their deep concern and caring, in partnership with the legislative, executive,

and judicial arms of government, in behalf of the protection and the treasuring

of America's youth.

- 11 -
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SOME REFLECTIONS-

-- on experiences within the LEAA-funded, National Board YWCA-
sponsored, New England YWCA Intervention Program

e g...... * e o e e 0 0 # 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 e . 0 S e e 0 

The preparation of this report, the termination of the National
Board sponsorship of these New England operations, and the
"digging" into records--current and pest--which this requires
have combined to stimulate long, deep, reflections about this
undertaking These processes have called up recollections of
the conditions and climates in which this six-State program
was mounted They have tapped remembrance of the fact that the
experiences In New England carried forward those which had begun
in the State of Texas,* as they evolved within what was the
first LEM-funded, National Board-sponsored YWCA Intervention
Program known to be one of or possibly the first national
organization-sponsored, locally conducted, Intervention programs
for female offenders in this country

The report that follows deals with the protocols of objectives,
programs, participants, personnel and other operational aspects
Here we stop to take a look--at once both subjective and
objective--at what the National Board YWCA saw as its mission
when It moved to initiate and sponsor these multi-unit progress,
conducted by Its member Associations, under conditions which
would bring together the strengths and resources of these
national and local voluntary organizational structures In a
venture made possible primarily by public funding, to serve a
group which had been undernoticed pnd underserved, namely--feamle
offenders And here it must be noted, also, that the limitation
to "offenders," per se, to the exclusion of those known to be
"endangered,' was simply and purely a function of the strictures
of the source of the available money--provided under the
Corrections Program, Part E of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968.

As we think though our own assessments of the validity of our
own premises when we moved--again in days before many of the
terms and concepts which we were troaching at that time were in
currency--we remain conscious of the fact that in this writing
we must draw quickly, with a broad brush, and withstand the
temptation to limn In detail

*jg Y ncA zvnavnnZoa pronn, sponaond by th national Board
of the YmA--nder LW Reglon VZ and the roes Criinal Justiot
Council, Deosber 1971 - June 30, 1974
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In these terms, then, we go back to our 1971 statement to the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration that the National Board
of the Young domen's Christian Association of the U.5 A wished to--

-- "develop, demonstrate and test utilization of the resources
of an established community-based resource, i.e , the
Young Women's Christian Association of the U S.A --fortified
by those of other cooperating organizations--in the range of
services to young females who are In some stage of mvement
to or within a crime/delinquency-related behavior sequence

Behind that statement were some concepts, some operational
philosophies, and some commitments not all of these my be
identified in this writing A few are pulled out for brief
consideration

Communtty-based program These were in discussion-vogue at
the time iiny established voluntary organization*, based In
their communities, regarded thmselves--as did the YWCA--as
affording natural settings for "comunity-based' operations
In the course of our experience, we have encountered some who
differed with this approach, who felt that 'community-based'
as it could be applied to programs with/for offenders referred
only to those which--organized and operated by justice systems--
would be taken out of remote areas, and relocated In the
existing communities and neighborhoods' they wogld continue
to be the responsibility of the justice system which would
determine and control the nature and extent of any relationships
with the communities to which they had relocated.

It has been the good fortune of the New England YWCA Intervention
experience to encounter little, if dny, of thi above exclusion
by Justice and justice-related agencies Rather we have teen
joined by many of them in assessing the resposiblity and
obligation of the established community-based private agency to
provide the types of services which this program made possible
for an ever-increasing number of offenders--adult and Juvenile,
status and nonstatus This experience has served to affirm for
us the validity of our original premise.
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The Role of National Organizations There was not any question,
at the time that we asserted our Interest to the National LEAA
that the above responsibility and obligation applied to the
national--as well as the local--organization At the time the
idea of a central/nationally administered multi-unit project was
proposed at LEAA, It seemed to have elicited higher perception
of the value of enabling the national organization to work
together with its local affiliates--in roles and relationship
which were established and appropriate for both--than seems
prevalent today The experiences within the New England YWCA
Intervention Program have sustained the assumptions that--

--there are unique values and strengths In arrangements which
provide for experience exchange, the enrichment of jointly-
shared staff development program, opportunities for direct
access to the staff expertise made available by the National
organization. and which makes possible the standardization
of professional methods that have been tested for their
adaptability to different local situations,

--there is significant economy of effort and as well as of cost
for program sponsors as well as for the funding agencies when
all processes--beginning with program planning and development
through program administration, accountability, monitoring.
analyses of data and collation of reports--for several projects
that are directed to the same purpose, objectives, and target
groups, can be concentrated under one basic headquarters
operation,

--there is opportunity in this experience to assess the validity
of operating a modified system of decentralization. I e , one
which functions within a limited area as a basic coordinating
unit as distinguished from total decentralization which compels
each local entity to invest in all of the steps, to go through
all of the process of 'trial and failure," to "reinvent the
wheel,' one-by-one-by-one

-- there is continuing need to enable a National organization to
administer groupings of programs In which its "decentralized"
member organizations may take part in order to provide local
program units amenable to the Internal evaluation, comparisons
and analysis of diverse operational settings This is essential
to the role of a National organization In carrying out Its
responsibility for recomendations related to program and
policy that converge at the Federal funding agency level

32-505 0 - 78 - 27
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It.dded In an Established Iilti$.Svice Agency. Actually, this
has been found to be more important than we realized at the time
the plan for this program was developed. It has been found that
recourse to a range of existing, established programs and services
allows for the high degree of individualization that Is essential
to successful Intervention services, economical operations, and
reduced dangers of service duplication. Also, we have discovered
that the young offender who enters the doors of an established
multi-service agency enjoys some protection against ready
Identification as an offender per se and thereby is safeguarded
against some of the hazards of stigmatizatlon

Social Needs of Females. The New England Intervention Program
has Included many cd activities It has found, however, that
there are some distinctive needs and Interests which are brought
into the program by young and older female participants, that the
program--as it draws upon the 100+ years of YWCA experience In
addressing such needs--has been able to relate to them an& to draw
upon the Association's resources for this purpose

Cooperation of Public and Private Organizations: hen this program
was first mounted, it was feared by some that it would be
torpedoed" by justice agency resistance In general, the level of
cooperation from these agencies has been unusually high: we found
maiy justice agency personnel ready and willing to articulate the
needs of their female client populations and to assist the YWCA In
meeting these Justice personnel served on Committees, offered
volunteer services, and worked in many different ways to assure the
program's success The essence of the successful relationship is
role definition, accompanied by mutual respect and adherence to
agreed upon divisions of responsibility hen they work together
as peers, the two structures--voluntary and justice--can demonstrate
their effectiveness as a potent team, even as this occurred in most
of the New England program location

The Essential Requirement for Volunteer Involvement It has been
our experience that the nature and extent of volunteer Involvement--
once the doors are open--go considerably beyond our expectations
Not Infrequently, the preplanning concept Is limited to committee
membership and one-to-one relationships In New England, volunteers--
in many places--saw needs and responded to them, created roles,
delivered services, chauffered, chaperoned, and forgot frequently to
record what they had done, because, said one, 'I enjoyed doing It "
We found that numbers of participants were deeply Impressed by their
contacts with these volunteers in some Instances, Center Directors
felt that "volunteers really made the difference "

V J
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Individualized Program and Services Again, In pre-planning
stages. it Is easy to think Only of group approaches, or to set
up a program which provides for Individual counseling and to
expect that to do the whole job We have found that group and
Individual approaches are essential most Importantly, ea;h
participant--as she enters. the progra--requires assurance that
she Is a person, accepted as such The individualized program--
which permits her to take part In group experiences, but does
not deny her identity as a person, Is essential to effective
intervention service

"--fortified by other coopgrating organizations' In the
proposal to the Katlonal LEAA, cited above, this was one of the
National Board YWCA's most prescient statements The New England
YWCA Intervention Program drew heavily upon the relationships
with other private and public organizations, that YWCAs have
built up over the years. In this way, the Intervention Centers
enjoyed the benefits of these mutually reenforcing networks of
community supports which were essential to their productivity

OO O SooCoo* 0o o*o ooe0 * 000 O OS 00 000

As we approach this report preparation, we think more and more
about the ways in which this program haq served as a significant
vehicle for developing, demonstrating and testing the utilization
of the resources of an established coommnity-based organization--
the YWCA of the U S A -- in its efforts to serve girls and women
who have come into conflict with the law in New England We are
conscious of the number of YWCA-sponsored efforts in this field
which have been reported to us in the years since this New England
program, and Its predecessor, were conceived We call upon our
self-discipline to restrain any tendency to assess beyond these
reflections without systematic, validating procedures. We know,
however, that this program has touched the lIves of many of thote
who availed themelves of the opportunity to take part In it We
are grateful for this opportunity and look forward to others
which will make it possible to share this knowledge, to build
upon it, to reach an ever-widening circle of girls and
whom we help to stay out of--or reclaim their highest potentials
once they have been entrapped by--the snares of life styles which
they themelves refer to as min trouble I

J
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Mr. Gordon Raley
Staff Director
of Sub-Coumittee on
Special Emphasis Program
Room 320
Cannonhouse Office Building
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D C. 20515

Dear Mr Raley

It has come to our attention that you will be chairing a sub-comittee to
examine the effects of OJJDP's (LEAA) Special Impact Programs, dealing with
troubled youth, directed by Ma. Emily Martin. We would like to state emphati-
cally that in Atlanta, this program (Activity Il-LEAA) has been successful in
reducing the level of student disruptive behavior in schools. The funds pro-
vided by Ms. Martin's office were used to develop a Youth Model which brought
together students, parents, school personnel and representatives from Institu-
tions of Higher Education to work toward the coino goal of developing programs
and activities to help resolve the problems facing our youth.

Specifically, Mr Raley, through the direct involvement of students, parents
and school personnel the youth at our target schools have begun to reverse the
once destructive trend of student discipline. We are obviously gratified that
the program was able to achieve its stated goal of reducing the level of student
disruptive behavior. From the beginning of the special emphasis program, staff,
parents, school personnel and students have been committed to providing specific
program activities to help students with alternatives to disruptive behavior

Some of the more outstanding features of the program included :

- A total school participation program - all students took
part in identifying problems and solutions.

- Peer Counseling Training - students were trained to assist
other students in solving problem and building positive
images.

- Field trips to enhance the students total development.

AN M "WWMflInWATu M O-L"
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Mr. Gordon Raley
Sub-Committee on Special Emphasis Progrms

- Arts and Crafts - provided through a summer program.

- Classes in Creative Writing and the production of an
Sw color film on Student Behavior.

- Conference participation - several students attended
out of town youth conferences where they set and worked
with other students in Identifying problem and solutions

Finally, although the funding was relatively low, the greatest impact of the
special emphasis program has been the changing of student's attitudes and
behaviors, end the degree of cooperation between the school, community and
institutions of higher education.

If you have need of additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
us. We will be more than happy to provide any additional information or
assistance necessary.

See attached detailed report on the Impact of the program.

Yours truly,

Dr. Kae A. Christian
Director
The Atlanta Teacher Corps

Dr. Chuck Fuller
Co-Director
The Atlanta Teacher Corps

MAC/CF/ap

cc Clarence Walker
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ATLANTA TEACHERS CORPS

HIGH SCHOOL CRIME INTERVENTION COMPONENT

EVALUATION REPORT

Chuck Fuller, Associate Director

Evaluation Variables.

(1) Class Cuts

(2) Incidents of Disruptive Behavior

(3) Average Daily Attendance (ADA)

Evaluation period, December, 1976 - May 31, 1977.

The Atlanta Teacher Corps Crime Intervention Program Model identified,

on a priority basis, three (3) program evaluation indices (1) class cuts,

(2) incidents of disruptive behavior, (3) ADA. Pre-assessment data (base-

line) was compiled prior to the enactment of program strategies, i.e., mini-

school, parent involvement, staff development. The following report summa-

rizes the effects of these approaches on selected critical student variables.

Although the mir-school had enrolled a total of 76 students during its

highest point (see Table 1) the average enrollment was approximately 70. Due

to the criteria for inclusion in the disruptive category, i.e., disruptive

incidents, ADA, the evaluation sample represented the total population of

disruptive youth. In the category of class cuts, disruptive youth averaged

close to four (3.83) class cuts during a six month period of school year,

1976 (see Table 2). One year later, after Teacher Corps intervention, class

cuts show a 36% reduction. Closer examination of this data shows that 1/3

of the sample group of students reduced their number of class cuts by 50. or

more. Only two students evidenced more class cuts in 1977 than they did in

1976. On the other hand, two students reduced their class cuts by 100% from

school year 1976 to school year 1977.
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In the area of student disruptive incidents (number of txmes studLnt

was reported to the office) the average number of incidents in 1976 was

1.44. For the same period time, during school year 1977, the overall

average was reduced to .83. More encouraging. however, is the faiding

that 38.8% of these students reduced their disruptive incidents by 1O0.

Average Daily Attendance (ADA, see Table 3) is computed on a school

basis. Therefore, while Teacher Corps cannot take direct credit for any

changes in the attendance patterns of the entire student body it is in-

teresting to note that the ADA for 1977 for East Atlanta High was 2 per-

centage points higher than for 1976. While the increase may be coinca-

dental it. could have changed in the opposite direction. A footnote to

these results is that East Atlanta High showed a larger ADA increase than

any of the other schools within school district IV.

The data presented clearly shows that Teacher Corps has had a Fcsatave

effect on those variables identified as critical indices of student das-

ruptive behavior at East Atlanta High. The data further suggests that the

model employed during the six month period studied holds a great dLal of

promise for effectively reducing student disruption on a larger scale,

given time, resources and staff.
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TABLE I

BREAKDOWN OF ItINI-SCHOOL STUDENTS

tint-School Groutps Total Enrolled

Disruptive Youth 31

Leadership Group 15

Film Crew 10

Special Education Class 20

TOTAL ENOCLLM(ENT * 76

SRepresents enrollment at highest point, average enrollAnt

approximately 70 students.

TABLE 2

EVALUATION OF CHANCES IN INCIDENTS OF CRITICAL STUCLrT VARIABLES

CLASS CUTS - DISRUPTIVE ILCIDEi~rS -PDk

January-Vay, 1976 January-lay, 1977 Change

Total Class Cuts

A'crage Class Cuts

Total Disruptise Incidents

Average Disruptive Incir
4
ents

Statistics based upon a sample of eighteen (18) Disruptive Youth

73

4

26

1 44

47

26

15

83
less than 1

36? reduction

42/ reductfon



TABLE 3
r'ERCENTAGF. OF ATTENDANCE - HIGH SCHOOL

Aug Sept. 92 PA
1975

Sap?. Oct. 91 IL

Oct. - Now 90

1978 
-

Nov - Jan. f

Inta Jan - Feb. .

Feb -Mar * *.

1p977M ." ... .. ,. "

AprR - May
May -Jung .. POA

_~~ ~~~~~ ...................... .. 1277
11,4

10 0 30 40 so a ic to 'toPercntage of Aftndance 0
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STUDENT DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR

Program Goals and Purpose

The initial charge of the Teacher Corps effort at East Atlanta was to demons-

trate how sudent-centered activities could be developed into a models) for re-

ducing the incidence of Student Disruptive Behavior.

What Was The Approach?

The Atlanta Teacher Corps Student Disruptive Behavior Program is concluding

its second year of operation at East Atlanta High School. The basic components of

the Teacher Corps Disruptive Youth Model involved teachers, administrators, parents,

and students Parents worked in the school and community with students to provide

assistance in any way possible. Teachers were provided training and technical

assistance in classroom management techniques; teaching techniques and effective

teacher-student communications. Students participated in small and large group

activities designed to enhance their understanding and perception of self, others

and society. They were also trained in various problem solving processes.

What Were The Results?

THE RESULTS OF THE TEACHER CORPS EFFORT HAVE PROVEN TO BE SUCCESSFUL IN REDUCING

THE INCIDENCE OF STUDENT DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR AS WELL AS CHANGING THE PRE-DISPOSING

ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENTS CONCERNING DESTRUCTIVE AND ONSTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR.

After only about six (6) months of operation, for example, disruptive incidence

were reduced by 461. Class cuts were reduced by a respectable 362. The question re-

mains as to the overall effect that the Teacher Corps program has had at East Atlanta

over the past year and a half. The following report answers this question with hard

data
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Experimental Research on the Effectiveness of Teacher Corps Disruptive Youth

CrimelDisruption Wodel

It is clear from the data presented thus far that the approach taken by Activity

It (Atlanta) to reduce the rate and incidence of student disruptive behavior has

been successful.

The approach involved working directly with both disruptive and npn-disruptive

students in small groups - - exploring problems, solutions and values.

Because this approach proved to be effective on a small scale basis, Teacher

Corps, Activity II decided to test the effectiveness of the model on total school

participation basis. Beginning Septerber 4 1977, first school quarter - the entire

student population was scheduled to take part in the Total School Participation (TSP)

Program once each quarter. This essentially required working directly with 90-100

students per week for twelve weeks.

Due to the fact that students attended the TSP only once per quarter, the students

normal academic routine was not interfered with.

Research Desig

In order to empirically teat the effects of the TSP upon the total student popu-

lation at the target school a research effort was initiated. Two samples of students

were randomly drawn from two schools - two hundred fifty (250) from the Activity lI

target school and two hundred fifty (250) from a school of comparable size and demo-

graphic description, which had not been involved in any Teacher Corps activities.

Both groups of students were administered a questionnaire to measure various values,

perceptions, and decision-making skills identified as being necessary for students

to display disruptive-free behavior in schools.

The research question formulated was that Teacher Corps students would score sig-

nificantly better on pre-determined measures affecting behavior than students who bad

not taken part in Teacher Corps Disruptive Youth Programs. The following table

provides a preliminary look at the research results. A brief discussion of findings

follows the table of results.
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TABLE OF RESULTS

Average Percent of Correct Responses

Teacher Corps Target Non-Teacher Corps
School n-203 School n-249

Student maintains a consistent set of
values in relationship to self and
others. 50.3 26.0

Student has an understanding and
appreciation for the interdependence
among people. 58.0 47.0

Student understands and applies the
due process of low. 69.5 54.5

Student perceived self realistically in
respect to potentials, strengths and
weaknesses. 77.6 54.0

Student attempts to satisfy needs in
socially acceptable ways. 80.0 65.0

Student recognizes the value of building
a proper foundation for developing good
self-image during early childhood 18.0 .07

Student refrains from efforts to force
himself/herself or ideas on others. 80.0 30.0

Student does not isolate self from
physical or emotional involvement with
others. 69.0 33.0

Student recognizes factor which cause
problems between individuals and groups
in urban coimmnties. 35.5 29.5

Student evaluates ways individual may
conduct his/her life so as to respect
the well-being of others. 74.2 60.2

Student supports the use of compromise
in reaching collective decisions 74.6 68.0

TOTAL STUDENTS SAMPLED - 447
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Discussion of Results

The research question formulated Will Teacher Corps students score signifi-

cantly better on measures affecting behavior than Non-Teacher Corps students? was

answered in the affirmative as indicated by the table ot results. Teacher Corps

students scored better than Non-Teacher Corps students on all eleven (11) attitud-

inal or behavioral items. On the whole, students who had attended the Teacher

Corps target school and participated in the Kini-School activities possessed atti-

tudes and perceptions about self and others which were more positive and consistent

with societies. Further, Teacher Corps trained students indicated a greater willing-

ness to become involved with other students emotionally and physically. Students

who participated in Teacher Corps activities were less likely to force or coerce

others into adopting their ideas or beliefs.

This general tolerance demonstrated by the Teacher Corps students also carries

over into the area of meeting personal needs in a sociaily acceptable manner. Eighty

percent (801) of those Teacher Corps students tested indicated a propensity to forego

immediate gratification of needs in the interest of staying within socially prescribed

guidelines for meeting needs.

In summation, it can be concluded from the results of this study that the model

implemented at the target school for reducing student disruptive behavior has been

successful in building the kind of values, attitudes and tolerance necessary for

disruptive-free behavior. This conclusion is based upon hard data provided by students.

The Atlanta Teacher Corps model for reducing the level of student disruptive behavior

has proven to be successful, as shown by the data presented in the first part of this

report. The Teacher Corps model, when implemented on a limited scale, reduces the

number of class cuts and improves student attendance. The second half of this report

has shown that when the Teacher Corps model is implemented on a total school level,

students overall develop more positive and healthy attitudes and velies toward self,

others, and society
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c tocialon for Children with earning ", isatfes

%esearch
em*a o.tration
CTroject

June 23, 1978

Hon Ike Andrews
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D C 20515

Attention William F Causey, Counsel

Dear Congressman Andrews

Attached is a copy of a letter to John Rector regarding grave
problems we of the ACLD-R&D Project are having due to lack of
action on the part of OJJDP

As Chairman of the Subcomnittee on Economic Opportunity, Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, I feel you should be apprised
of the situation as outlined in the attached letter A great
deal of time and effort have gone into the Project to date
We are so very close to truly obtaining good data and to
attaining long sought answers to the enigma of JD/LD

Warm regards,

Dorothy Crawford
Project Director

DC rg
Encl

ACLD-R&D Project Heodquarters
2701 ( Camelbock Rd , Suite 450, Phoenix, Arzona 85016 (6021 955-4462

Funded by Grant f76-JN-99-0021, NIJJDPAEAA U S Dept oF Justice

,

636673 43 16( ,62 gh W
224 ,

Pr , o4 16
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( :11 A50 a1 i00n for Children with Jarning t),alddles

. ano June 23, 1978

A 

c h
project

liii Pr '

I. -' uu 22,
13*0 A E I John Rector, Administrator

t,,o OJJDP

633 Indiana Avenue, N W
Washington, D C 20531

131 )a)- 4331

P S . . Dear Mr Rector

- i, t-', Once again I am writing you to express my continuing concern for
5 ' the ACLD-R&D Project At this point in time I must stress that

any further delay on your part in acting on the revised budget
(Creighton's) and the grant application issues indicates at best
a lack of understanding of the Project's tight timelines and
overall objectives

Currently, the Project is in need of immediate attention and
action on your part as Administrator of OJJDP Your dclay in
answering various issues that have come about within the Project
are seriously jeopardizing a 3 5 million dollar effort As
Project Director I have a tremendous sense of responsibility
to the Project and I am also most sensitive to the type of
responsibilities you have as Administrator of OJJDP

Nevertheless, I must point out that OJJDP, at this time, must
be held responsible for the Project's current problems In my
judgment, the following is an enumeration of Project problems

- There was the delay in supplemental funding The
supplemental funding was necessitated by extra, un-
anticipated activities which were directly requested
by OJJDP If you will recall, you stated you were
responsible and apologized for the delay This one
delay created the situation which limited the sample
population in remediation to a total of only 130
rather than 300, as in the original design

- The intervention, on the part of OJJDP, into the manage-
ment of the Project stripped me of the power to appro-
priately administer the Project It seemed political
concerns were superimposed over Project concerns

- The generally impossible situation to resolve Project
difficulties created by your lack of avai'lability and/or
failure to respond

ACLD-R&D Project Heodquarters
2701 ( Comnelback Rd , Suite 450 Phoenix, Arizona 85016 (602) 955-4462
Funded by Grant 

1
76-JN-99-0021, NIJJDPAEAA, U S Dept of Justce
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John Rector, Administrator
Page 2
June 23, 1978

- The restrictions placed on travel for the Project
Monitor making it impossible for her to participate
in planning and decision making, particularly in
situations where OJJDP, nonetheless, dictated the
decisions

While it is my understanding that the ACLD continuation grant
application is all but awarded, the situation is still grim
For in reality, without approval of the Creighton revised budget
and the NCSC continuation grant award, the Project's objectives
cannot be achieved and we will have %asted taxpayer's money
Even iorse for those of us concerned about delinquency and
youth with learning disabilities, failure to complete this
study will cause them a tremendous disservice, a disservice
that could have a disastrous impact on them for the rest of
their lives

This letter has not been written to offend you It has been
written to instill the sense of urgency those of us directly
involved in the Project have Three point five million dollars
(3 5) expended must be utilized as effectively as possible
The Project is designed to do this, and will do this, if action
on your part is taken without further delays

You have assured me (per your letter of 5/2/78) that OJJDP is
committed to continuing the Project because "it is an essential
step to gaining ne% knowledge regarding the relationship between
LD and juvenile delinquency " I urge you most earnestly to act
immediately in order to ensure the commitment and a successful
conclusion to the Project

Sincerely,

Dorothy Crawford
Project Director

DC rg
cc Senator Dennis DeConcini
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OAKLAND/FARMINGTON YOUTH ADVOCACY TEACHER CORPS OAKLAND UNIVERSITY
A Te hr Corps Project School of Educaion
(tled Ste Office of Educat;on Rodcwl , MIchlgan 48063

Are 313 3773067

June 23, 1978

Congressman Ike Andrews
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunities
Cannon House Office Building
Room 228
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

For the past two years I have been Director of the Oakland University -
Farmington Public Schools Youth Advocacy Teacher Corps project
Attached to this program In September of 1976 was an additional component
funded under an Interagency agreement between Teacher Corps and the
Special Emphasis Unit of the Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Pre-
vention

This special Interagency component was designed to work with delinquent
and disruptive students In selected secondary schools and the staffs at
these schools with the aim of decreasing levels of crime and disruption
and the fear associated with such acts The major Intervention strategy
utilized In this effort was student Initiated activities These activities
promoted greater student Involvement in the development, implementation,
and evaluation of activities within the schools and communities In order
to promote increased student awareness of and control over their behavior
and the Immediate environment

We are currently in the final stage of evaluating this effort However,
preliminary results ridicatb that we have been more than successful in
changing school climate factors and student behavior The interagency
agreement between Teacher Corps and the Office of Juvenile Justice
Delinquency Prevention's Special Emphasis Unit has provided us with the
opportunity to not only positively Impact on the schools, students, and
communities Involved, but we have had the opportunity to develop and
evaluate program components and strategies that are more effective In
developing new roles of responsibilities for young people and adults
alike as together we build a better tomorrow

Director - Dr Jacqueline Lougheed Program DeveoWpmt Spclist - Dr VirgIna Schuldmenbey
Site Coordinator - Dick Rultbr

32-505 0 - 78 - 28
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Congressman Ike Andrews
June 23, 1978
Page Two

This type of effort, I am sure, has your Committee's support Our
efforts during the past two years have given us a very important begin-
ning This effort and similar efforts must be continued

Sn 0e y,

J quell Lougheed§'
D recto'
Oakland/Farmlngton Youth Advocacy Teacher Corns
Director
OJJDP Crime Prevention Program
Associate Professor
School of Education, Oakland University

JL hk



429

Community Day Care & Comprehensive Social Services Association

26 June 1978

Gordon A Raley, Legislative Associate
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
U. S House of Representatives
320 Cannon Building
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Kr Raley

Please find attached my response to your invitation
to submit written testimony for the forthcoming hearing
on juvenile delinquency In attempting to briefly out-
line our process and initial results, I have taken the
liberty of mentioning specific individuals, with the
hope they will be viewed by you as resources if future
needs arise.

I appreciate very much the opportunity to submit
these comments and sincerely trust such will be of
benefit to your process. If I may ever be of any as-
sistance to you in any manner, please do not hesitate
to contact me

Sincerely,

J Mch taker
Project Director

JMW 3 mw

Suite 314 * 2600 Poplar Avenue a Memphis, Tennessee 38112 * Telephone (901) 324 7102
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Testimony Prepared for Juvenile Delinquency Hearing
before the

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
of the

Committee on Education and Labor
House of Representatives

by
J Michael Whitaker, Project Director
Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project

Historical Background

The Memp his-Metro Youth Diversion Project is a special emphasis,
research and demonstration project funded through discretionary
funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention The project was
developed in response to the April 1976 program announcement,
Diversion of Youth from the Juvenile Justice System Project
implementation began 01 December 1976.

The project is located within the structure of the Community Day
Care and Comprehensive Social Services Association (CDC&CSSA), a
private, not-for-profit organization. Under the direction of its
Executive Director, William R. Hackett, CDC&CSSA serves as a
social-service-brokering agency, using local (i.e., United Way,
City of Memphis, and Shelby County) funds to serve as match for
primarily Title XX funds through the Tennessee Department of
Human Services. Sinde its beginning in 1970, CDC&CSSA has grown
to its current position as the largest private broker of Title XX
funds in the State of Tennessee

II. Program Design

A. Diversion Definition

As outlined in the program announcement, diversion was defined
as *a process designed to reduce the further penetration of
youth into the juvenile justice system," with the stipulation
being made that diversion "can occur at any point following
apprehension by police for the alleged commission of a delin-
quent act and prior to adjudication." It was decided diversion
in Memphis would occur within the Juvenile Court at a point
following receipt of referral but prior to assignment of the
case to a Court officer.

B. Target Population

Concerning the target population, the program announcement
limited eligibility to "youth who would otherwise be adjud-
icated delinquent." Youth alleged to have committed offenses
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for which routine disposition normally involved being
"warned and released, screened and referred to community
services, or released by the court" were deemed inappropri-
ate for diversion. Additionally, due to the potential
threat to the community, cases involving allegations such
as murder, forcible rape and armed robbery were suggested
to be generally inconsistent with the aim of diversion

For the specific population in Memphis, it was decided to
include as eligible any youth who would normally be adjud-
icated and placed under probationary supervision. Toward
the identification of this group, with the understanding
circumstances of individual incidents prohibit absolute
guidelines, criteria was establishe, and refined involving
current allegations in reference to the prior-referral re-
cord of each youth. For example, probability exists that a
first offense of burglary could result in adjudication,
while first offense shoplifting seldom results in adjudi-
cation, although subsequent allegations of shoplifting can
result in adjudication. Thus, a youth whose first offense
is burglary is eligible, while the youth whose first offense
is shoplifting is not eligible Thus, certain allegations
render youth eligible on the first offense, while the criteria
requires that youth have been previously referred to the
Court one, two or more times with other allegations

C. Program Goals

Taken directly from the program announcement, the goals and
subgoals of the initiative are

1. To reduce by a significant number, adjudication of juve-
niles alleged to be delinquent in selected jurisdictions
over a three year period.

2. To achieve a more comprehensive and coordinated approach
to the diversion process through redirection and expansion
of existing community resources and provision of more
cost-effective services.

3. To reduce delinquent behavior of thoae youth diverted
by providing effective services to that portion of youth
who need such services.

4. To improve the quality and efficiency of juvenile justice
decision making.

5. To develop and strengthen community-based service models
which encourage youth employment and youth participation
in decision making

6. To enable the juvenile justice system, as a result of di-
veision of less serious offenders, to concentrate more of
its resources on the juvenile offender whose offenses pre-
clude consideration for diversion
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III Process Design

A. Randomization

Responding to the guidelines of the program announcement, the
diversion process for Memphis from the outset centered pri-
marily around randomization. It was decided that random as-
signment, i e., chance distribution, of youth within the
project would reduce the influence of irrelevant variables,
produce an increased yield of unbiased statistical data, and
subsequently enhance the meaningfulness with which the final
results of the project would be viewed Originally com-
mitted to randomization only through the initial six-hundred
(600) cases to be used in the national evaluation
being conducted by the Behavioral Research Institute in
Boulder, Colorado, the current intent is to maintain random
assignment for the duration of the research component of the
project

Randomization occurs on a daily basis at the Juvenile Cotrt,
with two (2) Court supervisors, Mr. Dennis B Hausman, Super-
visor of the Summons and Diversion Unit, and Mr. John C. Jones,
Supervisor of the Intake Unit, reviewing all court referrals
in reference to diversion eligibility Once eligibility is
determined, the files for each youth are collectively pro-
vided to the project staff. At this point, information is
transferred to project forms, raRdomization occurs, and all
files are returned to the Court

with equal distribution of youth from the eligibility pool
between groups, the three (3) groups into which randomized
youth are placed are as follows

1. Diversion With Services Youth randomized into this group
are notificed initially by the project and subsequently
have no personal contact with Juvenile Court staff fol-
lowing arrest proceedings The youth attends an initial
interview with project staff, at which time the project
is explained to the youth and his/her parent(s), and
afforded the option of voluntarily participating in the
project. If the youth chooses non-participation, most
often because of a desire to establish non-involvement
as charged, the case is returned to the Court for tradi-
tional processing. If the youth volunteers to participate,
an individualized needs assessment is conducted with the
youth and parent(s), from which emanates a suggested
service plan to be delivered by a non-justice, community-
based agency or organization. Once the youth and parent(s)
make a commitment to participate in the service plan, the
referral is made to the agency, where the primary respon-
sibility is assumed for the youth. The role of the project
at this point becomes monitoring and evaluation. Follow-
ing the initiation of services, the youth may withdraw
from the program without retribution.
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2 Diversion Without Services Youth randomized into this
group also do not have contact with Juvenile Court.
Rather, their initial and only contact is with the pro-
ject in the form of an interview of approximate duration
of thirty (30) minutes. During this process, the pro-
ject is explained and the option is given to voluntarily
participate. If the youth decides not to participate,
again most often for pursuit of establishment of non-
involvement as charged, the case is returned to the
Court If the youth and parent(s) agree to participate,
it is suggested to them they possess within their own
resources the ability to resolve their problems, and
they are instructed further action will not occur in the
matter.

3. Penetration Youth randomized into this group never come
into contact with the project and, for practical purposes,
are not a part of the routine operation of the project
Rather, minimal information for tracking purposes is
gathered and the files are returned to the Court for
traditional processing as if the project did not exist.
Mr. Hausman and Mr. Jones are aware of these cases but
nothing exists in the file or with the youth to suggest
to other Court personnel that the case is being followed
The disposition and progress of each case is tracked for
comparison of effectiveness to the other methods

B. "Direct" Referrals

With the realization certain cases might exist which would be
eligible for diversion but which would not be considered by
the Court as appropriate for randomization into the "without
service" group for reasons such as notoriety, the "direct"
process was developed. Through this avenue, the project ac-
cepts on a monthly basis twenty-two (22) cases from the Court
counselors and eight (8) cases from the Judge and/or Referees,
which by-pass randomization and are placed directly into
services with the community agencies. The "direct" referral
must be made as an alternative to definite probation, and has
evolved to serve also as an alternative to institutional com-
mitment. As a general rule, these referrals tend to repre-
sent more difficult and/or serious cases, and have included
two (2) cases of assault to murder, four (4) cases of Rape,
and four (4) cases of armed robbery. Since this group re-
presents a different means of processing, i.e., initial
contact with Court as opposed to project personnel, although
adjudication is still withheld, the statistical data and in-
formation is kept seperate and apart from the randomization
groups but is being maintained as yet another point of method-
ological comparison.
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C. Participating Agencies or Organizations

At this point, referrals have been made to a total of thirty-
five (35) non-3ustice, community-based agencies or organiza-
tions. Represented are private, not-for-profit agencies,
which are the majority, public organizations such as community
mental health centers and the local school system, and one
private, for-profit agency. Additionally, a state university
provides youth and youth-worker training. Efforts have been
made to limit agencies to delivery of only one of a list of
specifically defined services which includes family counseling,
individual counseling, employment, social adjustment, recre-
ation, academic counseling, and drug and alcohol abuse coun-
seling A strict avoidance has been maintained with agencies
which subscribe to the more traditional, justice-oriented
"everything to everybody" approach

D. Community Involvement

Key to the entire process has been the decision to have mean-
ingful community involvement The basis for this decision
involves the hypothesis that representatives from various
parts of the community must be involved in the development
and implementation of the project if the concept of diversion
is to remain an active justice component beyond the completion
of the project. Such involvement has included from the Juve-
nile Court the active participation of Judge Kenneth A
Turner, Mr Charles F. Gray, Chief Probation Officer, and the
aforementioned Mr. Hausman and Mr. Jones. Of equal importance
has been the citizen Advisory Committee, chaired by Mrs. Leola
Hansen, which is composed of nine (9) non-justice (except for
Mr Gray), community-oriented individuals which screen all
service-proposal requests to the project The routine in-
volvement of these two groups has resulted in an increased
awareness of the needs of the entire community, and extensive
efforts to inform and involve the community as a whole. The
result of these efforts has been varied and extensive "owner-
ship" of the project throughout the community.

IV. Initial Findings

As of the date of this testimony, the project is only half-way
through the original three-year plan, although some of what had
been originally projected as final results are already beginning
to be realized An effort will be made to briefly outline some
of these initial findings.

A. Target Population

Probably the greatest expressed concern from the beginning of
the project involved the ability to receive from the Juvenile
Court referrals consistent with the guidelines in the national
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program announcement. Although the referral flow rate has not
been as great as originally projected, the referral process
has not been a problem in Memphis. Specifically, from 25 April
1977 through 31 May 1978, eleven-hundred twenty-one (1121)
youth have been referred to the project The breakdown is as
follows (it should be noted a computerized randomization chart
is being used which has final equal distribution but is not
equal at various points in the chart)

Randomized With Services ...... 279
Randomized Without Services .. 324
Randomized Penetration ....... 334
"Direct" Referrals ......... 184

The fact eleven-hundred twenty-one (1121) youth have been re-
ferred in approximately thirteen (13) months demonstrates the
Court's willingness to refer youth but does not address the
appropriateness of the referrals The following statistics
concerning the allegations and prior referrals are necessary

Allegation % Population

Burglary ........ 33.01%
Larceny ....... 29.35%
Shoplifting . .. 14 09%
Other Felonies .. 9 27%
Misdemeanors ...... 5.00%
Drug & Alcohol .... 4.91%
Violent Crimes ..... 2.50%
"Status" Offenses . 1.87%

Number Prior Referrals % Population

None ................ 50.58%
One ...... ........... 29 08%
Two ..... ..... .. .. 13.02%
Three .. ......... 4.91%
Four ............. 1.61%
Five or More ......... .80%

Thus, from the nature of the charges and the prior-referral
record, it would seem that the concept of a Juvenile Court
demonstrating a willingness to divert youth whq would nor-
mally "belong" in the juvenile justice system is not an
inaccessible concept, at least not in Memphis

B. Agency Participation

One of the end results of the project was that there would be
an ability to demonstrate to non-justice agencies that 3ustice-
referred youth could be integrated into their programs with
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minimal or no disruption. Through the "redirection and ex-
pansion of existing community resources" it was hoped jus-
tice-referred youth could be assimilated into these agencies
or organizations as routine referrals eligible for services
funded by non-Federal or non-justice sources To date, only
ten (10) of the thirty-five (35) participating agencies have
requested and received funds through the project. The re-
maining twenty-five (25) have been able to take referrals for
services for which adequate funding already exists. Thus, at
last count, approximately sixty per cent (60%) of youth
placed into services have been placed without the use of di-
version funds. It appears this willingness to redirect
existing resources possesses the greatest potential for per-
petuating the diversion concept

C. Recidivism

There has been a tendency on the part of the project to avoid
discussions of recidivism due to the belief such should not
be the measure of the success of a program, particularly since
a large number of crimes remain unsolved. While obviously a
high recidivism rate could indicate the non-success of a pro-
gram, a low recidivism rate indicates only that re-contact
with the system is not occurring. Thus, identified problems
and related etiologies can remain unchanged, indicating non-
success, while the recidivism could remain low, Tendering only
pseudo-success. However, since orientation remains strongly
toward recidivism, an initial survey, with recidivism defined
simply as re-contact with the Court, was made of all random-
ized cases which had been in the program not less than six (6)
months Those findings, with the caution the results are only
initial and not final indicators, are as follows.

Group % Recidivism

Randomized Penetration ........ 21%
Randomized Without Services .. 12%
Randomized With Services ...... 9%

Upon looking more closely at the "service" group, there are
some youth within that group with whom services were never
initiated before re-referral. When those youth are removed
from the group, the recidivism of youth who actually received
services is approximately six per cent (6%).

As the eligibility criteria was refined and the charges be-
came more serious, it was hypothesized the recidivism would
more closely approach the Court rate of thirty-three per cent
(33%) Thus, a second survey was conducted, still limited to
six (6) month levels of involvement. While that survey has
not been completed to date on the "Randomized With Service"
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and "Direct" groups, the results for the other two groups
are as follows:

Randomized Penetration ........ 33%

Randomized Without Services .. 17%

V. Possible Direction

While it is recognized only eighteen (18) of the projected thirty-
six (36) months of the project have passed, certain entities exist
or have developed which appear to have been and will continue to
be keys in the success of the Memphis project. Although scientific
documentation does not exist toward their significance, their ob-
vious role in the Memphis experience warrants their brief discus-
sion at this time.

A. The Juvenile Court Judge

Having worked with fourteen (14) different Juvenile Court
Judges in the last nine (9) years, this Project Director
readily recognized and admits that the Honorable Judge Kenneth
A Turner is atypical and beyond the majority of his peers in
the maintenance of equilibrium between a sincere desire for
optimum services for justice-referred youth and a genuine con-
cern for the well-being of the community. His sensitivity to
this equilibrium has built support for the Juvenile Court in
this community It has been the ability to borrow from this
support, and the Judge's personal support which has literally
helped insure the success to date of this project, and to deny
such would be misrepresenting the potential for replication
of the diversion concept in other jurisdictions.

From current and past experiences, the reciprocal of the sit-
uation with Judge Turner would seen to be true, i.e., without
the meaningful support of the Juvenile Court Judge the imple-
mentation of any change-oriented, non-traditional approach will
be without avail Since the judges are the hub of the juve-
nile justice system, we must either make an honest effort to
secure ]udicial input in the development of al-ternatives and/or
require the full support of judges on an individual-concept
basis only after documentation can be made that the concept
has been fully explained to and understood by the judge. The
time has long passed for those of us in social services to
quit trying to sneak in the proverbial back doors of Juvenile
Courts with the hope of going unnoticed during the implementa-
tion of change, or with the concept the changes can be imple-
mented through initial half-truths or mis-representations.
With the history of failure with many "new" social-services-
related concepts, it should not be of any surprise that it is
not within the innate character of many Juvenile Courts to
welcome change. If the change is in fact meaningful, i.e.,
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programmatically or fiscally effective, the responsibility
should lie with the change-agent to demonstrate such, and
not with the Court for automatic acceptance.

B. Programmatic Accountability

In relation to the necessity to demonstrate programmatic
effectiveness, it has been the experience with this project
that there exists some agencies and organizations which are
able to perpetuate their existance solely on the basis of
good intentions and affliations, i.e., borrowed credibility.
The recognition of such has caused this project through the
Advisory Committee to become extremely hesitant to release
large amounts of funds over extended periods of time but
rather to prefer smaller and shorter duration grants for the
purpose of the agency demonstrating its programmatic and
fiscal accountability

Amidst this cautious process have arisen accusations that
project concern does not exist for youth because of an un-
willingness to release funds at an accelerated rate but it
is suggested the exact opposite exists, i.e., that genuine
concern for youth-related programs can only exist when there
is an end to the traditionally random manner in which funds
are distributed for the sole purpose of total expenditure
It is the philosophic position of this project that it would
be more positive to turn back funds to 0 J.J D P than to
release funds in an irresponsible manner to unaccountable
agencies or organizations. Too long have we in the social
services been permitted to continually exist on our good in-
tentions alone, and the new trend should be for major and
minor funding sources tocease lending legitimation through
funding to those groups incapable of rising above tired
rhetoric The final result of indiscriminate funding is that
inapt organizations through disorganization and misdirection
discredit viable programmatic concepts. Thus, there is not
only a need to identify inaptitude but to dichotomize the
credibility of the implementer and the concept.

C. Community Variation

In the early developmental processes of any new program, it
is beneficial to identify the various entities which will be
impacted by the program Even in the juvenile justice system
we are capable of quite accurately identifying all of the
significant others but are often so preoccupied with intro-
spection that we are unable to transcend our pre-established
valuation. %e become so intent on implementing at any cost
our often reasonably justified causes that we forget and/or
are selectively inattentive to expressed community opposition
to concepts which in reality are probably not even accurately
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and objectively understood. Add to that the variation within
communities and the extreme diversity between communities,
and it is not difficult to understand why the juvenile justice
system is often collectively accused of having taken leave
of its senses

In relation to this, probably the most meaningful aspect of
the Memphis experience has been the positive response to the
efforts to involve as great a portion of the total community
as possible From the beginning, CDC&CSSA honestly inquired
of community representatives whether or not Memphis wanted
and/or needed the diversion concept. With sufficent positive
response to proceed, community-involvement efforts have
evolved to a point where it is now established policy to first
contact potentially adversely-affected groups or individuals
before implementing related components. Compromise of process
but not principle has occasionally been necessary but not a
single component has been jeopardized.

Analogically, the juvenile justice system has often lived in
a state of parasitism, existing at the expense of the community
without making any useful contribution in return. In contrast,
the Memphis Juvenile Court has established, and the project
has become a part of, what could be defined as social symbiosis
through which sometimes dissimilar organizations have learned
to live together in a close association which is advantageous
to all. To reiterate, the process was accomplished without
compromising principles or trading away values but by inviting
affected entities to join in the development. It has been
the experience of this project that few individuals are op-
posed to the concept of better services for youth but that the
breakdown in the process has come with the failure of the im-
plementer to demonstrate the ability to deliver those im-
proved services, and the benefits thereof.

Along this thought, it should be pointed out that one of the
major assets of the Memphis effort has been Mrs. Linda O'Neal,
the Juvenile Justice Specialist with the Tennessee Law Enforce-
ment Planning Agency in Nashville. Mrs. O'Neal has become a
valued consultant for the project and has played an integral
part in its development and implementation. In states such as
Tennessee where there is a lack of an organized juvenile jus-
tice system, SPA's such as Mrs O'Neal can play a valuable
role. As a result, while the fiscal benefits of operating
directly out of Washington seem rather obvious and desirous,
it is of some concern the potential of dealing with the SPA
along programmatic lines will be by-passed in future special
emphasis initiatives. Efforts should be made to program-
matically involve the SPA as an advocate, and not to pursue
alienation as an adversary
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VI. Conclusion

In conclusion, it is respectfully suggested that no longer is it
sufficent to deliver individual services to individual youth but
that rather a concerted effort within and between communities is
essential to formulate and institutionalize progressive new juve-
nile justice programs which will not only move toward a reduction
in delinquency rates but which will also symbiotically provide
immediate, recognizable benefits to the related community.
Whether or not the Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project exists
for even another month, it will have served a meaningful purpose
in providing a medium through which dissimilar individuals and
communities within a city and county have routinely interacted
toward providing better services for its troubled youth.

Respectfully Submitted

Michael Whitdkrr, Project Director

Date 26 June 1978

JMW jmw
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THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH
SALT LAKE CITY 84112

OFFICE OF THE PE-SIDENT

EQULOmnUMT. o n June 26, 1978
207 PAx 3unrim

Congressman Ike Andrews
House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

I am pleased to see your subcommittee take a leadership role assessing
the overall performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention I appreciate your requesting my views on this important and
critical subject

As you know, I was one of the original appointees to the National
Advisory Committee which was organized in March of 1975 1 was one of the
seven members which had a three-year appointment and as such have had the
opportunity of seeing the Office function over the past three years Since
I was a member of the Executive Committee of the National Advisory Committee
and chair of the Subcommittee on Concentration and Coordination of Federal
Effort, I perhaps had a greater opportunity than most to view OJJD staff
I chose to work on the subcommittee concerning the Concentration and Coordina-
tion of Federal Effort since I viewed that charge as an awesome one, but yet
one that had the greatest opportunity for making our federal bureaucracy work
in behalf of the youth of this country I think the foresight of the
Congress and of the Senate in writing into the Juvenile Justice Act, the
need for the concentration and coordination of federal effort was timely
and critical California's Proposition 13 is a reaffirmation of our need
to get more productivity out of our federal bureaucracies Letme turn now
directly to my observations of how the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention has operated over the past three years

While it can be argued that there were many political forces affecting
how the Office would operate, nevertheless, how the office would operate
within that arena is a reflection of the leadership of that office Let me
cite some specific observations

National Advisory Committee Relationship With OJJD Office

During the first year and one-half under the direction of Milton
Luger, who had been the director for the office, the NAC received a great
deal of support which included staff support to work with the various
subcommittees There was a good sense of cooperation and the NAC's sub-
committees began functioning The major limitations were that at times
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the NAC was overwhelmed with a lot of speeches from experts and the committee
did not have the opportunity to deliberate policy and program issues The
NAC, however, did take the initiative in late 1976 and put together a set of
goals and objectives which we wanted the OJJD Office to consider After
Mr Luger left, the Office activities continued When Mr Rector was
appointed in July of-1977, we were all pleased to see Mr Rector assume the
leadership of the office Since that time, however, I have observed (1)
the morale of the office diminish, (2) a lack of specific strategy or plan
to implement the Act, and (3) that by design, Mr Rector chose not to make
efforts to convene the coordinating council, which according to the Act is
mandated to meet four times a year

Concentration and Coordination of Federal Effort

The Subcommittee on the Concentration and Coordination of Federal
Effort, which was part of the NAC, set as one of its major goals that of
playing a watch dog citizen role to see that the Federal Coordinating Council
was meeting as mandated by the Act During the first year, the Federal
Coordinating Council began meeting, and under the direction of Milt Luger,
the Coordinating Council did coordinate around some specific programmatic
thrusts I was impressed with Mr Luger's style of operating with the
Council, which was one of working around specifics and was nonthreatening
with the other agencies Upon Mr Luger's departure, the Federal Coordina-
ting Council ceased functioning The total National Advisory Comittee
subsequently requested that Mr Rector begin the reconvening of the Coordina-
ting Council, however, it was his belief that the past efforts of the Council
were minimal unless he had some specific policy issues prepared, and that
it was premature to convene the Council While the committee agreed there
was a need to develop policy statements, there was an equal concern that
the Coordinating Council once again become functional

In July of 1977, the NAC put together a work plan which contained
suggestions for operation of the office, however, any report of where we
stand with the adoption or rejection of those work plans by Mr Rector is
still pending

After operating for about one year and one-half, the NAC decided that
it would be timely for the committee to receive more direct staff assistance
in preparing its reports, which would eventually be made available to Congress,
the President, and to the Office Initially, it was Mr Rector's thinking
that he did not want to become involved in the deliberations of the National
Advisory Committee, but wanted to see it operate independently While he
acknowledged the support, results are pending I think it would be fair to
say that Mr Rector's relationship with the National Advisory Commnttee is
less than adequate

Let me be more specific with regards to the request NAC made in
seeking staff support While the committee had asked for his support, it
was not until February 21st when Tim Davis, another member of the committee,
and myself met with Mr Rector for the purpose of firming up a commitment
from him regarding staff support At that time, it was Mr Rector's thinking
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that he would support whatever efforts could be made to obtain the needed
staff,and several alternatives were suggested Prior to the full MAC
Committee meeting on March 2nd, I again met with Mr Rector to reaffirm his
support After reporting to the committee the outcome of the meeting with
Mr Rector, the full MAC Committee felt positive about the situation
Unfortunately, however, Mr Rector failed to move on his commitments, and
on May 18, 1978, I wrote a letter of understanding to Mr Rector regarding
his commitments to the NAC with the hopes that he would respond Unfortuna-
tely, a response came which did not address the issues raised In addition,
he described positive steps which are now being made with the new members of
the NAC committee, which I would question I attach both of these documents
for your review

During the past 18 months, I, and I suspect most of the NAC members,
have not been able to get a grasp of what direction the office is taking
The communication between the director and the committee has been minimal
With regards to the operation of the office and the staff itself, I think
it would be safe to characterize the morale of the office personnel as poor,
with little communication, not only between the director, but between other
administrative units as well

In your request, you ask that I suggest ways of improving the office
I would suggest that (1) your subcommittee request that the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention put together for you an office
work plan which would detail goals and objectives for the office and that
those objectives become their reporting mechanism to your committee on a
quarterly basis, (2) that the director be requested to submit to you at
least four policy issues which could then be taken to the Federal Coordinating
Council body for deliberation and action, and (3) that your subcommittee take
whatever steps are possible to improve the morale and productivity of that
office

In closing, let me say that I commend the committee for reviewing
and demanding some accountability of our federal agencies With the passage
of the OJJD Act of 1974, I was mostly impressed that it would allow the
office to play a leadership role in coming up with creative ways of dealing
with old problems More importantly, that it would help our federal agencies
work closely together in solving problems rather than working at odds, which
apparently is the case While I have tried to be candid at the expense of
being fairly harsh with Mr Rector's leadership, I think he and I both share
a strong commitment of helping our troubled youth in America and at the same
time to gain mileage out of our federal tax dollar I trust we can all work
towards that end

I thank you for giving me the opportunity to share my perception with
you and stand ready to be of service to you as you deem appropriate.

Sincerely,7W nFlore
Director

Attachments

32-05 0 - 78 - 26
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THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

SALT LA.E CITY 84112

O',I(C OF n1C FRLSIOE0T
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364 May 18, 1978

John Rector
Assistant Adninistrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention
LEAA
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, 0 C 20531

Dear John

On February 21st, Tim Davis and I met with you for the purpose
of gaining your commitment to allocate resources and administrative
support to assist the National Advisory CoTmittee in carrying out its
responsibilities We have been trying to gain adequate staff support to
carry out our mandate since the cornittee's inception. At the committee
aieeting or Fpbruary 2nd, Tim and I were directed to meet with you to see
how we might acquire needed staff and resources so the committee could
function more independently from the OJJDP and yet make a greater contri-
bution towards furthering the objectives of the Act.

Some time has elapsed since the February 21st meeting, at which
time we arrived at some specific agreements In addition, you affirmed
your support for the suggestions made during our March 2nd meeting in
Restin, VA Hoever, It seems no action has been taken in the matter.

Perhaps it is timely that you make some determination regarding
the agreements which you made at our February 21st meeting. I would like
you to consider this a letter of understanding on the points which we
agreed upon during that meeting They were:

1. You agreed that the RAC should have its own independent
staff

2. You said you were prepared to allocate funds from your
operating budget for its operation and that, in fact,
you had set aside S800,000 for such purposes.

3. You said you were willing to support the NAC in gaining
greater autonomy by:

a. making a direct grant to the committee, or
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b. extending the A L fellum contract which

would allow the committee to hire its own
staff and would be acministratively housed
in the A L tNellum firm, and

c supporting any of the above efforts, or
additional efforts, which would allow the
committee to move rapidly.

As you indicated, it was in your own interest that the cormnittee move
towards developing its o-in staff since your staff could then spend less
time with conittee work

In our March 2nd meeting you again reaffirmed your interest in
supporting the agreements we reached, and it was because of that under-
!ftanding that Tim Davis and I made our report to the full NAC Committee
in which we suggested the following

That the MAC irrnediately begin working with A.L. Nellu;n
and Associates through the extension of the eAisting
contract for the purposes of hiring a staff for the
committee.

This staff %Nas to include a Director, an Assistant, two Program Specialists
and tWo Secretaries It was anticipated the staff would be charged with
the responsibility of studying the staffing patterns and recoirnending hoa
best the organizational structure of the NAC and staff should function.
This would be done by the end of June, at which time the iNellum contract
would be terminated or renewed It was understood by the cornittee re-M'ers
that not all staff would be brought on board initially, possibly just tne
Director and perhaps an Assistant They would be charged with the respon-
sibility of putting together the flay rAC meeting as well as developing
alternatives for the restructuring

Considerable time has elapsed and I think it is timely that you
consider reporting to the committee as to what progress has been made by
your office to fulfill the commitments you made Your support and your
leadership are needed if the agreements we made are to be realized. I
understand the pressures of your office are great, nevertheless, I hope
you will be able to respond to this letter of understanding within toe next
two weeks Should you have any questions or do not agree with my under-
standing of our agreements, I would appreciate your letting me know
immediately.

Sincerely,

John Florez
JF/sr
cc: George Belitsos

Bernadette Chavira
Tim Davis
Lawrence Seirski
Barbara Sylvester
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, 0 C 20531

June 5, 1978

Mr. John Florez
Director
Office of Equal Opportunity
The University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah 84112

Dear John,

I received your letter of May 18, 1978, summarizing your understanding
of our meetings of February 21, 1978 and March 2, 1978, and suggesting
that I report to the National Advisory Committee on progress made by
this Office in fulfilling certain commitments. In reference to your
letter, however, I must clarify several points regarding the substance
of our meetings.

To date the Office has allocated a total of over $700,000, or an
average of approximately $200,000 per year, in contract support for
the Committee I stated that I was prepared to increase the level of
support in the future to $225,000 per year With regard to the means
by which that support will be provided, Fred Nader, not I, made the
recommendation that a direct grant be made to the Committee. Unfortu-
nately, that is not a legally permissible option

Since our meetings, I extended the A.L Nellum and Associates contract
through August 15, 1978, to provide support for the Committee's next
meeting. In addition, I met with the current Executive Committee
members to discuss staff support and related issues. As a result,
Barbara Sylvester recently submitted to me a report on Committee objec-
tives and staff requirements. The report is being reviewed, and I am
sure it will be very helpful to the Office in determining the most
appropriate means of providing future support to the Committee's
activities

I appreciate your concern about the Committee. Let me assure you, no
one is more interested in resolving the question of staff support for
the Committee than I.

With 7 nn egards,

Johr/. Rector j( ~~l
Amnistrator

Office of Juvenile Justice
land Delinquency Prevention ',- U IbIJ -'

EQU viL e .:- t
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND ? ,,,,oN
FAMILY COURT JUDGES """

*cous~m *
OC6AM" MAY IX. 1937

OUIS W M*AWV I bVAde onci

June 27, 1978

-1 "MI Honorable Ike Andrews
4,... ., a Chairman
MSt U .VRW0V Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity

Committee on Education and Labor
Md f House of Representatives

Ceft Congress of the United States
4t Room 320, Cannon House Office Building

OkFE Washington, D. C. 20515

flAWS A IComftv-m P Dear Congressman Andrewsa
AAA0% OO

caS Judqe James w. Byers requested that I respond for him
'woff to your letter of May 30, 1978, requesting comments on

ftOmpo- the performance of the Office Juvenile Justice and
PAM0f U Y" Delinquency Prevention in connection with the oversight

0 hearings you plan to conduct June 27.

SA6LG The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
EMP oay for many years favored and supported Federal legislation
8 0ooNrx in the Juvenile justice area and it applauded the enact-

EDAM ment in 1974 of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquencylow MMLAb Prevention Act

6~X ft Juvenile court judges, central fiaurea in any Juvenile
f fd justice system, have a natural and major concern for an

mogKyK efficient and effective administration of the Act

im1 0 When the present administration assumedoffice, the Council
JMP,"t'5. supported the appointment of the present Administrator ofN- 'Vb OJJDP, Mr John Rector, havinq experienced a very positive

tI t relationship with him during his tenure as a staff member
, .WA of the Senate Sub Committee on Juvenile Delinquency. The
Itoea Council has, on numerous occasions, offered its assistance,
to- advice, and cooperation to Mr. Rector in fulfilling his

most important duties. As one, who was so close to the
long legislative activities in advance of the enactment
of the Act, the Council views Mr. Rector as a highly
knowledgeable and key person in this vital Federal effort.

TRAINING DrItSION * NATIONAL OOLLEOE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE mES 0wot

MESARCI DIVISION & NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

41st Annual Conference .i 9-14 1978 Holywood Floia

U.
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There are several concerns the Council has in regard
to the administration and aanagement of OJJDP. These
are based upon experience with the Council proposals
for projects under discretionary funding. They includes

1. The former Admnistrator of OJJDP, Mr.
Milton Luger, was terminated in February,
1977 and the present Administrator was
not appointed until Auqi4st or September of
that year. During the interim period, the
office seemed to flounder.

2. An LEAA reorganization scheme was begun
abruptly prior to Mr. Rector's appointment.
This included the abandonment of the
regional offices.

3. Mr. Rector apparently assumed office in-
herenting a hugh backlog of work and a
disorganized staff

4 There have been extensive delays between
the submission of proposals and the award
of grants.

5. There has been a rapid turnover of project
grant monitors.

6. Grant monitors are unable to visit project
sites and observe, first hand, project
activities. To us, this severely lessens
their effectiveness.

We fear that all of the above may be due to inadequate
numbers of staff members to cope with the major work
load involved We also fear that some staff members
are simply incapable of making major decisions in complex
areas. This is not to fault r. Rector, because we know
that he inherited most staff members, some pro-tmn, from
the previous administration and from the disbanded
regional offices.

In substance, Mr, Chairman, we are most supportive of
the OJJDP and welcome the opportunity to assist it in
any way possible. We sincerely desire the greatest

success possible for it and its Administrator.

Thank you.

Yours respectfully,

ti Director and
Dean, Nat College
of Juvenile Just ce

ccg Honorable James W. Byers
Honorable William S. White
Honorable John Rector
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NATiONAL COUNCIL ON CRIM AND DxwuNquiNcy

On behalf of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency

(NCCD), I appreciate the opportunity to contribute through

written testimony in these oversight hearings related to

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquenoy Prevention Act of 1974

and its subsequent amendments (hereafter, referred to as

"the Act"). Having played a major role in the promotion of

the Act in 1974, NCCD supports the monitoring role of the

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity which assures the sustained

and efficient effort needed to implement the purpose and

intent of this progressive legislative mandate.

Due to the level of expertise that will address a

broad spectrum of issues during these oversight hearings,

NCCD has limited its statement to a few key issues hindering

current implementation of the Act, informational input

related to administrative Assues and brief comments on

the progress of Act implementation. Designed to give

helpful assistance to both Congress and the Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, this testimony

parents the concerns and observations of an organization

which has been well-aware of the foes and throes of

justice system reform for seventy years.

A great amount of national attention and concern has

recently been focused on the proposed definitions and

guidelines for implementation of the Act, which were

issued in the Federal Register on March 24, 1978. A

product of the previous administration, these regulations
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reflect an overprotectiveness of status offenders which

necessitates inappropriate multiplicity of community-based

services and actually increases the chance of institution-

alization for minor delinquent offenders.

NCCD shares this concern. Institutionalization of

juveniles, or adults, should remain a last resort, and

whenever possible, youths charged as delinquents or status

offenders should be treated within their communities.

In their current form, the proposed guidelines stress

separation of status offenders from adjudicated delinquents.

This misguided emphasis places a false distinction among

different groups of juvenile offenders The distinction

made by the juvenile justice system between status offenders

and juvenile delinquents is only a distinction of labels--

there are other criteria which are perhaps more valid when

determining the type of treatment appropriate for a youngster

in trouble.

For example, a youth found to have shoplifted and a

youth found to have committed murder are both labelled

"juvenile delinquents" and may both be held in the same

secure detention facilities under the proposed guidelines.

This situation aborts the intent of the Act which emphasizes

deinstitutionalization and community-based treatment. Would

it not be better for the youngster caught shoplifting to be

placed (if placement were deemed necessary) in a group home

or other community-based program with status offenders than

to be locked up with serious and/or violent offenders?
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NCCD believes that the proposed regulations should

emphasize the Act's attempt to provide treatment for

juveniles in the least disruptive manner possible, according

to the needs of the youths involved and consistent with

community safety. The desire to keep status offenders out

of detention facilities is a good one, but it should be

kept in mind that there are delinquents who do not belong

in detention either. Rather than take minor delinquents

out of community-based treatment and commit them to detention

facilities far from their homes, flexible guidelines should

be developed which take into account the different needs

of all juvenile offenders.

Any set of guidelines, puortedly developed to further

humanize the juvenile justice system, which might effect an

increase in the numbers of youths in detention or correc-

tional facilities should be seriously questioned. NCCD

urges that serious consideration be given to changing

these regulations in ways which would strengthen, rather

than undermine, the progress which has already been made

toward deinstitutionalization of nonviolent juvenile offenders.

Ironically, states are experiencing greatest difficulty

with implementing that section of the Act requiring separa-

tion of juveniles and adults (Sec. 223(a)13). Merely

prohibiting "regular contact," the Act does not go far

enough. Prohibition of regular contact between adult and

juvenile inmates within the same facility is insufficient

to protect juveniles from the destructive effects of adult
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jails. The inadequacies of this approach have been

definitively demonstrated by the two most recent studies

on the jailing of juveniles--Under Lock and Key by

Dr. Rosemary Sarri at the National Assessment of Juvenile

Corrections and Children in Adult Jails by the Children's

Defense Fund. Both studies found the jailing of children

in adult facilities to be a common practice in the

majority of states and recommended an end to this practice.

The abuses documented by these studies have long

been a concern of many nationally-recognized standard-

setting groups recommending a prohibition on the confine-

ment of children in facilities housing adults. Besides a

longstanding policy against the practice by NCCD, the

National Sheriff's Association and others, authoritative

recent reaffirmations have come from both the U.S. National

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals

and also from the Juvenile Justice Standards Project of

the Institute of Judicial Administration and the American

Bar Association. To ignore an abuse that has been consis-

tently condemned as destructive to children is to support

continued mistreatment of youth. NCCD urges a strong

federal stance on this issue.

Nationwide, the role of judges in hindering or supporting

implementation of the Act deserves comment. Designed to

divert status offenders from the stigma and inappropriate-

ness of the Juvenile justice system, the Act mandates

development of a community-based system of service alternatives
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for troubled youth. However, the majority of judges view

the current scarcity of these alternatives as either jus-

tilication for use of traditional settings or expansion

of court services.

In 1974 Congress redirected pas* treatment of the

status offender from the stigmatizing, punitive and even

destructive arena of the juvenile justice system into the

supportive, non-stigmatizing and reintegrative realm of

community-based service systems appropriate to the beha-

vioral and familial problems reflected in status offense

behavior. Seemingly benign judges are stealing the local

resources badly needed for effective development of com-

munity services by their unwillingness to place the respon-

sibility for these youth in the appropriate hands of the

community. Again and again, NCCD sees state laws passed

with an "escape clause," which returns the status offen-

der to court when community services fail. Why must the

blame for community service failure be born by youth?

NCCD believes the appropriate role of the courts is

to support implementation of the Act by monitoring the

quality of services delivered in the community. The power

and influence of the bench on state services and county

governments could effectively identify the services needed

and guide their development. With the support and coopera-

tion of judges, the realization of community-based systems

of quality services able to provide the support needed by

youth with problems could occur. NCCD urges assistance for
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those judges promoting true implementation of the mandates of

this Act and discontinuance of federal support to those pro-

grams and activities of judges that undermine the Act.

Since female juvenile offenders suffer the greatest abuse

under the status offender category, NCCD supports the deve-

lopment of programatic alternatives for girls and research

on the special characteristics of the female status offender

and delinquency. Statistics show that the federal government

has done little to spur the development of such programs

in the past. A computer printout by the Grants Management

Information System indicates that between 1969 and 1975:

" Only 5% of all juvenile delinquency discretionary

projects were specifically female-oriented.

" Only 6% of the block juvenile grants were female-

oriented.

" None of the grants was issued for research

on the special characteristics of female juvenile

offenders.

Unfortunately, little has been done since 1975 to

change these figures. Under the special emphasis program,

only three programs for girls are currently receiving

support. Although it has been determined as a priority for

next year, no research on girl offenders is presently being

conducted under the aegis of OJJDP. This wide discrepancy
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in resources and its resulting detrimental impact upon

young females must become a priority in order to close

the existing gaps in services and knowledge.

The actualization of the Act is an awesome responsibility.

Only ten months ago, the present administrator of the Office

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)

inherited this responsibility from predecessors with neither

belief in the Act nor commitment to its mandates. To

judge or condemn the actions of this administration at this

stage is premature. The task can be likened to that of a

conscientious landlord who suddenly possesses an apartment

building in complete disrepair. Since the structure cannot

be raised, the slower process of renovation must be chosen.

To say, "the fifth floor is still a disgrace" and ignore

improvements to the lower floors is detrimental to the

spirit of the landlord and denigrates his hard-earned

improvements.

NCCD is most impressed by this administator's

courageous stand for and willingness to battle for the

principles of the Act with individual states. In __

precedent-setting moves, OJJDP showed early its determination

to identify insufficient compliance strategies and to enforce

previously-ignored Act requirements. "Taking a hard look"

at each state plan obviously utilizes staff time and

resources not needed for the "rubber stamp" tactics of the

previous administration. However, NCCD praises this move

and predicts its continuance will yield results .b
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on the state and community level.

Congress recognized the need for state and local

citizen monitoring of compliance by a '77 amendment

supporting youth advocacy programs (Sec. 224 (a) 7). OJJDP

agreed with this amendment and quickly acted upon it in

a responsible manner. Avoiding past funding of duplicative

and overlapping programs, OJJDP supported a cooperative

process in order to produce a variety of designs with

complimenting resources and expertises.

NCCD commends the announcement by OJJDP (4/12/78) that

it will attempt "to persuade a few other states to

deinstitutionalize statewide their large juvenile correctional

institutions," as a replication of the Massachusetts

experience. Concentration on such major statewide efforts

could yield convincing evidence for other states and

produce the experiential learning and solid expertise needed

for widespread replication. The willingness to attempt

reforms on this level convinces NCCD that the new administration

at OJJDP is committed to implementation of the Act and is

determined to use its accumulated monies effectively.

The amount of monies awaiting expenditure by OJJDP is

impressive. The current budget of OJJDP represents the

biggest single categorial youth proqram in the Federal

budqet. To distribute these monies nationwide with the

assurance that they produce the results desired is the goal

of all. The planning, development and strategizing required

for best results is a time-consuming process, but a necessary
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one. Although it may be politically expedient to expend

funds in reaction to media-oriented issues and status quo

pressure groups, the wisdom of a carefully-designed

strategy allowing for a l aspects of national and state

needs has greater potential for long-term and effective

impact. NCCD awaits a comprehensive plan encouraged by

the commitment and the seriousness of the new administration's

early actions.

It is unfortunate that the political climate of the

past administration caused the Act to be placed n the

Department of Justice, rather than the more appropriate

aegis of the Department of Health, Education ar I Welfare

(HEW). The Carter Administration has made a st ong commit-

ment to reorganization of youth programs. NCCD feels strongly

that the troubled young people served by this Act belong in

the arena of social services. It is crucial that c:-

ordination of federal effort between OJJDP and HEW

pursued and sustained to facilitate and enhance b .a -ur-

rent operation and the reorganization of federal utl,

programs.

Feedback from youth programs lends weic it ro the

need for a coordination of federal youth efforts. Com-

munity-based, direct service programs for youth are most

often the recipient of funds from a variety of programs

within HEW, as wall as OJJDP. This has resulted in ser-

vice providers spending a disproportionate amount of time

on repetitious, but varied, federal forms. Delivery of
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needed treatment is often hindered by the varied agencies

supplementing these programs. The reality of these youth

problems dictates the need for collaborative and coopera-

tive efforts at both federal and community levels.

NCCD hopes that the issues outlined above will be

forcefully addressed in any forthcoming strategy for imple-

mentation of the Act. In addition, NCCD suggests that the

following hindrances and priorities be major considerations

in the development of Office initiatives.

1. The National Advisory Committee (NAC) has never

been implemented to its full potential. Currently

stymied by FBI clearance of Carter appointments,

the NAC is needed for the policy and direction

setting role originally intended.

2. Alternative education programs are scarce and

badly needed. However, NCCD is concerned with

current emphasis on development of programs out-

side of the public school setting. Such programs

ignore the resistance of public schools to accept

their responsibilities to troubled youth and

abort effective reintegration of truants. Alter-

native education programs should be developed as

supplemental and complimentary expansions of the

school setting.

3. Research has consistently shown one programmatic

principle as crucial to successful behavioral

change in youth--youth involvement in decision-
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making related to their treatment. OJJDP should

make a strong effort to encourage client involve-

ment, consultation and monitoring of individual

progress at all levels of treatment planning and

service delivery.

4. Private sector youth-serving agencies have shown

an impressive willingness to include status of-

fenders in their clientele and expand their

capacity to provide the needed services. Federal

support should continue to provide the incentives

necessary to establish the private sector as a

viable deliverer of status offender services.

5. Finally, NCCD suggests that OJJDP operate in

close concert with representatives of both the

public and private sectors. Inclusion of pro-

fessionals and citizens with various expertises

and an understanding of state and regional diver-

sity would greatly compliment federal expertise.

Despite the great need for perserverance of federal

and state efforts to realize implementation of the Act,

there has been impressive progress since its passage.

Twenty-one states now prohibit the interim detention of

alleged status offenders. At least 35 states prohibit

commitment of adjudicated status offenders to correctional

institutions. Recently released FBI statistics indicate

a significant decrease in the number of youths arrested

32-505 0 - 78-30
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for status offense behavior. Impressive reductions in the

number of status offenders confined in institutional set-

tings have been made in the majority of participating

states. The development of comprehensive community-based

alternative systems of service has occurred simultanepusly

in the majority of states. These facts and others indicate

a true commitment to the Act on state and local levels.

In 1972, NCCD testified that the purpose and goals of

the Act wore harmonious with the will of the American

people. We believed citizens throughout this country were

unaware of the abusive practices being condoned in the

name of justice. We believed education on the status of-

fender issue would stimulate an interested citizenry willing

to monitor implementation and support community responsi-

bility for these youths. We believed that community-based

services would prove as effective as institutional settings

and provide more humane treatment. Our beliefs were well-

founded. There is little doubt that the will to deinstitu-

tionalize youth is felt throughout our nation and will

continue. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act of 1974 has been instrumental in strengthening that

will and supporting the transfer of responsibility for

troubled youth to the community realm of social service.
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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
JUVENILE DIVISION

July 7, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrewa, Congrossman
Chairman of Sub-comittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320
Cannon House Office Building
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Representative Andrews

On behalf of the National Association of Training Scitols and Juvenile
Agencies I thank you for the invitation to submit testimony regarding
the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 The membership of the Association (NATSJA) is composed
of facility and program superintendents, agency administrators, both
public and private, concerned workers in the field of Juvenile justice
and in' rested citizens. The Association is a permanent co-sponsor
of the National Institute on Crime and Delinquency and an affiliate of
the American Correctional Association

At its annual meeting convened in conjunction with the 25th annual
National Institute on Crime and Delinquency June 18-21, 1978 in
Bal Harbor, Florida, the Association took formal action authorizing
the transmittal of concerns related to the implementation of the JJDP
Act. The concerns reflect a growing awareness that current implementa-
tion of the Act is deviating from Congressional intent and depriving a
significant sector of the Juvenile justice system of the resources of
the Act.

Specific concerns are

I. The definition of prevention - The Association lauds the intent
to provide resources to public and private agencies to develop
methods of delinquency prevention. The Act is weak in definition
of prevention and has led to the utilization of resources for
non-delinquent youth It is questionable that it is good public
policy to label pre-delinquent or delinquent-prone youth and
'riden the Juvenile justice net" in the name of prevention. Of
greater concern to the Association has been the disdain of the
Office of Juvenile Justice to provide resources for the adjudi-
cated delinquent and/or Juvenile felon. It would appear to be

P O BOX 246 I ST CHARLES, ILLINOIS 60174 / TELEPHONE (312) 5840750
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contradictory that an agency created to cope with the problem of
youth crime would direct the bulk of its resources to the non-
criminal youth.

II The definition of deinstitutionalization - The Association lauds
the general thrust of deinstitutionalization and the development
of mechanisms and program to ensure that institutionalization is
a program choice of "last resort" Unfortunately, the zeal to
Implement this thrust has been accompanied by an anti-institutional
biss that deprives those youths so placed of the resources of the
Act. The numbers of youth in institutional care has decreased
significantly during the last decade attesting to the acceptance
of the deinstitutional thrust. Institutionalization, however,
continues to be a valid placement for softe youth. Those youth
should not be deprived of JJDP Act resources or subjected to nega-
tive attitudes by a policy making and funding agency such as GJJDP.
The Association believes that current policy in this area has
contributed significantly to a backlash effect on the state level.
There is increased and growing acceptance of the concept of deter-
minate sentencing as a means to effect mandated institutionaliza-
tion for &rtain youth. This trend is resulting in an emphasis
on the behavior rather than the youth as the focus of public
policy.

III. Funding Categories - The Association believes that the present
funding guidelines create local chaos in many jurisdictions.
Governmental jurisdiction (state, county and local) are pitted
against each other and private agencies for access to the resources
of the Act It is questionable that such activity can lead Do a
harmonious and coordinated juvenile justice system in a state or in
the nation. In many jurisdictions the State Planning Agency is
regarded as a separate legislative body authorizing statewide pro-
grams with federal funds without state operational agencies input.
There is often an assumption that successful programs will be
funded by the state at a later date. JJDPA funding guidelines
tend to encourage the problem despite the recent difficult to
understand provision that programs are eligible for repeat funding
if they meet evaluation goals. There needs to be another careful
review and supplemental legislation in this area

IV. Technical Assistance - The Association is concerned that technical
assistance is made available only in pre-determined areas rather
than addressing felt and known needs of those requesting aid It
would appear that aid is available only if an agency is in tune
with the philosophy of current administration rather than address-
ing operational problems on a professional level.
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The Association expresses gratitude for the Congressional action
creating the OJJDP. The need for Federal involvement in this area is
obvious. Since its inception, however, there has been considerable
reshuffling of staff and resulting changes in policy and ideology
There is need for stability in the office and clear cut guidelines
reflecting a policy of service provision to the entire juvenile justice
system rather than selected components The Association encourages a
re-emphasis of concern and resources for those youth deep in the system.
The public is concerned about offenders and generally perceives the
function of OJJDP to be about the business of coping with offenders.
The Association believes that the OJJDP Is correctly involved In pre-
vention programs It is unfortunate, however, that excessive emphasis
in this area has led to an avoidance of involvement with the adjudi-
cated delinquent

If the National Association of Training Schools and Juvenile Agencies
can be of any additional assistance to you please feel free to contact
this office.

Sincerely,

Samuel Sublett, Jr
Administrator
Juvenile Inatitution Services

SS he

cc Hr. Fred Allen, President-MATSJA
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MARY REYNOLDS SA@COCK FOUNDATION, INC

to& aIZYNOLDA VILLAGE
WINSTON SALEM. NORTN CAROLINA 37400

July 20, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Cannon House Office Building
Room 320
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrewst

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a statement on the over-
all performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

Your continuing leadership in this field is greatly appreciated.
Your hard work is already starting to awaken many people to both
the existing shortcomings and strengths of this program.

Attached are my comments. I hope that they are of some use to
you in your deliberations. I hope I will be able to become more
deeply involved in these issues in the future and thus be of
greater service to you and your fine staff.

Sincerely,

Karl N. Stauber
Assistant Director

brg

Attachment
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Statement of Karl N. Stauber

While there are many continuing problems with the administration of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and amendments,
I have chosen to address only two areas. These areas are the mandate
of the Act and the role and independence of the National Advisory
Committee. The reason I have chosen these two areas is that they help
to create the tone of the federal government's activities in this area
and thus have broad and important impact.

Section 204(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
states.

'The Administrator shall implement overall policy and develop
objectives and priorities for all federal Juvenile delinquency
programs and activities relating to prevention, diversion,
training, treatment, rehabilitation, evaluation, research and
improvement of the Juvenile justice system in the United States.0

Subsections f and 1 of the same section provide much of the authority
needed to fulfill subRection a. Section 206 establishes a Coordinating
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention which could he
critical in assisting in the implementation of section 204.

The Congress is to be congratulated for seeing the need for such con-
tinuing communication and coordination. The need for a central responsible
office charged with policy development and the monitoring of its execution
has long been of concern to many of us involved in Juvenile justice.
While we now have the needed laws, it appears that we have little or no
execution of those laws.

While the law requires that the Coordinating Council meet four times a
year, it has apparently not met under this Administration. If one
component of this law is so freely ignored, what assurance have we that
other sections are being obeyed I would suggest that the Subcommittee
might wish to request an investigation by the General Accounting Office
or other appropriate agency into how well the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention has carried out its legal responsibilities
pertaining to intergovernmental relations and coordination.

This role of coordination is critical from at least three points of
view. First, it has the capacity to eliminate duplication and overlap
and thus save the taxpayers' money. Next, it sets a tone of cooperation
and coordination within the federal government. How can the federal
government expect diverse state agencies to work together, when they
themselves refuse to. Finally, it provides a single focus of responsi-
bility within the federal government. It gives Congress, lay citizens
and professionals a single place to ask for support and information.
Thus, if the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention does
not fulfill this function, the overall effort to assist troubled young
people and children will be seriously retarded.
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The second critical area is the relationship between the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the National Advisory
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The National
Advisory Committee is the prime means for providing c-itizen input into
the development of federal policy and program concerning Juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention. The activities outlined for this
group under section 204(a), 204(b) (5), 207, 208 and 209 are to be
commended. Congress exhibited foresight in requiring this type of
citizen involvement.

Unfortunately, the relationship between the Office and National
Advisory Committee appears to be interfering with the Committee's
execution of its responsibilities. Until recently, the Committee has
received staff support from and then through the Office. The Office
recently announced that it would no longer provide direct staff support.
Instead, it would grant funds to a private, nonprofit group to provide
staff support.

In many ways, this is the most logical arrangement. However, the
.itical question is to whom will the private, nonprofit group be
responsible? If the nonprofit group is accountable to the Committee,
then the Committee will in fact have the capacity to be independent.
It will have the ability to prepare its own agendas, identify its
priorities and conduct its own reviews. If the nonprofit group is
responsible to the Office, then the chances of the group's being free
to pursue the interests and directives of the Committee are at least
suspect.

It is apparent that the Congress envisioned an independent and effective
National Advisory Committee. Unless the staff is under the full control
of the Committee, the Congress's intent will not be fulfilled. The
Subcommittee may wish to amend the existing law to insure that tia
Committee is independent.

Both the coordinating role of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and the independence of the National Advisory
Committee are critical to how the public views and responds to the
federal government's role in Juvenile justice. Through the efforts
of the Subcommittee and concerned citizens, it is hoped that the abuses
and weaknesses mentioned above can be overcome and children and young
people can be better served.
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401 cubk ,ng
Cobxyt, South Caom 201

803-2M-0M5

July 21, 1978

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
United States House of Representatives
Room 320, Lannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

It is my understanding that recently the Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity held oversight hearings on the
administration of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

I would like to bring to your attention that since November,
1977, a group of advocates has been trying to merely meet with
Mr. John Rector, the OJJDP Administrator. The group has sought
this meeting (1) to share with Mr. Rector the experience and
observations of its individual participants who have worked
on behalf of public school students subject to disciplinary
exclusions from schools, (2) to learn how Mr. Rector perceives
and intends to administer Subpart II, Section 224 (6) of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and
(3) to learn more about the type and effects of programs
currently funded under Subpart II, Section 224 (6) of the Act.
I want to make it clear that the group's interest in seeking
a meeting with Hr. Rector has not been for the purpose of
obtaining funds for any kind of project by the group.

The basic issue which concerns me is one of access. From my
frequent contact with other Federal agencies I know that this
lack of access is unusual and it is for that reason that
I believe it deserves to be brought to your committee's attention.
Certainly the group of advocates has been patient during the
past eight months. It is not the intention of the group to
burden Mr. Rector or to make unreasonable demands of him.
Indeed, I believe there is a great potential for the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Previon to serve the needs
of youth whose educational interests are frequently jeopardized
by disciplinary exclusions. Those youth and their interests
constitute much of the day-to-day work of the agencies which
the advocates represent. Because the advocates and the OJJDP
seem to have so many concerns in common, Mr. Rector's resistance
to meet with the advocates is all the more baffling.
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1 continue to hope that this group can meet and work with
Mr. Rector to realism the potential of the OJJDP as both a
catalyst and resource to develop model programs "to prevent
unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions"
from public schools, as outlined in the original legislation
establishing the agency.

Inclosed is a chronology of the various attempts to establish
fruitful communication with Mr. Rector. Thank you.

Sincerely,

N, HayesKilell
Associate Director



469

Chronology

November 2, 1977

November 23, 1977

January 19, 1978

January 26, 1978

January/March, 1978

- The American Friends Service Committee
and the Children's Defense Fund sponsored
a small consultation in Washington to
discuss school suspension/discipline issues.
Mr. Rector had been invited to attend
to tell what the OJJDP was doing in
relation to those issues. He sent his
Executive Assistant and Special Counsel,
Mr. John Forhan, to represent him.
Mr. Forhan told the group that OJJDP
had done relatively little to address
the problems of disciplinary exclusions
but indicated that program plans would
be developed to address this issue. He
distributed a brief statement to the group.
(See Attachment #1)

- Advocates attending the November 2
consultation wrote Mr. Rector requesting
a meeting with him to contribute their
field experience to the policy and
programs decisions of his office
relating to efforts to combat unwarranted
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions.
(Attachment #2)

- When Hr. Rector failed to acknowledge
or reply to the advocates' letter of
November 23, the designated temporary
coordinator/spokesperson for the group's
efforts to meet with Mr. Rector, Hayes
Mizell, wrote a "reminder." (Attachment #3)

- A one-paragraph letter from Mr. Rector
indicated that his office was in the process
of developing plans to address the
disciplinary exclusion issues of
concern to the advocates. His letter
also stated that he hoped to meet with
the group "in the late spring."
(Attachment #4)

- Mr. Rector initiated two written but
undated communications with Hayes Mizell.
One letter enclosed a copy of G 4100,
transmitting amendments to the 1978
Planning Grants and Comprehensive Plans.
The other letter enclosed a copy of
Change 3 to MI 4100.1F, the Guideline Manual
for State Planning Agency Grants. It was
not clear what relevance these documents
had to the interests of the advocates as
expressed in their November 23 letter.
The letter also enclosed a copy of
Mr. Rector's testimony which he had given



March 13, 1978

March 14, 1978

March 31, 1978

April 15, 1978
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before the Subcommittee on Economic
Opportunity on January 24, 1978,
concerning "School Violence and
Vandalism." This testimony, of course,
was of interest to the group of
advocates. (Attachments #5, #6)

Ms. Patricia S. Fleming, Special
Assistant to the Secretary of HEW,
wrote one of the group of advocates,
Hayes Mizell, indicating that she had
spoken with Mr. Rector on the telephone
concerning the OJJDP's response to
the issue of school suspensions.
Mr. Rector told her about his testimony
before the Subcommittee on Economic
Opportunity and indicated his interest
in the problem of disciplinary exclusions.
(Attachment #7)

In response to Mr. Rector's last letter,
Hayes Mizell wrote him about some of
his comments in his testimony before
the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.
In this letter specific information
was requested concerning the programs
currently being funded by the OJJDP
under Subpart II, Section 224 (6).
The letter also expressed the hope that
a meeting with the group of advocates
could be arranged in the near future,
and that productive communication
between the OJJDP and the group could
be established. (Attachment #8)

- Mr. Rector replied that it was his
intention to address the issue of
disciplinary exclusions through the
means of the alternative education
project referred to in his testimony.
Mr. Rector did not address himself
to the requests for information about
programs currently funded under
Subpart II, Section 224 (6). (Attachment #9)

- At a conference in Washington concerning
school suspensions, Hayes Mizell had an
informal discussion with a representative
of the OJJDP Special Emphasis Division,
Ms. Minerva Riddick, concerning the lack
of success in the group of advocates
getting a meeting with Mr. Rector.
He conveyed the group's disappointment and
displeasure at the lack of Mr. Rector's
response to the group's efforts to establish
positive communications.
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April 17, 1978

June 20, 1978

- A number of the advocates hoped to be
able to see and hear Hr. Rector at the
"National Conference on In-SLhool
Alternatives to Suspension" sponsored
by the National Institute of Education.
Though Mr. Rector's name appeared on
the program as a panelist to discuss
"Federal Perspectives on the Suspension
Issue," Hr. Rector did not appear for
the panel nor was anyone assigned to
the panel to represent him or his egency.
(Attachment #10)

Through the publication, "Education
Daily," it was learned that Mr. Rector
had announced that he would issue
guidelines this summer for a $15.7
million alternative education program
to, according to the publication,
"cut the number of students suspended
from school for delinquency."
(Attachment #11)
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
. OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

f WASHINGTON, D C 20531

OJJDP Efforts on Dlsciplinary Exclusions
From Public Schools

OJJDP is specifically authorized by Congress to "develop and

implement in coordination with the United States Office of Education,

model programs and methods to keep students in elementary and seron-

dary schools to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and

expulsions and to encourage new approaches and techniques with respect

to the prevention of school violence and vandalism;" Section 224(a)(6)

JJDP Act of 1974, as amended. In addition, specific language in both

the Special Emphasis and Formula Grants sections of the Act authorizes

advocacy activities to protect the rights of youth impacted by the

juvenile justice system. It should be noted that this statutory language

is a response by Senator Bayh, Representative Shirldy Chisholm, and others

to concerns expressed by groups such as the American Friends Service Com-

mittee and the Children's Defense Fund.

The Office has developed in conjunction with OE two programs now in

their second year in certain public schools across the country. A youth

advocacy project hab been implemented by OE's Teacher Corps. A school

team approach to reducing school violence has been implemented through

OE's Alcohol and Drug Abuse Teams. To the extent that these programs

prove effective, it is our intention to encourage OE to continue the

programs.

7- T T,4t7/,'7,IIv r ,
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Under the new administration of the Office, more attention will be

focused directly on the Issue of disciplinary exclusions with particular

emphasis on the due process issues involved. Although unfinalized, pro-

gramnatic plans include a major youth advocacy effort which will necessarily

include the area of student rights. Programs will concentrate on advocacy

against the institutions which tend to act as feeders into the juvenile

Justice system rather than serving the needs of the young people to whom

they should be accountable.

In another area, program plans included a law related education

program to further the "street law" work now being done by private

groups in some secondary schools in various parts of the country. One

of the main areas of study and training in these programs is the area

of student rights, particularly with respect to disciplinary exclusions.

It is accurate to say that OJJOP is committed to effecting a turn-
t

around in disciplinary exclusions in the public schools and that future

program plans reflect that cormltnent.



474

SOUTHEASTERN PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM
AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE

401 Columin Bueulg
Cu;ok a, South C 291

803-252-4M/

November 23, 1977

Mr. John Rector
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention
Zaw Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N.V.
Washington, D C. 20531

Dear Mr. Rectors

We appreciated very much the presence of Mr. John Forhan from your
office at the November 2 consultation on school suspension/disciplIne
Issues sponsored by the American Friends Service Commtteo and the
Children's Defense Fund. Zt was encouraging to learn that your
&,ency is committed to giving a higher priority to fulfill the mandate
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to clevelop
model programs "to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary suspect sons and
expulsions" from public schools.

In our discussion with Mr. Forhan it became clear that the zlans of
your agency to attack the suspension/expulsion problem are rtill in
the developmental stages. At our meeting with Mr. Forhan wv indicated
our interest in not only being kept informed as to the process your
agency will use to formulate more specific plans, but also in being
a part of that process. It is our feeling that we represent a range
of experiences and insights which may be quite useful to your staff
as they consider how your agency might most appropriately impact on
school systems' suspension/expulsion practices which so often result
in providing clients for the Juvenile justice system.

.4rr,e110jt.40#0 oea
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Mr John Rector
Page 2
November 23, 1977

i order to facilitate our orderly and positive contribution to your
agency's deliberative process we would like to suggest that you invite
us to meet with members of your staff who will have the primary respon-
sibility for developing the strategic and programmatic approaches
your agency will pursue to focus more resources on preventing the
problems of disciplinary suspensions and expulsions. Because all of
our organizations are non-profit groups working with limited funds
we hope it will be possible for your agency to provide the travel
expenses which will make our involvement in such a meeting possible.

The goal for the meeting would be to try to find the best ways for the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to work with
both private and public groups at the local level to prevent unwarranted
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions To accomplish this goal,
two activities would be useful First, it would be helpful for us
(1) to be informed by your staff about your agency's funding and
decision-making mechanisms$ (2) the strategies and activities which are
being considered as appropriate uses for OJJDP funds; and (3) the
timing and sequencing of events within which your agency will initiate
the new emphasis on combating suspensions/expulsions.

Second, we would like the opportunity to react to your plans and
program ideas to ask questions and make Suggestions. Ihe individual
members of our group have perceptions and experiences relating to
program needs and opportunities relevant to the suspension/expulsion
issue This would be an appropriate time to share those ideas with
the OJJDP staff Time should also be spent in general discussion of
ways for all concerned to work toward improving the problem Because
we are also aware of your deep interest in the broader issues of
educational rights and justice we hope to be able to also discuss
aspects of these issues with you, time permitting

It is our hope that such a meeting would be as substantive as possible
and that enough time could be pnvided for a candid and thorough
exchange of views While we bel leve such a meeting as described above,
covering the issues outlined, is both necessary and preferred, we are
open to receiving other proposal s which will serve the same ends and
meet our mutual needs.

33-505 0 - 78 - 31
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Mr. John Rector
Page 3
Noveasber 23, 1977

Thank you again for pour interest in this matter We hope to hear
from you in the near future

Sincerely,

H. Na Mize
Assoc ate Director

Steve Bing
Deputy Director
Massachusetts Advocacy Center
Boston, Massachusetts

Eve B Block
Project Director
Statewide Youth Advocacy Project
New York Civil Liberties Union
Rochester, New York

PAt am-.
Pat Brown
Advocate
Student Rights and Responsibilities
Project

A-,erican Friends Service Committee
Dayton, Ohio

Robert Brown
Associate Director
Southeastern Public Education Program
Amrican Friends Service Comnittee
Macon, Georgia

Susanna S. Doyle
Advocates for Children
New York, New York

Chicago Public Education Project
American Friends Service Coumwttee
Chicago, Illinois

Staff Associate
Citizens' Council for Ohio schools
Cleveland, Ohio

David Rice
Deputy Director
Children's Defense Fund
Washington, D. C.

Mississippi Project
Children's Defense Fund
Jackson, Mississippi
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SOUTHEASTERN PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM

I . O AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMrrFEE
CoumbiA, South CaIft 21

January 19, 1978

Mr. John Rector
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear Mr, Rector:

It has now been nearly two months since the attached letter
was sent to you. To this date we have received no acknowledgement
or substantive reply in response to this letter.

Please know that our concern and interest continues at the
same high level as expressed in our November 23, 1977,
letter to you. We would appreciate your thoughtful response
in the near future. dP

Sincerely,

Associate Director

d,4 7- 7rY,.ellewop #3
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE- OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON. D C 20531

JAN s 8 1978

Mr. M. Hayes Mizell
Associate Director
Southeastern Public Education Program
American Friends Service Committee
401 Columbia Building
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Dear Mr. Mizell:

Thank you for your letter of January 17 reminding us of your
interest in school discipline issues. The Office is presently
in the process of developing plans to address those issues and
is hoping for a meeting in late spring of the variety that you
suggest. Although our movement is slower than we had hoped,
we are committed to seeing that it is steady. We will certainly
be in touch with you as soon as we schedule the meeting.

With warm regards,

John M 'iRector
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention

4 7ter'/7' $1Otz
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D C 20531

Hayes Mirell
American Friends Service Committee
401 Columbia Bldg.
Colu ia, South Carolina 29201

Deaj4If

Enclosed please find a copy of G 4100., transmitting amendments to the
1978 Planning Grants and Comprehensive Plans. These amendments are
made necessary by the 1977 Amendments to the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act.

This guideline is submitted to you on external clearance for your review and
comment. Please return your comments to me by February 27, 1978

Thank you for your interest and cooperation in this matter

With rp regards,

John . Rectr
Admi strator

Enclosure

0q4col ,','a6,v
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

WAbMHINGTON, D C 20531

Hayes Mizell
American Friends Service Committee
401 Columbia Building
Col la, S uth Carolina 29201

Attack ed is a copy of Change 3 to M 4100.1F, the Guideline Manual for
State Planning Agency Grants. This document transmits, for your review
and comment, the 1979 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
guidelines.

These draft guidelines contain several significant changes from JJDP Act
guideline requirements of the previous years. These changes to the guideline,
as well as previously established administrative policy, are discussed in the
guideline transmittal summary, which is also attached.

Please return your comments to me by April 14, 1978.

Thank you for your interest and assistance to this Office, and to the adminis-
tration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act program.

With warp regards,

John

Enclosure
A?/f5~e

"I~

,4r,4eoe rv



481

SOUTHEASTERN PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM
AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE

401 Cokmn Bulding
3Cokxnb Sout Cawna 29M1

March 14, 1978

Mr. John Rector
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear Mr. Rector:

Thank you for yotr recent communication which included the
draft guidelines for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act, and your testimony concerning "School
Violence and Vandalism." Indeed, I had not had an
opportunity to see your testimony and appreciate you
sending it to me.

I was delighted to see your references to the problem of
suspensions and to school-related discipline. It would
be of great interest to me and to my colleagues to know
in more detail where, how, and with what results the
School Crime Intervention Component of the Youth Advocacy
Teacher Corps Program has been working, and to receive
similar information concerning the School Team Approach
for Preventing and Reducing Crime and Disruptive Behavior
in the Schools. I would appreciate it very much if you would
send me, or have others send me, materials which provide
more definitive information about these programs. Also,
I would like to know how to contact specific program officers
in your office or USOE who can be consulted regarding the specific
operational features and results of these programs.

Of course, as your plans develop regarding the School Resource
Center and ,the Alternative Education concept, we would also
appreciate'being kept informed as to the nature of your
activities in these areas. However, unless I have misunderstood
your testimony, it is not clear to me that there are plans
by your office to focus program attention and resources o
"prevent unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions." The various
program approaches outlined in your testimony will hopefully
have an overall positive impact on schools, but it is not
clear to me they are either designed to or will necessarily
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result in actually preventing out-of-school suspensions for
such offenses as cutting class, truancy, excessive tardiness,
smoking, one-on-one fighting, disrespect, insubordination, etc.
Of course, suspensions for such offenses constitute the
vast majority of the suspensions given in public schools.

I realize we may well be coming at this issue from quite
different perspectives, and that I simply do not understand
your thinking concerning the mandate of Subpart II, Section 224 (6)
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
However, it in for this reason that the group of advocates
has sought to meet with you (as stated in our November 23,
1977, letter). Given the existing inadequate communication
which exists between your office and the group of advocates,
it is very difficult for us to gain the information and
understanding necessary to work for the effective implementation
of that part of the Act relating to suspensions.

Please know that we continue to be eager to establish good
communications and to contribute the collective experience
of our group of advocates to your policy and program development
process. We hope we will soon have that opportunity as a result
of your initiative. In the meantime, it would be helpful
if we could receive as much information as possible concerning
the program and funding efforts of your office which you
believe are responsive to our concerns. Thank you.

Sincerely,

M. Hayes Mizell
Associate Director
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D C 20531

MAR 3 1 1978

Mr. M. Hayes Mizell
Associate Director
Southeastern Public
Education Program
401 Columbia Building
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Dear Hayes-

I am disappointed to learn that you believe that we have quite
different perspectives regarding the mandate of Section 224(6)
of the JJDP Act of 1974. The Alternative Education project
referenced in my testimony (p. 11) will be to help "prevent
unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions" (see p. 4) As you
know, I drafted a good deal of the 74 Act and was the Chief
Senate staffer involved in the negotiations which led to the
first text of the Act. An integral aspect of the Conference
Agreement was the acceptance of Ms. Shirley Chisholm's amend-
ments regarding this subject (see Sections 223(a)(l0)(E) and
224(6)). The staff and former administrators of the Office
(Nader and Luger) declined to give such matters priority
The significance of my testimony and Ms. Chisholm's (see pp
8-9) is that we intend to carry out this important aspect of
the Act. We are working closely with her Office

In closing, I hope that we can put to rest any misperception
about my intentions in this matter I look forward to working
with your group and others that share mutual interests I will
personally keep you posted regarding our progress on the Alter-
native Education project

With w grs

John I. Rector
Administrator
Offtc of Juvenile Justice
and D linquency Prevention

Enclosures

A r-roehoieovr
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Natlowd Intetut. of Eduation
CONFERENCE ON IN-SCHOOL

ALTERNATIVES TO SUSPENSION
Th Sbereb Amee.aa Hotel

WashNgton, D C
Aplt 16-1., 1978

AGENDA

Mioday, Apil 17th

LUxjcheon Federal P* pecves on the Suspension Issue
Chairperson Or Peter Relic Deputy Assistnt Secretary for Education (OHEW)

Panelists Mr Willam Bawy. Deputy AssWan Secretary for Legislation
(Educabon, DHEW)
Mr John Jefferson. Equal Opportunity Specleist, Office for CI Rfights
(OHEW)

& 49k John Rector, Director Office of u.venie Justice sid Dequency

Dr George Rhodes Assistant to the Associate Corrmiiner for Equal
Educational Opportuniy Programs, Office of Education (DHEW)

,o4r#0/0e!4K -" 1P

1230 230PM
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Page 3 EDUCATION DAILY June .20. l7.

JUSTtCE DEPARTMENT TO HAKE $15.7 MILLION AVAILABLE FOR ALTERATIVE EUCATION

The Law Enforcesent-Assistance Adainistraticd's Office of Juvenile Justice wiill
issue guidelines this summer for a $15.7 million alternative education program
to help cut delinquency In schools.

Juvenile Justice Administrator John Rector said Friday the fiscal 1979 program vould
award grants to private, public and nonprofit educational agencies to establish
la-related education programs and other types of alternative education options to
cut the number of students suspended from school for delinquency

Grants under the program would be made after the beginning of the now fiscal year'
in October.-.,..- - -- .

,4;7r4e6ovr of//
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July 26, 1978

Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Cannon House Office Bldg, Rm 302
Washington, 0 C 20515

Deer Congressman Andrews

On behalf of the Youth Network Council of Chicago, I am pleased to be able to
share with you our perspective on the administration of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention

The Youth Network Council is a coalition of 60 community based youth service
agencies that serve over 37,000 young people and their families, yearly, in Metro-
politan Chicago Their first hand, daily, contact with young people "at risk" is
a continual reminder of the importance of the Juvenile Justice Act and its some-
times controversial, but crucially important, mandate for Juvenile justice reform

There is little question, in our minds, as to the need for Federal Leadership
and the wisdom of Congress in establishing the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention In John Rector, the Office has a leader who is a strong
advocate for responsible social and structural changes in our Country's approach
to assisting troubled youth and their families John Rector has been an accessi-
ble and outspoken supporter of the kinds of changes in our Juvenile Justice non-
system that those of us in the "trenches" of direct community based service delivery
have been advocating for In recent years

The Office has had its share of difficulties in implementing the mandates of
the Juvenile Justice Act There is general resistance by formal Juvenile Justice
agencies to deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders The 100 million dollars
of Federal incentive appropriated for FY 1979 Is apparently not enough to suffi-
ciently motivate State and Local government to insure statutory compliance with
the JJDP Act It Is virtually impossible for deinstitutionalization to realisti-
cally occur without State and Local policy support of grass roots efforts to build
State and Local constituencies committed to the full implementation of the JJDP Act

State and Local government have not obligated JJ Act Funds In a judicious man-
ner Since 1974, over 130 million dollars have been distributed to State Planning
Agencies with less than 20%, to this date, actually being spent Additionally,
there has been an increasing emphasis on using JJDP Act Funds to support services
for the violent and serious offender

1123 West WaVV& g' Blvd Itlcago I 60607/(312) 226 1200
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We see this as an appropriate use of Crime Control Act Funds, particularly the 19.15%
maintenance of effort portion of states Block Grants

JJDP Act Funds must be concentrated on working with youth prior to or just after
contact with TheJuvenile Justice system A lack of prevention focus and emphasis
has helped create the increased need to work with the habitual offender Re targeting

-ags revention resources will not meaningfully tackle the problems at either end of
the Juvenile Justice Continuum

The Office needs to more closely monitor State and Local efforts in appropriately
allocating resources, including concentration of Federal efforts at the State Level
Many projects initiated as "advanced techniques' under the JJDP Act can be enhanced
and continued through other sources of funding, Title XX being one example States
have not taken a facilitative role in this type of planning coordination

There is also concern that Federal efforts need to be strengthened In the area of
intergovernmental cooperation concerning JJDP Act mandates. HEW funds for training
schools and certain CETA entitlement programs are two examples of sources of funds
which can support projects in conflict with the JJOP Act We have seen examples of
this and feel stronger Federal effort is needed to reinforce consistently progressive
use of resources aimed at serving young people This Federal action should take the
form of increased coordination in planning and implemention of policy and programs

There needs to be increased concern and resources devoted to encouraging and in-
suring meaningful youth participation in Advisory Councils Advisory Councils, gener-
ally, have not been sensitive to nurturing the integration of young people into the
confusing world of Robert's Rules of Order and technical jargon of the Juvenile
justice field

In Illinois we have been the beneficiaries of competent leadership in our SPA,
particularly in the Juvenile Justice section The Illinois SPA have consistently
planned for and allocated its share of JJDP Act funds in a responsible manner With
continued, unyielding Congressional support for the JJDP Act and strong monitoring,
priority setting leadership from the Office, Illinois will continue to carry out the
mandates of the Act

The re-organization of LEAA hopefully, will not diminish tht Federal oversight
role, as that is often the impetus for insuring Congressional intent is being complied
with We look to the JJDP Act and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention as a strong ally In the youth rights movement No other piece of Federal
Legislation has more support from youth work practioners than the JJDP Act No other
resource has more potential for successfully challenging and changing non productive
Juvenile justice policy and practices

We strongly support the Continued Leadership of The Office of JJDP and urge Con-
gress to provide increased resources and even greater public declaration for the mis-
sion of the office on behalf of our Countries troubled and needy young people

With best regards

Arnold E Sherman
Executive Director
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Statement to House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Regarding the Implementation of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act

The National Youth Alternatives Project is a five year old nonprofit

organization that serves as a public interest group for youth workers and

community based youth services throughout the country With thirteen

coalitions of youth services affiliated with NYAP, representing over

450 local agencies, NYAP is a national membership organization for youth

workers and youth service agencies

NYAP has monitored the implementation of the JJDPA since it was

signed Into law in 1974, assisting local youth services in developing new

avenues to influence youth policy at the federal, state and local levels

Our efforts have been supported by grants from the Ford Foundation, the

Lilly Endowment, the Exxon Corporation, the Field Foundation of New York,

the W T Grant Foundation and the Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation of

North Carolina

The purposes and goals of juvenile justice reform embodied in the

JJDPA have been frustrated since the creation of the Office of Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), meeting stiff resistance from

vested public and private interests In the field as well as an appalling

lack of support for the program at the federal level Previous Senate

oversight hearings on the Act have documented this history

Tbe purpose of this hearing is to again examine the overall performance

ofOJJOP in carrying out the purposes of the ACT There are three general

areas where extensive criticism of OJJDP has developed over the last

twel*e months that NYAP will address These areas are. ) the guidelines

issued to implement the JJDPA, 2) the obligation of its funds and 3) the

general administration of the Act by OJJDP
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Before going Into these spIcIfic areas, It is Important to outline

briefly the historical origins of some of these issues as well as looking

to the Immediate future Issues. It is our assessment that the major contro-

versies are Just ahead of us, and the current criticisms are in part

camouflage for these pending Issues

States were first asked to participate in the JJDPA In August, 1975.

Forty states agreed at that time to deinstitutionalize 100% of their status

offenders by August of 1977 In October, 1977 the new amendments to the

JJDPA were signed which gave the states an additional year to remove only

75% of the status offenders, and an additional two years to remove the

others, with dofinimus exceptions in each state

For about 37 states, the three years and 75% compliance requirements

must be met this August It happens that OJJDP monitoring reports on

compliance are not required until December, 1978

At this time, many of these states know whether or not they have

complied with this provision of the JJDPA, but do not know what actions

will be taken against them for noii-compliance Yet their JJDPA planning

processes continue, with their Comprehensive Plans due at the OJJDP by September

15, 1978 They do not know whether their plans will be rejected or approved

with special conditions, and cause a loss of funding for which the state

must accept responsibility

When these states began participating in the JJDPA, the OJJDP was

actively encouraging as many states as possible to participate Many

states accepted the federal money, knowing full well they would not or could

not comply The Informal message from the Ford Administration's LEAA

was that it would not handle them harshly for noncompliance
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The first monitoring reports submitted last January, are of dubious

value, as staff of State Planning Agencies state publicly and privately

that these reports are In many cases fraudulant and Inaccurate representations

of the reality

Simply put, the current OJJDP Administrator Is about to face some of

the Office's hardest decisions thus far Whether or not Congress was

serious about the purposes and goals of the JJDPA will be put to the test

during the next six to eight months, with the OJJDP Administrator enforcing

the Act

The Congress should place pressure on the OJJDP Administrator to place

serious special conditions, if not outright rejections, on the plans

of those states not in compliance with the 75% deinstitutionalization

requirements

The Congress should expect the criticism of the OJJDP to Intensify

substantially over the next six to eight months Any issue that can be

criticized or used to discredit the Office will probably be used

The states have reasons to be anxious now and to place as much

pressure on OJJDP as possible The more political pressure effectively

brought to bear on the Office at this time, the less likely it will be

to strictly enforce the deinstitutionalization requirement Given the

currentAdministrator's previous Involvement in the JJDPA, fe.. reason

people would expect lax enforcement
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One example might be In order The state of Colorado agreed to

participate in the JJOPA in 1976 It committed Itself to removing 75%

of Its status and nonoffenders by December, 1979 Two years Into the

three year period, it has succeeded in removing only 25%. Experience

from other states would lead us to suppose these were the "easiest" status

offenders to remove With 12 months left to remove 50% of its more "difficult",

the state may well be hard pressed to comply with the JJDPA

One of the major issues of concern about the Implementation of the

JJDPA over the last twelve months has been its definitions of juvenile

detention and correctional facilities Circulated amongst about a dozen

public and private agencies during the Spring of 1977, they were published

on May 20, 1977, two months before the current Administrator was confirmed

Neither public nor private agencies, NYAP as well as the State Planning

Agencies, recognized the difficulties in these definitions when they were

first reviewed Indeed, the real effect of the definitions did not attain

wide public attention until late November

The OJJDP Administrator, after considerable negative feedback on

the guidelines, had them printed in the Federal Register in March 1978 for

wider public comment Nearly 300 responses came in This was the first

time that any guidelines related to the JJDPA were opened to an audience

wider than the approximately twelve agencies who previously reviewed them

The major problem with the definitions was the requirement on comingling

status offenders in at least equal proportion with delinquents in order to

be a community based facility If the percentage of delinquents were higher,

the facility would be labled a correctional facility

32-505 0 - 78 - 32
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OJJDP is currently reviewing the comments It received, and substantial

changes in this are expected shortly. We therefore expect this criticism

of the Office to end In August, save for a few states

The second major issue of concern has been the failure of the Office

to obligate the funds of the JJDPA Part of the criticism Is related to

the lack of spending by the State Planning Agencies of JJDPA funds, and

some of it is focused on the Special Emphasts funds that have accumulated

in OJJDP

As we view the Implementation of the JJDPA, the most visible activity

is not the creation of new services with its funds The most noticeable

Impact has been and continues to be as a catalyst in changing state legislation

and Juvenile codes and in producing litigation against state and local

governments in redress of youth civil liberties While beneficial for

Juvenile justice reform, these activitle cannot replace the critical need

to create the services required in local communities This can only be done

by obligating the funds

It is encumbant on those states remiss in obligating funds as well

as OJJDP to remedy this situation

Two months after the current Administrator was confirmed, the Office

found itself with nearly $72 million of discretionary funds, $25 million

in new appropriations and over $50 million in carryover of unspent funds

from previous years Nine months later, very little progress in actual

obligation has been made '-However it is important to examine what has

been done and what is planned for the rest of the fiscal year
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In April, the Office announced the largest Special Emphasis program

ever conducted, $30 million over three years for Restitution This is

more money than was spent on the 1976-1977 Initiatives on school violence,

prevention and diversion combined NYAP Is pleased to learn of plans to

involve OJJDP funds in the youth employment area, in three joint projects

with Labor's Office of Youth Programs ($10 million), HEW's Youth Development

Bureau ($1 5 million) and HUD's Urban Initiative ($10 million)

Other plans exist to create Initiatives in the areas of alternative

education, youth advocacy and special incentives to states

A word of caution Is in order here, however

The Crime Control Act requires that 19 5% of its funds be spent on

juvenile justice In 1975 this percentage level amounted to $124 million,

in 1976 $107 million and in 1977 $78 million That is, from 1975 to 1977

the required amount of Crime Control Act funds for juvenile justice fell

$46 million Inflation in these same years took $11 3 million (9 1% in 1975),

$6 2 million (5 8% in 1976) and $5 1 million (6 5% irr 1977) for a total

decrease in purchasing power of about $23 million

- The JJDPA received $25 million in 1975, $40 million in 1976 and $75

million in 1977 Inflation for these same years decreased that purchasing

power by $2 3 million for 1975, $2 3 million for 1976 and $4 9 million for

1977, for a total decrease of about $9 million So while $140 million was

appropriated to the JJDPA in these three years, the effects of Crime

Control funding cutbacks and Inflation took nearly $78 million away The

net gain was $62 million, a little more than $20 million per year
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With such a low net gain after three years of funding, the rapid

expenditure of new funds creates a new dilemna Obviously Congress and

juvenile justice advocates want these funds expended For whatever reasons,

substantial amounts of money were not spent over the last two years

Pressure is on OJJDP to obligate these funds, and plans are underway to do

do However, this money will create new, needed services which will then

require continuation support With the start of FY 1979, OJJDP could well

be operating programs at a $125-$140 million annual level but with only a

$100 million to continue them

Given the current plans of OJJDP to obligate funds prior to September

30, this area of criticism Should fade away after then Without additional

appropriations, however, OJJDP will find itself unable to continue the

projects it will soon be funding, and subject to new criticism for spending

its funds unwisely, Those members of Congress as well as national and state

groups concerned with improving the Juvenile Justice System who have been

critical of OJJ's obligating of funds in the past, should, be prepared to

support a substantial increase in the JJDPA appropriation next year

The third major area of criticism of the Office has been its general

administration over the last twelve months The Subcommittee Is aware of

the numerous charges made against the Administrator by the union representing

OJJDP employees Rumors abound in the field about these difficulties, with

the most' visible sign being the number of staff turnovers within OJJDP

The effect of these difficulties is to weaken the credibility of OJJDP, and

potentially diminish its ability to enforce the mandates of the JJDPA in the

states
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With the abolition of the LEAA Regional Offices, the review of the

SPA comprehensive juvenile justice plans is now centralized In OJJDP One

central staff team now reviews state progress and recommends specific

conditions based on a national perspective as well as state needs This

new process has been very effective at holding states accountable to the

mandates of the Act The Office has been under intense political pressure

to weaken two key provisions of the Act, the separation requirement by

California and the delnstitutionalizati(i requirement by New York Clearly

the other states are watching these disputes closely to see if new loopholes

to avoid compliance will be created

NYAP recognizes a bandwagon effect of the criticism against OJJDP

With the three year deadline fast approaching and the new review process

for state plans in OJJDP, we should expect the brouhaha to intensify in

the next six to eight months The Congress and juvenile justice advocates

are well advised to carefully sift out legitimate criticisms from camouflaged

to avoid compliance with the JJDPA
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C COMMONWEALTH OF PUERIO RICO
PUERTO RICO CRIME COMMISSION
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July 26, 1978

Mr Ike Andrews, Chairman
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Hr Andrews

This letter is in response to your request for our commnts to help in your
effort to assess the overall performance of the Office of the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and its subsequent amendments.

After a brief, but concientious analysis of the whole process, our SPA has
been involved since the starting planning stage, offering technical assistance
as required and monitoring the implementation of the projects funded with Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds for Status Offenders and
Complete Separation with Incarcerated Adults During our a&tive participa-
tion we have discovered the following realities

1 We believe that the Office of the Juvenilq Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in almost all occassions, has given clerar and precise Instructions
of the tasks to be addressed One of the few exceptions was the first year we
submitted a Monitoring of Jails Report. Last Year, 1977, was a better expe-
rience, since we were given other instructions that proved to be helpful
The final report was improved considerably and as Mr. John H. Rector said in
his July 17, 19/8 letter, 'The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention accepts your report as having sufficient information" Besides
ou- effort they made it come true by helping us do a better job.

2 In regard to the funds allocated for the Juvenile Justice Advisory
Group, we believe it would be of great assistance to offer more information
on all possible permissible expenses, so that more secure steps can be taken
in this direction knowing what LEAA expects from these groups, since this
will be their first experience with such funds at their service We believe
such funds should be used in close harmony with the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act.

_____
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Mr Ike Andrews - 2 - July 26, 1978
Chairman

3 This SPA is very aware of all efforts carried out, only by
this office, but also the Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Preventionand the sponsoring agencies of our status offenders projects
participating In the desinstitutionalization process We believe firmly
that three years Is too short a period of time when you study the follow-
ing realities or limitations that are present In an effort of this nature
We also believe that the Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention should have visited our jurisdictions periodically, so that
they could also benefit from our experience and feel the seriousness of
this agencies intentions in trying to comply with the Act reouirements

(a) the difficulty encountered in establishing a new public
policy in the desinstitutionalization of status offenders.

(b) emphasize the need to develop a new minor's law, in accord-
ance to these changes, this process is still at its initial
stage

(c) difficulty in securing proper personnel willing to live
with these institutionalized minors when returning to the
community

(d) there is a need of good and adequate physical facilities
to establish immediately these new projects

We believe that the Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
should evaluate the good faith effort of each jurisdiction. If they determine
that the SPA has done all possible and they do not comply substantially, that
a time extension be considered to help the SPA and the participating agencies
to attain their objectives as required by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act

Cordially,

Flavia Alfaro de 56vedo, Esq
Executive Director
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Honorable Ike Andrews
House of Representatives
Chairman, Subcommittee on

Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon Office Building
Washington, D C 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews

The Commission is most appreciative of the opportunity
to submit a statement relative to the national issue of
juvenile justice, generally, and the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, specifically

To alleviate the necessity of including the Com-
mission's standards for juvenile corrections in the state-
ment, we are providing copies of the published volumes
for distribution to the Subcommittee members The Com-
mission is hopeful that you and the other members will
find our work useful and informative

We would also like to take this opportunity to
express our appreciation for the cooperation received
from Gordon Raley of the Subcommittee staff

We respectfully submit the enclosed statement for
consideration by the Subcommittee

n ler
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COMMISSION ON ACCREDITATION FOR CORRECTIONS

Statement for the

United States House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity

August 11, 1978

The Commission on Accreditation for Corrections was established
in 1974 by the American Correctional Association through a grant
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, United States
Department of Justice, for the two-fold purpose of (1) developing
national standards for all areas of juvenile and adult corrections,
and (2) directing a voluntary accreditation program through which
compliance with the standards could be measured. To date, the
Commission has published seven volumes of standards:

Manual of Standards for Adult Parole Authoritiee
Manual of Standards for Adult Communtty Restdential Servczee
Manual of Standards for Adult Probation and Parole Fteld

Services
Manual of Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions
Manual of Standards for Adult Looal Detentton Factiites
Manual of Standards for JuventZe Community Reedenttal

Services
Manual of Standards for Juvenile Probation and Aftercare

Servtoee

The following three additional volumes are scheduled for publication
next spring

Manual of Standards for Juvenile Detentzon Factitties
Manual of Standards for Juvenile Training Schools
Manual of Standards for the Organisation and Administration

of Correctional Servicee

Unlike standards developed by various organizations also dedicated
to upgrading corrections, the Commission's standards are measurable
By design, they can be applied to the daily operations of an adult
correctional institution, a parole authority, a juvenile community
residential program, a probation field office, or a jail, in order to
measure that agency's compliance with the standards. It is the diver-
sity of purpose, policy and practice of such distinct areas of corrections
which required the Commission to develop separate sets of standards for
specific application

The goal of the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections is to
upgrade corrections nationwide, resulting in greater public protection,
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more effective administration of corrections agencies, protection
of the individual rights of offenders, and humane inmate care.
Striving to attain this goal through the development of comprel'en-
sive corrections standards and the implementation of a voluntary
accreditation program, the Commission has achieved an historic
first in American corrections. On May 12, 1978, the first nationally-
recognized, professional accreditations for correctional services
were awarded by the Commission to the following four community
corrections agencies. Bureau of Rehabilitation of the National
Capital Area, Washington, D C I Magdala Foundation, St. Louis,
Missouri; The Mahoning County Residential Treatment Center, Youngs-
town, Ohio; and, Talbert House, Cincinnati, Ohio.

In addition to these agencies, 84 other correctional agencies,
including the Federal Bureau of Prisons, California Department of
Corrections, Oklahoma Department of Corrections, Idaho Department
of Corrections and New Jersey State Parole Board, are involved in
the accreditation program

Soon after its organization in 1974, the Commission on Accredi-
tation for Corrections concluded that its program of work should
include the development of standards for both juvenile and adult
corrections agencies. This decision was influenced by a number of
considerations It was recognized that in some few instances agencies
have legal responsibility for corrections programs for juveniles,
youth and adults It also appeared clear that in jurisdictions where
there is a legal provision for the independent administration of such
services, there exists nonetheless a need for the coordination of
activities and for the development of commonly shared objectives
across tkke continuum of services directed toward the needs of persons,
regardless of age, who are either adjudicated delinquent or convicted
of crime.

The Commission undertook its work at a time when the system of
juvenile justice was the focus of critical assessment by the Juvenile
Justice Standards Project of the Institute of Judicial Administration
and the American Bar Association, the Juvenile Justice Task Force of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and the Advisory Com-
mittee to the LEAA Administrator on Standards for the Administration
of Juvenile Justice, as well as other groups

One of the most important issues addressed by these groups has
involved future public policy regarding jurisdiction over children
involved in non-criminal behavior The currently unresolved debate
regarding the status offender posed some difficulties for the Com-
mission After thoughtful and exhaustive discussions, however,
agreement was reached that standards should be prepared for programs
for juveniles who are adjudicated delinquents
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It is the Commission's position that already insufficient
resources to combat serious delinquency are diverted by adding
social service responsibilities to juvenile justice facilities.
Therefore, the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections believes
that status offenders and neglected children should be removed from
juvenile correctional institutions.

Dealing with delinquency is a societal issue--an isse which
has presented corrections with a continuing dilemma since the in-
ception of the juvenile court system at the turn of the century.
How does an administrator simultaneously balance the goals of public
protection and t1ose of providing individualized assistance to both
serious juvenile offenders and neglected youth and status offenders?
Is juvenile justice a corrections process or a social service? Past
history and current practice indicate that juvenile justice is chal-
lenged to be both.

The public's response to the issue is basically emotional and
subject to change. Research findings which might offer a solution
remain inconclusive. Therefore, the juvenile corrections adminis-
trator is left to juggle an ever-changing emphasis between punishment,
incapacitation, rehabilitation and child care services as public
sentiment and correctional theory dictate.

The dilemma is compounded by the fact that juvenile justice like
adult criminal justice is a "nonsystem." Not only do different
jurisdictions have different terminology and processes, they also
apply them inconsistently. Generally speaking, the procedures used
by the various components of the juvenile justice system preclude
their collective effectiveness.

While the amount of serious or violent juvenile delinquency has
fluctuated over time, recent surveys indicate that the majority of
juveniles in custody have not committed serious offenses. They are
non-violent offenders, status offenders and neglected children.

Current studies reveal that a disproportionately greater number
and variety of juvenile facilities and programs are available to males
in custody than to females Although females generally are charged
with less serious offenses than males, females are more likely to
be placed in secure and intrusive programs. It is the Commission's
position that services and opportunities for all juveniles should be
equally distributed and available throughout each jurisdiction in
the country. And, certainly if male and female juveniles are main-
tained in one facility, both should have equal access to programs
and services

The continuing concern about the most effective methods for ad-
judicating and managing delinquents has resulted in a reassessment
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of the role and purpose of juvenile justice. There is growing
acknowledgment that the juvenile court alone cannot solve many of
the problems of delinquent and non-delinquent youth. Indeed, there
is increased concurrence that minimizing the extent of interaction
with the formal juvenile justice system may be of the most benefit
to juveniles.

The trend to redefine the role of the juvenile justice system,
to narrow the base of the juvenile court's jurisdiction, and to
ensure the use of due process safeguards in juvenile court proceedings
is continuing While this evolutionary change continues, it seems
appropriate to restate the purpose of the juvenile justice system
and define the roles of probation and aftercare therein.

The purpose of juvenile corrections has been well stated by
the American Bar Association's Juvenile Justice Standards Project:
"To reduce juvenile crime by maintaining the integrity of the sub-
stantive law proscribing certain behavior and by developing individual
responsibility for lawful behavior. This purpose should be pursued
through means that are fair and just, that recognize the unique char-
acteristics and needs of juveniles, and that give juveniles access to
opportunities for personal and social growth."

This definition is consistent with the premise made by the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice (1967). "Our system of justice holds both juveniles and
adults who violate the law responsible for their misconduct and
imposes sanctions on them accordingly, even though the level of res-
ponsibility may be lower for juveniles than for adults. Society thereby
obligates itself to equip juveniles with the means--the education and
social and cultural background, the personal and economic security--
to understand and accept responsibility "

The development, promulgation and application of standards to
juvenile justice programs will serve as a catalyst for the improvement
of such services To the degree that the standards are responsive to
new knowledge and experience, they can lead to more effective and
efficient methods of assisting troubled youth Equally important, the
standards provide for due process safeguards to ensure that the basic
rights of all juveniles are maintained. For example, it is the Com-
mission's position that probation prior to adjudication, known as
informal probation, should not be used with juveniles

The development of standards for juvenile corrections programs
presents some unique problems For example, delinquency occurs during
the span of years when significant developmental changes take place.
Therefore, the juvenile facility must provide the support and nur-
turance which encourage normal growth and development. In many
instances, the juveniles in custody have serious handicaps and
hindrances which must be dealt with individually. Each facility
should be encouraged by the application of these standards to provide
for individual growth and maturation.



503

Because education is a socially directed process that facilitates
individual growth, juvenile facilities have a responsibility to main-
tain education programs designed to assist each youth to achieve an
acceptable level ofperformance, not by passively permitting growth,
but by positively promoting it through policy, practice and programs

Recognizing and supporting the humanitarian principles and
benevolent purposes which have helped establish juvenile justice in
this country, the Commission, nevertheless, advocates the implementation
of specific operating procedures to ensure the protection of individual
rights of the juveniles being served. Throughout, the standards
reflect the concern of the Commisison that supervising agencies protect
the constitutional rights of the young persons for whom they are
responsible.

The Commission has sought to incorporate the experience and
expertise of corrections professionals by involving them in the
development of these standards. Although the numbers of individuals
and agencies which participate in the standards development process
are too numerous to list here, the Commission is profoundly grateful
for their assistance The special issues relative to juvenile
corrections serve to emphasize the need for such involvement in order
to ensure the development of standards which are both forward-looking
and realistic

The Commission would like to address the participation of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the develop-
ment of these standards. To date, OJJDP staff have reviewed and
provided comments on all drafts of juvenile standards which have been
published The Commission seeks their continued involvement not only
in the standards development process but also in the application of
the standards through accreditation of juvenile corrections agencies.
To date, however, there has been no formal commitment by OJJDP to support
this accreditation effort, which has achieved a high degree of accep-
tance from corrections professionals nationwide

The Commission is of the opinion that the support from
OJJDP is vital to the future success of this important effort to
apply national standards to juvenile corrections
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Project New Pride in Denver Colorado is one of
23 programs which have earned the National
Institute's 'Exemplary ' label Projects are nor
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For further information concerning the policies
and procedures of Project New Pride contact

Terryl Miller
Project Director
Project New Pride
1919 East 21 Street
Denver, Colorado 80205
303-320-4632

or

Thomas S James
President, New Pride Inc
1437 High Street
Denver, Colorado 80218
303-355-1661
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FOREWORD
Delinquents with lengthy criminal records place
special burdens on the juvenile justice system, yet
available services often tend to be focused on the
younger pre-delinquents or first offenders Typi-
cally, the more serious offender either winds up in
an institution - a costly, often unsuccessful
venture - or back on the street with minimal
assistance and supervision

In Denver, Project New Pride has taken a more
positive approach by singling out the juvenile
probationer with a record of several offenses and
social adjustment problems for a year of intensive,
individualized treatment It provides an array of
services including alternative schooling, correction
of learning disabilities, vocational training, job
placement, counseling, recreation and cultural
activities

The National Institute has designated Project New
Pride an Exemplary Project and believes that its
approach should be considered by other commun-
ities

Gerald M Caplan
Director

July, 1977



The Problem

Willy Is a young Chicano with a history of arrests
for burglary, assault, and robbery He is close to
being an alcoholic at 17 Willy's parents are on
public assistance They are unstable, non-supportive,
and unable to discipline him Even before drop-
ping out of school, he attended only sporadically
He has been placed on probation repeatedly, but
all attempts to help Willy have failed He has just
been rearrested

Margaret is an attractive young girl, very with-
drawn, and extremely shy It is difficult to believe
her extensive police record more than 14 offenses
ranging from glue sniffing to prostitution An un-
wanted pregnancy shattered an already unstable
relationship with her family, and she struck out on
her own, supporting herself the best way she could
She has lust been caught for shoplifting

What can be done to help these youngsters and
others like them?

A common response is to reprimand them - a

verbal slap on the wrist - and let them back out
into the community ony to face the same social
adjustment problems that first led them into crimi
nal activity That tactic has been consistently un
successful

Another possibility is to in(drcerate them, and
hope that a prison sentence will deter future crimi
nal behavior Yet the failures of institutional pro
grams often outnumber the successes

Given only these possible solutions the future of
these youngsters does not look bright A more
promising approach is one that offers a wide range

of services - remedial education, vocational and
individual counseling, cultural enrichment - care-
fully designed to restore the youth's sense of self-
worth This is the approach taken by Denver,
Colorado's Project New Pride

4
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The Concept

Project New Pride is a community-based program
offering intensive services to adjudicated juveniles,
most of whom have lengthy records of prior
arrests and convictions

"The typical New Pride client is a Spanish sur-
named male, an adjudicated delinquent, with a
history of six or more prior arrests He Is 16
years old, from a single parent family (usually
the mother), and has three or more siblings,
who in most cases have also had contact with
the juvenile justice system The family is usu-
ally receiving some form of public assistance,
hing a transient life-style, and includes one
member who has been incarcerated The ch,d
has probably dropped out of school, complet-
ing either 9th or 10th grade, and has several
identifiable learning disabilities, although possess-
ing average or above average intelligence He has
a history of expulsion and/or other school-
related failures. The child's most recent atten-
dance in school can usually be attributed to a
court order

The client's home is unstable, nonsupportive,
and frequently other family members are in-
volved in illegal activities and may be contribut-
ing to the delinquency of the client The child is
often viewed as an unwanted burden He has
frequently been placed in a variety of treatment
programs designed to rehabilitate him In al-
most all cases these "treatments" have been
failures and have contributed to his feelings of
low self-esteem He has been incarcerated for
brief periods of time and expects to be re-
arrested "

New Pride operates on the premise that an in-
dividual must confront his problems in his own
environment - i e, within the community To do
this the offender must be guided in adopting and
maintaining a conventional life-style as an alterna-
tive to the delinquent life-style he has known

Traditionally, juvenile services have been highly
specialized and fragmented New Pride's approach
is to integrate all services, providing comprehen-
sive treatment to its clients For example, a single
youth may receive remedial treatment for a learn-
ing disability, take courses for high school credit,
be placed in a part-time job, participate in family

5
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counseling and experence cultural events at
theatres and mutseums The staff is familiar with
the range of each client's activities and can rein
force gains in any one area

Youngsters are referred to New Pride through
Denver's Juvenile Court Probation Placement
Division Ninety five percent of the clients are
male Referrals meet the following criteria

" They are 14 17 years of age

• Have a recent arrest or conviction for bur
glary robbery or assault related to robbery,

* Have two prior convictions (preferably rob-
bery burglary or assault) and

" Reside in Denver County

New Pride selects 20 oT those referrals at 4-month
intervals In its 3'/2-year existence, the program has
provided services to more than 220 youths

The Services

For the first three months youngsters in the pro-
gram receive intensive services A 9 month follow-
up period continues treatment geared to the youth's
needs and interests The follow-up may involve
daily to weekly contact And in some instances,
clients have been served continuously since project
inception

The services provided include

* Education Based on test results partici-
pants are assigned to classes in either the
New Pride Alternative School (located at
project headquarters) or the Learning Dis-
abilities Center

The Alternative School provides one-to-one
tutoring with relatively little lecturing
Staff are strongly supportive of student
efforts, encourage their strengths, and try to
make academic work rewarding to students
who have previously experienced repeated
failures Emphasis is on reintegrating stu-
dents into the regular school system

7
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Perceotual and motor skills remediation



The Learning Disabilities Center staff works
intensively with clients to correct their
perceptual and cognitive disabilities New
Pride stresses the relationship between earn-
ing disabilities and juvenile delinquency In
its treatment approach, learning disability
therapy and academic tutoring are equally
important Tests administered to project
youth in the first two years of operations
showed that 78 percent of the New Pride
participants were found to have at least two
learning disabilities The Learning Disabili-
ties Center has recently received a separate
grant and will be able to serve an increased
number of clients

Employment Job preparation is a key part
of the program The employment component
is designed to introduce clients to the working
world and its expectations, and to provide
employment experience along with much
needed income During his first month of
project participation, the youth attends a
job skills workshop on such topics as filling
out application forms and interviewing
The Job Placement Specialist counsels each
client individually to develop vocational inter- .P
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ests and to provide realistic appraisals of
career ambitions and requisite skills Actual
"on-the-job training" occurs in the second
and third months of program participation

Counseling The project attempts to match
clients with counselors who can best respond
to their role model needs and personalities
Treatment is planned to enhance the youth's
self-image and to help him cope with his
environment Each counselor involves himself
in all aspects of his client's life and maintains
frequent contact with family, teachers, social
workers and any others close to the youth
In the 9-month follow-up period, counselors
continue to maintain a minimum of weekly
contacts with a youth and his family

Cultural Education New Pride takes young-
sters who have known little more than their
immediate neighborhoods and exposes them
to a range of experiences and activities in the
Denver area Extensive community contacts
have created a rich variety of opportunities
including visits to a television station to watch
the news hour being prepared, ski trips, an
Outward Bound weekend, sports events,

restaurant dinners and many other education-
al and recreational events

The Staff

The majority of the staff members have master's
degrees in special education, guidance, or psycholo-
gy, or are working toward advanced degrees
They are relatively young, with backgrounds in
teaching or juvenile services

In addition, a well organized program draws a
large, diverse group of volunteers from community
organizations and local colleges and universities
Students receive credts for a semester's work at
New Pride as counseling interns Community
volunteers may tutor clients, develop special acti-
vity programs such as a yoga course or mechanical
shop, or provide administrative and clerical assis-
tance

In many instances, New Pride youths are tutored
by volunteers who are not of the same ethnic or
racial group Bringing together inner-city, minority
youths with volunteers from varied backgrounds
is considered vital This contact helps both groups
learn to cope with differences and gives them the

10
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opportunity to develop more favorable attitudes
toward each otner The ohilosophy has produced
many moving stories, this among them

I

Ramone and his volunteer tutor have developed
a very special relationship That Ramone is
Chicano and his tutor is white is not what makes
their relationship so special His tutor is blind
In part to show his appreciation to the tutor,
and in part to Impress him, Ramone is learning
how to read braille

The Results

How successful has New Pride been? In keeping
with its wide range of services New Pride set six
primary goals reducing recidivism for both re-
ferral and non referral offenses lob placement
school re integration and remediating academic
and learning disabilities The project defined these
goals in explicit forms that could be measured and
conducted a careful evaluation The impact of the
remaining project activities of counseling, cultural
education, and volunteer services was not directly
measu red

New Pride's record in achieving its primary goal is
impressive during a 12 month period in the com-
munity, 32 percent of a control group were arrested
at least once for impact offenses, compared to 27
percent of New Pride clients A similar reduction
occurred in the rearrest rates for misdemeanor and
status offenses

The program also had considerable success in job
placement Following vocational training by New
Pride, 70 percent of all clients were placed in full
or part-time jobs The rearrest rate for employed
clients was approximately one-third the rate for
unemployed clients New Pride participants also
appeared to develop more positive attitudes toward
education, as evidenced by a return to school rate
of over 40 percent

The data on New Pride's efforts to improve aca-
demic performance and remedy learning disabili-
ties are too preliminary to report definitive results,
however the findings to date suggest potential
successes As noted earlier, New Pride's pioneering
work in learning disabilities will be expanded under
a separate grant from the Denver Anti-Crime
Council

11
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But what makes New Pride's achievements re-
markable is the kind of youngsters it helps -
multiple offenders with a variety of social adjust All,
ment problems

Willy attended New Pride only sporadically for
the hrst few months At times, counselors liter-
ally had to drag him in He stayed out past curfew j;
constantly and refused to cooperate But New
Pride counselors believed he had enough native
ability to become a carpenter After several months
of vocational counseling and training, he landed a
job with a construction firm His family is more
supportive, and he is trying to overcome his alco-
hol problem

Shortly after Margaret joined the program, New
Pride staff realized that she needed glasses Her
counselor helped her get a prescription and worked
with her constantly Margaret soon came out of
her shell, became more vocal, and has a more posi-
tive self-image She is now having in her own apart-
ment and is beginning to enjoy her life She still
calls her counselor every week or so, even though
she has officially completed the program

Perceptual and motor skills remediation

12



The cost of incarcerating a youth in Colorado is , '- ,6
estimated to be $12,000 annually New Pride 3-- <' , , -> >*
spends approximately $4,000 per year to keep a
youngster out of institutions Of the 160 youth
who have completed the program, 89 percent have
not been incarcerated This amounts to a potential
savings of slightly over $1 1 million if all the youth
had been incarcerated for one year The program
was originally funded by LEAA but has now been
institutionalized by the Colorado Division of
Youth Services

New Pride was selected as "Agency of the Year"
by the Colorado Juvenile Council and has been - '. V
visited by legislators, state planners and members
of the judiciary from 22 states

The Next Move

Although New Pride s concept is particularly well
implemented there is nothing new in each of its
separate components What makes New Pride
more than the sum of its parts is the ability to
coordinate treatment approaches in an integrated
and continuous fashion to address each client's
specific interests and needs

13



Those who want to try this approach should con-
sider three essential keys to New Pride's success

* Relationship with juvenile court Arrange-
ments and relationships established with local
court and probation officials are integral to
successful project operations The relation-
ship that exists between New Pride and the
judiciary is candid and open and cooperative
Each supports the other in achieving objec-
tives New Pride has been responsive to sug-
gestions by Judges and Probation Officers
These individuals, in turn, are kept fully
informed of client progress and problems

" Community Relations. New Pride's involve-
ment with and support from community and
business organizations and individuals has
been mutually beneficial Three key support-
ers are the Mile High Chapter of the Red
Cross, the Volunteer Coordinator and the
large team of volunteers, and the Chamber of
Commerce

" Treatment Services The New Pride concept
is a multi-disciplinary approach to the needs
of delinquent youth The total youth is

assessed and an individualized treatment plan
is developed which includes counseling,
vocational training, cultural education, and
academics

It is a challenge to blend these treatment elements
into a single program It is even more of a challenge
to operate the program effectively, but it may well
be the last chance for many youngsters with social
adjustment problems to avoid incarceration or to
reclaim a promising future Can you meet this
challenge? New Pride has done it The next
move is yours

00
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ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE SHIRLEY CHISHOLM

BEFORE THE SECOND ANNUAL YOUTH WORKERS CONFERENCE

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY

JUNE 8. 1978

DEAR FRIENDS,

ALTHOUGH I AM HONORED TO JOIN YOU THIS MORNING, I HAVE NOT

COME HERE MERELY TO SPEW BENIGN PLATITUDES ABOUT HOW WONDERFUL

YOUNG PEOPLE ARE, OR FOR THAT MATTER HOW WONDERFUL YOUR PROGRAMS

ARE, AND THEIR IMPORTANCE TO OUR YOUTH THE REASON I AM HERE IS

THAT I AM DEEPLY ANGRY BY THE SHAMBLE WHICH WE CALL OUR FEDERAL

YOUTH POLICY, AND THE LOW PRIORITY WHICH YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAMS

ARE REGARDED BY OUR CONGRESS. EVERYTHING

IS NOT WONDERFUL PROGRAMS AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL ARE IN A CRISIS

STATE, AND I SHARE WITH YOU MY PERSONAL FRUSTRATION WHICH STEMS

FROM THE REALIZATION THAT WHILE WE ARE STYMIED BY OUR OWN

BUREAUCRATIC INERTIA, OUR YOUNG PEOPLE, WHO ARE THIS NATION'S MOST

PRECIOUS RESOURCE, SUFFER ACUTELY FROM A LACK OF OPPORTUNITY, HOPE,

AND VISION

I BELIEVE THAT THE TIME HAS LONG PAST FOR SOME OF THESE DAMN

BUREAUCRATS TO WAKE UP TO THE ALIENATION AND FRUSTRATION WHICH

COMPRISE THE DAY-TO-DAY EXISTENCE OF TOO MANY YOUNG PEOPLE IN AMERICA

WHETHER YOU TALK TO THE BLACK YOUTH IN BEDFORD-STUYVESANT, THE CHICANO

BROTHERS &.SISTERS IN EAST LOS ANGELES, THE NATIVE AMERICAN YOUTH ON

THE NAVAJO RESERVATION, THE ASIAN YOUTH IN CHINATOWNS ACROSS THE NATION

OR OUR TROUBLED WHITE BROTHERS AND SISTERS THERE IS A COMMONALITY OF
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PROBLEMS WHICH IS AN INDICTMENT OF THIS SOCIETY, AND THE LEGACY WHICH

WE ARE SUPPOSED TO BEQUEATH TO THIS FUTURE GENERATION AT THE SAME

TIME, IT IS NO LONGER ENOUGH TO SIMPLY BLAME SOCIETY IN GENERAL

FOR THE ECONOMIC AND RACIAL DISCRIMINATION WHICH DEVASTATES THE

FUTURE OF SO MANY YOUNG PEOPLE THOSE OF US HERE THIS MORNING SHOULD

BE SUFFICIENTLY ATTUNED TO THE POLITICAL SYSTEMS TO REALIZE THAT

THE COMMITMENT DOES NOT PRESENTLY EXIST IN WASHINGTON, AND OUR

YOUNG PEOPLE ARE SUFFERING AS A RESULT

DURING THE PAST SEVERAL MONTHS, I HAVE CLOSELY MONITORED OUR

FEDERAL YOUTH PROGRAMS AND POLICIES, AND IN PARTICULAR THE ROLE OF

THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE & DELINQUENCY PREVENTION MY

FINDINGS HAVE BEEN EXTREMELY DISTURBING, AND I WILL NOT BE PULLING

ANY PUNCHES HERE THIS MORNING I APPEAL TO EACH OF YOU TO USE THE

COLLECTIVE STRENGTH WHICH EXISTS HERE AT THIS CONFERENCE TO MAKE

DEMANDS UPON THIS CONGRESS AND THIS ADMINISTRATION TO RESPOND MORE

MEANINGFULLY IN FUNDING AND DEVELOPING INITIATIVES GEARED TO THE

SERIOUS PROBLEMS FACED BY YOUNG PEOPLE IN TODAY'S SOCIETY

AS YOU MAY KNOW, I WAS A TEACHER AND EDUCATOR LONG BEFORE I

BECAME A POLITICIAN. AND MY FOREMOST INTEREST IN THE CONGRESS HAS

BEEN IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION, AND EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR

YOUNG PEOPLE MY INTEREST AND EFFORTS ON ISSUES AFFECTING YOUTH,

AND PARTICULARLY JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, HAVE BEEN GUIDED BY TWO

FIRMLY HELD BELIEFS

FIRST, THERE IS A REAL LACK OF COORDINATION AMONG THE VARIOUS
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FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND AGENCIES WHICH IMPACT UPON THE NEEDS OF

YOUNG PEOPLE STRUCTURES SUCH AS THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

ARE DESIGNED TO BRING ABOUT THIS NEEDED COORDINATION OF EFFORT

WHEN MECHANISMS SUCH AS THESE BECOME ENTANGLED AND INEFFECTIVE,

WE FIND TOO MANY TROUBLED YOUNG PEOPLE GETTING LOST IN BETWEEN

THE BUREAUCRATIC CRACKS AND CREVICES IN FEDERAL YOUTH POLICY.

SECOND, I BELIEVE THAT WHILE ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS ARE CRITICAL,

YOUTH ALIENATION FROM OUR EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IS SO OFTEN THE

FIRST STEP TOWARD DELINQUENCY AND CRIME. FOR THIS REASON, MUCH

OF MY ATTENTION HAS FOCUSED ON THE NEED TO DEVELOP SOLUTIONS FOR

SCHOOL-BASED DELINQUENCY, AND ALTERNATIVES IN EDUCATION

JUST LAST DECEMBER, THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION RELEASED

ITS MAJOR TWO VOLUME STUDY ON SCHOOL VIOLENCE & VANDALISM THE

"SAFE SCHOOL STUDY" DOCUMENTED THE SERIOUS PROBLEM OF SCHOOL-BASED

DELINQUENCY WHICH AFFECTS ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATION ALTHOUGH

YOUNG PEOPLE SPEND NO MORE THAN 25% OF THEIR WAKING HOURS IN SCHOOL,

SOME 40% OF THE ROBBERIES AND 36% OF THE ASSAULTS UPON TEENAGERS

OCCURED IN SCHOOL THE CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND AND OTHER GROUPS HAVE

ALSO DONE EXCELLENT RESEARCH ON THE INAPPROPRIATE AND ARBITRARY

APPLICATION OF SUSPENSIONS AND EXPULSIONS TO DEAL WITH THE LACK OF

DISCIPLINE IN OUR SCHOOL SETTING

TOO OFTEN EDUCATORS LOOK AT SCHOOL-BASED DELINQUENCY AS THOUGH

IT WERE THE PROBLEM IT IS NOT MY FRIENDS - IT IS A SYMPTOM,

THOUGH A SERIOUS ONE SERIOUS RATES OF DELINQUENCY AND INCREASING

SUSPENSIONS POINT TO THE REAL CRISIS IN AMERICAN EDUCATION THERE IS
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A GROWING ALIENATION OF YOUNG PEOPLE FROM OUR OFTEN IMPERSONAL

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, COMBINED WITH AN INCREASING INABILITY

OF SCHOOLS TO IMPART A SENSE OF DISCIPLINE AND EVEN THE MOST BASIC

SKILLS THERE IS A FEELING THAT MOST OF OUR EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

LACK RELEVANCE TO THE DEMANDS YOUNG PEOPLE BELIEVE THEY WILL FEEL

AS ADULTS WHAT WE SEE IS THE IGNITION OF A POWDER KEG OF BITTERNESS,

ANGER, AND FRUSTRATION IN OUR YOUNG PEOPLE

IF OUR RESPONSE TO THIS SYMPTOM IS BUILDING BETTER LOCKS,

FENCES, SECURITY AND ALARM SYSTEMS, WE WILL ONLY DO OUR YOUNG PEOPLE

A GREATER DISSERVICE THE ALIENATION WHICH HAS BROUGHT TENSION TO

THE CLASSROOM IS ALSO REFLECTED IN A GROWING SUICIDE RATE FOR

YOUNG PEOPLE ACCORDING TO THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR HEALTH STATISTICS,

THE SUICIDE RATE FOR YOUNG WHITE MALES AGED 15-19 HAS GROWN 171.

IN THE PERIOD FROM 1950-1975 THIS IS IN CONTRAST TO A SUICIDE RATE

FOR WHITE AMERICANS WHICH INCREASED ONLY 187. OVERALL IN THIS PERIOD

WILL ADDED SECURITY OFFICERS, GUARD DOGS, ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE,

CYCLONE FENCES, OR BREAK RESISIENT WINDOWS MAKE THE LIVES OF OUR

YOUNG PEOPLE MORE MEANINGFUL AND VITAL? I HARDLY THINK SO

IN JANUARY, I TESTIFIED BEFORE THE SAFE SCHOOL HEARINGS OF

THE ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE EDUCATION & LABOR

COMMITTEE THE PRIMARY THRUST OF MY TESTIMONY WAS FOR THE NEED OF

ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AS A MEANS OF REVITALIZING OUR

SCHOOLS THROUGH ACADEMIC PROGRAMS WHICH STUDENTS FIND RELEVANT

FOLLOWING MY TESTIMONY, MR JOHN RECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OFFICE

OF JUVENILE JUSTICE, MADE A PRESENTATION BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE IN
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WHICH HE REFERRED TO CONCERN FOR ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

IN FACT TO CITE DIRECTLY FROM HIS TESTIMONY, MR RECTOR STATED

THAT HE WAS "VERY EXCITED" ABOUT AN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM

WHICH WOULD BE A PRIMARY INITIATIVE OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

THIS YEAR IT IS NOW JUNE, AND THERE HAS BEEN NO ALTERNATIVE

EDUCATION INITIATIVE, AND THERE IS NO WORD WHETHER THERE WILL BE ONE

AT ALL THIS YEAR IN FACT, IN JANUARY I WROTE TO MR RECTOR ASKING

THAT WE GET TOGETHER TO DISCUSS THE DETAILS OF SUCH A PROGRAM, AND

HE HAS NOT YET RESPONDED TO MY REQUEST FOR SUCH A MEETING

IT IS EXACTLY THIS TYPE OF BUREAUCRATIC DOUBLETALK AND HYPOCRISY

WHICH HAS ME SO ALARMED ABOUT THE DIRECTION OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE

JUSTICE FURTHER, THE FAILURE OF MR RECTOR TO ACT IN A TIMELY

FASHION TO IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS SO DESPERATELY NEEDED IS HAVING SEVERE

RAMIFICATIONS IN CONGRESS JUST LAST WEEK, THE ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY

EDUCATION ACT, H R 15, WHICH REAUTHORIZES FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATION, WAS SCHEDULED TO COME TO THE HOUSE

FLOOR JUST TWO DAYS PRIOR TO ITS INTENDED CONSIDERATION, REP

MARIO BIAGGI ANNOUNCED HIS INTENTION TO OFFER AN AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE

$15 MILLION IN THIS BILL FOR SCHOOL SECURITY PROGRAMS GRANTS WOULD

BE AVAILABLE ONLY TO THE 15 SCHOOL DISTRICTS NATIONALLY WITH THE

HIGHEST INCIDENCE OF REPORTED CRIME, FURTHER, IN ORDER TO BE ELIGIBLE

FOR SUCH A GRANT A LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY WOULD HAVE HAD TO ADOPT

GUIDLEINES REQUIRING THE REPORTING OF EVERY OFFENSE TO THE LOCAL

POLICE I AM EXTREMELY CONCERNED THAT SUCH REQUIREMENTS WOULD
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ENCOURAGE SCHOOLS TO INFLATE THEIR FIGURES FOR VIOLENCE AND

VANDALISM IN ORDER TO QUALIFY FOR FUNDS THE RANGE OF ACTIVITIES

UNDER THIS PROGRAM ARE ALMOST SOLELY LIMITED TO SCHOOL SECURITY,

HIRING OF GUARDSACQUISITION OF EQUIPMENT, AND THE ALTERATION OF

PHYSICAL PLANT TO DETER CRIME I BELIEVE THAT SUCH A PROGRAM

WOULD BE EXTREMELY REGRESSIVE, IN THAT OUR EFFORTS SHOULD BE GEARED

TO REMOVING YOUNG PEOPLE FROM THE JUVENILE JUSTICE FIELD, AND NOT

TOWARD GREATER INVOLVEMENT OF POLICE IN THE SCHOOLS WE WERE

FORTUNATE THAT DUE TO THE PRESS OF OTHER LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS, ACTION

ON H R 15 HAS BEEN DELAYED AT LEAST THROUGH NEXT WEEK, BUT I

AM DEEPLY CONCERNED THAT VOICES BE HEARD IN OPPOSITION TO SUCH

A MEASURE JUST THIS WEEK, I WAS AMAZED TO RECEIVE A REPORT FROM

THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS IN SUPPORT OF THE BIAGGI AMENDMENT.

AS MORE ATTENTION IS DRAWN TO THE PROBLEM IN OUR SCHOOLS, THERE WILL

ONLY BE INCREASING PRESSURE TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTIONS ALONG THESE

LINES. MR RECTOR'S FAILURE TO TAKE CHARGE IN THIS SITUATION IS

CREATING A POTENTIAL THREAT TO THE DIRECTION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

PROGRAMS I WAS ASSURED BY HIM THAT THERE WAS NO NEED FOR MY

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION AUTHORIZING AN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION

PROGRAM, BUT UNLESS I SEE SOME SIGNS OF ACTION, YOU CAN BE ASSURED

THAT SUCH A BILL WILL BE INTRODUCED IN THE NEXT MONTH

I ISSUE THIS AS A CHALLENGE TO MR RECTOR, AS I BELIEVE THAT

THE BURDEN RESTS WITH HIM TO DEMONSTRATE THAT HE IS MOVING FORCEFULLY

TO IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS WHICH HAVE BEEN MANDATED BY CONGRESS, AND APE

DESPERATELY NEEDED BY OUR YOUNG PEOPLE
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THERE ARE TWO OTHER PROBLEMS WITH THE FEDERAL JUVENILE

JUSTICE EFFORT WHICH ALSO CAST DOUBT UPON THE LEADERSHIP AND

DIRECTION OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

FIRST, I UNDERSTAND FROM DISCUSSIONS WITH OFFICIALS WITH

OTHER AGLNCIES THAT TWO INTER-AGENCY AGREEMENTS REGARDING YOUTH

EMPLOYMENT AND RESIDENTIAL IMPROVEMENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITIES

WERE CANCELLED ABRUPTLY BY MR RECTOR LAST YEAR. ALTHOUGH I CANNOT

SPEAK TO THE SPECIFICS, THESE GRANTS WOULD HAVE EXCEEDED $6 MILLION,

AND COULD HAVE BEEN OF GREAT ASSISTANCE TO YOUTH PROGRAMS NATIONWIDE

IT IS EXACTLY THIS TYPE OF COORDINATION AND INTER-AGENCY COOPERATION

WHICH OJJDP IS DESIGNED TO STIMULATE I ALSO KNOW THAT THE

JUVENILE JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL, WHICH COMPRISES TOP OFFICIALS

FROM OTHER AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR YOUTH POLICY, HAS NOT MET

ONCE THIS YEAR WHY IS A MECHANISM SUCH AS THIS, WHICH IS SO

VITAL TO COORDINATION BEING TOTALLY IGNORED?

SECOND, AND MORE IMPORTANTLY, I AM TROUBLED BY THE FAILURE

OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND MR RECTOR TO OBLIGATE AND

EXPEND ITS FUNDS AS APPROPRIATED BY CONGRESS SO MANY OF OUR

YOUTH ADVOCACY AND SERVICE PROGRAMS ARE DYING ON THE VINE FOR LACK

OF RESOURCES, YET THERE SEEMS TO BE A LINGERING INABILITY TO MAKE

AWARDS TO INITIATE AND SUPPORT EFFORTS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

REALIZING THE SEVERE FINANCIAL STRAINS FACED BY YOUTH SERVICE

ORGANIZATIONS IN BROOKLYN AND OTHER COMMUNITIES. I HAD PLANNED TO

OFFER AN AMENDMENT THIS YEAR TO INCREASE FUNDING FOR JUVENILE

JUSTICE, BUT WHEN I WAS PRESENTED WITH THE DOCUMENTATION SHOWING

HOW FEW OF THE DOLLARS HAD ACTUALLY BEEN SPENT, I KNEW THAT THERE
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WAS NO WAY A CASE COULD BE MADE FOR SUCH AN INCREASE

AS YOU KNOW, FUNDS FROM THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE &

DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ARE DIVIDED BETWEEN STATE FORMULA GRANTS

AND THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS IT IS A DISGRACE TO SEE How

FEW OF THE DOLLARS HAVE REACHED YOUNG PEOPLE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

FOR THE STATE FORMULA GRANTS PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEARS '76,

'77, & '78, CONGRESS APPROPRIATED A TOTAL OF $131 MILLION. AS

OF MAY 1978, $126 MILLION HAD BEEN OBLIGATED TO THE STATES, BUT

ACCORDING TO LEAA, ONLY $18 MILLION OF THE TOTAL $131 MILLION

APPROPRIATED OVER THE PAST THREE YEARS HAS ACTUALLY BEEN SPENT

WHILE IT MAY BE ARGUED THAT EXPENDITURES OF THESE FUNDS ARE

A STATE RESPONSIBILITY, THERE CERTAINLY NEEDS TO BE GREATER GUIDANCE

FROM OJJDP TO ENCOURAGE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO LOCAL PROJECTS 1

ON THE OTHER HAND, THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAM IS-WHOLLY DISCRETIONAR

AND IS AWARDED DIRECTLY TO INNOVATIVE LOCAL INITIATIVES SINCE

FISCAL YEAR '76, $64 MILLION HAS BEEN APPROPRIATED FOR SPECIAL

EMPHASIS PROGRAMS, AND AS OF MAY, ONLY $17 MILLION HAD EVEN BEEN

OBLIGATED, AND OF THAT ONLY $8 MILLION OUT OF THE TOTAL $64 MILLION

HAS BEEN SPENT IN FISCAL YEAR 1977 & 1978, NOT ONE DOLLAR HAS

BEEN EXPENDED OR OBLIGATED ACCORDING TO LEAA

IF THIS SITUATION WERE NOT BAD ENOUGH, I HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT

THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE HAS BEEN FUNDING

A NUMBER OF UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS THIS CIRCUMVENTION OF THE

FEDERAL GUIDELINES FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS APPARENTLY SERVES THE

PURPOSE OF REWARDING FAVORED GROUPS, WHILE NOT ISSUING GUIDELINES
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EFFECTIVELY EXCLUDES OTHER GROUPS FROM EVEN COMPkTING IT IS

TRAGIC THAT SO LITTLE HAS BEEN DONE IN THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS

AREA AS DEFINED BY THE LEGISLATION PASSED BY CONGRESS, PROGRAMS

IDENTIFIED FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS INCLUDE PROGRAMS OF DIVERSION

FROM JUVENILE JUSTICE, PROGRAMS WHICH FOCUS ON THE POSSIBLE

CORRELATION BETWEEN LEARNING DISABILITIES AND DELINQUENCY,

PROMOTION OF ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AS A MEANS OF

COPING WITH SCHOOL-BASED DELINQUENCY,DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY-

BASED ALTERNATIVES TO INSTITUTIONALIZATION, AND OTHERS THESE

INITIATIVES COULD HAVE A FANTASTIC IMPACT UPON INNER-CITY YOUTH,

YET ON PAPER, THEY CAN HAVE LITTLE IMPACT

I HAVE NOT COME HERE TO ATTACK THE EXISTENCE-OF THE

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE, AS I HAVE BEEN ACTIVE IN ITS CONTINUATION

SINCE ITS ENACTMENT IN 1974 BUT I FEEL STRONGLY THAT WE HAVE

A RESPONSIBILITY TO MONITOR PROGRAMS OF SUCH IMPORTANCE TO OUR

YOUNG PEOPLE, AND I DO NOT BELIEVE THAT WE CAN AFFORD TO OVERLOOK

THE DISCREPANCIES WHICH I HAVE CITED I AM COMMITTED TO WORKING FOR

THE IMPOVEMENT OF OUR EFFORTS, AND EXPANDING THE FEDERAL ROLE,

BUT WE MUST WORK TOGETHER TO BRING ABOUT THE NECESSARY ACCOUNTABILITY

FROM THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND ITS LEADERSHIP I HAVE

PUT THESE QUESTIONS TO YOU, AS I BELIEVE THEY DESERVE TO BE ANSWERED

IF THE RESPONSE DOES NOT MEET OUR EXPECTATION, I ASSURE YOU THAT I

WILL MOVE FOR CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON THE FUNDS ALLOCATION

QUESTION, AS WELL AS OTHER ISSUES WHICH NEED TO BE RAISED SUCH AS

THE RECORD OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE IN PLACING BLACKS,
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HISPANICS, ASIANS, AND NATIVE AMERICANS INTO POLICY POSITIONS

CLEARLY THESE COMMUNITIES ARE IMPACTED HEAVILY BY THE JUVENILE

JUSTICE SYSTEM, AND IT IS IMPORTANT THAT INDIVIDUALS WITH

SENSITIVITY TO THE SPECIAL NEEDS AND EXPERIENCES OF THESE GROUPS

ARE PLACED IN DECISION-MAKING ROLES

DURING THE NEXT THREE DAYS, I HOPE THAT YOU, TOO, WILL TAKE

THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS, AND DARE TO CHALLENGE A FEDERAL

SYSTEM OF PRIORITIES WHICH PLACES YOUNG PEOPLE AFTER DEFENSE

SPENDING. HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION, AND TAX LOOPHOLES FOR MAJOR

CORPORATIONS ONLY THROUGH SUSTAINED MONITORING AND PRESSURE

CAN WE HOPE TO CHANGE THE POLICIES AND PRIORITIES WHICH AFFECT

YOUNG PEOPLE I LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH YOU TO MEET THIS

CHALLENGE
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DR KARL HENNINGER'S PIONEERING experiment in providing "family li6ng" for abused
Ind neglected teenagers--The Villages--is undergoing an expansion Started by the

noted psychiatrist in 1971 at Topeka, Kansas
SPECIAL REPORT: The Villages this year opened a new group of

homes in Lawrence, Kansas, end plans are
VISIT TO THE VILLAGES: A DEDICATED being made for a similar operation in Indiana,

to be underwritten by the Lilly Endowment of
COUPLE CREATES A WHOLE 'NEW LIFE' Indianalpolis The living arrangements at The

Villages are unique in many respects that
FOR NINE OUTCAST TEENAGE GIRLS they are successful is a tribute not only to

Menninger's concept, but to the dedication of
the hoiseparents--and their skill--at forging troubled youngsters, hardened by years
of abuse and neglect and being shuttled in and out of institutions, into a cohesive
family unit One such couple is Philip and Pat McPhail, who gave up their own private
day care business seven years ago to become Villaoe houseparents Last January, they
moved frog the first Village, a collection of five homes known as Eagle Ridge in
Topeka, to help start the new development at Lawrence Recently, Kathleen Lyons,
formerly managing editor of Child Protection Report, visited the HcPhaila to observe
how they ride herd on nine adolescent girls plus two children of their own, a girl,
9, and a S-year-old boy Here is her reports

Each Village is planned to consist of five to seven cottages, each with room
for eight to twelve children (69 children are currently enrolled in the program)
The cottages are autonomous, with their own set of houseparents, their own cooking
and eating arrangements and their own family guidelines: in short, a home So far,
the original capital investment for land and construction has been picked up by
private donations As Dr Karl Menninger says, "The state (Kansas) Legislature doesn't
want to spend money for the initial expense and I don't know how to get over
that hurdle politically " By clustering the housing, however, the Villages in effect
create their own neighborhoods and thus dissipate some (but not all) of the local
opposition that customarily arises around similar community-based programs
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All of the houses are new and specious, constructed especially for the Villages.
Even so, the McPhail residence stands out. Their girls take delight in the surprised
expressions of visitors when they first cast eyes on the wall to well carpeting and
sumptuous furnishitgs There are clear signs of a talented interior decorator at
work who turns out to be Pat MacPhail, advised and assisted by her family The girls
range in age from 10 to 16 Host have been with the NcPhails for two years or more
two have joined the family In the last six months It is a home out of House A
Gardens, imsaculately maintained, and, even with eleven bedrooms and five bathrooms,

not a place one would expect to find 13 kids. Certainly not
A PERMANE T PLACE IN these kids whose case records indicate more familiarity with

detention centers than middle-class homes Their histories are
AN IMACULATE HOME depressingly familiar, varying only in the subtype and duration

of maltreatment they have experienced and the particular pattern
that emotional and physical suffering has etched on their individual psyches A high
percentage of the NcPhails' girls have been sexually abused by relatives or mothers'
boyfriends, incidents that, it should be noted, rarely made it into their case his-
tories Having come to the attention of Kansas authorities well after they were out
of the cuddly stage, it is not surprising that all the children were bounced in and
out of a number of different placements before finally coming to rest at the Villages

There are a number of aspects of the Villages program that make it unique
First, the boys and girls (the sexes are domiciled separately except for one home
where they are mixed) know that they ere thereto stay The girls know that they have

a home with the HcPhails until they choose to leave, usually but not always, after
finishing high school

The Villages have gotten good cooperation from their local CETA (Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act) sponsors and place a large percentage of their people
in suaner jobs under this program A special fund has been established to ensure

that young people who want to continue their education
JOBS & A COLLEGE F D will have that opportunity, others who go on to jobs,

marriage and families of their own return during the holi-
days to renew their family ties Although parental rights have been officially term-
Inated in the case of only a small percentage of Villages young people, an agreement
with the ansas Social and Rehabilitation Service, the referral agency, essentially
transfers custody over to the Villages and thus prevents disruption of the familiee
by capricious moves The state pays a per diem rate of $2S 67 for each child Other
contributions from the private sector are being used to build up an endowment for
each Village cluster which will pay for any major improvements or additions to the
physical plant Overhead costs are kept to a minimum by paying administrative person-
nel out of training and consultation fees
Villages families are well Integrated within their communities The HcPhaill's teen-
agets all attend local public schools, three with learning disabilities are gettinj
special help They were all performing well below their grade level when they came
to the Villages and the NcPhails, after getting the child's consent, had to arrange
for several to repeat grades Just getting then to attend school regularly was a

problem at the beginning since none had had a successful
INVESTZNG EXTRA EFFORTS experience in the classroom previously While they were

still in Topeka waiting for their new home to be finished,
Pat and Phillip took turns ferrying the girls to school an hour away in Lawrence so
that they wouldn't have to switch schools in midterm This involved some four hours
of driving daily for the KcPhails, five days a week, for five months It is an exam-
ple of the kind of extra effort that Villages parents must invest if their families
are to function successfully One of their younger girls who continued to cause havoc
in school after the usual combination of threats and incentives had been tried didn't
settle down until Pat spent every day for three weeks sitting next to her in the class-
room helping her with her work
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All of the girls are involved in outside actLvitiesl some belong to the Girl
Scouts or are active in their school's athletic program msat attend church and every
one plays a musical instrument--one of the badges of the McPhail household At dinner-
time, each girl recounts something new that she has learned in school that day and
defines a new word that she Is adding to her vocabulary The love of words, which
Pat has nurtured, is infectious and after dinner, one of the girls springs up from
the table to telephone a friend and ask if she knows what "incessantly" means: "She
talks incessantly but I bat she doesn't know itl'

Another unusual feature of the Villages, particularly considering their origin, is
the do-emphasis on "treatment " By and large, the behavior youngsters exhibit when
they first arrive--the veneer of street toughness, lack of self discipline, trucu-
lence in the face of authority--is viewed as normal and appropriate to the environ-
ment in which they have lived The trick, as Dr Karlputs it, is to provide "a new

environment to react to, new surroundings, new models of
'TMRAT)CiT' FOR YOUTHS living, new friends and a whole new way of life ' At the

Villages, psychologists and psychiatrists do not treat the
IS A NEW WAY OF LIVING young people; they consult, however, on a regular basis with

the houseparents to strengthen and reinforce them in their
dealings with their troubled teenagers A social worker is also on the staff and spends
most of her time working on problems the youngsters encounter in the public schools

A central pert of the Villages philosophy is to promote attitudes of caring, saving,
protecting, and conserving human and natural resources Dr Karl explains. "This
is not an exercise in esthetics, but is a part of a new philosophy of living which
substitutes preservation and appreciation for destruction and exploitation of the
environment 0

Perhaps the greatest achievement of houseparents like the McPhails--and the key to
their success--is the creation of a real sense of family among the young people in
their care This has not come easy; it usually takes several years to build up a

family core that does not disintegrate every time there
lATITUDE IN CHILD-REAAING is a crisis or when a new child joins the family. The

houseparents are given wide latitude in establishing
family routines and keeping order Among the seven sets of parents, differences in
child rearing techniques and disciplinary practices are evident; this is encouraged
so that parents will feel comfortable operating within parameters that they them-
selves have largely set

Offerp of land for facilities such as the Villages have come from individuals
in more than 30 states more difficult to find are the proper people to become
parents, a grueling but nevertheless satisfying occupation for which each couple
earns $12,000 a year plus room and board It is hoped that the Village model will
be accepted and duplicated in other parts of the country as one alternative to insti-
tutionalizing troubled children and youths Workshops are held year round in Topeka for
child care personnel and other interested in learning more about the Villages program

After seven years, the cPhsils say that the girls are pretty much raising themselves,
explaining to the newcomers how things are done in their family, and regaling them
with stories of their own earlier escapades The first time Pat took her new family

shopping, the girls cleaned out the store before she
FINDING THEY ARE A FANILY realized what was going on There were a lot of mini-

crises like that at the beginning, but comparatively
few now The girls look askance at a neighborhood child who wises off nastily
at her natural parent; the foulest-mouthed one is wrestling with the problem of how
to use "viscosity" in s sentence; the kid who was sexually molested by her father
now lets Phillip hold her hand; the incorrigible runaway who says she has run for the las
time They have played out their survival tricks like a deck of cards They have
bullied and been abused, have been hated and hated back, and out of all those exper-
iences they have made a family

32-50S 0 - 78 - 34
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REMARKS OF DR. KARL MENNINGER
PRESENTED AT THE TWELFTH MEETING

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

July 12-14, 1978
Kansas City, Missouri

MR ANDERSON Our next speaker is Dr Menninger Dr Menninger
is a co-founder with his father and brother of The Menninger Foundation
and Chairman of its Board of Trustees.

He serves on several other boards including that of the W Clement
and Jessie Stone Foundation in Chicago, Illinois He is the Chairman of
the Board of the Villages, Inc of Topeka, of which he was also one of the
founders

Dr Menninger holds twelve honorary degrees and is a member of
several dozen professional, scientific, and humanitarian organizations
Thp"2 reflect some of his longtime interests in medicine, psychiatry, mental
,cd!Ln, prison reform, music, archaeology, art, conservation, ecology, and

American Indians

He has written a dozen books and participated in the writing of
numerous others His most recent book, Whatever Became of Sin', was published
in 1973

He has received many awards and honors from professional, scientific
and humanitarian organizations Dr Menninger was a founder and/or charter
member of The Menninger School of Psychiatry, the Kansas Psychiatric Society,
the Topeka Psychoanalytic Society, and later the Institute, CNPA, the American
Orthopsychiatric Association, and others

He holds six professorships in psychiatry in various university
medical schools

As a personal note, I would like to add that upon assuming the Bench
and office of judge in 1970 in my home town, I read a quote from Dr Menninger
which was as follows "There is persistent failure of the law to distinguish
between crime as an accident, as an incidental explosive event, crime as a
behavioral pattern expressed as chronic, unutterable rage and frustration, and
crime as a business or elected way of life "

That probably guided me as much as anything in terms of how I operated
as judge, and I am singularly pleased and honored at this time to introduce to
you, Dr Menninger

(Applause
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DR. MENNINGER I am glad to have a big, strong Judge right here
to keep jurisdication over me and protect me

Ladies and gentlemen, I was skillfully led up to this great honor
and great responsibility without a very clear idea of what I was doing I
knew some of your distinguished leaders Their names were invoked and their
presence was promised, and I see some others I know, and who I hear are here
I have been chatting with some of them, telling them how happy I was that
there was such an organization as this Committee and that it was taking
itself this seriously, and investigating and learning some of the things
that most people do not know about -- educated people and uneducated people

I was told that to some extent, your discussions had been around this
matter of treatment versus prevention, perhaps, versus custody without treat-
ment and with uncertain prevention

Yesterday, as a consultant at the State Diagnostic Center, I saw a
man nearly 50 years old who had been in prison off and on for over 30 years
Now he had been convicted to return for another indefinite stay

We calculated how long he had been with us and what it must have cost
our state to keep him there with full room and board, to say nothing of what his
wife and children have cost us, because he has a good family, he is fond of them,
he or the State supports them, and we calculated what 29 years of this amounted
to It is over $300,000

My state is not a rich state We are careful I do not believe the
citizens of my State know that they have been taxed and relieved of $300,000
over the past 29 years, paying the room and board of this fellow that I talked
with

He is quiet and composed, polite, white, a tall man, and electrican
who is known to everbody in the town in which he lives -- well, not everybody
but well known to all the tradesmen and the mechanics -- and to the nearby town
which is about the same size

Now, what is the vicious crime for which my state put out $300,000 to
keep this man carefully behind bars? Incidentally, we have not been very
successful in keeping him behind bars because we keep releasing him and having
him come back in again The crime that he committed is not a dangerous one
It is not an expensive one Nobody ever got hurt very much by it Nobody ever
got scared

He does one persistent thing To tell you what he does, I must first
tell you why he does it He is in a labor union, gets a good wage, I think
he told me $6 00 an hour His wife is a good manager, he says She does as
well as she can They have several children They are sending them to school.
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He goes about his work, is a good workman, and is well regarded
by several of the contractors for whom he works. He has a feeling someone
is trying to get him First, I should tell you that as a boy, he came under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court and was sent to jail where he stayed
the better part of a year, and either then or during the next incarceration,
he thinks he saw some other prisoners committing an inside crime They
knew that he saw them and they threatened to get him

That was 30 years ago Ever since then, he nourishes the fear that
he will be reported, seen, spied upon, followed, attacked, killed, who knows
what, by one of these men whose offense he witnessed

When he becomes frightened like that, he takes all the money he has,
gives it to his wife, goes to a nearby grocery store and passes a check of
$30 and $40 and leaves town Despite everybody knowing him and knowing
where he goes, he is arrested within a few weeks He is brought to trial
after an expensive stay in the county jail He is charged with half a dozen
offenses

He goes through a plea-bargaining deal with the county attorney
He goes before a judge, most of whom know him and don't know what on earth
to do about him and end up by sentencing him to jail or to prison

He then starts one of the many sentences he has served. Can you
imagine how worse to treat somebody who has this kind of a propensity? Don't
ask me if it is crazy to have such a delusion I think so, although I don't
think most offenders are crazy

I think maybe he could be said to be crazy -- but then most of us are
that crazy Most of us have a few funny beliefs that probably are not so
He has one, and he blames that persistent fear of his for all the checkwriting
he has done in 30 years The checks have never been more than $100, I believe
There are dozens of them sometimes, sometimes there are two or three, and there
have been 15 or 20 times This man is costing our state $300,000 for that
kind of handling

Now, what would you have done if you had been his judge? What would
you advise the diagnostic center to advise the judge to do' He wants to know

I spent 50 or 60 years of my life treating people I got well paid
for it If they were suffering, I relieved that suffering, and that is all
doctors really are intended for, you know Diseases are something we named,
we formulated But what the patient knows he has is not a disease, he has
got pain The pain may be in his leg and it may be in his chest and it may
be in his head, but he is suffering and he wants help. We doctors offer it
and we get paid for it
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Well, about a dozen years ago, I decided that I was through with
that job There are lots of men that want to do treatment In spite of
what you think about the shortage of doctors, there are many eager doctors
that want to treat you, and bless them, I hope they do successfully But
I got off on another track

Through consultation I had with a judge, not the same judge but an
equally puzzled judge, he said, "Dr Karl, what shall I do with this boy, this
adolescent delinquent " The man I told you about was a delinquent once He
was under the jurisdiction of a judge that thought jail was the way to cure
people The judge sent him to jail After that, he will have a jail
psychosis all his life which costs Kansas $300,000 -- no, $300,000 for him
and another $100,000 for his wife, $400,000

Well, this judge talked to me He says, "You have seen this boy,
what would you do with him'"

"Well," I said, "it is impossible for him to live In a family like
that Could you live in a family like that?"

. "No," says the judge, "I couldn't I would run away And that is
just what he did But what would I do with him?"

I said, "What kind of family did he run away from"'

"Well, it is a miserable family -- a hard-worndrunken father and
when he isn't beating the child, the mother is "

I said, "Why don't you get him out of that

"Well, what will I do with him'

"Well, what crime has he committed"'

"He has not committed any, that is why I can't send him to jail

I said, "Do you really think that would help him? Do you think that
would diminish this suffering that he causes his parents or that they cause
him?"

"Well, what will I do' What will I do"'

"Well," I said, "there are half a dozen mental health clinics and
mental hygiene clinics and child guidance clinics, psychiatric clinics in the
town Why don't you use them"'

"They said there is nothing the matter with his mind
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I said, "Well, I'd probably agree with them, but they might give
you some counsel as to what or where to place him if his behavior is
impossible "

He said, "They don't know what to do with him

"Well, let me suggest the Boys' Industrial School That is a State
institution "

"Oh, yes," he said, "but I can't send him there

"Why not"'

"Why, he hasn't committed a crime

"Well," I said, "can't that be arranged, can't a little crime be fixed

up -- there are so many others -- with a little plea-bargaining, let us say,
instead of innocent, I want to plead guilty to speeding for $10 and then we
could take him

9
"

"Oh, yes, then we could take him

I said, "Judge, aren't you ashamed of yourself for making use of the
great lav4 in which I believe, for that kind of trivial nonsense "

He said, "Dr Karl, I did not write the laws of this State, I am just
trying to follow them "

I said, "What about the boy

He said, "I would like to help the boy too, but I've got to obey the
law "

"Which law," I asked him, "are you obeying today' The law of ordinary
humani'; or some kind of statute, some kind of statutory stipulations that you
do not believe in' If you do not believe in it, why don't you get up on your
hind legs and say so to the proper authorities. The public does not know you
are in this bind Why don't you tell them "

"Well, maybe I ought to, but I am too old You young fellows can take
care of some of these problems," he said "The law is wrong, this is the wrong
place for him to be in, what should I do with him?" Well, I named half a dozen
places and he said that they are all running over
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I said to the welfare worker that was with him, "What do you
want to do

9
'

He says, "I don't know what to do with him What is more, I've
got 200 more cases just like his in this county "

I said, "Let's start something," and the three of us did We said,
"Let's try to prevent some of this $300,000 indebtedness to the State
Let's try to start something that will prevent what you have got to deal
with now Not an orphan's home, not a detention home, for heaven's sake,
but let's start something where these people who have gotten a wrong start
get a right one "

I am an amateur nursery man and when I've got a tree that is doing
badly, I transplant it They sometimes thrive where they have been failing
I said, "Let's get some of the kids busy on helping some of the other kids
and let's get a father and mother that love children and want to see them
grow in this direction and not that direction "

Well, Mr Leland will show a short film and you will see what
happened with this idea, we now call the Villages It took several years,
but I went with some of my friends and I said, "Look, the State is eager to
do something for these kids, but they've got nowhere to do it Will you
give me a little help on this

9
' The Odd Fellows helped me The Eagles

helped me A couple of my friends in other cities helped me

Mr Leland is the Director of the training school for the foster
parents that are in these homes, and he is going to help me today by showing
a film that will tell you more than I can tell you about the Villages, and it
won't be so hard on your attention You can sit back and watch the film
It won't last but 15 minutes

(Movie followed

(Applause)

DR MENNINGER Well, we got ourselves in trouble with that idea
Some of the Navajo Indians came over to Topeka to see it They asked me to
come over and tell them about it, and they liked it so much that they now want
to have a number of Villages on the Navajo reservation And the Hopis have
heard about it and they want some, and then the Zuni's want some because
they have heard, and then the White River Apaches and the Carlos Apaches
came to Topeka, so we have had quite a lot of Indian creches at Topeka to see
the Villages

We try to keep a model Village, but one or two things I will tell you
even before you ask a question Our cottage parents are in constant and
continuous education for better parenting and better foster parenting That
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has been Mr Lelapd's particular Job We have a really wonderful social
department It is now called something else, but that is what it is and
they have supported us a great deal

I think we have a good reputation. We have a branch or two --
they are breaking sod on one in Indiana today and we have some cottages
in New York State, Texas, Washington, and several other places

Let me summarize by saying, having been a treator all my life, a
doctor treating people who complain that there was something the matter
withthes, I switched over and I got interested in trying to prevent some of
these social disasters that I saw -- and clinical too -- by helping along
with this better care of children

We only have a few rules for the children, and one is that they
must go to school, if they are having too much trouble, we will get them
assistance But they've got to go to school Another rule is that nobody
does any hitting around there

They don't hit each other and nobody hits the children There is
no so-called "punishment " There are some penalties and reductions of
spending money if they do certain things or don't do certain things -- there
are some regulations of that kind -- but the Villages is not a place where
anybody gets kicked, sworn at, lamblasted or cut down by elders

On the other hand, we have house parents who make mistakes sometimes
The parents learn alot and they are getting better all the time, of course,
but the idea is that if these kids did not have a good home, let's try to
give some of these bad-home kids, good homes for a while

The psychological principle about that is based very simply on the
matter of revenge and retaliation -- those human actions of a destructive
or even self-destructive sort Somebody hurts somebody Somebody hurt that
man I saw yesterday as a kid, so he does a little hurting of his own, and
then they hurt him back and then he does some hurting And of course, the
prisons make everybody that goes in them worse, and the jails are even worse

Recidivists are retaliating on you for having done what you did to
them We try to break up that vicious circle We try to tell these kids,
"We are not going to hit you We are not going to be riding you We are
going to insist that you go to school and that you obey the parents and play
with the other kids without fighting " We don't say, "If you can't do that,
you cannot stay," but rather, "If you can do that, you can stay, you are not
going to be put out in a year or two or three, or when your foster parents
move away We are going to be right here We are going to take care of you
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as much as you want to be taken care of. If you want to go back and
see those people you used to call parents, you can do so anytime you want
to, when the welfare department says so, that is all right with us if you
want to go, but you don't have to go You don't have to do any of these
formal things that you don't want to do Just go to school, obey the rifles
in the home, be loyal to the Villages, and some further details "

I feel strongly that this matter of revenge gets overlooked
I read scientific articles about aggression, ego projection, disillusionment
and narcissistic encroachment I read journals and books like that all the
time, and I will tell you something All of my professional reading and
knowledge can be summarized very simply -- kids retaliate, usually on the
wrong ones We attack those kids because we have been hurt or the school
has been hurt, or the man's car has been stolen We will punish him We
will do to him. All right

You think you are winning? You are not winning He retaliates
for what you do to him Oh, well, then you will get him for that retaliation,
and you do, and he does again It is tit-for-tat It is all very nice, you
know, in opera, In "11 Travotore" and all the other operas where revenge is
bloody and fatal, and romantic But revenge is a mean, hateful hard thing
that exists because we participate in it We participate in it and do not
realize it

The judges in my county, the district court judges are among the
finest judges, I believe, that ever were We have six or eight or ten, I
don't know The judges asked me recently, "You have said so much about the
jail, you are making us curious We have never been in the jail Would you
conduct us through the county jail"

I said, "I certainly will, and I will show you something that you did
not know went on "

I am talking about the judges who send people there all the time I
think some of them had been there before, but they wanted me to show them
what I saw I said, "Look at that guy What good is this jail ever going
to do him' What good is he doing to do this jail' Why did you send him here

9
"

"Well, Dr Karl, it says to on the books "

"Yes, I know, but why don't you write a new book' Until the last
day of my life, I shall do all I can to rid the public of this terrible
leech, this terrible dragon that we have inherited and made worse -- jails --
which make every criminal that enters in them, worse, prisons and jails who
make it almost impossible for a good person to do any good

The wonderful man that runs the Villages was a warden He could not
stand it He was very successful But he is still more successful in what
he is doing now
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I want you to ask any questions you like because I could not
possibly cover all of the field you are studying and you know so much
more about it than I. I am merely telling you that this is my experience
as a doctor and saying that it is more important to avoid injuring people
and more important to prevent injuries from coming to those people from
our society than it is to treat them

And I am in the prevention business all I can be

(Applause)

DR MENNINGER In case you have any questions about the film --

MR BELITSOS Dr Karl, I have an important question. This
Committee at its next meeting is probably going to be addressing the
question of how the serious juvenile offender should be handled and
making recommendations to the Office and in Washington as to how the
serious offender, the juvenile offender and the violent offender --

DR MENNINGER Mr Belitsos, I am not an expert on that I don't
pose as the world's authority on what to do with our troubled children

I just know one thing that you can do with one kind of troubled
children. If a child has been so abused, so hurt, so frightened, so mis-
handled, so mismanaged that he gets into this category of -- what do you
call them -- dangerous children?

MR BELITSOS Serious offenders

DR MENNINGER Serious offenders I don't know what to say to you
I would say that this is far past anything we can do -- in fairness to our
other children -- in the Villages

People who know about child behavior should be able to tell you I
can tell you what not to do with them Don't knock them around Don't kick
them Don't put them in a stinkhole Don't put him in one of these terrible
things that exist in almost every town called a jail where he is certain
to get abused -- if not necessarily hurt -- by the guards

I am just as concerned about those guards as I am about the prisoners
The guards have to live there too I went with a group of them in Illinois
to one of the places in Joliet I had not seen it before and I said, "I can-
not stand this smell in here, what is it"'

They said, "That is mace, doctor We had a little trouble
When I asked when, they said, "Well, three days ago "

I said, "You mean this mace is hanging in here all this time"'
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"Oh, it gets on their clothes, and it is hard to get it off

I said, "Why don't you let them out in the air?"

"Oh," they said, "there is a rule against that this month

I said, "What about you guys"'

"Well, we can't go down in it and stay very long

I said, "What do you do
9

"

They said, "We go down and take care of our job and come back up
and get a breath of air "

I said, "Do the prisoners get to do that"'

Well," they said, "no, they can't do that But these men have to
to live in that "

I have been to our county jail many times and I know the men in
charge down there My heart bleeds for them, not jut the men that they
take care of They are in a dirty, hot, ugly, noisy, crude place all
day And then they go home to thcIr wife and children and try to be decent
gentlemen They have been taking care of these Jailbirds, you know, all day

I know what they do, I know where they have to sit I told the
judges, "Do you judges know that the men in this particular cellblock cannot
even go to the men's toilet without leaving the prison and going out to the
other door?"

"Well," the Judges said, "that will have to be fixed," and they fixed
it

I said, "Have you no air-conditioner in here
9
'

"Well, no, we haven't but we did have, but it is broken

"Well, how long has this been broken"'

The chief jailer said, "Dr. Karl, I have reported it five times, but
who are we -- just a bunch of jail guards, what prestige have we in this town?
We are lower than street cleaners They just take us for granted We are
supposed to take care of all the people the judges choke in here and they know
we've got twice too many "

I said, "Can't they stop it?"
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He said, "I hope they can It is our business and we will do it
the best way we can, but nobody knows the kind of life we live "

Well, some people know It, I know the life they live and it is
bad I blame myself and my city for it I think I might even blame
you if I thought you had any responsibility for it

(Laughtet )

If I thought you had anything to do with the jails being as bad as
they are, I would not like you at all -- for a while

(Applause)

MS SYLVESTER What is your source of referral of receiving
students?

MR LELAND All of our referrals are received from SRS That is
the State welfare office At this time we do not accept any private
referrals At one time, when the Villages were first formed, we did accept
some private referrals, but we chose to go with the State referrals

MR DAVIS I was wondering if you would be willing to share your
thoughts on the question of jurisdiction of the juvenile court over status
offenders

DR MENNINGER Do you mean by that, do I want some sent to jail?
I do not have sufficient knowledge and experience to speak about this
authoritatively I want to get all the children out of jail, even the
meanest ones I will show you a better system than jail if you give me a
chance Then I would not have to cry

(Applause)

DR HENNINGER I will tell you who I would get to help me I
would get the chief jailer I went one place to see a jail in a big city
about like this, and the jailer said, "I do not know that I care to have you
here in our jail I saw the papers

I said, "What did you see?'

He said, "You said some jails are worse than pigpens

I said, "Don't you agreed'

"Well," he said, "mine isn't

I said that I had not seen it
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He said, "You are not going to see it. If you speak too disrespect-
fully about the jail, I don't know as I want you to see it "

I said, "That is all right with me, I can judge what it looks like
from what you say and the way you say it "

He said, "On second thought, I believe I will take you around myself

He took me around Everything was very automatic in that place, and
he and I got stuck in an elevator He said, "I am scared to death to ride
on these things myself because it is all operated from up there and what
if something goes wrong with the signal "

I said, "Well, that is a pleasant contemplation

(Laughter)

"Well," he said, "hell, they did not ask me when they built this place

I said, "I don't imagine they did "

He said, "Do you think they ever ask us policemen or us jailers any-
thing? They tell us, they don't ask us This place was built without a bit
of advice from us '

I said, "How would you have made it different"

"Why, I would have made it so some of these guys could get out in
the air once in a while and I would have built an office in here for the
lawyers to sit in, they are always coming in here and I have no place for all
the lawyers to sit, and I would make the temperature decent There is no light
in here except for those windows and we have to keep the window blinds pulled
or it gets too hot from the sun, so take your choice It gets over 115 in here

I said, "Well, you have to put up with it as well as the prisoners."

He says, "You said it. Nobody else says it They think it is good
enough for us It ain't good enough for anybody "

I said, "You are kind of getting on my side, aren't youl I thought
you weren't going to let me get in here "

"Well, yeah, I didn't know you," he said, "nobody comes in here and
gives us a fair deal "

I said, "What deal do you want?"

He said, "We just want to be considered I guess most people do
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JUDGE DRISCOLL I would like to know whether there is any maximum
size that you think is optimal for this kind of facility? Yours is about
50, is that right

MR LELAND You mean for our group homes?

JUDGE DRISCOLL Yes

MR LELAND We place 10 children in each home In fact, I would
like to see about 8 children per home

JUDGE DRISCOLL The whole thing is one unit?

MR LELAND Yes Each home is almost, I use the word "autonomy
Is that what you mean?

JUDGE DRISCOLL I mean maximum size -- the whole question of what
is an institution, what is the optimum size, is one of our current concerns
to say the least

MR LELAND That is a good question We believe that five would
be maximum

JUDGE DRISCOLL Five houses of 10 each
9

MR LELAND Five In fact, at the home at the Villages in Lawrence,
we are having two, possibly a total of three, and Bedford, Indiana is going
to be two in one area

I personally would not want to see too many group homes in one
particular Village, because it will start to be and institution But I
would like to point out that with our group homes, it is almost like a
residential street. Each home has a number on it Every home has a mailbox
It has an atmosphere of a small community

JUDGE DRISCOLL What was the initial investment
9  

How much does it
cost in other words?

DR MENNINGER Well, the houses cost around $100,000 apiece Of
course, the land costs a good deal near Topeka, but land is the easiest
thing to get People want to give you the land but they usually don't want
to build your houses But once in a while if they see the need, they will

MS PIERCE What is the time that the foster parents stay in your
program?

DR MENNINGER We have not been running them long enough to say,
but several years, some of them ten years, five I don't think we've got
enough to average
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MR MCCLINTOCK Do the house parents hold jobs outside of the
Villages?

DR MMENINGER They may Different arrangements are made for
different individuals Some men do not want to be house fathers, to sit
around all day and wipe the dishes, mow the lawn, or things of that kind
Some want to do such as they can get done in the evenings They might
want to work downtown Others work around the Village and do plumbing
or do gardening or something

MR MCCLINTOCK What is the dropout rate'

MR LELAND The dropout rate is almost nil There is an occasional
transfer of a child, but not often

MR MCCLINTOCK How many Villages do you have in operation -- just
one in Topeka right now?

DR MENNINGER Well, we have some of them that are affiliated with
us and bear our approval, and we go in and inspect them and so forth Then
there are some that have just imitated us and then thnre are some that are
owned by us I can't give you a statistical review, I am not interested in
statistics anyway But you can write and get them if you want

Now, Arthur, he can tell you, he has got this all written down I
believe there is a question in the back

MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE Dr Karl, there seems to be nationally a
real feeling that any type of long foster care is going to be a bad thing,
that a kid should be, within six months, either placed in his home or adopted
or something like that

DR MENNINGER Something like that, for most of them

(Applause)

I think that theory is ridiculous Any home is better than no home,
you ain't seen the homes, fellows, if you talk that way lou haven't seen
the homes I have seen You haven't seen the daughters -- fathers sexually
abusing the daughters -- all of them afraid to tell their mothers, the mother
knowing it, however, and afraid to attest because the husband will beat her
up Haven't you all seen any homes in the area you live'

JUDGE DRISCOLL Yes

DR MENNINGER I don't want to think I live in the only bad place
in the world We've got some families that nobody should have to live in
A child forced by the community, by the welfare department to live in
some of these families, it is wrong, wrong I would run away if I was there
Believe me, I would run away
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Do you know how many children were abandoned today? I've got it
somewhere here I think 2,100. You are going to have 4,200 more children
abandoned today What do you think of that' Their mothers go to prison
Their families are broken up in some way You know about it, you all have
had some experiences, for Heaven's sake.

I conceive of a doctor's task to be that of relieving something
I don't think of myself as a preventer of crime, I just want to be a
reliever of suffering There is too much suffering in this world, too many
people hurting today They are hurting in these families from which the
children run and they are hurting after the children have run We catch
the children and hurt them worse. I am interested in all kinds of suffering,
not only in the suffering from a razor scrap on a child's face but also in
the suffering in the heart.

I am interested in the suffering of old people that can't get anywhere
on account of their shaky knees I've got shaky knees and I've got half a
dozen friends to take care of me like a poodle dog But there are lots of
old people that can't walk over to the grocery store to get grape juice or
whatever it is they need Nor d', they even have the money to get it

You know about the suffering of old people and I am concerned with
that But the old people will soon be out of it The children are going
to live and bear the marks of that suffering as they grow older and retaliate
against us and we will deserve it because we haven't done all we could to
lessen the suffering of those children at a time when it was administered --
not by us but by other people expecting us to fix it up We can't fix it
up that way I think tit-for-tat goes no infinitely I think a revengeful
spirit explains nine-tenths of the criminality in this country Vengeance

What do you read in the paper about restitution? Do you read anything
about the child expected to repay the damage, or the adult being expected to do
that' Nobody suggests that to us To the fellow I used as an example earlier,
I said, "Did you pay any of that back"'

He said, "No, I often wondered why they didn't let me

I said, "Let you pay back the money you stole by cheating somebody"'

"Yes," he said, "I could have worked and paid alot of it back I
can't help from doing it but I would like to undo it but they won't let me
They put me in jail and I don't earn anything in jail "

That is my objection to the whole system I think we can do better
We can do better with transportation We can do better with manufacturing
I think we could do better with this We've got these human beings and we
are put in charge of them I think we should relieve their pain and redirect
their routes -- give them a push



547

cime
C.munfly-based nPrams_
can make a difference

The drive away from Jailing young of-
fenders and toward helping them In their
own communities is gaining ground in
many states A Denver program aims to
Improve youngsters' low opinions of
themselves, In Atlanta 'street acad-
emies' place tutors In downtown neigh-
borhoods Second of a series of three
articles

By Ward Mortose III
Staff correspondent of The Christian Science Monitor

Deer
Catt through the chi i darkness of increasing child

crime is the United States are a number of reasrsing be
on lights - crime prevent and detiuency rehatllita
lim programs that ort.

One of the bost of these is is Deaver Since 'Pr* New
Pride was founded six yars ago by Tom James, a black
Vietnam war veteran, It has bees so successful is cubing
child crime that tbe U S Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
midstratio (LEAA) has designated it an exemplary proj--
ect and plans to start Pride programs In sx other cities.

A 17 Denver ani-cr council study of Pride also re-
ported the proec sowed "encouraging reductions in re-
cidivism for al offeses. '

Besides tlbi atmosphere of love that a visitor here feels
immediately, Pride provides children with three t-onths of
intensive daily service and nine months of daily or weekly
services ma indivdually needed. Many of Pride s young
aters are multiple offenders and some have committed

murder and rape
The services Include
- Education. On the basis of test, youngsers are as-

signed to dases in either the New Pride Alternative School
or Its learning disabilities branch, called Morgan Cener

- Couneng Pride staff attempt to mach child-en with
counselors who can bst meet their needs helping themim _
pove the poor images many of the children have of their
potential

- Employment Job traiing is a key part of the pro-
ram Youngsers nt only get employment experience but
income - and at higher wages than many training schools
pay their inmates During a young person a first month of
Job trai be or she attends a job skills workshop that
among other things eaplans how to fill out as employment
application and teaches the rudiments of an interview

- Cultural awareness New Pride also introduces kids to
activities outside their on neighborhoods by taking them
on weekend tripe to the symphony to theaters and sports
events.
BSreees Integrated

"TradUosay notes as LEAA evalatUon of Pride
"juvende services have been highly specialized and frog
melted Coupled with this fragmentatlon was the IUncis1-
tency in the delher) of services which consequently pro-
dutd negative experiences for some youth New Prides

apa is to Integrat all services, proAdln com-
ptWheae treatment to Its dienta"

Willy, a Chicano youth with a history of arrests for am-
su and robbery, has becae of New Pride gone on to a
productive life

At the Morgan Center, a Il-year-old American bas
with a histry of shopliftlng eaa I prtty much ovr
Me now" addin that he alrdy has t his ios oa ca-
mer of "weD drilif or brick and stone laying ad car
pe" '

"I think the evidence IS i, ' Says Tom James, president
of Pride "Commnuity diversion works f it is done prop-
"y.. Here we try to take a totsl look at the person and

meet as many needs as possible The kids themseves have
smoc a low opinion of themselves. What I want to get across
to them is that when they walk across our doors for the
farst time that this' is different

Although a key element of Pride a success in its leader,
Mr James believes others can handle Pride when be
moveslon Denver born Terryl Miller Pride a project disc-
tar, is one possible successor, he says and so is Morsan
Centers Jeanne Granville

Most retum to public schools
,If we can begin to show some kids some alternative

ways to Lean. then there s a certain motivation that takes
place in them.,' says Miss Granville We have had kids
who cannot get here on the bus until someone here maps
the way for them"

About 55 percent of Morgan Center youth return to the
public School system and the recidivism rate is about 33
percent - low compared to most rates after incarceration

Citywide - Denver has a population of about one-half
million - Pride. Morgan Center and other diversion and

prevention project have helped Denver buck a rising child
crime trend. And while Robert March director of wnile
ourt services for the Denier juvenile court praises Pride
a program called Partners and others, he also pats the
local courts on the back.

' We~re tryUng to reach kids before they get involved in
tougher sentences be says, explaining that the court says
in a child, in effect You work with this agency, or you
come back to court and we U find another course of ac-
bon

Some critics of diversion programs argue that too much
reliance on community programs amounts to being soft on
cime ' But amonW those who disagree in Kenneth Foster
North Carona a assistant direcor of youth services in
charge of community based programs The thing I rankle
at most is that we re soft on crime My reply is that the
hard-tne approach (incarceration] has produced our musb-
sooming volume of adult cnmlnals I consider myself jut
aS firm a law and order person as [es California Governor)
Ronald Reagan but I thak my way is more effective'
Masachuseta beads

atlocaily the dne away from incarceration toward a
cormanit) based approach has spread little by lttle with
Massachusetts leading the states (Incarceration was stud
led in depth in an swardwinning series apartng In The
Christian Science Monitor an 150 Sice then the shocking
abuses of children found at many training schools have
fueled the push for commumt) programs ) New ortk Cal-
mnia Florida and Connecttcut among others recently
haue begun to lean more beavily on the community based

32-505 0 - 78 - 35
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approach to Mopping recOvism Afte July I a new North
Carolina law will proabitt the sendIng of Juvenile status of
fenders youngsters who because of their status as chil-
dren, can be referred to courts by their parents for being
truant or uncontrollable) to tralnn schools and other se
cure facilities

In additioa to Pride other communlty-type programs
with punch include

a Chidres snd Yank Dei1lqpment Services (CYDS) A
subway ride away fron tawdry Tunes Squire is the Pat
Slope section of Brooklyn New York this program opera
stea with money from Vash igto,. New York state and
city and a seemingly endless flow of vobuteern

Job cmweing camping a after-school recreation are
a few of the activities offered The CYDS staff encourage
parents to go to school to keep tabs oo their children and
meet their children teachers CYDS also provides a

crash pad for yogsters wso for one reas or another,
can't stay at home for a while

A visitor to Park Slope a racially mixed community of
RON may meet up with Sgt Edward Sebretzman, who
runs the Park Slope precinct a youth aide unit and is co-
tnlty In touch wfth CYDS staff

We try to see If they [kids under 16] are having probe.
lems at home and if they are we refer them to community
service agencies says the Brooklyn-born holder of a bach-
eSor of arts degree in philosophy

* Pelke Athlelic League (PAL) One of the oldest juve-
mile programs in the U S iu the Police Athletic League but
its crime-fightig efforts in New York Atlanta and other
ities have been severely cut back recently because of fis-

cl problems
to the Atlanta PAL there is a young man called ' Gro-

gao who has punched so many people that the police there
beam with delight about him At this writing Michael Gro-
gao is the 9th ranked U S amateur boxing champion.

Kids come by from the area and just watch me work
out with the bag. says this youngster who has no father
and who comes from a poor neighborhood is PAL coach.
Grogan says has been like a daddy ' and even got him a
job as a police "guard monitoring the police radio for
emergency calls Although he bas been offered better jobs,
Grogan says he wants to stay where be is and perhaps be
come a police officer himself someday and help someone
else like they helped me

a Eaeds ( Project Preplaqvlty") Across town from
PAL is Atlanta a Exodus Inc which each year gives more
thn t0O0 Inner city kIds& a ay out of poor school show
ip and bad behavior by brtngfng special tutgcn social

workers, police and court representatives directly to many
cf the city a public schools

Exodus shich also goes under the same I Project Pro.
pinqusly has out-of-school programs too - four 'street
Incademles for yooth who don t do well in regular schooL
All programs are funded by federal agencies

Something in the program is having a posilve impact
on these young people ' says Fred R Crawford of Emory
University who has studied Propinquity In depth.

Says IB-year-old Norman rapping with a reporter at oNe
of Propinquity a street academies I m cool I m going to
get my diploma and make m ol a life I

* The Janealle Jaeslce Center In %aits
Perhaps the bea juveule c. urt in the U S stands on

rambling South Central Avenue on Ins Angeles In the res-
tr of an area devastated by the IM Watts riot With the
motto 'under one roof' i departments of goycnnamt -
including reprentatihes from the caly county and state -

are collaborating on solhing the problems of youngg people
In trouble

"The most Important thing here is personal contact
says David V Kenyon the Los Angeles Supenor Court
judge who presides at the Ju-,enUe Justice Center To this

,end Judge Key-on s jtuerdle ouirt appears to have done
Ifor the coot what Project Propiquity has done for
schools

Surrounded by hoarded-up buildings the justice center is
located where it Is most needed. not in some downtown
ae Kis are encoutlaged to drop by and rap as neigh
hors and friends And Judge kenyon says the center judges
don tj altonthebench butspendpartofthe rday,
often after regular working bours supporting the commu
tly, especially the juvenle community

I a'lTe Ieath Ideality Program (VIP) in the Bronx
Lorence Rley Jr his brother Carlos and other former

Black Spades go to jail day after day - but not to serve
time the way they used to instead these former gang

'members spend much of their tume showing straight
school kids the harsh realities Of prison Wle In the
Tombs now an empty prison itn Manhattan Lorence tells

'a suburban youngster on a cel block tour You'd make a
sire victim for rape, you re what they call a pretty boy

Speatnadng YIP is Al Martin, a f er bus driver
When a neighborhood boy was al kled by a street
gang. Mr Martin says he sted I msel 4 y doesn't
somebody do something' I Then It dawned on him Hey
I m somebody'

Mr Martin has sunk W8800 of his own Ioney tLo YIP
since It began i 079 He hopes praise for Y P suck as this
fot former New York City Corrections Commissioner
Benjamin Malcolm may help spur more f to bolster
the small grant YIP receives from the city YIP is very
valuable to the New York City Department of Corrections,
wrote Mr Kalcom It is my hope that it continues to
grow and gain continuing recognition aid respect

* Resflta. Increasingly, federal aind state officials are
looking at the concept of restitutionn - requiring offen-
ders to pay their victims, either in cash or in services - as
a means of preveating recidivism

Recognizing that redution Is particlary good therapy
for young offenders the 01S Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration wst make IN million available for pro-
grams of this type in the net three years.

The case of Alan, a 14-year-old Baltimore boy helps to
Wutrste the way restitution generally works Young Alan
had been cau shoplfting Ieapemve watch A
policeman ner the scene of the crisis wrote out a special
citation, used for tbe Baltimore County restitution
program, and Alan and is parents were ordered to appear
before a restitautlo arbitrator an attorney, foor days later

The "victim ' - the store owner - sto appeared before
the arbitraitor Because the watck was recovered, Alan did
no. Owe the sore owner any money so the arbitrator

asked Ala If there was a hrch cr ursing home or
I cmanity peep where he could woek When Alan offere

o Ideas, the arbitrator sentenced him to wok about 26
ors at the apco tae Park out sd Baltimoee The

Store owner was satlfled, and the rangers at the past were
glad to get amr help

"Every 0M I a while the youngster does work off what
he did [stole or broke) for the victim," says Fred Scbmuff,
who is Is cam of court services division of the Baltimore
Juvenile Coast Re adds however, that this is most often
the cmse when an Item baa sot been recovered.
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What about violent kids?
laskl ages

torn some advocates for community based programs for
juveile offenders feel kids heavily disposed to violerce
huae to be incarcerated But the question remains % ll the
community be safe if less violent )oungsters are sent to
community programs'

I don t think we can do without traminig schools says
John .ellerath who helps run Tree House Inc a group
home in (hapel Hill North Carolina for some six
delinquents with special ensotional problems

In a soon to-be puhlshed book entitled Vi lent
Dehnq.ents Paul A Strasburg of the Vera Institute of
Justice in Washington points out that although juende vio-
lence appears to be increasing opinions are sharply dreaded
about where to place )oung violent offenders

Mr Strasburg explains that in Trenton New Jersey for
example it is the policy of the court intake office (those
who process a case prior to hearing) ne%er to divert a child
charged with a violent offense

In New lork Cit) on the other hand 54 percent of ar
rests for violent crime between July 1971 and June 1974
were adjusted at intake - diverted to community based
programs

But New York now has a statute that requires that diver
slon of serious felonies be approved by the director of pro-
baton This coupled with anti-crime legislation pending in
Albany could reduce diversions in the Empire State sub-
stantially

Many crime experts behese this kind of action is regres
sue and merely a reaction to the pccblem rather than
an attempt to curb juende crime

Naonally there are 76 000 jusemies In custody [res
dental custody) reports Milton Rector of the National
Louncu on (rime and Delinquenc) We can justif) 2 560

In March Massachusetts had 79 stolent youngsters in
custod) The jusende justice system is not the system
that s going to stop ,tolence It s not gong to do anything
but react if we just keep locking kids up

W'at does the record reveal in Massachusetts' Was that
state tight un doing away with most of its locked beds for
children'

A report on juenile correctional reform in the Bay
Sta'e prepared by the Center for Criminal Justice at Har
sard Law School details the course of reforms that have
taken place in Massachusetts

Under the old system all detention was in ecure set
tings the report says Under the new system in June
9I9 5 youths were detained in secure settings while 69
were in shelter care settig typically YMCAs and 68
were detained an foster care

It continues In the newer system since around 90-per
cent of the youth are in relatisely open settings with rela
tively low recidivism rates the policy implcation In clear
It is possible to put the majority of youth In open setti s
without exposing the community to Inordiate danger

W I
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Former Black Spades' gang leaden
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m "HowReal IsThe Juvenile Crime Scaie?
"Get 'em off the streets I" is the new cry in the juvenile justice system. Poli-
ticians, judges, and DAs have found an anxious public receptive to calls for
a crackdown. But with reform neglected in favor of severity, juveniles are
cycled through deteriorating institutions, emerging as hardened adults.

he cover showed three racing bors the deck is sacked In favor of the deed exploded, but no one had any doubts

youths dad In washed-out den defendant a about the exploalon of Interest by the
ies. The blade of a knife flashed rime magazine bad the answer to the media and potc-ans.
in one boy s hand. ' Acros the youth crime plague' It described a Real or not, the youth crime wave" (see

U S a pattern of cnme has emerged," de- tougher policy towud violent delnquent, story. page 25) has provoked stormy reac-
clared the story Inside. 'A new rernone- It was the summer of 1977, and some tion among state legislators. Io the past
Lets, mutant Juvenile seems to have been analysts disputed that youth crime had in two years, at least I& states have amended

PUTTING
JOHNNY
IN JAIL

by Lucy Komisar

I'Jails 
~c1or-luae/Jaly t~7S

16 14.o A I- Cb. JUJ Dwco-mun.koly 197
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7 How Real IsThe Juvenile Crime Scare?
Originally, the juvenile court system was set up to resemble a social agency,
providing a good talking to, professional counseling, or "institution for
their own good." But the general trend now is to view these youthful of-
fenders less as children to be helped and more as criminals to be punished.

their juvenile justice codes to require
minimum sentencing or waiver to adult
courts for certain crimes Half a dozen
states expect to adopt similar amendments
soon And an American Civil Liberties
Union study done last year by Alan Sus
man found that in virtually every state.
bills have been proposed which would in
crease penalties for young people convict
ed of serious offenses.

At the forefront of this lt tough move
ment is the New York legislature ts 1976
It passed bills which required that juveniles
charged with certain felonies be finger
printed and photographed and their
records opened to law enforcement agea
cies It turned down a proposal that youths
charged withhomiide rape robbery and
serious assault be waived to adult courts at
the age of 13, but it passed another bill
that set minimum sentences for certain
designated felonies

Under the legislation, five year sent
encus could be imposed for the Class A
felonies of murder, kidnapping and arson
Youthful offenders could be sent to a se
cure facility for the first year a residential
setting for the second and could be placed
in a nonresidential program for the rest of

Lacy Komiua, u reporrer /or The Record
lio Bergen Couny New Jers"y

the time Tlhe family court could discharge
en offender after three years or extend the
sentence another year until his 21st birth
day Class B felonies (assault. robbery at
tempted murder or kidnapping) required
three yesr sentences similarly structured

Then in the fall of 1976 the Timmnons
case exploded When police arrested 19
year-old Ronald Timmons fo beating and
robbing an 82 year-old woman, he was re
leased on 500 bail. Senator Ralph
Marino chairman of the Crime and Cor
rections Committee violated the rules on
youth record confidentiaity to tell the
preas that Timmons had a long history of
delinquency-67 court appearances. sus
peted of murdenng a 92 year old man, in
and out of state training schools since he
was tight and known to the police and
juvenile authorities as a cruel predator of
old people If the criminal court judge
had had access to that sealed juvenile
record, Merino charged he would not
have released Timmons back to the streets
The senator quickly won approval of a bill
that established mandatory sentencing for
assault against the elderly and Increased
maximum restrictive time from a year to a
year and a half

In the 13 months from February 1977 to
March 1978 56 juveniles in New York
State were sentenced to restrictive place

mat under the law That was apparently
not enough, and Governor Hugh Carey
recommended changes to expand the hit
of offenses and include 13 year old& twice
found guilty of certain felonies.

If the kids are not going to go out and
commit the kinds of crimes they re sup-
posed to commit to be restrictively placed.
the state will have to go out and increase
the crimes and kids covered," says the
deputy director of the Vera Institute of
Justice Family Court Disposition Study.
Sheridan Faber

Faber was being sarcastic ol course but
the get tough' forces seriously complain
that some judges are counteracting the
stem Intent of the law Judges are signing
off on adjustments to reduce them out of
class" says Paul Mueselak, counsel to
Marno s committee Because even some
youths found gudty of felonies are not
being sent away under that category
Marino has introduced a new bill to reduce
plea bargaining in family court and make
restrictive placements mandatory

luislators who do not trust family court
judges to treat youths firmly would like to
remove their jurisdiction altogether A bill
in New York s hopper this year would send
certain felony offenders to adult court and
place them in adult jails for up to 15 years

Such waiver laws are a key part of the
get tough strategy By lowering the age

at which juveniles can be sent to adult
courts many states have made It easier for
juvenile courts to Impose what David
Howard, director of the National Juvenile
Law Center in St Louis calls the most
serious sanction a juvenile can receive

Waiver can amount to a death penalty
he says *The danger is not just the adult
sanction they can receive, but what can
happen to a young person in an adult
penitentiary

Most states allow some juveniles to be
transferred to adult courts for serious of
senses several states have lowered the age
for waiver, and a few have made transfers
or transfer hearings mandatory In certain
situations In Arkansas for instance the
law now allows waiver of any child charged
with a misdemeanor or felony Before the
child had tobe IS and accused of a felony
likewise Connecticut now pernuts trains
let for 14 year old% who are charged sith
A or B feloales and have convictions of the
same magnitude on their records Pre
vsously waiver was allowed only for ac

ig 
IarlsDetsr-laaeflaly 1971

is I .r Dloett or--Jaefivil 19711
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1 How Real IsThe Juvenile Crime Scare?
used murderers. Maine courts must
transfer youths if violence Is Involvdh if
there Is probable cause the juvene corn
minred the cnsme and if the protecfoa of
the community requires his detentio In
some place more secure than a juvenile Ia
WAY

The toughness trend is not uniform,
though since some states have been care
hal to temper their new waiver laws with
restrictions. Idaho reduced the age for
waiver from 16 to IS but stipulated that
the youth must be charged with a felony
instead of, as before, any cnminal offense
West Virginia which formerly allowed
transfers of all 16-year olds, now limits
them to youths accused of committing $0-
lens felonies or felonies endangering the
public Similarly, Alabama, which used to
allow waiver of any accstsed 14 year old,
now says they must be charged with
felonies And Kentucky California and
O-egon now require judges to consider the
minor s previous history the seriousness of
the offense, and h prospects for rehabdl
nation

Mandatory minimum snfencing is the
other chief toot that get tough advocates
favor to deal with serious offenders His
toncally, juvenile courts have operated on
the theory that they ae to treat a child
need rather than his deed Whether a

minor committed vandalism burglary car
theft arson rape or murder, he or she was
sent away with an indetermlnate sentence
for rehabilitation Ass child he was not
considered responsible for his actions he
wastobe treated 'not punished '

It followed that children should be re
eased when they appeared to be cured In
practice, however institutional officials
somtLmets got rid of difficult children and
kept those who were more docile or whose
parents did not want them A Rand Cor
porteos study published two years ago
found treatment programs to be sporadic
and to have limited success when they
worked at alL Most of them tt sald en
eluded serious offenders altogether In any
event there was no way to tell when a child
had been rehabilitated and he could
not be kept forever Most were back home
in less than a year

Some states have been changing that
practice by setting minimum sentences for
serious crimes, thus limiting the discretion
of juvenile judges and social agencies In
California 16-year olds found guilty of
certain felonies can be held until 23 (two
years longer than before) although they
cannot be held longer than adults con
voted of the same crimes And in Colorado
vi oknt and repeat offenders must get
minimum one year sentences and cannot
be released without court approval.

Other states however havg moved to

amit restrictive placements Wet Virgials
law says courts must ive preference to the
least restrktive placement and terms can
not exceed adult sentences Pennsytvana
also calls for the minimum confinemest"
necessary And youths In Oklahoma inastl
tutloS must be released at 18 instead of
21

It Is true that most states have tried to
design their new laws to separate the serf
ous delinquent from the minor offender,
but the legIslators' patience with all juven
Be delinquency Is clearly running ouL The
general trend now is to view offenders less
as children to be helped and more as crls
Inis to be punished& [n every state I
know of except Iowa the legislative trend
is regressive, says David Howard
'There s a move ,enot In many states to

lower the juvenile court jurisdiction age
limit to 16 And there s also a move to en
pose juveniles to the public eye by ending
the confidentiality safeguards that have
existed For instance, in Pennsylvania
information about a child charged with a
second serious crime can now be released
to the newspapers

While the kgislatures are passing laws
designed to put juveniles a ay for longer
terms khe courts have been moving toward
granting them more due process nghts
like the move to get tough, the trend
toward due process rejects the traditional
way of treating youthful offenders

Originally thejuvenile court system was
set up to resemble a social agency Juvenile
offenders might need a good talking to,
professional counseling or a stay at a
group home or institution for their own
good The idea that the court was out to
help the child became an excuse for ignor
ing due process The judge conducted the
proceedings without berefi of rules of evi
dence or procedure The public was no
permitted to attend or see records With
out sentencing standards judges could be
arbitrary As an Institute for Judicial Ad
mlnistration/Amencan Bar Association
study found racial and class bias intruded
Into decisions Serious offenders who knew
how to finesse the system could get short
terms and other youths charged with
serious crimes could get longer confine
ments than if they had been tried before
adult courts

Beginning in the late sixties the Su
preme Court issued several decisions that
gave juveniles some minimum due process
rights One of the first such cam involved
IS year-old Gerad Gauls who had been
sentenced to six years in the slate reform
tory for making an obscene phone call
Noting that an adult would have gotten q
maximum Of two months the Court held
in In re Gaul that accused juvenile delis
quents are entitled to notice of charges the

right to counsel the right I. remain silent,
and the right to confront and cross-esa
mine adverse witnesses

Later, the Court went even further In
the 1970 case of In re Winship It held that
the standard of proof In a juvenile trial
must be beyond a reasonable doubt, and in
a 1975 decision Breed v Joes it said that
Juveniles are protected by the double jeo-
pardy clause

Legal analysts think the rulings have
been significant The system is being ju
dicialoed in a way that never seemed Ima
ginable before,' says Fred Cohen pros
sor of law and criminal justice at the State
University of New York at Albany It s
taking on the trappings of a mini adult
system '

Still, ci d libertarians charge that the
juvenile courts fal far short of granting
due process rihts-orjustice-to youthful
offenders Rena Uyilkr, who heads the
ACLU Children s Rights Project says,

No matter what judges say about chd
dren s welfare, when a child is sent to a
training school or a residential treatment
center he or she is being punished often
with terms longer than an adult would get
for the same cnme

Without a jury tral based on the evi
denct rather thin adjudication on a child a

best needs, claim the civil libertarians,
the results of a recent Tennessee case will
continue to be unexceptional Two youths
there were accused of murdering a nurse
The 16 year old was transferred to cnm
final court tied and acquitted But she
14 year old who was char ed with equal
culpability wat tred in juvenile court,
Lacking the same right to defend himself
and bejudged on the evidence, he was sent
to a juvenik institution where he remains

The ACLU calls for the same due pa-
cess rghts adults enjoy and for set sea
te cs for all offenses-both serious and
minor-based on the seriousness of the
crime The problem now it says is that
some states are setting minimum sentences
for the hard core offenders without setting
maximums for minor offenders.

The civil libertinan position received a
substantial boost last year when the con
clutions of a mammoth seven year 23 vol
ume study were published by the Juvenile
Justice Standards Project of the Institute
of Judicial Administration and the Amen
can Bar Association They call for a total
overhaul of the system because of its dem
onstrated failure to either project society
or help children

The confusion and overreach impbt
in the espectatlo that a court is capable
of devising disposition in the best tertst
of the chdd in the absence of guidelines .4
reliable predtes measures of future
criminal behavior, or of models for effe

19
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P How Real ThThe Juvenile Crime Scare?
In a recent case in Tennessee, two youths were accused of murdering a
nurse. The 16-year-old was acquitted in criminal court; but the 14-year-
old, comparably charged in a juvenile court where he lacked rights of evi-
dence and self-defense, was sent to an institution, where he remains
tire rehabilitation or treatment programs
punctured the myth of the medical model
of juvenile justice," the study said. It
recommended that the following basic
principles guide any new standards

I Proportionality in sanctions based on
the seriousness of the offense rather than
the courts view of the youth s needs
2. Determinate sentences 3 Choke of the
kast restrictive alternative restrictive m
fences explained by the judge in writing.
4 Status offenses and vktimless crimes
(except narcotics possession) removed
from the juvenile court s jurisdiction
5 Visibility and accountabilityof decision
makmg instead of closed proceedings and
unrestrained official discretion.

6 Right to counsel at all stages 7 Ju
venues right to decide on actions affecting
their lives and freedom unless they are
found incapable of making reasoned deci
sions 8 A redefined parents role with at
tentton paid to conflicts between their In
terests and the child s 9 Limitations on
detention, treatment or other intervention
before adjudication and dispos2tion 10
Strt cnleria for waiver to adult court.

Under the ISA/ABA standards, waiver
to adult court would be permitted only for
16- or 17 year-olds who are accused of
clas one juvenile offenses (crimes for

which adults would be subject to death or
imprisonment for 20 years to We), who
have records involving acts or threats of
serious personal injury, and who cannot,
according to the determination of the
judge, be dealt with in juvenile facihtim

The study also advocates that youths
have the right to a public jury trial and
that the rules of evidence of cnminal trials
be used in juvenile proceedings. Proof It
says should be beyond a reasonable
doubt, and the judge should not receive
social history about the defendant

As to sentencing the standards stipulate
that juveniles be sent to secure facilities
only for the most serious or repetitive of
fenses aad only if such detention is needed
to prevent them from causi bodidy harm
or substanial property Injury In any case,
the standards say, juvenile detenion cen
terms should hold no more than 20 youths
and should be co-educational or at least
provide frequent socal contact between
boys and gurl The standards also estab

bsh set sentences for different classes of
crimes. Up to S percent time off would be
allowed for good behavior, but youth

agencis would no longer be able to cut
sentences dramatically because of rehabil
station or other reasons

If the proposals are a-cepted by the
ABA House of Delegates at its winter 1979
meeting, they will be sent to the state bar
associations and likely become the basis
for legislative change But nobody thinks
that adoion by tawmakero will be easy
Already family court judges, youth service
officials, district attorneys, academics, and
legislators are engaged In a national de
bate over the standards

The judges favor due process procm
dures but they disagree strongly with the
ABA proposals on disposition and treat
ment ofstatus offenders They do not want
to give up their traditional jurisdiction or
social work role Judge Eugene Arthur
Moore of Detroit head of the committee
on juvenile justice standards for the Na
tonal Council of Juvenile Court Judges,
says, "Ie judge should look at the of
lense, but in addition you have to look at
the social se ice factor-the home, I Q,
ability to relate to others, self control, and
other factors.

The family court judges propose a corn
promise on sentencing as well. ' The court
ought tobe Able to set minimum periods of
time,' Moore explains but sndeteriain
ate sentences should be maintained de
pending on the needs of the child and sub-
ject to judicial review Te maximum
penalties in the ABA standards are too
short in his vkw ' I think two years for
murder is wrong, he says. ' I would suS
gest four or five years If the judge wanted
to reduce It. that would be the prerogative
of the court"

Many judges would agree that both de
linquents and the public have been ill
served by the juvenile justice system but
they belive It has never been given the re
sources to do the job Justine Wise Poller
for many years a New York City family
court judge says I'm not defending the
courts They ve been starved, inadequately
manned, and never had the serces they
should '

Her reservation about the ABA stan
duds is that they emphasize the offense
rather than the child ' In the long run,
that a not the way to put to work whatever
knowledge we have on the problems of
children, she says By giving juveniles de
terminate sentences in institutions that
don t help them, 'we re just temporarily

rtini them out of sight when they look
bad. '

Juvenile agency officials agree with the
judges that rehabilitation has not yet been
given a fair change. 'At present there Is
almost nocare," says Jerome Miller a for
mer Massachuetts and PennsylvanLa ju
vemle corrections chief It a either total
punitiveness or neglect masquerading as
permisslveness The danger of the clvil
libertarian approach, Miller claims. is that
its reforms stop at proportional sentenc
ing He thinks people ought to also wony

about what us done with offenders after
they are sent away Dangerous kids
shouldat be out on the streets running
loose, be says, but that doesn t mean
they should be in these crimenogenc inst
tshons For what it costs to institutionalize
a kid, you can assign someone to him full
time'

Agency officials and judges part com
pany. though, when Judge Moore says that
judges should have the power to remove

youngsters from the streets without state
agencies being able to release them. New
York State Commissioner of Youth Ad
ministration Peter Edelman replies,
Judges assume they know more than they

really know In fixing the type of institution
and length of time a youngster needs to
spend there ' In New York, Edelman's
agency now makes those decisions and he
does not want It to lose thatpower

Though he favors the ABA standards of
determinance and fitting the sentence to
the crime, Edelman wants agencies to have
some discretion within those bounds and
he worries that 'in getting rid of gross in
determinacy, virtualUy all states will be
tougher than the ABA contemplates ' The
result, he fears, may be that kids will
spend longer stretches in facilities than
they should.

The district attorneys for their part,
think the courts should get tougher with
serious offenders and stop picking up
youths who do not belong In the system at
all They favor due process procedures but
Insist that some special protections for ju
venitles must be maintained. The juvenile
court has been run for too long as a social
agency," says Robert Leonard. president
of the National District Attorneys Asso-
ciation But I still believe so certain pro-
tectios-the confidentiabty of the juven
3e court proceedings for Instance I don't
think we gam anything by opening juvenile

0 Juts Docor-JwwAe ly 1971
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ourts up o public vew I think we can
accomplish the protection we need for the
public by having the advocacy procedure
strictly adhered to"

Rather than waive more eases to adult
court, Leonard would prefer that adver
sary proceedings be used In juvenile
courts. ' In most cases those people who
would come in to the adult court would be
gi n probat*n anyway Even d they were
sent to pnson that a not going to Improv
the situat on They would be better helped
in juvende court where there are more fa
clitiss-socal workers and psycholo-
guts.'

While the ABA standards continue to be
debated by those within the juvenUie justbe
system the Twenteth Century Fund has
issued Its own report calling for propor
toaslity so sentencing with maximums
fixed by legislatures, actual penods of
confinement set by judges, and earler re

leas dates at the dIsr6io of state JuVeo
Be authorities. The report also urged that
the fop sentence for the most serious
crimes should be two-and a half r rs
with two years the limit for property of
senses. Waiver it says, should be allowed
only where there Is probable cause that a
serious violent crime has been committed
and where the juvenile court canno Is
pose the punishment deemed necessary
Similarly, the report advocates lower sen
tences for 18 to 21 year old tre In adult
courts

Amidst all the debates and proposal,
about the only thing no one disputes is that
the current juvenile system is not working.
The media and state legislatures say g
tougher, sto Mollycoddling" serious of
lenders and start treating them more iske
adults. Crvi libertarians say give juveailes
the due process rights of adults and stop
footing tiie on them In the -u of reha
blltation. The juvenile acy people

agree with the wced fo due process, but
re mind critics that social workers can belp
kids and that offenders shouldn't simply
be seant to serve time.

Aside from the philosophical differences
among experts, there is the issue of Insti
tut;onj turf 'Evesyone wants to know
bow changes Is the law will affect them, '
says David Gilman, director of the ADA
project 'Wdi they lota or gala money or
powa"

In the long run, the opinions of the ax
pers and the interest groups Lnvolved in
the debate are likely to have less effect
than the headlines in newspapers ad the
pronouncements of politician. be ABA
input Is more likely to be theoticail than
ra," predcts Sheridan Faber 'T"e poll
elans are running the show, and they see

getting tough on crime as a way to get
votes." 0
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7 How Real IsThe Juvenile Crime Scare?

T he typical kid who commits a
c me is poor, black, or Puerto
Rian and lives in a g.Atto
'The typical kid who commits a

crime may be just as likely rich or poor,
white or black, suburban orcity dweller'

Youth crime s incmeasLng. Youth
crime has been constant for year.

Which do you believe? The experts
have evidence for all of the above You can
take your pick of variations and interpre
tations The U S Juvende Justice and De
liquercy Prevention Act of 1974 starts
out with the alarming assertion that 'ju
venies account for almost half the arrests
for serious crimes so the United States
today In 1975 43 percent of arrests for
serious offenses involved juvend and
youths were just under half of all persons
arrested for property crimes Thuteen to
17 year old who make up 10 percent of
the population constituted 21 percent of
those arrested foriolent crimes includSg
32 percent of arrests for robberies, 17 per
cent of arrests for rapes 16 percent for ag
gravated assaults and 9 percent for boml
cide

That- does, Indeed sound like a youth
crime wave Of course, figures play tricks.
Juvendes would undoubtedly look better so
the crime statistics if other groups such as
children undi'r 13 #ad adults over 65 coin
mitted their fair share of crnes And
actually juveniles arrested for serious or
violent crime are a very small portion of all
youths arrested. Only 4 percent of atl ju
venile arrests were for violent crimes and
only 10 percent of arrests for serious
crimes came under the category of violent
crime The biggest increase in the arrest
rate was for property crime

But the key word in all of this is arrest.
You have to look at what they call serious

crimes,' nays former New Ycork Family
Court Judge Justine Wie Poller 'They
use the FBI lisng, which is misleaditg. It
includes anybody charged with an offense
-ot coviicrte It's the old J Edgar
Hoover routine It Includes many young
people picked up in a group and many
young people charged with senous offense
which are later reduced at the police sta
boan It's a most unreliable statstc.'

Eugene Doleuchal, director of the infor
mabin center of the National Couneil on
Crime and Delinquency says What we

have been experiecng Is a cnrme repot
ing wave rather than a crime wave The
actual number of serious crimes is roughly
40 million in the United States The FBI
started many years ago with under one
million and they art. up to 11, so they have
another 30 million to go In the last year
or two, there have actually been reporting
decreases Doleschal says adding that
census bureau victi nation surveys show
the crime rate to be constant.

Whde the Senate Subcommittee on Ju
enile Delinquency found that violent

crime by persons under 18 jumped 246
percent from 1960 to 1973 a Rand Cor
poratm report commissioned by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration
attributed part of that jump to improve
ments in crime reporting and a third to a
half of it to an increase ir the numbers of
young people. The Rand report pointed
out that young people accounted for 24 3
percent of all crime in 1967 and 2S 6 per
cent I 1972. a negligible Increas'

The typical picture of the juvenile delta
quent as dark skinned, poor, slinking
through the alleys of tenements, may be
just as false as the crime wave figums.
Martin Gold and David Reimer at the Re-
search Center for Group Dynamics at the
University of Michigan have run sel re
port' studies on juveniles in upper, mid
die, and tower socio-economck brackets,
They gay that the information the juveniles
gave them tends to contradict officWal data
on delinquency In a 1972 sample of 1,600
boys and girls s 40 parts of the country,
they found that the average kid whose
parents are poor admitted committing 5 9
delinquent acts so the previous three years.,
the child of middle class parents admitted
to 7 2 delinquent acts io the same period,
and the rich youth admitted to 6 6 delin
quest acts In the seriousnesss index, the

Playing the
Numbers Game

25

poor were rated at 28 the middle class
3,S, and the higher soo-economic group
31

Somethng like 20 percent 0f kids from,
all kinds of groups have committed serious
crimes,' nys Doleschal. 'It s the poor
kids who are selected out for juvenile jus
twice processing

That vsew is supported by Paul Stras
burg associate director of the Vera Insti
tuse for Criminal Justio', so his recently
completed study of delinquent tehavsor in
Manhattan, Westchester County, New
York, and Mercer County (Trenton) New
Jersey He cites assertions that the van&
tton of admitted delinquency from one
neighborhood to another is far less than
the variation in arrest and adjudication
rates One reason might be that pretrial
diversion program for treatment are
much more common in the suburbs where
56 percent of all coses are diverted than so
the cities where only 43 percent are, ac
cording to an LEA A study Thus al
though suburban children may commit as
many crimes, they are not recorded in the
official StatSticS

Strasburg concludes however that
there is still more delinquency in slum
areas-espoccally theft violence truancy,
vandalism and disorderly conduct. The
difference is more a function of socso-eco-
nomic status than race according to
Strasburg He found that the violent crime
arrest rate of black youths so Manhattan
was seven times that of whites The black
rate for robbery was II times the white
rate, and a higher proportion of black de
hnquents were chronic offenders But this
was not true at all for Westchester, where
youths were better off in terms of real
dence education, and health. There the
differences between black and white crime
rates were negligible

Not every authority agrees that serious
crime Is equally distributed even among
socul groups Frank Zmnn, professor
of law at the University of Chicago, claims
that the most serious offenses are commit
ted by poor, minority youths who bye it
the getto Ziming excludes aggravated
assault as a senous violent en e "iat
can be a fist fight in the suburbs or a
shooting on the south side of Chicago ' he
says People who do the self report studies
he claims are not talking to the small
population of deep end kids that are
counted ss the official statstics.

Victiriastion surveys suggest a very
intense concentration of robbery in the
mirionty dwelling areas of the biggest
cities Zimnng adds that a majority of
nonviolent property offenses ar very
democratically distributed across the
youth population

Should we get delinquents off the streets
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to keep them from tomnsittinn mome harm done They committed nearly lfos might go straight If afforded another
crimes? Ia his Ford Foundation sponsored times as many crImes u one time of chance?
study Paul Strasburg found that "a juven fenders and most serious violence wu From reading the various studies, It be
ile a prIor record Is of little use in predit committed by repeaters. Thus, chronic of comes clear that criminologists, law en
tng whether the delinquent will act vlo- fenders do not necessarily commit violent forcement offial, and social workers
knty the neat time or In predicting how crimes, but violent criminals are generally cannot agree on the bask facts about ju
serious the next offense wi be. He en repeaters. On the other hand, Strasburl's venlle crime-whether it is Increiasig who
plains that. With the exception of a small study says that juveniles apprehended by commits it, what remedim are moat
handful of hard core delinquents commit police go on to commit more offenses af effective. The media and politicians have
ted to violent crime, delinquents engage in terard than those who ar not caught. It stepped Into the confusion and played up
violence only occasionally as part of an ap- would seem logical to try to keep the juvenile crime with dramatic coverage and
parenliy random pattern of illegal beha handful of hard-core delinquents off the selected statistks The resulting proposals
v I' streets, but the problem Is how do you in state legislatures more often than not

However Strasburg's study showed that throw out a net that catches the dangerous rest on a foundation of emotion rather
recidivsts were responsible fo most of the youths without snaring youngsters who thanreality -LK

The Reform That Flunked
by Daniel B MoskowitzL liberal disstisfnaction with the way has complied with the act s two key provi

state and local authorities were sons In fact, reporting under the law has
treating underage delinquents been so slipshod that it is impossible to get
and crimmals led m 1974 to a bill a fix on just how close to complying the

that established standards for the treat states are When the General Accounting
ment of juveniles in the criminal justice Office tried to assess how well the states
system Under the Juvend Justice and were doing, it found, in a report not yet
Delinquency Prevention Act, states were published, that no state had even checked
eligible for Law Enforcement Assistance all its detentin facilities to see if status of
Administration iants if they agreed to fenders were being kept there Most of the
meet two key provisions states did not include local jails in their

a Status offenders-persons who break montonng, and 80 percent of the states
those laws that apply only to juvendles- expressed reservatsons about whether the
were never to be locked up in jail like Ia state had authority to motor some local
cilities, but held, when necessary, in home and private fascdit , according to GAO
like shelter facilities. Deputy Drector Wdlam I Anderson.

eJuveniles regardless of the crimes they Some states have tried to live up to the
were charged with or convicted of. were acts provisions More than a dozen have
never to be housed even overnight, with passed laws requiring demistitutionalna
adult offenders. bos of juveniles charged with status of

The commingling rules were to take fenses-or with no offenses at all-and
effect immediately, but the lawmakers re separation of youths and adults in
ating that new community shelters would Georgia, 'the legislation was spearheaded
have to be set up gave the states that en .by a pair of legislators who had mn their
rolled in the program two years to comply teens, themselves run away from danger
with the regulations on status offenders. ous home s3tuatsons A few junsdions

The concept, of course is that children have even come cie to implementing the
whomerely defy parental authority or cur laws in 1975 New York opened 15 new
few laws-who show society an arrogance group homes for youths who need counsel
it will accept only from adults-are not mg but not policing Massachusetts has
truly crsminals who deserve to be behind most of its status offenders out of secure
bars And that even children who commit facilities They re down to the real nut

olent acts against others are redeemable, cracker kid of cases says John Rector,
but only d kept out of the influence of former staffer for the Senate juvenile de
adults who may be dedicated to a tde out lnqueney subcommittee and now head of
side the law the ID program at LEAA 'Those stl be

But four years later not a tnge state hind bars are really complicated human
beings who happen to be young Rector

Daniel B Mokowiwr iaritti on legal affairs admits that states like Massachusetts
from Washington for Business Week and haven t made the two-year deadline be
otherMcGraw Hdlpublicatons cause it was an entirely too optimistic

timetable '
But the bulk of the states haven t made

the timetable because they haven t been
trying A handful have been honest and
simply opted not to take the LEAA money
In some years the thanks but no-thanks
group numbered more than ten North
Carolina, Utah, and Nevada are among
those now out of the program But most
have taken the money and ignored the
promise

Early this year, LEAA released the re
suits of a survey whkb showed that the
number of juveniles held in all kinds of
detention facilities, after edging down for
three consecultiveyears, actually started up
again is the first year after the new law was
passed Of 47,000 minors in public deten
tion facilities on June 30, 1975, only 200
were in shelters and 2 122 In group homes
or halfway houses Pennsylvanla, Oregon,
and Connecticut were among the states
which reported that evetyjuvende who was
being held in a public facility, regardless of
the charges was in what LEAA rates a
'physically restrcting ersronment. '

When the Children a Defense Fund re
cently visited 449 jails in nine states it
found that 38 percent of the jails had child
dren in them and another 9 percent some
tunes had juvenile inmates though not at
the time of the CUF visit. 'The over
whetming majonty of children we found In
adult jails were not detained for vioknt
crimes and could not be considered a
threat to themselves or to the community,"
the fund s report on the project says.

Only 11 7 percent were charged with
serious offenses against persons." Most
were in for property offenses, but 18 per
cent were there for status offenses and an
other 4 3 percent had committed no of
fense at all One boy was being held there
because he had no place to go' Another
boy was fingerprinted and held in jad be
cause his mother had been hospitalized
and there was no other adult at home One
child was in jail foi protection from her
father who was accused of unestL

lurs Dsctor-luse/July 1978
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CDF thinks those ridwp arm shocking.

But not all the Stats agree Several phil
osophi rally disagree with the concept of
detnststutionalzation," the National Co
enors Conference coomttee on crime
reduction told Congress last year I y
may belsese that So-called status offense
are appropriate and that existmi state
laws should not be changed '

Nor has official Washington been con
sstent in pursuing reform of the juvenile
justice system The Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, for instance.
channels huge amounts of elementary and
secondary education and vocational edu
cation money Into big institution where
minon and majors and Status offenders
and those who have committed violent
crimes are all housed together The Con
mercer Department s Economic Develop-
ment Administration gives local govern
meant grant% to build new prisons designed
to hold both adults and Juveniles Interior
runs secured training schools for Indian
juveniles in a program that Rector caUs

one of the most scandalous in the
Country "

Washington also suggested to the states
that it was winking at the LEAA program

when the Ford administration asked for no
money for the juvenile justice gIrnts even
though Congress appropriated hall what
the act authord. ' No one in LEAA and
no one in the Department of Justice did
anything to encourige the states to patt
cpate in the proram, Rector says.

That much has now changed Rector Is
Sincere about the goals, and is trWSg to
make the states believe him In the case of
California, he actually shut off some of the
state a money The state wasn't any worse
than others in treating juvenles-some of
its programs are innovative and human
istic-but It had the bad form to thumb Its
nose at Washington s rules rather than ig
nore them Caiornia s Youth Authority
handles prisoners in some cases up to the
age of 25, even though emancipation in the
state is now at ate 18 It insisted it could
lump all 'youthful offenders' together,
but to Rector putting 15-year-olds and 23-
year-olds in the Same facii y is mixing ju
venle and adults Both sides have backed
off from that confrontation the state
promised to end commingling by 1982.,
and LEAA unfrose some, but not all, of
the 1978 JD money

How fierce Rector wil be with other

states won't be seen for some months ye
For ith the cutoff date long passed and
no sttes in compliance, Congress last year
showed just how tough It wanted to be by
extending the deadlines. The lawmakers
gave the states an additional year on the
status offender criterion, and said getting
75 percent-not all -of the status of
fenders out of jails would suffice I a state
makes 7S percent, It gets another two year
to find group home type facilities for the
rest.

Given the way the bureaucratic clock
runs and the time built in for evaluatng
whether a quota has been met, It will be
January or February before LEAA decides
whether or not the status offender rules are
being violated. There a no similar deadline
on separatng teen criminals from their
adult counterparts But already Rector in
giving out signals that hell meet states
halfway We ve alowmd for some fis
busty," he admits, in defining the popular
tion that has to be dessstutsona zed. And
even the 75 percent figure has some give in
it 65 percent and signs of Improvement
would probably satisfy LEAA 'We re
talking about a rule of reason, Rector
SAYS. 0
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, .led for 'Intimidation'

-LEAA Wc
B) INDLRJIT BID114AR 1rator told p;

office had iOh
Employees of the Law Folorce members and

meli Ansslance Administration workers in at
iLF %At haie petitiorkl Congrc s Ci% its. v Ice
to inesl'te h u the) call mIs lion their disc
management and bureaucratic tetic) AFSCt
inertia in their agents which ho e Rector sehe
hampered federal efforts to deal he had mad
with the growing problem ofjuhe about 25 incos

nilednnqoccy tie told Feder

The petition his been filed in said anythbng
behalf of I bAA employees by used that on h
American Federation ot State presidential at
County and funicipal Laplo)es said but I m
Local 550 Frederick B4

Under the Juenile Justice and of Local 2830
D tinquency Act of 194 Congress one of many
cr ated an office within LFAA - ncmpetenca
Office of ruoeitle Justice and specific staff
Detnquenci P enention (OJJDP) made it fmposs
- coordinate efforts to deal bers to perft
with te problem on a nationwide professional do
Scale Incompetent

The implementation of the pro- nel and fisca
gtam has come under congress Rector the pet
stonal criticism most recently root cause ot
from Rep Shirley Chtsholm D ore And they a
NY to Insestigat

charges
LEAA employees in their IS a The admin

poist petition to Congress de to staff numeo
scribed current management January Oft
stafling and fiscal approaches vacancies filed
that do not appear to support the gone to officials
legslatloe intent ofthe program fal reasons

In particular the petitioners a There ha
aimed sheir criticisms at the meetngsaince
0J1 administrator John Rector eoen ditsion c
who they charge has demoral able to meet w
lied and intimidated his work ly In fact, the
eru At a recent Annual Youth prohibited stat
Workers Coafeece. the adnusls log with LEA)I,.

Cr s rrItLE est Osa

iaktrkk Ktest Snafu
trtt"4lpants that his
incompetent staff
he urged the )outh
rndasnce to nrte the
Commission ito pet
charge for Incompe
IE said
mently denied that
e public remarks
metent 'mplo)es
at Times I neoer
hek that The union
earsay I may be a
ppointee Rector
not a fool

rcker Jr president
said this Is only
Similar charges of
- many against
members that

sbe for staff emem
rm their routine

and Inept person
I management b)
tioners said Is the

the program s fail
Ire asking Congress
e the following

istrator has failed
ins vacancies since
three professional
dso r two hase
o selected for pott

ve been no staff
the fall of tatt and
chiefs hase not been
Ith Rector regular
administrator has
fers from consult
Aa general counsel

EAA
I From Page jj

a political appointee he opened
the door to the union and discuss
ed procedures and mechanisms
wIth their officers Immediately
after coming aboard

When he came to the agency
we only had 30 people In this of

flce It was hopelessly understaff
ed I had to fight with main Ju
lice and with the appropriations
committee to create more slots
Sixty one full time slots were
created he said

Naturally we hve vacancies
These are newobs Filling them
takes time he noted hecauseuf the
oannau covl service requirements
to be met and because of the push
and pull blaen the unions to figv onacancies from within and the

on a day to-day basis for adviceon conditions and problems He ha'
grants and contracts publicly Indtcated to those statc

resisting compliance with his de
c* Employee workload has In minds that he will transfer theircrease because of e cesslve funds to other states that do con

detail work that isoften redun- formtohisre.uiremeou
dant and meaningless

a Of the $I0 million allocateda Rector does not delegate for FY INS about 154 million has
authority in gsen the most routine been okligated to date Of this
matters and encores an Inconsist $t0 S mit ion wa s awarded to
cot travel policy which ranges formula grant programs and the
from complete moratoriums nser money %ent directly to the states
longer periods of time to an errat upon a approval of the s plans
ic policy of allowing travel but not
aproting it in a tImely enough Rector the first Carter admn
fashion to permit rational plan Istraton political appointee at
ning LEAAtod Federal h1mes that the

pettoon was inaccurate In specify
0 The administrator a decisions ItS and grondlss t. It reSpects

n grants and contracts bve ee' I was not even on the lIst of people
a rbhtr.ny and capricious con who received the union a petition

lract awards are delayed even The union neteronca talked to me
after competitive procedures about It or to anyone else on my
have been ftoo1ed and he haa behalf
circumvented established fund

Ing procedures and has solicited As s former aide and confidante
applications without giving polen of Sen Birch Bayh Rector said
tial applicants any directions on his activities if anything were
application procedures pro union And he said he had

a OJJDP has 'diverted funds' worked hard at the Judiclar)
from special emphasis programs Committee during LEAA a early
to support programs tontrrto days to assure that the labor
the legislation clean Intent haa community got its piece of the ac
not convened a meeting of the lion at LEAA And as a Bayh
Federal Interagency Coordinating ide he recalled he was lnofed
Council on Jusenlle Justice in il n helping AFSCME a current
months has presented staffers metropolitan area eoordInatorJos
from planning othoeeranenciesa Williams when Williams was
a nd has repeatedly canceled oa trying to organize Library ofCon
tIonat advisory committee meet gress employees
legs I was always amenable to talk

9 Rector has alienated many to the union On te 1 Points th e
states by maintainIng an lones base raised Buttey nesertahed
Ible stance on compliance tome Inllct fahe= edtnas
reuirements that disregard local . .(See agA5pe is)

administration to attract outside
tolentto meet ELO goals

Re.tor noted that he had
fought hard for the creation of

the statute governing the Juvenile
delinquency program under oppo-
siticn from the Ford administra
Ins and Pete Velde a former
LEAA administrator

And he surmised that some of
the criticism of him could have
come from officials within LEAA
till opposed to the program I
had to exert pressure to aove the
program to move money he
said

Contrary to allegations In the
petition be Soid he meets daily
with his division chies You can
ask them I suppose some of these
criticisms come with the turf My
disappoin

tm
ent Is I dids I get afair snake from the union

Union President Bcker said he
would hWte IO further comment
at this time '

a
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A Tool For Change

Advocacy For Youth
By GCwm Inrm

Advocacy. in general, can be defined
ache p r u of aZg:M for the righ t of
other M IalS foe qndin maaninq
or recommendng a cause of another"
Accd to the Institute for Child
A , this definution of an old term
to ga g new prominence on the national
youth sene

Smac¢ s of the 1977 Amendmentstothe JuIe Jauce ,rd Delinqueny
Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974 you%
advocacy ha become crucial in obtaining
compliant e with the act In caling for
advocacy programs aimed at uprovu
service. for youths affected by the

iveail jus system Section 223(a)
10(D) reconTizs the asnposibdity of
surn the rihts guaranteed young
people in the JDP Act winthest loc
advocacy

Most current youth advocacy pro
grams demonstrate the broad context
within Which serves have been devel
oped Three yean ago, advocacy was
de=fine by major nional agencies a

public educaton" No mention here
of aqusg maintinn, defending oreven recommending The dange that

nation pat of advocacy is rat

Urban Phqnomenon
Some facs from a 1973 survey of

youth advocacy progrm provide a
national picture of ps erf-f s Youth
advocacy at that i m was primary an
u ban phenomenon for twohirds of all
progrums were located n maor urban
centers Only 18 percent of these pro-
grams were more than three years old

(S" Youth Adtocacy, An 7)

n

WHAT'S
INSIDE

Restitution Gainng Prominence
S" Pep a

Parks or Institutons
Sea Age8

Defining Advocacy
See Pap 6

Talking with Chddren
Se Pop 8

Violent Juvendee

Postive Approach
Se" PeP a

The Readers Speak

Agence in Concert
Sea pop

Famtee in Need of Service

Sifi ResponaibUlty
hed PAr8

Youth Advoccy in Alaska
Se"A4

CONTINENTAL PLAZA - 411 Hourck Avnue * Hsckbnmd, New Jery 07601 - (201) 48B040

4W
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Dy Ea r Dolesdcatand Ane M Newton

The recent perceived upsuege of youth
fit violence an the United States appears
to be related to towrag by the media
rather than rtpresta n n y real increase
Of 1JA49 arres m e naonlly foe
serious violent crime is 1976 only 20.61
(6 I percent) were of juveniles under Is,
and only 74 71$ (or 220 percent) were
of juveniles under 18 Furthermore the
more serious the crie the less was the
involvement of juveniles for nstance
only 1 Ipercent of all arrests foe murder
were of juvenies under IS and only 92
percent were ofjuvernides under IS

Thin represents a decrease not an in
crease in the number of juveniles srrest
ed for serious violence Arrests for serious
violence of juveniles under 15 declined by
11 6 percent and of those under 18 by
12 1 percent from 1975 to 1976

The actual incidence of juvenile vio
lence is not known since most crimes are
not reported to the asuthorities and a
majority of those reported are not cleared

Treatment is a difficult proce
and the search for better methods
must continue

by arrest We do know that the total mct
dence of violent crimes both luvnile and
adult has been reported as remaining
constant over the years by national victim
station surveys conducted by the U S
Census Bureau and published by LEAA
We now have data for 1973 1974 1975
and 1976

During those years the rate of victim
station per 1 000 Ameri ns aged 12 and
over remained unchanged at 2 Even the
fluctuations of the various subcategories
of violence (as well as of property crimes)
have been minor

Tolerating Violent Youths

Research onsistently supports the
view that communities are willing and
able to tolerate and absorb a far gp'ester
roportion of violent behavior committed
y its middle and upper income young

sters than by those from the lower in
come levrl

A study of the activities and behavior
of two different male lan suggested
that while the two groups engaged in
similar levels of delinquency both in
frequency and senous"ss the lower-sn
come gangs were perceived by police and
community residents as more of a prob-
lem

The Massachusetts Experience

The Massachusetts Task Force on
Secure Facilities was established in 1977
in response to concern by the state on
the msue of public security from juvenile

Violence By Youths
violence The Task Force concluded that
Massahusetts; commitment to desetv
onased commay-based juvenile tor-

rects. houk be preserved adstrengltca
ed The Task Force determined that the
Mssichasetss Department of Youth Set
vices needs to provide only 100 to 1 3o
secure treatment placements, of which
40 percent need only a ight le of
secunty

Only 54 to 70 youths, the Tak Force
concluded need a moderate or heavy
level of seuity, even though the depart
meet already had 114 sure placements
Assuming the larger figre of 70 secure
placements in a state of sax million, aid
usuming that the US as a whole needs
the same ratio of secure placements then
only 2 531 scure placents foe violent
juvenils are needed in the entre country
At latest count (June 1974) there were
77000 juveniles sn closed public and
private institutions

Massachusetts has been an innovator
in handling juvene offenders When the
gate abobshd training schools treat
ment of dangerous youths was trans-
ferred to the Intnive Cue unit of the
Department of Youth Services Those
us need of such car ore highly disturbed
youngsters whose actions may sn lde self
destructive behavior, youths who have
been damaged by thee environment or
juveniles who act out as dangerous ways
and who in many cases have no rational

Althouh Massachusetts has uchieved
humane jils and some responsible pro-

grams some articles contend that the
types of intensive care programs that were
envisioned have not ben established In
tenrive care has been beset by such
problems as poorly qualified staff lack
of security and ineffective treatment
Nevertheless the Department of Youth
Services responds to these persons by
emphasizing that no one in juvenile
justice has come closer to finding an
answer to a proper combination of treat
ment and security

Hard-Core Jueniles

Another group of programs for serious
juveniles includes concept programs
that use a therapeutic connunity ap-
proach in dealing with these youngsters
An example is the Elm program in rural
Maine The Massachusetts DYS used this
type of program as in alternative to in
tensive care for serious delinquents

The program consists essentially of
work therapy and education The re
s3dents are almost entirely responsible
for the management and muntenarce
of the programs and are expected to face
the consequences of their own behavior

The approximately 200 residents ages
14 to IS share one common cuara tr
tic - their failure as other treatment or
correctional programs Endorsed by Mas-
sachusetts Connecticut and Rhode Island
a well as Maine the Elan program claims
a retention rate of 90 percent and a re

Pae 2

cidivism rate of 20 percent
Another approach to dealing wih

aggressive youths outside the juvenile
justice system is being conducted at the
Woodward Day School which opened is
Worcester Mass in 1970 Woodward Day
School an alternative school for gresswie
adolescests a es II to 19 has evolved in
to a day care program of therapy, era
additional education and vocational train
Mng

Day schools allow children to receive
specialized treatment while living as a
familiar community environment and
avoid institutional confinement which
might deprive the children of the op

The number of juveniles arrted
for senous violence has declined

portunity to develop coping skills A
ternauve schools of this type may be
able to interrupt the cycle of recurrent
istirautionalzation by delivering services
within a noninstirational setting and
emphasizing skills that will enhance cots
unity adjustment

No one has found the magic pill to
cure youthful violence but several coin
munities and institutions are searching
for better ways of dealing with some
violent youths is open settings The re
suits are mixed Treatment is a difficult
process and the search forbetter methods
must continue

For addit nal foundation see William
J Charblm "The Saints and the Rough
necks Society 11() 24 31 1973
refer DeVryer Eslustin of Elin No
ember 2) to Novembr 26 1975 James
Kennedy ard others, A Day School
Approach to Agressive Adolescents
Cbsld Welfare 35(0) 712 724 1976

Eugene Dolescbal is director and Anne M
Nesto Senor i formation sislystfor the
NCCD Infformation Center
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Bringing in the Family
By Ann Adams

Famili In Need of Supervision (or
Family in Need of Services "or Fam

iss with Services; Neerda or FINS I
sa proposed category of uvenile court

jurndisctioi that a receiving serious con
tderuon as a means of dealing with the
family problems of status offenders The
FINS concept, presented s detai i the
U S Crimmal Justice Advisory Con-
atees Task Force Report on Juvenile

Justice Studands and Goals and current
ly being advocated by the Nataonal
Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judes i based on the principle that the
familial and institutional environment of
a status offender must be considered if
that child n to be helped Yet a critical
examintion of the FINS pro" s will
reveal the itpproprinteness of snplyng
the principle to an extenion of juvende
court jurisdiction

The Task Force Report on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention
provides the moat extensive explication
of the FINS concept However the very
crecstss the Task Force offers of past
Approaches to court treatment of status
offenders appear equally applicable to its
own concept of Families with Service
Needs

The Task Force would set up an
elaborate interventiontst machinery for a
category of cases which by its own ad
mission belongs outside the court system
except in extreme cases

Devastating Effects

In establishing FINS the Task Force
claims to be discarding the vague labels
because of the potentially devastating
effects on a child Yet the Task Force
seems to Ignore sgmasiunzton There is
no reason to believe that FINS would be
less stigati ing than CHINS (Children
in Need of Services) or PINS (Persons us
Need of Supervsion) FINS may actually
be more potentially devastating since it
would become attached to the whole
fimly FINS would extend court power
and the damaging stigmatizstion to the
entire family of the status offender none
of whom his committed any criminal
act

The Task Force also clums court
intervention would take place on a no
fault ' basus blame would not be placed
on the child Nonetheless a FINS petition
would still be brought on the bam of
some specific conduct that has occurred
and the rust step for determ -ing jus
dicuon would be "establishing the truth
of the allegations of the behavior ' This
approach would appear to result in fault
or blame being placed on the child

Clearly Unsucceseful

The Task Force claims to have acted
to discard vague labels that have formed

the basis for court jurisdiction and some
serious abuses up to now Yet the at
tempt to establish court jurisdiction for

certain eM-defhied status behaviors
(emphasis added) was clry unsucces-
ful This can be sen us the reports
definition of behaviors to be consider
under the FINS jurisdiction In tec cse
of the unruly child the court is to us
tervct where a child disobeys "reason
Sble parental demands usin only the

broad guidelines that the demand i
reasonably designed to satre the good
order &Ad discipline of the famiy unit or
the protection of the juvenile a welfare
In truancy cases the judge is to ex
ercist his or her discretion to require a
number (of days absent! that is h;;

enough to exclude the occasional day
mused through caprice or impulse but
low enough to deal promptly with the
problem of the habitually absent child
an need of services "

In each case, clear definitions of the
behaviors are lacking an the judge is to
exercise hs discretion ' The Task

There as no reason to believe
that FINS would be less stigmattz
ing than CHINS or PINS

Force a certain wel-defined status be
haviors leave the juvenile court judge as
always with an awesome amount of
discretion and few cler guidelines

The limited role of ende court
intervention into status offense cases un
der FINS is supposedly manored by the
Task Forces repeated recommendation
that noncoercive resources for providing
service be exhauoed before the family
court may take jurisdiction The fact
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that court intervention is to occr only as
Slia resort" began important question
If community services have been exhaust
ed and ae still unsuccessful how can
court nevolvetenr nagicully produce the
cure?

The Task Force itself acknowledges
this major problem If the court has no
resources at its disposal to de with the
particular problem before It sumMi
junisdicton would be futile because such

"l. best and most effects,
place to treat the major proportion
of status offense cases outside
the family court system "

intervention would have no purpose"
This being the case can the court ever
justify intervention?

Esfocement of the court order for
te receipt of services i also an import
ant ssue What action will the court take
if the family members fail to participate
cooperatrvely us the ordered services?
Because FINS jundicton as founded
primarily on a child a specific behavior.
it seems that the child may continue to
be the likely target for punitive measures
should the family fad to cooperate with
the court s order

Alarming Statistics

The amount of discretion left to the
juvenile court judge under the FINS
jursdidcton is an many ways the most
crucial sue The past record of the
juvenile courts hasnot been good Accord
rng to the General Accounting Office 70
percent of feates and 20 percent of
malks in juvende detention and correction
al facilities are status offenders These
alarming statistics reflect the results of
judicial discretion

Cleanly the lesson to be learned as that
judicial disretion and special jurtisdcton
al categores are unsuccessful and may be
even harmful FINS can be expected to
result in the same disappointment and
problems as did PINS and CHINS

For more information see, US Ad
visory Committee on Crumal Justice
Standards and Goals Juesde Justice
and Delinquency Preoenton Report of
she Trask Force on Junenisj Jusisce And
Derlinquency Preserion Washigo
DC U S Governuent Printing Office
1976 National Council of Juvenile and
Family Co." Judges, Resolution Passed
by General Membersp July 14 19771
Testimony of William J Anderson, U.S
General Accounting Office before the
U S Subcommistee to Investigate Ju
vende elinquency Sept 27. 1977

Ann Adons is a student at Katl a oo
CoAge wbo prepared this paper wbile
participating in the NCCD Wisbwinon
Intern Program
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Advocacy in Alaska
NOTE Wibs ths issut Youth Forum
ddgs regular columM w hcb will bighbth
Wnosatre or roplacble uttrlrstn Pro
revs for you"A people The armies are

betin written by Enid Ksnary Dvclor
of tbe NCCD Altswsme information
Nd Referral Serie

Youth advocacy a becoming a much-
sought-after but seldom achieved -
Alaska Youth Advocates Inc, priste.
nonprofit organic stion located is Anchor
ag, as one of the exceptions It was
initiated five yeas ago because ofthelack
of non-coercive coumnty-baoed aet

Staff at the program attempt to
reinteprat, the juvende with his
family

prices for young people and their families
and because of a concern that the rights
of juveniles were not being protected The
overall philosophy of A Y A is evidenced
in a simple bumper sticker adoring the
front window of the office It asks
Have you hugged your kid todayP

The program a not run merely to
take the side of younl people in trouble
In addition to explaining the low ataff
at the prorotm attempt to reintegrate the
juvenile with his family The idea is for
the ataff to act as a voice for juveniles
when they need help That means pro-
riding legal information &ad initial
counseling for families on a short-term
care In many cases the staff works as a
third party artempting to bring about a
compromise

Compiles Information

In advocating change a the juvende
justice and social service systems A Y A
carries out the following activities

" Researcl/Dats Collection - Keeping
abreast of trends ad problem., re-
searching selected asses, ad daem
mating information Because of the
spamty of data collecting within the
Juvenile Justice system, AV A com-
pi infoemataon from all mates ven.t
system components and from the

youth alternative service programs
* Proposes foe Chap - hoti

portion papers to the kl nature.
community groups, governmental task
forms aid justice system components

* Legslaion - PropoW ard wo-k
for lelte reform ard roce on
commssons ad taUsk forcs

• Mabership In the Youth Altenatve
Services Neewot - An association
dned to achieve a coordinated net

of youth serving genes the
ne work wots to enare better set
vxes through more thorough planning
and less duplcason

• Youth Involvement - Employment of
youth interns, encouragementof youth
participaio i special project the
youth advisory board ard solicitation
of youth opinions. All serve to ensure
youth Involvement

* Commailty Educataa - Co naltation
(asmti groups throughout the sute
to develop youth serving organizations
and programs) mining (providing
advocacycounselq training) full use
of the media, publication of reforma
non and distribution to the community
and community devdopment (holding
publc forums to encourage the corn,
munity' interest in own youth ard
family problems)
In addition to advocacy for change
A Y.A provide direct services They
include

• Short-tri Services - Providing refer

------------------------------------------------ 1

Are You On Our Mailing List?

If you are not on the hst to receive Youth Forum, fll out the form below
and send it to Youtb Forum, c/o National Council onCrnme and Delinquency,
411 Hackensack Avenue, Hackensack, NewJersey 07601 Youth Forum is a
free publication

Name

Agency

Address

City State& ZipCode

lslnda Frmkh. i AYA volunteer, dl-
cum the formation of a youth advisory
board with Mary Morraon. youth Intern

rl for legal Ad nm-djcal services dis
tributing information on laws affect
ng young people and how the legal

system operates, short-term counsel
ig/casework. which includes exploring

alternatives with young people and
families immediate problem solving
assistance in resolving difficulties with
other aenci schools or other t"
vice programs and providing follow
up to sure that the services provided
were sufficient
Treatment Services - Providing assess-
menas of individual and family prob
lems short-term (up to six months)
treatment, referrals when long-range
therapy a indicated and follow-up

SDunect Community Education - Pre-
sentations before civic. community
and professional groups and in class-

Handbook for Juvendes

As pat of its advocacy ' education
propram A Y.A has published "One
Nation Under Age, a handbook on
juvenile law The hadbook is being dis
tnbuted statewide to youth-serving agen
cs as well u individuals It is one of the
best publications outlining the rights of
jurendel in a particular state that AIRS
as seen The book answers frequently

asked questions about juvende laws and
describes how the juvende justice system
functions Services available to youths
and their families - including crisis
medical and legal resources - are listed

Foe a copy of One Nation Under Age
(include 25 cents for postage) or for
more information concerning A Y A,
write to Alaska Youth Advocates Inc,
a$j 'D Street. Suite 105, Anchorage
Alaska 99501

Paee 4
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A Growing Trend
Restitution As Punishment

Restitution programs for juvenile of
fenders is not a new concept but it has
been gaining prominence in recent
months The Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration recently announced tis
it was making avadable to such programs
$30 million dunng the next thre years

'With the restitution programs juvenile
offenders will have sentencing alternatives
available to them ad John Rector ad
mnimstrator of LEAA s Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Re-
stirution wal not only recoignat offender
responsibility but will have positve re
habditative value as wel

Restitution as described by Rector
whose office wdl administer the program
would include permitting young people
to return stolen merchandise or to pay
in money or service for dam ge done
through vandalism

in all cases Rector said restitu
tion will provide a less severe and more
humane way of dealing with juvenile
offenders and wil aid in their rehabdita
tion Restitution is one way to right the
wrong done to a victim and the com
unity I also helps the young offender
to regain self-esteem and community
standing

Required for Probation

Adding impetus to this movement
toward restitution was a decison by the
Supreme Court which ruled that a youth
ful offender who is sentenced toprobation
under the Federal Youth Corrections Act
may be required as a condition for pro
nation to pay a fine or make restitution
to the victim

Such a condition was recently pro-
posed by Chief Justice Richard J Hughes
of the New Jersey State Supreme Court
who is developing a program for the

Imposing restitution s a common
practice i many juvenile courts

state that would require that some juve
rule offenders make meiution or at
least partly compenste thesr victims for
personal injuries and property damage
According to Hughes Juvenils with rels
tively clean records might be turned into
hardened criminals if they were sent to
state institutions

Also citing the danger of sending ju
venues to detention homes and training
schools is a recent report of the Twen
cieth Century Fund Task Force on
Sentencing Policy Toward Young Of
fenders The report recommends the
expanded use of noninsturutonal s4nc
tiors that impress on the offender the

seriousness of his conduct but do less
ham than ansittruonali a on

The report calls reituton a coercive
exercise of state power that is imposed
because the juvenie has committed sen
ous offenses Open recognition of the
punitive function of signed partsctpaion
in such peograms seem preferable to a
policy us which thec rhetoric of rehbbita
von is used to expluin decisions that in
eitably (and properly) spring in pat
from punitive motives

The report reinforces the approaches
of numerous judges adminuit tors, and
professionals within the uvende justice
system This as reflected in a recent sur
vey by the Institute of Policy Analysis
which showed a surprisingly large number
of juvenile courts requiring restitution
Eightysix percent of the 1153 respondents
reported that they use the sanction of
the 19 courts which did not 7 indicated
that they plan to introduce the practice
in the future 6 aid they lacked the
statutory power to impose resttution
and 3 expressed opposition to the con
cept because offenders usually cannot
pay Five of the 19 said the use of re-
stiration hd been discontinued

As the report says 'Clearly the ue
position of restiutive reutrments is a
common practice in juvenile courts and is
not as innovative as some proponents seem
to believe One noteworthy example
of a program overlooked is previous ur
veys has been operated by the H.mdton
County (Cincinnati) Ohio juvenile court
since 1959 The restitution Department
in that jurisdiction handled nearly 1 500

Page $

restitution cases us 1976, with 5,250 b-
ig succesfu ly terninae d '

Generally, compliance with restitution
orders was found to be very good About
70 percent of the courts covered an the re-
port clawed complime rites of greater
than 90 percent. and only two of the
cuts sad that more ta 50 percent of
the offenders faded to pay The extent of
compliance dd a" differ with socso-
economic characteristics of the ares or

Reststuton help. the young of
fender regain self.esteem and corn
munity standing

with die proportion of cases in whsch re-
stitution was a requirement The report
points out that only juvenies who are
considered good mks are chosen for re
stitution, which could affect the high
compiarice rateThe report found thatebelief to the e

fectaveness of remtution for reducing
recidivism and improvig victim attitudes
toward the system was high and was not
confined to court personnel from white,
middle-income areas who use ressitu
tion only an a Imuted number of cases
The degre of confidence was geatee for
court that use it than foe those that do
not, and it tended to be higher in courts
that have more types of retitution avaid
able, including work restitution and
community semce

The Task Force report and the LEAA
announcement indicate that restitution
programs are already we e thlshed
and ae on their way to being expanded
Thus restitution as becoming an accepted
alternative to locking up juveniles

For more infornntion, scer ' Remtu
tnon Requirements for Juvenile Offendem
A Survey of the Practices in American
Juvernle Courts ' by Peter Schneider et
a, an the November issue of Jusvesf
Justice and the Twentieth Century Fund
at 41 E 70th Street, New York N Y
10021

Youth Forum
Youb Forum is published quarterly

by the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency Its editor is Lovett S Gray

Permission is granted to reprint from
Youtb Forum provided credit line ap-
pears with the article Please send a copy
of the reprinted article to Youit Forum
c/o National Council on Crime and De
linquency 411 Hockensack Avenue,
Hackensack, tiew Jersey 07601

All manuscrips sent to Yout Forum
are subjct to editing and will not be
returned unless specifically requested

32-505 0 - 78 - 35
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Youth Advocacy
(Cots a from Page 1)
Fifty percent were publicly funded and
33 percent relied upon voluntary sup
port Advocacy spprosches ncluded both
direct services and iocial action For the
mout part advocacy simed to correct in
adequate series utsccesable programs
and the unresponsveness of the service

ency to consumer needs Although half
e advocacy programs used volunteers

to supplement it paid staffs few had
no paid staff menmben Unfortunately
the changes wrought by thew programs
were not survecd

The major chtges since 1973 have
come in the area of legal advocacy
Social workers indignation and advocacy

activities are often inadequate
to lmrunia t gnevrbs and legal action
has proven o be im effective Strategy in
every movement (Cr socuil in
America It is certainly idispe=e fof
all svocatci Is also an expensive tool
often Dot avadable on the local level

Effective StratMy

The political realites of Itlga and
other advocacy efforts are not attractive
Adioca- s must be willing to "fight City
Hall even though City Hall often holds
the purse stuP s Law mitt and other
forms of liptigon represent a tactic ilht
casea most agencies significant dascom
fort and seldom do adminuitraton en
courage this most effective stratqy

Camp Fire Gtis rcs cliUy -,, - - .
firt national agency to identify itself as
a youth advocate Scoutinq USA, which
a the largest pnvate oquuutoa serving
youths in this country restricts Itself to
Service Slone Most youth ageacies Are
dose to this latter position, but misy
are Showing sigut of succumbing to
cities preure to use the power and
influence for youths

By combing the efforts of citizens
and: pofesionala youth advocty his
the potential to change law affecting
die rights of youths and to add greater
Legal protection of our youngstets It
may no longer be extravagant to hope
that we se moving toWM A lme When
youth advocacy will be the job of all
responaste adults

NEW FROM NCCD

STATUS OFFENDERS AND THE
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
An Anthology
Edited by Richard
Allinson 1978
216 pages 16

110% disco t to
Ordensst 10 49 copies
20% discount for 50 or
more)

WHY PUNISH THE CHILDREN?
A Study of Children of Women
Prisoners
By Brenda G
McGowan and Karen
L Blumenthal 1978
124 pages $6 50N

Should the juvenle courts retain jurisdiction
over youths taken Into custody for noncriminal
behavior-such as running away from home
truancy and defying parents-or does court
Intervention hurt more than it helps'

Now, for the first time the major articles on
this vital subje have been assembled into a
convenient Inexpensive volume Included are
articles by Judges Lindsay Arthur and Orman
Ketchum scholars Rosemary Sarul I and
Stevens Clarke the Nahonal Council on
Crime and Delinquency, the National Advi
sory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals Arthur H Litle Inc and many
others A mint directory of noteworthy proj
ects and a full bibliography are also provided

From the Foreword by Hon Justine Wise
Polles

Stimulated by first hand experience, this
study has collected data on how many children
are separated from their mothers following ar
rest, who the mothers are what offenses they
have committed and what has happened to
their children It shows the hurts and anguish
of the children the misery of many mothers
and the ineptitude with which the state deals
with both It asks why this group of most vul
nerable children has been largely overlooked,
Isolated and mistreated, and It presents realis-
tic recommendations for what can be done in
'the here and now '

Send orders prepald to
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY
411 Hackensack Avenue, Hackensack, NJ 07601

Page 7
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Consultants-Helping Themselves
By Helping the Government

"Consulting" may have become a dirty word in Washington, but no oneseems to
know what it means Here's a look at seven forms it can take

BY JAMES W SINGER

Theyre called "Bkway Bandits" ac-
cused of ripping off the governmen and
criticized for secretly assuming she
gov'lent a decision-making power

A year ago President Caner said
"There has been. and continues to be
evidence that some consulting services
including experts and advisers are being
sed excessively unnecesarily and im-
properl "

"Consultant" ue become a duly word
in Washington almost as dirty as "pWit-
csan'snthe rest of she country Buttheres
a difference everyone knows what a
polsician st but no one seems to know
exactly what constitutes a consultant

Until list month, she federal govern
mat did not have a cosymon dermition
d the tcen As a result no one can say
bow many consultants and consulting
firms are employed by the government or
how much the goversrmept is spending for
such services

Lad year the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) compiled admittedly
imperfect data from government ages
cbs that indicated that as of mid 1977
they had 3) 926 cord ulting a arrangement
costing $8 billion OMB has asked the
agencies to furnish new data based on the
common definition by the end of June

OMB also has issued new guklies
for the agencies to follow when they
st consultants Lester A Feltig. ad
ministralor of OMB s Office of Federal
Procurement Policy said the goal m no(
necessarly to reduce she number of con
sultants but to impose reaterAncipline
on their use

Under OMBs definition. consulting
services are those o a "purely advisory
nature relailng to the governmental func
ton of agency administration and
management and agency program
masagemen "The aervre s orally are

provided by persons or organizations
considered to have knowledge and
abilies not generally available to the
contracting agency

Regardless of how they are defined
consulants provide a wide variety of scr
vices They analyze policy options and
give management advice They evaluate
programs and sometimes they even
operate programs especially expennen-
sal ones. They finish a wide range of
technical assistance

While the OMB definition appears
broad enough to cover many kinds of
firms and services a number o(firms that
furnish professional services to the
federal government are very sensitive
about what they are called and what they
do

ClarkC Ai founderandpresidentof
Abt Asociates nc, stresses that his com-
pany does social research but very little
management consulting Earle C
Williams. president of BDM Corp calls
his company a professional services firm.
The Rand Corp emphasies that it is a
non-piofi research institution

Yet more than 90 per cent of the work
done by each of these organzations ma for
the federal government No matter what
they are called and how their work is
described they provide the government
with the kind of professional assistance
denoted by the term "consultant" and
currently viewed with such suspicion

President Canter fueled slime auspi
cion last year when he ordered tighter
controls on consuting. He charged
that

consultants make policy decisions for
the government
many of their sIudes ar useless or
duplicate thou of other consultants
agencies use some consultants as full-
time employees to get around agency per-
sonnel ceilings salary ceilinp or com-
pelirve hiring requirements

foriner government employees are
favored wish contracts from sheir former
colleagues
consultants have vested interests in the
outcome of the policies they study

The General Accountling Office (GAO)
added to the criticisms last fill when it
reported that the government frequently
hires consultants on a non-compestiive
basis without justdication. Ordinarily
agencies must solicit bids when they seek
the help of outside groups-but even
ihen, they may reject she lowest bid if they

judge that the biddcr would do an nadc
quatejob Agenies may he a consultant
without soliciting bid only if they can
show that the consultant has a unique
capacity so 4o the desired work

Even when agencies seek bids from
consultants government officials and
consultants acknowledge they some-
tines 'wmre"thew popotallsloihat a par-
ticular consultant will be chosn Con-
sltants sometimes are selected because
they will sel the contracting agency what
it wants to hear Too many consultants
are hired by government agencies at the
end of she rcal year to use up their
budgets

At the saim ime, comuiltants un-
doubtedly perform valuable services that
the government could not provide itself
As Comptroller General Elmer B Stises.
head of the GAO told the Senate
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee on
Reports Accounting and Management
last fall "Agencies mus be able oobtain
highly qualified talent to cope with a
geat diversity of highly technical and
complicated problems and programs."

Consultants can provide specialied
assistance that the government does not
need on a counting bass from its own
employees. Swats said And they can
provide objttvy in analyzi problems
and evaluating programs

Moss firm that provide professional

101 NATIONAt JOURNAL6/4?tT
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senic m the federal gnvrnment are
loaded in Waslangton and a few other

tha haw an abundance of isl t
from college$ and univeatiles
Cambridge Ma. Princeton NJ and
the San Francscoand Lo Antks areas
A numsnberof the firm In Washinglonare
located near the bekway hat surrounds
Ohe capital-hence the name "ehway
Bandits"

Those who woek forte topeoutmang
firms are highly educated many holding
advanced degrees from the most
prestiglous universities In the country
The, oy a a rlyin public policy but do
aol-ten because of a distaste foe
buceucracy-was to woek directly for
the government Nevertheless many of
the top people move between jobs with
Fonu ting. firms. the government and
academia

Contrary to the general ampresmon.
mos of those who work for firms tlat
provide consuking pieces othegovern-
meal do not earn lare amounts of
money though top management
a memmes nakes more than the 547 500
ce"da on civd service salaries

Consulting firms questioned by
Naloml.Josunlrwported average profes-
monal skar ranging from $23000
a year at BDM toS28000at Peat Mar
wick Mitchell & Co The moat sen-

tem profesinats at mat firms earn in
te 540000 to 56000 range whLe

prlenacs at tcst Marwick mate an
average of $800At

(onsulants sa id m salhe are not
larger because the bmsness m coo
pelsive. overhead a high and not
event yone is always do n ghllable" % ork
It can take several weeks to prepare con-
trace proposal, they said and the irms
cannot dal for this wock.

Some combking firm, suh as Arthur
D Lite In ., have been In the busmnes
for Use bater part of a century, while
others, such as Abe and BDM. are of
more recent origin A umber of con
sulting firms spring up one ea and dis-
appear the next

"There am always a lot of new irms
popping up-botiquen that speciklize in
certatmareas"lidPamclaA Fenrichof
ArthurD Lise 'heylogreatunsfror
a few years. but then there a shift in
policy and they quietly fade away"

'It a a sm nge beus nes," said R obe rt
Dubinsky a free-tance consultant in
Washington who has worked for Rand,
Arthur D Little and other fina 'You
heav to like to travel. meet people and
work ina very uistructued way Theeis
an ebb and flow to the work. penods of
intense effort and pressure followed by
periods of comparative calm"

Another Washington auwiuluni c..u
'~Tpe I-Who work a% .oevu' arts o,
abe kdeeal aoveranmaa gteraiy .re
aggressve and competitive Vou~erittf
be to su ne You don't si p.-i.ly *1st
wait for people to cal--n jut dorei
work Ihat way On every Contract %e %C
ever gotten we've worked hard *ajat'sm
vey good competition. It's a tough
bine0-lon hoo" and lots q(trav, -
but the work 6 clulknimng Clhre are
mny talented people in ih, field"-

Beltway Bandit or dedicated expert
helping the government resolve cor
plicated pubh policy iuO The debate
about the lovwerihem use of eon
alkans and the value of ther contribu
don h likely to continue for tome time

There are good consulhm firms and
bad ones Some of their work Is valuable
and some a not Thegoversnent wastes s
lot of money hiring coaaultns, but it
smes a tot too

"Yop can prove anythinlyou want "as
one consultant sail To pnerslae is an-
possible The following papa offer seven
examples of the broad mane of activities
that fall under increasingly ontrover
gal label-goiernnee by consultnt

MOsropoues Waflnrion A.rport
irds conadrhagjlm opln drfutun

qo adks A46'poer
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Evaluating Education Programs
When Co 'nrs cablashed the Natioutnal Inatitute of Education(NIE in 1972. it
required that at lest90 percent of the ilsitute i bud et be spent fortstuspr-
pared byconultauts So when Congrem diected the NIE four yearn ago to
am"yze the governmetfl compensatory education programs foe elementary
anti secondary students the NIE had nochoce but togo outside its own staff foe
moan of the work

The institute contracted for some 30 studies of the compensatory education
programs ata totlcostolSSmdhosovthe r ptthreeyea Thepurpose to
help Congress decide whether to reauthorze the Ipogrms which are scheduled
to expire this year

One of the consultants selected by the NIE was Abt Asocal Inc, , social
research firm healdqurtered in Cambridge Mm On a competitive bss AbI
was awarded a three-yer. $3 7 million contract to determine the impact of al-
ting the way in whieh federal al-si-dutributed to sch3Io and students

aakC Ab founded AbAstociateiais 1965 when he rented an office over
machine shop to a Cambridge alky Foe the previous five years he had man-
agd the stegic: studies department at Raytheon Co.

Ab who hasl dereesinengineenng philosophy and political science salIdhe
started the frm because he wanted to apply social science and mathematical
techniques to socal peogras "Social science research concerns the combined
application of many different disciplines nd fields of knowledge to major social
problema in objective med scientific systematic research. he wrote sn a booklet

about his firm fi st 10 years
I Abe said per cent oflus firm s work s for

the federal government most often for the De-
'partuent of Health. Education and Welfare

(HEW) Housing and Urban Development
(HUD)sand Labor Abe Associates.whose reve-
roes reached about 17 milton last year
employs some 700 people including 400 pro-flessonals-economti statisticians compu

ter scientists survey sociologists social pay-
cbologis s and political stentits-in Wash-
tngton Denver, Canada and Germany awell as
Cambridge

Abe said a typical cortratt with the federal
government foe social research runs for a year
bring in $250.00 and occupies the time of five
employees The firm s largest contract for 1

ullion, required it tb run two housing expertments for seven years in 10 citie.

In Its compensatory educationstudy AblAs-
- Abi Abs sociates has bee n evaluatingthe effects or&lnow

iil 131 school districts to chnge the way thew,

federal aid s distributed to individual schools Under current law funds are I
lotted on the basi of the number of low-income students at each school

The experimntal djr--t wer •ale to distribte their aid on the baepq of

the number of low achievers in their student bodies Abs task to study the
effect o1f11h€ chan on the nat ure of services pursed wth the f ral *, the
coss of the series and other factors.

AnnM Milne thlNIEsctorasaociaewhoservedasthein-housedirector of
the AMe study sad the study showed that distributing funds to schools on the
bans educational achievement rather than poverty made little difference

Reports of the study were submitted to Congress where shades said the work
done by Abe provided Congres with information it had not ha before One
staff member said the AM study stood out from the bulk ofconsultant reports
which often are written in incompe ebenible pseudo-scientiic Jargon

"Educational researchers are trying to look like scientists and quantify
soethug-human conduct-that can't be quantified "the aile said "And they
talk their own lanuage that frequently a as arcane as ancient Arabic "

One final note the Abe study has had no particular impact on compensatory
education programs The Senate Human Resources Committee and the House
Education and Labor Committee have reported ills (S 1753 HR I5)extendinn
the program without chjnp the way funds art distributed to schools
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Helping States
The Office of Juvenle Jut,t and
Delinquency Preve-iton docs not
rank as one ofthe bett known orm 'at
powerful agencies of the fe&ral guv
ennitnt As a part f the Justice Dc
partrnent a Law Enforcement Assist
ance Adnniatration thejuvenilejus
twice office disburses about $100 mul
lion a year to state and local govern-
ment and private groups

In January 1977, the office
awarded a two-year 52 1 million con-
trac to Arthur D little Inc. a lare
research engineering and consulting
firm headquartered sn Cambridge
Mass Thecontract whichwasaward.
ed on a competitive bans, wan to
provide technical assistance to •anbr-
ty of ajences working to uspove
state and locmijuvesmlejusce systems

John M Rector administrator of
the juvemk justice office, said his
agency decided to use a consultant
because it had neither the ratie of
skills nor the manpower necessary to
doan effective job Bcsue Arthur!D
Little has performed wel. he said the
office isconadenri cxtuendtngttscon-
tractfoe at least a another yea

PamlAn Fentkh of Arthr 0 Litrts

"My major concern with ADL, as
with all consultants a to make sure
that we s the policy and that they
don't takeover that funclin" Rector
said "That can happen. moeasaby
product ofireumata mes than by ape
ed'ic desin unless government offi-
cials are careful "

Arthur D Little earns only a frac-
aion of its income-20 per cent of
17 3 million last year-from govern-

ment contracts. About half of street
sue came from domestic corporate
clients IOpercent frsomtateand local
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Help Themselves
governments and 20 per cent from
abroad

Eight of ADL s employees were as-
signed to the jucmle justice project
In addition the rm has hired some 40
persons as subcontractors to carry out
particular aspects of the project

Pamela A Fenrich the project di
rector said ADl has provided itch
ntal astistance on 220 projets in
practically every state Currently she
said the firm is working onmore than
lo projects It has helped review juve
rile codes in Maine Washington and
the Vrgin bllands designed stand-
trds governing what should be done
with juveniles when they are arrested
in Texas Georgia and South Caro-
lina, and developed alternative edu-
catonl programs for juveniles tn
Florida and Michigan

Instead of helping to treat individ
usal children Arthur D Little is
attempting to improve juvenile jut-
tice systems

'In addition to solvinS problems
we try to teach our clients how to go
about solving the problems them-
selves"Fenrichaid "Fo example if
we help set up a Community alterna
tre to jail such as a group home we
work with the people so that theyll
learn the process of setting up a com-
munity program "

As a consultant to the federal goy
ervint ADL in turn has used con-
sultants with particular skillfo short
periods of time For example Fen-
rich said a man who set up a volun-
teer foster parent program in Florida
was hired by ADL to set up the sarm
program in New Mexico

Anthony C Sorrentito former
executive director of the Illinois Corn
minion on Delinquency Prevention
mid Fesrich Provided valuable aid to
the commission As a new agency the
commission asked Arthur D Little to
determine whether it wasgetting off to
a good start Fetich generally sup-
ported what the commission was do-
Ing

'Sometimes consultants are coun-
teirproductive because a little know
ledge can be a dangerous thing * Sor
rentino said "But Fenrich knows the
juvenilejustice rkl very well and the
quality of her works outstanding r

Robert L Smith 9 the California
Offie of Criminal Justice Planning
also praised ADL He said a consul-
tant retained by the firm helped
Fresno find a way to raise so 00 for
a multi-purpose juvenile program

How to Manage the Space Shuttle
The National Acroutibcs and Spac Administraton (NASA) has big plamfor
the space shuttle that it is preparing to bunch next year

Unlike other spacecraft the shuttle ts designed to be sent Into space over and
over again foes variety of purposs-for example to repairor retried orbiting
satellites or to put new satellites into orbit It will be available to private con-
panics and foreign governments as well is U S, government agencies

Andrew J Picket a NASA official at the Kennedy Space Center said heex
Pect the space shuttle to he fully tested and '*operalionally maturC by the mid-
die of 1912 Then the question will become Should NASA continue tooperte
the shuttle itself or should it turn Its daiy Operation over to A private conera-
tot

Lacking the expe ise to answer that question itself NASA sought the help of
a consultant "In out request for proposals - Pickett said "w specifically said
we were seeking the objectvity and experience of a large management eon-
suiting firm "

The winning proposal for S177SAOover a period o(seven months camefroom
Booz. Alkn& Hamdton Inc whichceminly qualdies a argemanagemwnt
consulting firm

Boo? Allen describes itself at "the largent worldwide professIonal orgaiza-
lion of career consultants in manage-
ment technology and market
research" In is most recent fiscal
year the company reported billingp
exceedin S 100 million. It camwd ot
some 2 400 assignments fo900cients
In 20 countries

- R Michael McCullough a senior
vice presi rt weh Boor. Allen said
40 percent of the irm s business is fordomestic and fori'gtn govrnments.

between 25 per cent and 30 per cent of
N\ it for the U S government

Last year Boot, Allen evaluated the
tr ' • ocean shippi division of a mul-

tlnational commodities concern
designed a new supensLon system for
tuacks and developed a system for
detenrIntii staffing requirements at

MrCulknsih oBoor Allen the Labor Department
Door Allens staff o(2 500 which includes I 300 professionals isdivWedirdo

three major divws-mnagement consulting. technology management and
markeun serves Its prtncipal U S offices are in New York Washington and
Chicago it is ako located in four foreign countries

To the NASA project. McCullough said Booz, Allen assigned six ofsen own
staffrmembers four full-time and two pat-tine In additio tcoordinated the
work of three subontractor that were paid out of its 5775 000 from NASA

Booz Allen submitted its report to NASA last October recommending thai
NASA eventually withdraw from the daily operation of the space shutt,, and
confine itself to general supernsory role The rwm proposed that the agency
wsing competitive bids hire one private contractor to operate the shuttle and
another to oversee the use of the spacecraft by private and public clients

"Boor Allen Irk thin arrangement would have two principal benefits "Picket
said ' fel NASA would be less likely to become captive to any single coos-
tractor And they felt that th"e who might want to we the vehicle would be
better served by having a contractor who was not directly involved u operaing
it. looking out for their interest t"

Picket said he fek the Boo Alenconsulhans almadyexpenenmd inmss-
ing complex manaile nt questions quickly mastered the technical aspects of
the spacecraft business "They were objeklv," he said 'and I think %se lot our
money w orth -

Pickett said the agency should make decision on management of the spac
shuttle in the next sit moths 'I couldst say how well decide the basic ques-
tion," hesaid Inxpect most of Boor AtlIen recommendations wil be i
plemented"

NATIONAL JOURNAL 4:24:71 IN3
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AN INVITATION
One of the advantages of the game of collab

oration played for such high stakes among such
dierse groups-by scouts and the junior
League-is that there is a place and a time slot
available for anyone who wants to help kids
They need it and we need them even more

Naltocal Juvimile Jska Proram Collaboratm
IAFL-CIO Department of Community Services
American Red Cross
Association of juntor Leaues
Boy Scouts of America
Boys Clubs of Ameni
Camp Fire Gils Inc
Girl Scouts of the U S A
Girls Clubs of America Inc
f%,B (Jewish welfaree Board)

'National Conference on Catholic Charities
National Council for Homemaker Home

Health Aide Services Inc
National Council of Jewish Women

*Natonal Council of Negro "omen Inc
National Councli on Crime

and Delinquency
National Federation of Settlements

and Neighborhood Centefs
National Urian League Inc
The Salvatton Army
Travelers Aid Association of Amprlca
National Board Y W C A of the U S A
National (ouncil Y MCA of the L S A
Unitel States Catholic Conference

As of May 1978

For referrals resource materials and audio-visual aids
contact

The National Assembly of National Voluntary
Health and Social Welfare Organizations Inc
345 Fast 46th Street
New York NY 10017

(l212 490-2900

%U ar, ad the Pshed a V& I reposa Wi. tsadad asds
spmi "tC/J51/O004 trum tba 05. of jsvwksa Ad a D o"a

Isswio PFwwaon Law Iatonwnea Anisas Adveidzo
U Jioslasi i ofJasae

7Th baamt A OJJDPAA famsikd flasl mppo for i aceliel
du sbd Is this poatbim5,a doe set asaseemarly I4e oatur.

rooms Imyo taS is ems .I or oaseluo oatelad bhur

.different.
game,
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Our mandate was not to let happen what all too
often has happened in the past That is each organic
nation scrambling for its own piece of the action
going its own way and tooting its own horn seeing
programs spring up unrelated to each other conlinu
ing piecemeal planning that s not integrated rather
tha working from a corporate plan that sees the
community and its resources In full perspective and
perpetuating the terrible gaps between public and
private sectors with each suspicious of the other

Robed Dye National Coltaboration
Chairperson a Executive DMctar of
YCA Urban Action& Program Division

a different game an active effet.tive
means of helping young people when they first
get into trouble The nameofthegame collab-
oration And though the stakes are higher than
anyone dares estimate so are the benefits

THfE STATES
More than 180 000 kids each year are forced to

enter the' incubator" of the criminal justice sys
tem Three out of four girls and one out of four
boys picked up on their first arrest are charged
with 'crimes" for which no adult could be ar
rested Running away from home or classroom,
disobeying the adult responsible for them are
crimes only for those who have the status of
minors Hence the label status offender Sin
gled out, haphazardly, from most adolescents
who commit exactly the same acts these young

eople are detained-awaiting court
earings-too often in the same institutions

with convicted or accused juvenile and adult
burglars arsonists, murderers and those guilty
of other criminal offenses The only status con
ferried is dubious a good start toward a life of
crime

A,

The learning thai goes on
in our instistuions is
phenomenal Any eleven
year old can within
forty eight hours learn to
pick locks holwire care
shoplift without getting
caught In eight years
on the adult bench I son
lanced hundred, of per
sons to prisons Almost
never did tsentenceaper
son who did not have an
extensive juvenile rec
ord-o history of being
kicked out of school-a
record which usually
began with a status of
fence

Han John 0 Collins
Justice Superior CourL
State of Arizona

THE STIMULUS
After years of prompting byagencies and vol

unteers who work closely with youth Congress
in 1974 enacted the juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention Act The first programatic
result of this legislation was the commitment to
deinstitutionalize the status offender
Community based services were to be de
veloped as alternatives to detention

After hearing months of testimony-much of
it effectively presented by youth serving
agencies-the lawmakers had been convinced
that too many young people were being perma
nently and needlessly impaired by detention
outside of supportive communities Once la
belled research indicated that they tended to
revolve in and out of prison-ofien ending up as
hardened adult cnminals Moreover the finan
cial as well as the human cost was tremendous
In some regions estimates for institutional
placement ran as high as $23 000 per youth per
year
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By 1975, major voluntary agencies serving
and advocating for the rights of youth decided to
create the National Juvenile Justice Program
Collaboration to help implement in the private
sector, the forward looking youth policy that
they had helped inspire As a task force of The
National Assembly of National Voluntary
Health and Social Welfare Organizations Inc,
they represent 30 million urban and rural young
people 4 million volunteers thousands of
board members and 36 000 professional staff A
$1 4 million grant was awarded to The National
Assembly by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) to increase the capacity
of these agencies to include status offenders in
their service populations and to establish dem
onstration collaborations in five of the ten local
communities where deinstitutionaiization pro-
jects for status offenders were already being
funded in the public sector (in juvenile courts,
probation departments and )outh bureaus)

The challenge was a big one Did we Kont to take the
risks' Did %~e want to expose ourselves to each other s
jealousies

? 
Did we want to haue kids coming in to fell

us the experts what to do' And Ke decided that we
did And it tios a gutsy moe

YWCA Orector

1

J ,.L
, -q

TE RECORD OF THE FIRST PHASE
In five very different communities-

Spartanburg, Spokane Tucson Oakland and
northwestern Connecticut, encompassing Dan
bury. Torrington and Waterbury-collaborative
efforts are helping remove the labels and much
of the misery of being a status offender Advo-
cacy programs-community workshops radio
spots bumper stickers--have identified some of
.he rights and special problems of young people
Many local and nationally affiliated groups have
included the so called "bad ' kids in their
programs-often finding that by including them,
their agencyactivities became more popular and
relevant The cost to involve status offenders in
these programs takes less than one tenth of what
it would cost to keep them in prison

I ran away because my father beat me when he
found I went out with a certain boy he didn t like The
first night I spent in an oldclosed downfillingstatlon
but by the next morning it was socreepy ijust turned
myself in to the police

A t yea r-od runaway

Different regions priorities and personalities
varied the form and activities of each collabora
lion Collectively, they successfully demon
stated many new models for engaging youth
and protecting their rights

* A parent drop-in center in the same building
with a teen drop-in center helps parents and
their children together and individually. rec
ognize their mutual needs and weaknesses

a A non traditional occupatJons training
program for girls teaches status offenders car
pantry skills develops confidence and a wider
range of job options

*A jail watch program staffed by volunteers
from several agencies whose checking twice a
day has reduced the number of young people
entering jail by 32 percent and cut down by 78
percent the number of total hours they stay if
they are put behind bars
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* An In school suspension program with a
special classroom and understanding teachers.
tutors students with behavioral problems At
titudes and academic work improve dramatic
cally in contrast to what happens when a sus-
pended student drifts around on the streets lag-
ging further behind on his assignments

* A youth resource fair where forty
aencies--staff, volunteers and youth--set up
booths in a local hotel received 500 visitors
including educators polIce and thegeneral pub-
lic, as well as dozens of enrollments for pro-
grams and workshops

* A youth law project where a fulltime attor
ney represents status offenders In civil court and
advocates for their rights In the family, at school
and in conflicts with public authorities

*A family survival kit developed for families
who do not need long term interventon or are
unwilling to accept face-to-facecommunityser-
vices Its easy to-use materials cover a wide
range of subjects including coping with stress
and conflict, skill development, and child man-
agement techniques

a Workshops on adolescent sexuality, al-
coholism drugs, peer counseling groups. wil
derness survival training: mural designing and
painting projects, and an ombudsman for
schools are among the other direct services that
two or more agencies sponsored

Many of these new programs are continuing
with local funding

At home my father would get drunk and beat my
mother and beat me I hod trouble at school-seemad
like every minute was awake I was doing something I
didn t like So I quit school for a while and hod some
fun hangin out When I got bock to class, they made
me go out and wash the employees dishes So I
dropped out for good

17 yeor-oldex truant nowsuccessful student YWCA
Ahteinalfve school Spokane
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THE LEARNINGS OF TBF FIRST PHAE
Collaboration like all other nmovi miitq to-

ward real change has no known bliprint for
success But several principles have 'mirgix l
from the common experlenceof many ollslxa
lion participants

e Collaboration cannot exist in the abstract
Concentrating on specific services for status of
fenders identifies agency over lapping ne
glected populations mutual concerns and par
ticular rights in need of advocacy

* Collaboration takes time Building trust, as
sessing needs and existing services sharing
leadership making shared decisions identify
Ing the real agendas and priorities of each
organization-cannot be rushed

a Collaboration needs neutral turf If any one
agency appears to own the effort the group s
commitment and effectiveness quickly dwin
dies

# Collaboration thrives on diversity The most
effective projects often brought together agen
cies that had never met on common ground to
work on a common problem Advocacy agen
cles-non direct service agencies-have dam
onstrated their effectiveness in helping direct
service agencies determine policies and corn
mit themselves to action

* Collaboration% greatest resource is the con
cesned volunteer Key members of agency
boards-often leaders in the community-have
a way of breaking deadlocks and breaking new
ground

Deinstituiionalizotion of status offenders con func
lion as a focus but not as the basis of continuing
collaboration Long term issues are the quoity ofser
vices to youth Universal competition is not the
key to survival We are not dealing with our differ
ences here We are trying to establish a continuity a
community

Collaboration member Oaklund

MOMENTUM INTO THE SECOND PHASE
Collaborating since 1975 has confirmed that

the status offender is not the only category of
youth in trouble who can respond to concerned
community programs Another truth borne out
by collaborative experience young people in
trouble are, more often than not, members of
families in trouble With additional funding, the
next steps in fostering collaboration will be to
widen the coordination of community services
to include all but the most seriously disturbed
youth-and their families

The second phase of the national coliabora
tion effort will be launched in ten other corn
munities and continued in the first five Special
emphasis will be placed on developing local
funding sources public and private, to increase
collaborative community services for youth in
need Another major goal at all sites will be to
work even more closely with public agencies to
provide troubled youth with alternatives to im
prisonment

To create the climate where long range
planning-real change of the criminal justice
system-is possible, the National Juvenile jus
lice Program collaboration will also continue to
form and maintain community and national ad
vocacy programs on behalf of the status offender
and other youth at risk
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Changes in chmoleand inadequate nervous systems
doomed the dinosaur They were large slow and
could not respond tochanging condIions They were
replaced by more quickly moving, mere complex or
ganisms which functioned in groups which served
and protected each other and which gave information
vital to the security and well being of the group

You can remain aloof from each other and be
picked off slowly by Ihechanging social environment
or you con collaborate serve le rapidly changing
needs of this commun, j It is in your self interest to
collaborate It is in your sell interest to work with
each oiher in serving the needs of so called status
offenders It is in your self interest to change-and
you don t have a lot of time

Hon lohn 0 Collins Addressing thePjmCounty
juvenile Justice Collaboration
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LIBRARY OF CONORSS, CONGRESSIONAL RESARCH SERVIcE, LIBRARY SaRVICES DiVisiON,
SPECIAL BiBuOoRAHy, JuvENL DrUNQUZNCY, 189 CITATIONS, 1977 CouzEroN TO
AuGuST 10, 1978

aro, Carole A.
Juvenile justice: a community concern. Judicature,

v. 61, June-July 1917: 15--22.
Examines the way the King County Juvenile Court in

Seattle, ashington, handles a broad network of
juvenile delinquency matters.

Juvenile courts--[Seattle) / Pretrial intervention--
( Seattle )
RV 9088 U.S. A LBS77-8410

Allen, Vernon L.
Greenberger, David B.

an aesthetic theory of vandalism. Crime 6
delinquency, V. 24, July 1978: 309-321.

"An aesthetic theory of vandalism is proposed.
The theory posits that the variables accounting for
the enjoyment associated with socially acceptable
aesthetic experiences are similarly responsible for
the pleasure associated with acts of destruction
The theory's practical implications for reducing
vandalism in schools are discussed.

School vandalism--f U.S. J / School security-[U.S.]
LB 3200 LBS78-8006

American Bar Association. Female Offender Resource Center.
Little sisters and the law. (ashington] Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (1978] 81 p.

Asserts that Oat many points within the juvenile
justice system, there is evidence of differential
treatment of male and female juveniles. This report
is an attempt to highlight the most obvious
discriminatory practices and offer some constructive
suggestions for improvement." Includes a section on
state and local groups as well as national
organizations and Federal agencies which address the
needs of young women in the juvenile justice system.

Juvenile delinquents--[U.S.) / Administration of
juvenile justice--(U.S.] / sex discrimination against
vomen--( U.S.) / Juvenile corrections--U.S.] /
Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--fU.S.J /
Associations, institutions, etc.-(U.S. )--Directories
ED (Moore) LRS78-6627

LIMITED AVkILABILITY

Baer, John B.
Nev broom on the cellblock. Human behavior, V. 6,

June 1977: 40-44.
"Jeroae Hillerls solution for the evils of

juvenile jails is to close then down. Some people
think he should be locked up instead."

Juvenile corrections--[U.S.] / Biller, Jerome G.
HV 9088 U.S. C LBS77-6078

Bayh, Birch.
New directions for Juvenile justice. Trial magazine,

v. 13, Feb. 1977: 20-24.
"owy we respond to youth in trouble--vhether we

are vindictive or considerate--not only will measure
the depth of our conscience, but will determine the
type of society we convey to future generations."

Administration of juvenile justice--(U.S.) LS77-903
BV 9088 U.S. A



576

Dlomberg, Thomas.
Diversion and accelerated social control. Journal of

criminal law & criminology, v. 68, June 1977: 274-282.
Diversion programs have proliferated throughout

the Nation in an effort to remove youth from the
jurisdiction of juvenile courts. The operation of
such a diversion program in California is examined
and the author concludes that the organization and
scope of the court actually increased as did the
proportion of youth under its control.

Pretrial intervention--(California]--Evaluation /
Administration of juvenile justice--[California)
HV 9088 U.S. A LRS77-17068

Bohnstedt, larvin.
Answers to three questions about juvenile diversion.

Journal of research in crime and delinquency, v. 15,
Jan. 1978: 109-123.

"Reports on an evaluation of eleven California
diversion projects and presents answers to the
following three questions: (1) row many clients did
the program actually divert? (2) How much money did
the program save? and (3) Did the program reduce
recidivism?*

Pretrial diversion--[California --Evaluation /
Administration of juvenile justice--California ]
BY 9088 U.S. A LRS78-3217

Brodbelt, Samuel.
The epidemic of school violence. Clearing houses v.

51, Apr. 1918: 383-388.
Explores othe problem of violence in the schools,

relating the research, sharing historical
viewpoints, end examining the peculiar difficulties
of the schools by utilizing interviews with the

chief of security and five junior high and two
senior high principals in the Baltimore City public
schools-,

Urban education--[Baltinore3 / School discipline--
(Baltimore] / Juvenile delinquency--B{altimore) /
School vandalism--[Baltimore) / violence--Baltimore] /
Teacher-student relationships-[Baltimore) / Community
and school--[Baltimore) LB78-4559
LB 2514

Bullington, Bruce. and others.
A critique of diversionary juvenile justice. Crie &

delinquency, v. 24, Jan. 1978: 59-71.
The authors "present several arguments against

expansion of diversionary services: the concept's

ambiguity allows many to promote 
expansion of the

juvenile justice system in the form 
of diversion

'to' other programs, while true diversion 'from' 
the

system is nonexistent; the goals of diversionary

programs--such as elimination of stigmatizing labels

and formal duplication of existing informal
processes--are unattainable; formal diversion is
incompatible vith due process ideals. Until these

difficulties have been resolved, diversionary
options should be viewed with caution-"

pretrial intervention--CU.S.J / Administration of

juvenile Justice- U.S. ] LBS78-606
BD 9088 U.S. a
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California. Dept. of the Youth Authority.
An evaluation of seven selected probation subsidy

programs. (Sacranento) 1977. 49 p.
Concludes "that probation subsidy programs usually

serve more difficult offenders than do conventional
probation programs

0 and *that specialized probation
subsidy treatment programs can and do have a
significant effect on the rehabilitation of
offenders and on increasing public safety."

Probation--[California) / Juvenile corrections--
(California]
ED (floore) LBS77-3957

LIIMTD AVAILABILITY

ceaaeylnd, Rea.o
audioial pato5Sinm and the fele statue ot e"

training women to know their place. Crime 6

delinquency, v. 23, Apr. 1977: 121-130.
wEvidence is presented to show that, at every

level in the system, girls charged with status
offenses are treated more harshly than girls charged

with crimes. Further, the noncriminal activity of
girls is frequently seen as requiring more drastic

intervention than the criminal behavior of boys.

Juvenile courts--(U.S-) / Sex discrimination against

women--[U.S.) LBS77-266
2

BV 9068 U.S. a

Clendenen, Richard J.
Cullen, James P. Goldberg, kelvin B.

Legal assistance to delinquents. Federal probation#

v. 41, Sept. 1977. 8-15.
*The LAD program of lgs1 services to

institutionalized juveniles who had been judicially

separated from their families by reason of
delinquency is described.

Juvenile institutions--[ginneotaJ / Legal assistance

to prisoners--minnesotal / Rehabilitation of juvenile

delinquents-- BinneLota 3 LRS?7-1
3 479

HY 9088 U.S. A

Cohen, Fred.
Juvenile justice: mew York's act is hard to follow.

Trial magazine, v. 13, Feb. 1977: 28-29, 32-35.
Critically examines yew York State's juvenile

justice Reform Act of 1976 (JJRA) and offers a set

of reform proposals.
Administration of juvenile justice--[lew York/State]

HV 9088 U.S. B 
LnS77-90b

OWnay, Allan.
Bogdan, Carol.

Sexual delinquency: the persistence of a double
standard. Crime & delinquency, v. 23, Apr. 1977: 131-
135.

*A ten-year comparison of Noe York State Family
Court records examines the differences in the way
courts adjudicate adolescent delinquents according
to sex and offense. a brief historical analysis of
female offender statutes is included to provide
background for speculative discussion of court
biases regarding the noncriminal category of sexual
misconduct. Attention is called to the
improbability of altering adolescent behavior in any
positive way through the punitive and highly
moralistic means now employet.0

Juvenile delinquency-(Mew York/State) / Vomen
prisoners-( Sew York/State) / Sex discrimination
against women--flew York/State)
BY 9088 U.S. B LIS77-2663
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Corbett. Jacqueline.
Vereb, Thomas S.

Juvenile court statistics: 1974. (Washington)
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention C 1977] 33 p.
Juvenile courts--(U.S.J--Statistics / Administration of
Juvenile justice--(U.S. )--Statistics
BV 9088 U.S. A LRS77-17514

Council of State Governments.
Juvenile facilities: functional criteria.

(Lexington, Ky., 1977] 162 p. (Council of State
Governments. JAM-602)

Partial contents.--Research considerations and
procedures.--Analysis of the act and legislative
history.--Analysis of state codes and regulations.--
Optional classification criteria.--Shelter
facilities.

Juvenile institutions--[O.S.J / Federal aid to law
enforcement agencies--[ U.S.] / Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act
ED (oore) LRS77-7488

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

Dimock, Edmund T.
Youth crisis services: short-term community-based

residential treatment. Child welfare, v. 56. Mar.
1977: 187-195.

*A group hone program to divert predelinquent
youths from the Juvenile criminal system requires a
structured, therapeutic setting, stress on solving
family problems, and community acceptance of the
group homes.0

Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--[California] /
Juvenile institutions--[ California]
HV 9088 U.S. A LBS77-4709

Donohue, John N.
Violent schools. America, v. 139, July 8, 1978: 10-

12.
Summarizes material from the National Institute of

Education's study, Violent Schools--Safe Schools.
The report states that 'ifiany schools today have a
substantial problem with crime and misbehavior. One
school in 4 experiences some vandalism in a month's
time; I in 8 has school property stolen: and I in 10
is burglarized.'0 It recommends strong and
effective school governance as the best way of
dealing with the problem.

School vandalism-[U.S.] / Violence--(O.S.) / School
discipline--[U.S.) / Juvenile delinquency--(U.S.)
LB 3200 LBS78-7837

Dawford, Franklyn 9.
Police diversion: an illusion? Criminology, v. 15,

Nov. 1977: 335-352.
Concludes *that diversion as conceptualized by its

proponents is not receiving a fair test and will be
rejected on the basis of programs that have been
operationalized in ways inconsistent with the
original intent of its early advocates."

Pretrial intervention--[U.S.J / Police services for
juveniles-(U.S.) / Administration of juvenile justice--
(U.S.)
B 9088 U.S. a LBS77-16123
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MeMy, Lafar T.
A model for the evaluation of programs in Juvenile

justice. [Uashington) National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (for sale by the
Supt. of Docs., O.S. Govt. Print. Off.) 1977. 15 p.

"Suggests that contemporary reformers in Juvenile
justice run the risk of repeating an age-old error:
assuming that change can be equated ith
effectiveness and that modern programs will succeed
where others have failed. To avoid such an error,
the paper suggests that more night be done to gather
knowledge on our innovations. These should be
carefully evaluated rather than accepted outright as
improvements over existing practices.*

Administration of Juvenile justice--[O.S.] / Evaluation
research (Social action programs)--[U.S.)
eV 9088 U.S. A LBS77-3668

Emrich, Robert L.
The safe school study report to the Congress:

evaluation and recommendations: a summary of testimony
to the House Education and Labor Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity. Crime & delinquency, v. 24, July
1978: 266-276.

Asserts that overall, the Safe School Study is a
clear, thoughtful, and thorough report. In general,
its findings may be accepted as trustworthy. Yet
there are also many serious deficiencies, of such a
character as to impeach the accuracy of the more
detailed findings and to suggest that serious errors
may have been made within the study. For this
reason, only the very broad findings should be
regarded as trustworthy.0

Educational surveys--f U.S.]--Evaluation / School
vandalism--(U.S.)--Research / School security--[U.S.]--
Evaluation
LB 3200 LBS78-8004

Grier, Hargaret C.
Can the justice system meet the challenge? Youth

Authority quarterly, v. 30, summer 1977: 18-21.
'Decent legislation and case decisions in

California have, and will, substantially impact the

operation of statewide justice system agencies and

how they can deal with adult and Juvenile clients.
The author finds that legislation should not limit
the search for a variety of methods to provide
community protection and individual rehabilitation.'

Administration of criminal justice--[California-State

laws LR577-11832
Hv 9088 U.S. A

meal, Kevin.
Bisbehaviour among school children: the role of the

school in strategies for prevention, Policy and

politics# v. 6p gar. 1978: 321-332.
Examines 'the extent to which variation in the

self-reported misbehaviour of 47O (British) primary

school children depends upon which school they
attend. The conclusion is reached that while the

school exerts some influence over the behaviour 
of

its pupils, the total influence of the school is too

small to support the view that the school has a

central role to play in prevention-.
Schools--[Gt. srit.--esearch / Juvenile delinquency-

EGt. Brit.]--esearch LWS78-6 406
HV 9088 For.

33-05 0 - 78 - 37
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Riggins, Thonas.
The crime costs of California early minor offenders:

implications for prevention. Journal of research in
crime and delinquency, v. U, July 1977: 195-205.

O*zplores some of the costs of crime attributable
to the typical target of delinquency prevention
programs and draws some implications for prevention
efforts."

Juvenile delinquency--(California]---conomic aspects /
Delinquency prevention--{ U.S. )--Costs
BY 9088 U.S. A LiS77-10351

Juvenile justice standards project: symposium. New York
University law review, v. 52s lov. 1977: 1014-1135.

Partial contents.--Protecting the rights of
minors: on Juvenile autonomy and the limits of law,
by I. Kaufman.--The judle and the social worker: can
arbitrary decision making be tempered by the
courts?, by B. Lory.--Judicial control over
noncriminal behavior, by A. Sussuan.--Paternalism,
prevention, and punishment: pretrial detention of
juveniles, by M. Guggenheim.--Delinquency
disposition under the Juvenile justice standards:
the consequences of a change of rationale, by P.
McCarthy. -The penal model of Juvenile justice: is
juvenile court delinquency jurisdiction obsolete?,
by S. Vizner and M. Keller.

Administration of Juvenile justice--(U.S.]--Standards /
Juvenile courts--f U.S. ]--Standards / Arrest--Ju.s.]
RV 9088 U.S. A LBS77-21505

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

Juvenile justice: symposium. Boston University law review,
v. 57. July 1977: 617-795.

Partial contents.--Status offenders need a court
of last resort, by L. Arthur.--Vhy jurisdiction over
status offenders should be eliminated from Juvenile
courts, by 0. Ketcham.--*Family autonomy" or
"coercive intervention? Ambiguity and conflict in
the proposed standards for child abuse and neglect,
by H. Bourne and 2. Newberger.--iccountability in
the child protection system: a defense of the
proposed standards relating to abuse and neglect, by
H. BcCathren.-The disposition process under the
Juvenile justice standards project, by S. Fisher.

Administration of Juvenile justice--Cu.S.] / Juvenile
courts--( U .S. I
By 9088 U.S. A LS77-16987

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

Katz, Al.
Teitelbaum, Lee H.

PluS Jurisdiction, the vagueness doctrine, and the
rule of law. Indiana law journal, v. 53, fall 1977: 1-
34.

Article focuses on both delinquency and PIuS
statutes dealing with ungovernable children and
tries to demonstrate that the parent-child
relationship cannot be undertaken consistently with
the rule of law.

Administration of Juvenile Justic--(U.S.] / Parent and
child--( U.S.
By 9088 U.S. a LS77-21219
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Katzeff, Paul.
Equal crime: teen-age girls are getting in on the

delinquency act. Boston magazine, v. 69, Dec. 1977:
107-108, 206, 208-210.

Analyzes the increase in crime by young woen sad
recounts the lack of adequate programs to help then.

Vomen riainals-[Boston) / Juvenile delinquency--
(Boston] / Administration of juvenile justice--(Boston)
By 9088 U.S. A LBS71-16684

Ketcham, Organ U.
National standards for juvenile justice. Virginia

law review, v. 63, mar. 1977: 201-219.
Article econsider(s) six of the Standards* sore

important modifications in the philosophy, legal
theory, and social goals of the juvenile court
movement (and) ten significant new rights that the
Standards accord to juveniles.m

Juvenile courts--(u.S.] / Administration of juvenile
Justice--[. . I / Jurisdiction--(U.S. ]
By 9088 U.S. A LRS77-771

srajicke Kevin.
Independence High: a school for delinquents.

Corrections magazine, v. 3, Dec. 1971: v5-o8.
independence High in Newark, N.J., has developed a

program for keeping problem kids in school and out

of trouble.
Rehabilitation of juvenile delinqaents--olew Jersey) /
Educational innovations--[ ev Jersey] / Delinquency
prevention--196e Jersey) LRS77-16115
Mv 9088 U.S. A

lAKind, Elizabeth D.
Sussman, David V. Gross Richard.

Knowledge of police and court procedures and respect

for the law: a survey. journal of criminal Justice, v.

5, winter 1971: 329-337.
Presents a brief survey of the development of a

separate juvenile justice system and concludes *that

by relying on inforsal channels of communication
about its role, the court does not meet its
obligation to educate the public.f

kdminxstration of juvenile Justice--[U.S.) / Juvenile

courts--[O.S.3 LRS77-1 9 7 6 6

By 9088 U.S. A

Little (atthUt 0.) Imc.
Cost and servio impacts ea deiHytitUtioualitatioU Of

status offenders it tet statesI 'rtePouses to asgty
youth.' [Washktgtoas Office of deueile jutice and
beliquslCm PtotstfttO5* tat iatorcamft Assistance

Adm3i steaMiout, b9 7 1 p41 t. Voges to a
perSiOAS kind of y isth ttoble, the status

oeeade. statu oeAAdenlss a'% nlue bwonght to
the attention of courts because they are runaways,

truants, or are considered ungovernable or
incorrigible .... The clear trend toward dealing

with these children and youth it community settings
rather than inmtitutions...is evidenced everywhere.

Responses to these angry youth are increasingly
focused on help within sall, close to home
settings, using a wide array of social servicen-Proble s chaldren--L..]/ Comunity-based corrections-

U.S. ) / comunity-based correotioas"g.S.)'s' COstSED (floore) LS-77-21 3 3 1

LIBITBD AVAILABILITY
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PAGE 21

Lundman, Richard J. Scarpitti, Frank R.
Delinquency prevention: recommendations for future

projects. Crime & delinquency, v. 24, Apr. 1978: 207-220.
"A review of forty past or continuing attempts at the

prevention of juvenile delinquency leads to the nearly
inescapable conclusion that none of these projects has
successfully prevented delinquency. After briefly examining
the results of previous projects , the authors discuss a series
of nine recommendations for future projects. These
recommendations include separation of implementation and
evaluation, enrichment or abandonment of the individual
treatment approach, diversification of evaluative measures, and
greater sensitivity to the rights of the juvenile subjects
involved in future projects.*

Lundman, Richard J. Sykes, Richard E. Clark, John P.
Police control of juveniles. Journal of research in crime

and delinquency, v. 15, Jan. 1978: 74-91.
Concludes that "most police encounters with juveniles

arise in direct response to citizens who take the initiative to
mobilize the police to action, ... the probability of arrest
increases with the legal seriousness of alleged juvenile
offenses, as that legal seriousness is defined in criminal law
for adults," and "the probability of arrest is higher for
juveniles who are unusually respectful toward the police and
for those who are unusually disrespectful.%

MacDonald, Douglas Aird.
Forecasting juvenile delinquency trends in the state of

Utah. Intermountain economic review, v. 8, fall 1977: 66-71.
Develops a model to forecast juvenile delinquency

referrals in Utah.

Margosian, Michael. Cissna, Heather Scott.
Good grievance! Is this procedure appealing? Youth

Authority quarterly, v. 30, spring 1977: 18-22.
Evaluates California's Ward Grievance Procedure and how it

fits into both the justice model of corrections and the
treatment and rehabilitation theory.

Marino, Ralph J.
New York's juvenile criminals: a call for trial by adult

courts. Trial magazine, v. 13, Feb. 1977: 25-27.
"Until this year, New York has been reverently modifying

its Family Court in small particulars until that core component
of its crime-control system now lacks any relevance to the
critical problem of juvenile crime. Its citizens, and in
particular its senior citizens, have announced they will no
longer bear the burden of victimization while their officials
tinker with a juvenile justice system that has collapsed.*
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Lomdman# richatd J.
scarpitti# Frank 3,

Delinguenay prevetiOt reconsebdatios for future
projects. Crime 6 deliasgunce, V. 2# Apr. "7l8& 201.
220.

*A review of forty past or continuing attempts at
the prevention of Iuvenilo delinquemoy leads to the
nearly inescapable conalumion that none of these
projects has maacem fully prevented delinquency.
After briefly examining the results \of previous
projects, the authors discuss a series of nine
recommendations for future projects. These
recommendations include separation of implementation
and evaluation, enrichment or abandonment of the
individual treatment approach, diversification of
evaluative measures, and gLeater sensitivity to the
rights of the juvenile subjects involved in future
projects.

Delinquency prevention--jU.S.]--Research / Evaluation
research (Social action progras)--(U.S.)
8V 9088 U.S. A LRS7 -3473

accarthy, Francis Barry.
Should juvenile delinquency be abolished? Crime &

delinquency, v. 23, Apr. 1977: 196-203.
ODelinquency jurisdiction should be removed from

the juvenile court and be allowed to revert to the
criminal courts, where many interests which are
highly valued in our society can be protected more
fully."

Juvenile courts--[U.S.] / Administration of criminal
justice--[ U.S.
HV 9088 U.S. A LBS77-2668

Kille, S. 2gem4.
outilla s. Robert@
Correeteam o the commasity. Neetoe Vog, &eto"

pab. Co. e1917} 29 p.
Partial aontents.--anagenent of community-based

correctional programs.--Community vs. institutional
treatment for 3uveniles.--Sp.cial offender groups.--
Innovative resources for community corrections.--
Halfway houses.--2valuation of correctional programs.

Community-based corrections--[ U.S. J / Probation--[ U.S. I
/ Juvenile corrections--( U.S. I / Halfway houses--{ U.S.)
/ Parole--j U.S. / Corrections--(U.S. J--Evaluation
ID (Saxon) LUS77-20007

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

Biller. Salter.
The rumble this tine. Psychology today, v. 10, May

1977: 52-54, 56, 58-59, 88.
*iouth gangs aren't eback.0 They never went away.

except in the media. vhatts new is, their wars are

growing deadlier. And the enemy is us.0
Juvenile delinquency--(U.S.1 LS77-4716
EV 9088 U.S. A
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morash, berry A.
Anderson, Etta A.

Impact assessment: a technique for evaluating
criminal justice programs. Criminal justice review, v.
2, fall 1977: 23-33.

"Reports on a study which employed the technique
of social impact assessment to examine the effect of
a change instituted by a juvenile justice probation
and court agency on police operations. The change
Was the introduction of a citation procedure for
making juvenile misdemeanor arrests and an
arbitration session for carrying out the initial
screening of cases.... The conclusion drawn from
the discussion of the utility of such research is
that impact assessment is a technique particularly
Well suited to identifying unexpected and/or
unwanted effects of a program innovation on other
parts of the justice system.*

Administration of juvenile justice--[Maryland)/
Evaluation research (Social action programs)---Maryland)
ev 9088 U.S. a LBS77-18373

B yhar v&h thexava ot eat Los hagle., go. Vo

l, W.y e-
Prements omen members9 aombmOtm aost gea% life

in the Mexican American barrio of last Los Angeles.
Mezican Americans--[East Los Angeles) / minority women-,
East Los Angeles) / women criminal-- Bast Los
Angeles) / Juvenile delinguency--East Los Angeles) /
Community life--lEast Los Angeles]
31 6201 U.S. z- Mexicans La928-7532

Murray, Charles A.
Thomson, Doug. Israel, Lindy B.
UDIS: deinstitutionalizing the chronic Juvenile

offender. Washington, American Institutes for
Research, 1978. 222 p.

AIR-5800 0 -12/78-3SO
Reports on the Unified Delinquency Intervention

Services (UDIS) in Cook County, Illinois.
Includeb executive summary.

Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquets-f[Illinois) /
Administration of juvenile justice--[Illinois)
ED (Moore) LS78-2729

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

O*Brien, Kevin X.
Juvenile diversion; a selected bibliography. 2d ed.

[washington) National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice] 1977. 72 p.
Pretrial intervention--fU.S. J--Bibliography / Juvenile
courts--[U.S.]--Bibliography
ED (Moore) LBS77-12260

LIMITED AVAILLBILITT
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Oblia, Lloyd 3.
iller, &Idea D. Coates, Robert 3.
Juvenile correctional reform in fassachusetta: a

preliminary report of the Center for Criminal Justice
of the Harvard Law School. Uasbington, National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, for sale by the Supt. of Docs., U.S. Govt.
Print. Off. (1977) 116 p.

Partial contents.--aadical correctional reform: a
case study of the Massachusetts youth correctional
system, by L. Oblin, a. Coates, and A. Killer.--
Community-based corrections: concept, impact,
dangers, by R. Coates.--Subcultures in community-
based programs, by C. BcEwen.--An exploratory
analysis of the recidivism and cohort data, by R.
Coates, A. Miller, and L. Oblin.--leutralizing
community resistance to group homes, by R. Coates
and A. iiller.--Some observations on the
conceptualization and replicability of the
Massachusetts reforms, by A. Biller, L. Ohlin, and
R. Coates.--Preliminary thoughts on generalizing
from the Massachusetts experience.

Juvenile institutions--( Massachusetts)
BV 9088 U.S. C LBS77-3665

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

Pitchess, Peter J.
Juvenile justice changes. Youth Authority quarterly,

v. 30, summer 1977: 13-17.
"Takes a look at the impact of recent legislation

and case law and finds that what has been done can
lead to new problems which require new solutions

Administration of Juvenile justice--[California) /
Juvenile courts--f California)
BV 9088 U.S. A JRS77-11831

94470 Morbert C.
Love, Craig T.

The effect of a Juvenile diversion program on
rearrests. Criminal Justice and behavior, v. 4, Dec.
1977: 377-396.

A pretrial intervention program in Pinellas
County, Fla. compared 436 Juveniles who were
diverted from the criminal justice system with a
control group of 132 Juveniles who ere treated by
other means. Only 25% of the treated group were
rearrested as compared to 64% in the control group.

Administration of Juvenile Justice--[Florida) /
Pretrial intervention--[ Florida--valuation /
Evaluation research (Social action programs)--[Florida]

" 9088 .. A LBS7-20161

Doctor, John a.
Juvenile justice. a congressional priority.

Judicature, v. 61, June-July 1977: 8-14.
Analyzes the provisions of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention act.
Administration of Juvenile Justice--[O.S. -Law and
legislation / Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act
BV 9088 U.S. A LBS77-8411
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206e4 Sama&i juvenile law thematie eosfa, WPelppadite
law review, v. 5, summer 1978: whole issue.

Partial contents.--Procedural due process in the
discipline of incarcerated juveniles, by A. Breed
and P. oss.--Ciminals without crime: the dilemma
of the status offender, by L. Blue.--Child abuse
victims: are they also victims of an adversarial and
hierarchial court system? by L. Idler.--Stay no
longer: California juvenile court sentencing
practices, by S. Lightholder.

Juvenile corrections--[U.S.) / Due process of law--
[U.S.]-Legal cases / Parent and child--[U.S.--Legal
cases / Juvenile delinquency--U.S.] / Administration
of juvenile justice-JU.S.] / Child abuse--U.S.] /
Children's rights--fU.S.]
L Per. LBS78-6628

LIMITED AVAILABILITY

&e Serious juvenile offender; proceedings of a national
symposium held in Minneapolis, Minnesota on September 19
and 20, 1977. [Vashington) Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, Law Inforcement Assistance
Administration (1918) 185 p.

Partial coutents.-The serious juvenile offender:
notes on an unknown quantity, by F. Ziaring.--
Systems of control and the serious juvenile
offender, by J. Miller.--aftercare and the serious
delinquent: alternative strategies, by 1. Tennyson.--
The serious or violent juvenile offender--is there a
treatment response?, by S. Goins.-The legal
response to the *hard-corem juvenile-the offender
or the offense, by B. Feld.--The prediction of
violent behavior in juveniles, by J. Monahan.

Juvenile delinquency--[U.S.] / Juvenile corrections--
(U.S.] / Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--[ U.S.]
/ Administration of juvenile justice--lo.S.]
BY 9088 U.S. h LR578-5630

LIMITED AVAILABILITY
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PAGE 31

Tyd, John a.
Constitutional challenges to New York's youthful offender

statute. Fordham urban law journal, v. 5, spring 1977: 475-491.
Comment examines[) the youthful offender statute and its

1975 amendment in light of Drummond and the conflicting lower
court decisions.*

U.S. Congress. Conference Committees, 1977.
Juvenile justice amendments of 1977, conference report to

accompany H.8. 6111. 'Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.)
1977. 24 p. (95th Cong., ist sess. House. Report no. 95-542)

Also appears as 95th Cong., 1st sess. Senate. Report no.
95-368.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor.
Compilation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act of 1974 as amended through Oct. 3, 1977.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1977. 39 p.

At head of title: 95th Cong., 1st sess. Committee print.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor.
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of

1977, report together with supplemental views including cost
estimate of the Congressional Budget Office to accompany H.R.
6111. (Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.) 1977. 58 p. (95th
Cong., Ist sess. House. Report no. 95-313)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor.
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act amendment
of 1977. Hearing, 95th Cong., Ist sess., on H.R. 1137 and H.R.
6111. Apr. 22, 1977. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off.,
1977. 383 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor.
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.

Oversight hearing on safe school study. Hearing, 95th
Cong., 2d sess. Jan. 24, 1978. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print.
Off., 1978. 430 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Science and Technology.
Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning,
Analysis and Cooperation.

Research into violent behavior: overview and sexual
assaults. Hearings, 95th Cong., 2d sess. Jan. 10-12, 1978.
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1978. 934 p.

"No. 64"
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note C61gl9e8. 8ornate. Cosett$ em t ke .446eitty.
Juvenile Justice Amendments of 19773 report on S.

1021. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1977. 135
p. (95th Cong., 1st sess. Senate. Report no. 95-165)
Juvenile delinquency-(U.S.--LaY and legislation
8V 9088 0.S. a LBS73-5300

AVAIL ROM COHN 0 DOC R

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on the Judiciary.
Subcommittee to investigate Juvenile Delinquency.

Drugs in institutions. Hearings, 94th Cong., 1st
sess., pursuant to S. Res. 72, section 12. Volume I.
July 31 and Aug. 18, 1975. Washington, U.S. Govt.
Print. Off., 1977. 717 p.

The abuse and misuse of controlled drugs in
institutions, volume I: Interstate placement and
traffic in children and their drugging.

Chemotherapy--[U.S.] / Juvenile institutions--[U.S.] /
Rental care facilities--{U.S.] / idoption-- U.S.] /
Custody of children-- U.S.] / Hyperactive children--
(U.S.)
DBC 3079 LDS77-1067

AVAIL FROM CORN OR DOC BM

Extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-415). Hearing, 95th
Cong., 1st sess., on S. 1021 and S. 1218. Apr. 27,
1977. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1978. 229 p.
Juvenile delinquency--[U.S.J--Lav and legislation /
Federal aid to law enforcement agencies--[ U.S. 1--Law
and legislation / Administration of juvenile justice-
[U.S.) / Runaway children--(O.S.)--Law and legislation
/ U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. /
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
NBC 1725 LRS78-2024

AVAIL FROM CORN OR DOC DR

g.. onet& Aeoumtin9 tie.
Learning disabilities: the link to delinquency should

be determined, but schools should do more now,
Departments of Justice and Health, Education, and
Welfare, report to the Congress by the Comptroller
General of the United States. [ashington] 1977. 70 p.

"GGD-76-97, Mar. 4, 19770
States that "the Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare should develop prevalence rates of
children having learning disabilities, determine the
resources needed to combat the problems, and develop
procedures so that such children are adequately
diagnosed and treated.-

Learning dasabilities--[O.S.) / Juvenile delinquency--
[U.S.)
NDC LBS77-1887
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PAGE 33

U.S. General Accounting Office.
Reevaluation needed of educational assistance for

institutionaUzed neglected or delinquent children; report to
the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States.
(Washington) 1977. 67 p.

"HlID-78--11, Dec. 19, 1977"
"Describes the problems faced by irstitutionalized

neglected or delinquent youths and suggests ways to enhance the
effectiveness of Federal educational assistance made available
for them."

U.S. General Accounting Office.
Removing status offenders from secure facilities: Federal

leadership and guidance are needed; report to the Congress by
the Comptroller General of the United States. (Washington)
1978. 80 p.

"GGD-78--37, June 5, 1978
Discusses "problems the States are having in removing

status offenders from detention and correctional facilities and
presents ... recommendations on how to deal with those
problems. Removal of status offenders from such facilities is
required of participating States by the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act."

U.S. National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics
Service.

Children in custody: a report on the Juvenile detention
and correctional facility census of 1973. [Washington, For
sale by the Supt. of Docs., U.S. Govt. Print. Off.] 977. 143
p.

"Mo. SD-JD-2P"
"This report, treating the Nation as a whole, presents

findings based on the 1973 Juvenile Detention and Correctional
Facility Census and on data selected for comparison purposes
from the corresponding 1971 census. It provides an analysis of
the characteristics of the Nation's public non-Federal
residential facilities for Juvenile offenders, with special
reference to change occurring during the period between the two
censuses."

U.S. National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics
Service.

Children in custody: advance report on the Juvenile
detention and correctional facility census of 1975.
Washington, For sale by the Supt. of Docs., 0.S. Govt. Print.
Off., 1977. 39 p.

"SD-JD-4t
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PAGE 34

U.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Abuse and neglect. (Washington) National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention [1977) 209 p.

At head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and
state practices.

*.. .over[s] a wide range of issues related to laws
governing child abuse and neglect.m

O.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Court structure, judicial and non-judiical personnel, and
Juvenile records. Vol. III. [Washington] National Institute
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention [1977] 78 p.

At head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and
state practices.

Partial contents.--Positioning.--Juvenile or family court.-
-Qualifications of judges.--Assignment of judges.--Selection of
judges.

U.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Jurisdiction--delinquency. [Washington] National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(1977) 55 p.

At head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and
state practices.

0.contains a series of eight comparative analyses which
explore a number ) closely related issues regarding the
appropriate scope, of the Juvenile or family court's
jurisdiction ove¢ delinquency cases.0

U.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Jurisdiction-status offenses; a comparative analysis of
standards and state practices. (Washington) U.S. Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (1977] 78 p.

Partial contents.--Jurisdiction over status offenses.--
Truancy and other school-related misbehavior.-Hunaway.--
Conduct dangerous to self or others.--Conduct which imperils a
juvenile's morals.
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PAGE 35

U.S. national Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Juvenile dispositions and corrections. Vol. IX.
[Washington) National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention [1977) 113 p.

At head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and
state practices.

Partial contents.--Dispositional authority.--Duration of
disposition.-Dispositional procedures.--The right to treatment
for juveniles.-Intake guidelines.

U.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Police-Juvenile operations. Vol. II. [Washington]
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention [1977) 109 p.

Partial contents.-Police roles and responsibilities.--
Developing delinquency prevention policy.--Police cooperation
with other agencies.--Police arrest authority.--Policy
authority to protect juveniles.--Applicability of the laws of
arrest.-Police discretion.--Guidelines for police
intercession.--Legal and procedural guidelines for
intercession.--Court review of police guidelines.--The
organization of police-Juvenile operations.

U.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Pre-adjudication and adjudication processes. [Washington]
U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration [1977) 181 p.

mConsiders the general question of the need for Juvenile
court rules" and Ofocus[es] on the juvenile's initial
appearance in court and the appropriate criteria for pretrial
detention."

U.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Preventing delinquency. Vol. I. [Washington] National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention [977)
173 p.

At head of title: A comparative analysis of delinquency
prevention theory.

Partial contents.--Comparative analysis of social control
theories of delinquency--the breakdown of adequate social
controls.--Coaparative analysis of subcultural theories of
delinquency--delinquency as a subculture.--Comparative analysis
of psychological theories of delinquency.--The biological bases
of delinquent behavior.-Labeling theory.
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Nagner, Robert.
the system listens but does not hear. Criminology,

v. 15, Feb. 1978: 431-443.
"Attempts to pinpoint some of the reasons why

institutions are unable to meet the challenge of
delinquency in our society. on the one hand,
impediments are inherent to the institutional
system, on the other, due to outside forces and
factors, they are beyond the control of the
institution. Patchwork attempts to shore up a
sagging, outmoded system are futile. The facets
that perpetuate the present system are identified,
and some of the decisions required to build a new
system of child care are noted."

Juvenile institutions--[U.S.) / Rehabilitation of
Juvenile delinquents--{U.S.L
HV 9088 U.S. C LBS78-1367

delsh, Ralph S.
Delinquency, corporal punishment, and the schools.

Crime G delinquency, v. 24, July 1978: 336-354.
"There is a growing trend in this country to blame

youth crime on parental overpermissiveness.
Available data fail to support this and show that
all types of crime, including school crime, develop
within fdailies and school systems emphasizing
aversive and authoritarian discipline techniques.
... It is suggested that a national effort be made
to discourage the use ot corporal punishment as a
socially acceptable child-rearing technique. Since
corporal punishment tends to produce both fear and
anger, its continued use in the schools can only be
counterproductive to the learning process.u

School discipline--[O.S.J / School vandalism--(u.S.J /
Child abuse--(U.S.] / Juvenile delinquency--{U.S.] /
Teacher-student relationships--(U.S.] / Minority
students-- U.S.]
HV 9088 U.S. A LBS78-8002
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