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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1977

FRIDAY, APRIL 22, 1977

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EcoNoMIc OPPORTUNITY

OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
lVashlngton, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:42 a.m. in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ike Andrews (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Andrews and Corrada.
Staff present: William F. Causey, counsel; Gordon A. Raley,

majority staff; Fran Stephens; majority staff; and Martin LaVor,
minority staff.

Mr. ANDiPEWS. The subcommittee will come to order, please.
Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Let me welcome you to the

hearing.
If I may, for purposes of the record, read a brief statement. The

subject of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 lies within the jurisdiction of this subcommittee. Section 308 of
the act provides that the programs funded through the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute
for Juvenile Justice, and the runaway youth programs of the Office
of Youth Development of the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare shall expire the end of fiscal year 1976 unless specifically
reauthorized by the Congress.

These hearings are for the purpose of soliciting public and private
reaction to legislation to extend and amend the 1974 act. Specifically
H.R. 6111, a bill I introduced on April 6 with Mr. Perkins, chairman
of the Committee on Education and Labor, would extend the act for
3 years and provide for several amendments designed to strengthen
and improve the efficiency and effectiveness of existing juvenile jus-
tice and youth programs. H.R. 1137, introduced by Congressman
Pepper, who will appear before the subcommittee this afternoon,
would create a National Conference on Learning Disabilities and
Juvenile Delinquency.

Finally, reaction is solicited to a proposal which would authorize
the President to transfer the runaway youth program from HEW to
ACTION with congressional approval.

FText of H.R. 1137 and H.R. 6111 follows:]
(1)
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95=~ OORP6 C M
iSRox H.e R 1137

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JA vtAxY 4,1977
Mr. pkpm introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-

mittee on Education and Labor

A BILL
To direct the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention to organize and convene a national
conference on learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency,

and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repreaenta-

2 ties of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 SHORT TITLE

4 SwuToN 1. This Act may be cited as the "National Con-

5 ference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency

6 Act".
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1 STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

2 SEo. 2. The Congress hereby finds that-

3 (1) the United States has achieved great and satis-

4 fying success in making possible a better quality of life

5 for a large and increasing percentage of its citizens;

6 (2) the benefits and fundamental rights of Ameri-

7 can society'are often denied those children with specific

8 learning disabilities;

9- (3) there are eight million handicapped children in

10 the United States, two million of whom are identified

11 as learning disabled;

12 - (4) it is of critical importance to the Nation that

13 equality of opportunity, equal access to all aspects' of

14 society, equal rights, and greater justice, guaranteed by

15 the Constitution of the United States be provided to all

16 children with specific learning disabilities;

17 (5) the primary responsibility for meeting the chal-

18 lenge and problems of children with specific learning

19 disabilities often has fallen on the children themselves

20 and their teachers;

21 (6) the symptoms of learning disabilities are subtle

22 and often go unrecognized by teachers, parents, and

23 health and law enforcement officials, and, more impor-

24 tantly, few understand that this handicap exists;
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1 (7) leaning disabilities that go undetected contrib-

2 ute substantially to the increased rate of school drop-

3 outs, failure to meet full potential, truancy, drug usage,

4 and juvenile delinquency and such learning disabilities

5 exacerbate unemployment among youths;

6 (8) learning disabilities are handicaps which must

7 be approached from a multidisciplinary perspective in

8 order that the full environmental field and configuratiou

9 of events within which learning d;sabilities develop may

10 be evaluated and points of intervention and prevention

11 be identified;

12 (9) it is essential that all levels of Government

13 must necessarily share responsibilities for -

14 (A) formulating a method of communication

15 whereby existing knowledge and the results of

16 ongoing research may be disseminated; and

17. (B) developing a coordinated plan of coopera-

18 tion among disciplines in the delivery of all services

19 to the learning disabled; and

20 (10) a national conference on learning disabilities

21 and juvenile delinquency, preceded by State conferences,

22 is the most suitable mechanism for coordinating an at-

23 tack on the multifold problems of learning disabilities and

24 juvenile delinquency;
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1 NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING DISABILITIES

2 AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

3 Ss. 3. Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

4 Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 et seq.) is

5 amended by redesignating part D as part E, by redesignat-

6 ing section 261 through section 203 as section 271 through

,7 section 273, respectively, and by inserting immediately after

8 part C the following new part:

9 "PART D-NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING

10 DIsABrLITIES AND JuvENIL DELINQUENCY

1 1"DUTIES OF COUNCIL

12 "Sw. 261. (a) The Coordinating Council on Juvenile

13 Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall organize and con-

14 vene a national conference to be known as the National Con-

15 ference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency.

16 The Conference shall be held in such place, and at such times

17 during 1979, as the Council considers appropriate.

18 "(b) The Council, in carrying out its responsibilities

19 under subsection (a), shall-

20 "(1) designate a coordinating committee in each

21 State to organize and conduct a State or regional meet-

22 ing under section 263 in preparation for the Conference;

23 "(2) prepare and make available background ma-

24 terials relating to learning disabiliti&c and juvenile de-

2 linquency and related matters for the use of represents.
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1 Lives to such State or regional meetings and to the

2 Conference;

3 "(3) extend advice and technical and financial as-

4 sistance, by grant, contract, or otherwise, for the orga-

5 nization and convening of State and regional meetings

a under section 263 in preparation for the Conference;

7 "(4) establish procedures for the provision of fi-

8 nancial assistance to repiescntativcs to the Conference

9 who are unable to defray their expenses;

10 "(5) designate such representatives to the Con-

11 fercnce, in addition to representatives designated under

12 section 262 (a), as may be necessary or appropriate

13 to carry out the provisions of section 262 (b);

14 "(6) publish and distribute the report required by

35 section 264 (a);

16 "(7) provide for the production of a transcript of

17 the proceedings of the Conference;

18 "(8) deposit the documents and records of the Con-

19 ference, no later than thirty days after the President

20 transmits the report required by section 264 (b), with

21 the National Archives and Record Service, where such

22 records shall be available for public inspection and use;

23 and

24 "(9) prescribe such rules as may be necessary to

25 carry out the provisions of this part.



7

1 CtoOMPOSITION AND FUNCTIONS OF CONFERENCE

2 "Sec. 262. (a) The Conference shall be composed of-

3 "(1) representatives of local, State, regional, and

4 national institutions, agencies, organizations, unions,

5 associations, and any other groups which work to ad-

6 vance the rights and meet the needs of children with

7 specific learning disabilities and juvenile delinquents;

8 "(2) representatives of the education, henafl, law'

9 enforcement, and social science professions and disci-

10 plines, and any other professions or disciplines as the

11 Council considers appropriate, with special emphasis on

12 the representation of children with specific learning dis-

13 abilities and juvenile delinquents; and

14 "(3) representatives of individuals who have ex-

15 perienced learning disabilities, children with specific

16 learning disabilities who have been institutionalized, and

17 the parents of children with specific learning disabilities.

18 "(b) The Conference shall-

19 "(1) assess the progress which has been made in

20 the private and public sectors of the Nation with respect

21 to the development, promotion, and delivery of quality

22 services to children with specific learning disabilities as

23 such children come to the attention of education, health,

24 law enforcement, and labor authorities;

25 "(2) develop a coordinated plan of cooperation,
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I between and within appropriate professions, disciplines,

2 and agencies, for the efficient delivery of quality services

3 to children with specific learning disabilities;

4 "(3) broaden public awareness with respect to

5 nature and symptoms of learning disabilities, the re-

6 sources available to the learning disabled, nnd the special

7 needs of children with specific learning disabilities;

8 "(4) identify barriers and problems which prevent

9 the receipt of needed services by children with specific

10 learning disabilities;

11 "(5) develop recommendations for the removal of

12 such barriers and problems;

13 "(6) establish a timetable for the carrying out of

14 recommendations developed under paragraph (5) ; and

15 "(7) carry out such other activities as the Confer-

16 ence considers necessary or appropriate to assist in meet-

17 ing the special needs of children with specific learning

18 disabilities.

19 "STATE-AND REGIONAL MEETINGS

20 "Smo. 263. (a) The Council shall be responsible for fa-

21 ciitating the organization and convening of meetings, during

22 1978, in each State in preparation for the Conference. The

23 Counacil may, in its discretion, facilitate the organization and

24 convening of regional meetings in any case in which the
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Council determines that meetings in particular States tire

2 impracticable.

3 "(b) Any State or regional meeting which receives

4 financial assistance under this part shall be conducted in a

5 manner which seeks to carry out the requirements of section

6 262 (b).

7 "(c) The coordinating committee in each State or re-

8 gion shall transmit to the Council a report no later than thirty

9 days after the conclusion of the meeting involved. Such re-

10 port shall contain a detailed statement of the findings and

11 recommendations of the State or regional meeting.

12 "(d) (1) Representatives at each State or regional meet-

13 ing shall select representatives to the Conference. Such se-

14 lection shall be made under rules prescribed by the Council

15 and shall be consistent with the provisions of section 262 (a).

16 "(2) The total number of representatives selected under

17 paragraph (1) shall be no less than seven representatives

18 and no more than ten representatives from each State or

19 region.

20 "EVOBT

21 "SE4). 264. (a) The Council shall transmit a report to

22 the President and to each House of the Congress no later

23 than one hundred and twenty days after the conclusion of

24 the Conference. Such report shall be available to the public

25 and shall contain a detailed statement of the findings and
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1 recommendations of the Conference in accordance with the

2 requirements of section 262 (b).

3 "(b) The President, no later than one hundred and

4 twenty days after receiving the report required by subsec-

5 tion (a), shall transmit to each House of the Congress

6 recommendations with respect to matters discussed in such

7 report.

8 "AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

9 "SFo. 265. There are authorized to be appropriated not

10 more than $5,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this part.

11 Sums appropriated under this section shall remain available

12 for obligation until expended.".

13 DEFINITIONS

14 So. 4. Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and DeHn-

15 quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5603) is

16 amended--

17 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph

18 (12);

19 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-

20 graph (13) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon;

21 and

22 (8) by adding at the end thereof the following

23 new paragraphs:

24 "(14) the term 'Conference' means the Nationnl

25 Oonferenco on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile
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1 Delinquency organized and convened under section

2 261 (a) ;and

3 "(15) the term 'children with specific learning

4 disabilities' has the meaning given it by section 602 (15)

5 of the Educatinn of the Handicapped Act, except that,

6 in -the administration of part D of title II of this Act,

7 changes in such definition recommended by the Corn-

8 missioner of Education under section 5 (b) (3) of the

9 Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975

10 shall be taken into account.".

11 TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

12 SEC. 5. (a) Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice and De-

13 linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5616) is

14 amended by redesignating subsection (g) as subsection (k),

15 and by inserting immediately after subsection (f) the follow-

16 ing new subsections:

17 "(g) The Council may accept, use, and dispose of con-

18 trilmtions of money, services, or property.

19 "(h) The Council may use the United States mails in

20 the same manner and upon the same conditions as. other

21 departments and agencies of the Federal Government.

22 "(i) The Council, to the extent it considers necessary,

23 may-

24 "(1) procure supplies, services, and persona!

25 property;

89-699 0 . 77 - 2
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1 "(2) enter into contracts;

2 "(3) expend funds appropriated, donated, or re-

3 ceived under contracts in order to carry out its fune-

4 tions and responsibilities; and

5 "(4) exercise such powers es may be necessary to

6 enable the Council to carry out its functions and re-

7 sponsibilities.

8 "(j)The Council may delegate any of its powers to any

9 member or employee of the Council.".

10 (b) Section 206 (e) (3) of the Juvenile Justice and De-

11 linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5616 (e)

12 (3)) is amended by inserting immediately after "personnel"

13 the following: ", and procure the services of such experts and

14 consul-tants,".

X,

0
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95= CONGRESS
lt' SiEWsow H. R. 6111

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

A Tmm , 1977

Mr. ArPn ws of North Carolina (for himself and Mr. Pzaxxz~s) introduced
the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor

[Strike out all afte the enacting clause and Inant the part printed In Itallc3

A BILL
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency PreVention Act

of 1974, and for other purposes.

I Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tive of the United States of America in Congrem asembled,

4 SiTia , i. This Act may bc oitod an th ',T .. t.il

5 Justioca an&-d Deliniquency Pro':cntion Amcndittl of 1077".I

6 JUfVDNILID ifUTICI AND DBIANQUBNeY FRI1uvni7TGo

7

8 Sac. 2. (a) Scot~on 201 (g) of tha ue~~ uto

9 andl Del'nqucVF Preyention Act ef 1074 isi etmndezl I*.

10 etnikinx out "Canot" anid inserlingt In liou thoreof secondnd".
*6 ~ A-.4F fJ S ocwnctt 0^octIon A34 IU" & I At11

I F % - - I

lqrMl • • Jt
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5 SHORT TIITL

6 SECTiON 1. (a) This Act may be cited as the "Juvenile

7 Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977".

8 (b) As used in this Act, the term "the Act" means the

9 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

10 JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQURNCY PREVBNTION

11 OFFICE

12 SEc. 2. (a) The following sections of the Act are each

13 amended by striking out "Assistant" each place it appears

14 and inserting in lieu thereof "Associate": sections 201, 204

15 (i), 206(a) (1) and (b), 241, 246.

16 (b) Section 201(g) of the Act is amended by striking

17 out "flrs'and inserting in lieu thereof "second'.

18 (c) To assure that the delegation of authority to the

19 Associate Administrator mandated by the Act, including sea-

20 tion 545, is accomplished, seections 204(l)(1) (second

21 appearance), 208 (b), (c), and (e), 223 (14), (20), and

22 (21), 243(4), 246, 249, 250, and 251 of the Act are each

23 amended by inserting the word "Associate" prior to the

24 word "Administrator" wherever it appears.

2 (d) (1) Section 204(b) of the Act is amended by insert-
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1 ing immediately after "shall" in matter preceding paragraph

2 (1) the following: "with the assistance of Associate Ad-

3 ministrato9'.

4 (2) The first sentence of stion 204(b) (5) of the Act

5 is amended by inserting "and Ohe Coordinating CouncW'

6 after "Adviso Committee".

7 (3) Section 204 (b) (6) of the Act is amended by in-

8 serving "and the Coordinating Council' after "Advisory

9 Committee".

10 (4) Section 204(f) of the Act is amended by inserting

11 "Federal" after "appropriate authority,".

12 (5) Section 204(g) of the Act is amended by striking

13 out "part" and inserting in lieu thereof "title".

14 (6) Section 204(j) of the Act is amended by inserting

15 "organization," after "agency,", and by striking out "part"

16 and inserting in lieu thereof "title".

17 (7) Section 204(k) of the Act is amended by striking

18 out "part" and inserting in lieu thereof "title", and by

19 striking out "the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Act (42

20 U.s.C. 3801 et seq.)" and inserting in lieu thereof "title

21 II1 of this Act".

22 (e) Section 205 of the Act is amended by inserting im-

23 mediately before the period at the end of the first sentence,

24 the following: "whenever the Associate Administrator finds
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1 the program or activity to be exeptionaUy effective or for

2 which the Associate Administrator finds exceptional need'.

3 (f)(1) Section 206(a)(1) of the Act is amended by

4 striking out "the Director of the Special Action Office for

5 Drug Abuse Prevention" and inserting in lieu thereof "the

Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Poliy, the Commis-

7 sioner of the Office of Education, the Director of ACTION".

8 (2) Section 206(d) of the Act is amended by striking out

9 "six" and inserting in lieu thereof "four".

10 (3) Subsection (e) of section 206 of the Act is

11 amended-

12 (A) by striking out paragraphs (1) and (2);

13 (B) by striking out "(3) The Executive Secretary"

14 and inserting in lieu thereof "(e) The Associate Ad-

15 ministrator"; and

16 (C) by inserting "or staff support" after

17 " personnel".

18 (g) (1) Section 207(c) of the Act is amended by

19 inserting ", including youth workers involved with alterna-

20 tive youth programs" after "community-based programs",

21 and by inserting immediately before the period at the end

22 thereof the following: ", of whom at least three shall

23 have been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice

24

25 (2) Section 207(d) of the Act is amended by inserting
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1 at the end thereof the following new sentence: "Eleven mem-

2 bers of the committee shall constitute a quorum."

3 (h)(1) Section 208(b) of the Act is amended by insert-

4 ing ", the President, and the Congress" after "the Admin-

5 istrator".

6 (2) Section 208(d) is amended by inserting "not less

7 than' after "subcommittee of" and by striking out ", to-

8 gether with the Director of the National Institute of Correc-

_ 9 tions,".

10 (3) Section 208(e) of the Act is amended-

11 (A) by inserting "not less than" after "subcom-

12 mittee of"; and

13 (B) by striking out "to the Administrator" and by

14 striking out "the Administrator of".

15 (4) Section 208(f) of the Act is amended to read as

16 follows:

17 "(f) The Chairman, with the approval of the Com-

18 mittee, shall request of the Associate Administrator such staff

19 and othersupport as may be necessary to carry out the duties

20 of the Advisory Committee.".

21 FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR STAR AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

22 SEC. 3. (a) Section 221 of the Act is amended by strik-

23 ing out "local governments" and inserting in lieu thereof

24 "units of general local government or combinations thereof',

25 and by inserting "grants and" after "through".
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1 (b) Section 222 of the Act is amended by striking

2 out subsections (c) and (d).

3 (c) (1) Section 228(a) (3) (C) of the Act is amended by

4 inserting businesss groups and businesses employing youth,"

5 immediately after "programs;".

6 (2) Section 223(a)(3)(E) of the Act is amended by
7 inserting before the semiolon at the end thereof the following:

8 ", of whom at least three are or have been under the juris-

9 diction of the juvenile justice system" .

10 (3) Section 223 (a) (4) of the Act is amended by strik-

11 ing out "local governments" te first place it appears therein

12 and inserting in lieu thereof "units of general local govern-

13 meant or combinations thereof'.

14 (4) Section 223(a) (5) of the Act is amended by strik-
15 ing out "local government' and inserting in lieu thereof

16 "units of general local government or combinations thereof".

17 (5) Section 223 (a) (6) of the Act is amended-by tri-
18 ing out "local government" and inserting in lieu Atereof "unit

19 of general local government", and by insering "or to a

20 regional planning agency" after "local government's struc-

21 ture".

22 (6) Section 223(a) (8) of the Act is amended by insert-

23 ing before the smnioolon at the end thereof a period and the

24 following: "Programs and project. dmeoped from the study

25 may be funded under paragraph '(10) provided that they

W49 0 - 17 - 3
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1 meet the criteria for advanced technique programs as specs-

2 fied therein".

3 (7) The first sentence of section 223(a) (10) of the

4 Act is amended by striking out "local government" and in-

5 sorting in lieu thereof "Unit of general local government or

6 combination thereof', and by inserting "grants and" after

7 "or through".

8 (8) Section 223(a) (10) of the Act is further amended

9 by inserting "and to encourage a diversity of alternative.

10 within the juvenile justice system" after "correctional facili-

11 ties".

12 (9) Seio 223 (a) (10) (A ) of the Aot is amended
13 by inserting after "health sries" te following: "twenty-

14 four hour in-take screening, volunteer and cisi home pro-

15 grams, day treatment and home pro baton.

16 (10) Section 223(a)(10(D) of the Act is amended

17 to read a8 follows:

18 "(D) projtedi n to develop and imple-

19 ment program stresing advocacy activities aimed

20 at improving aerie for and protecting the rights

21 of youth impacted by the juvenile justice system;".

22 (11) Section 223(a) (10) (G) of the Act is amended

23 by inserting "traditional youth" immediatey after reachedd

24 by".

25 (12) Section 228(a) (10) (H) of the Act is amended
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1 by striking out "that may include but are not limited to pro-

2 gram. designed to" md inserting in lieu thereof "are de-

3 signed to".

4 (13) Section 228(a) (10) of the Act is further amended

5 by adding at the end thereof Ah following new subpara-

6 graph:

7 "(1) activities which establish standards for

8 juvenile justice, based on the recommendation of

9 the Advisor Committee on Standards;".

10 (14) Section 223(a) (12) of the Act is amended to read

11 as follows:

12 "(12) provide within three years after wubmtssion

13 of the plan that juveniles who are charged with or who

14 have committed opfenme that would not be criminal if

15 committed by an adult or mch nonoenders as dependent

16 or neglected children, shall not be placed in juvenile de-

17 t or corrme'tidl facilities ;".

18 (15) Section 223(a) (13) of the Act i8 amended by

19 inserting "and youths within Ihe purview of section 223(a)

20 (12)" immediately after "delinquenf.

21 (16) Section 223 (a) (15) of the Act is amended by

22 striking out "aW'.

23 (17) Section 223 (a) (19) of de Act is minded by

24 striking out "gjo the "~tet possbl".t

25 '(18) Section 228(b) of ase Act i8mended by striking
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I out "consultation with" and inserting in lieu thereof "re-

2 ceiling and considering the advice and recommendations of'.

3 (19) Sectn 228(c) of the Act is amended by insertng

4 at the end thereof the following new sentence: "Failure to

5 achieve compliance with the subsection (a)(12) require-

6 ment within the three-year time limitation shall terminate any

7 State's eligibility for funding under this subpart unless the

8 Administrator, with the concurrence of the Asociate Admin-

9 istrator, determines that the State is in substantial omplianoe

10 with the requirement, through achievement of deinstitutional-
\

11 ization of not les than 75 per centum of such juveniles, and

12 has made, through appropriate elective or legislative action,

13 an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance

14 within a reasonable time not exceeding two additional years.".

15 (20) Section 228(d) of the Act is amended by inserting

16 "chooses not to submit a plan" after "fails to submit a plan,".

17 (21) Section 228 of the Act is further amended by

18 striking out subsection (e).

19 (d) (1) Section 224(a) (8) of th Act is amended by
20 insrting after "system" the following: "including restitution

21 project which teat and validate wlect~d arbitration model,

22 such as neighborhood courts or panels and increme victim

23 satsaction while providing alternatives to-incaeao for

24 detained or adjudicated delinquent.

25 (2) Soation 924(a) (4) of the Act is amended by atrik.
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1 ing all after "for delinquents" and inserting in lieu thereof

2 "and other youth to help prevent delinquency".

3 (8) Section 224 (a) (5) of the Act is amended by atrik-

4 ing out "on standavrs for juvenile justice" and by striking

5 out "and" at the end thereof.

6 (4) Section 224(a) (6) of the Act is amended by in-

7 seating after "develop and implement" the following ", in co-

8 ordination with the United &ates Office of Education,", and

9 by striking out the period at the end thereof and inserting in

10 lieu thereof a semicolon and "and".

11 (5) Section 224(a) of the Act is amended by adding at

12 the end dereof the following new paragraphs:

13 "(7) develop and support programs stressing ad-

14 vocacy activities aimed at improving services to youth

15 impacted by the juvenile justice system;

16 "(8) delopment implement, and support, in con-

17 junction with the United States Department of Labor,

18 other public and private agencies and organizations and

19 business and industry propa for youth employment;

20 "(9) improve th juvenile usto system to conform

21 to standards of due process; and

22 "(10) devdop and implement programs relating

23 to juvenile delinquency and hearing disabilities.".

24 (6) Secton 224(b) of the Act is amendM to read as
25 foUows:
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I "(b) Not more than 20 per centum of the funds appro-

2 printed for each fiscal year pursuant to th part shall be

3 available only for speoa emphasis prevention and treatment

4 grants and contracts made pursuant to this section.".

5 (e)(1) Section 225(c)(4) of the Act is amended by-

6 striking all after "to delinquents" and inserting in lieu

7 thereof "and other youth to help prevent delinquency.".

8 (2) Section 225(c) (6) of the Act is amended- by stri-

9 ing out "on standards for Juvenile juice".

10 (f) (1) Section 227(a) of the Act is amended by striking

11 out "State, public or private agency, institution, or individ-,

12 ual (whether directly or through a State or local agency)"

13 and inserting in lieu thereof "public or private agency,

14 organization, institution, or individual (whether directly or

15 through a State planning agency)".

16 (2) Section 227 (b) of the Act is amended by striking

17 out "institution, or individual under this part (whether

18 directly or through a State agency or local agency)" and

19 inserting in lieu thereof "organization, institution, or in-

20 dividual under this title (whether directly or through a

21 State planning agency)".

22 (g) (1) Section 228(b) of th Act is amended by strik-

23 ing out "under this part" and inerting in lieu thereof "by

24 the Law Enforoment Assistance Administration".
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1 (2) Scin 228(c) of the Acti amended by striking

2 out "part" and itserting in lieu t o "t".

3 (8) Section 228 of the Acot i8 amended by adding at

4 the end thereof the following new subsections:

5 "(e) Financial assistance extended under the provisions

6 -of this title shall be 100 per euntur of the approved costs

7 of any program or activity, except that moneys received

8 under this title shall not be used for planning and adminis-

9 trative services.

10 "(f) In the case of a grant under this part to an Indian

11 tribe or other aboriginal group, if the Administrator deter-

12 mines that the tribe or group does not have suftient

13 funds available to meet the local share of the cost of any

14 program or project to be funded under the grant, the Ad-

15 ministrator may increase the Federal share of the cost

16 thereof to the extent he deem necessary. Where a State

17 does not have an adequate forum to enforce grant provi-

18 sions imposing liability on Indian tribes, the Administrator

19 is authorized to waive State liability and may pursue such

20 legal remedies as are necessary.

21 "(g) If the Administrator determines, on the basis of

22 information available to him during any fiscal year, that a

23 portion of the funds granted to an applicant under this

24 part for that fiscal year will not be required by the appli-

25 cant or will become available by virtue of the application
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1L of as rviin of section 609 of WIteof the Omnibus

2 Crime Conr and Safe Stree Ad of -1968, that portion

3 abe a for reUoation under etion 224 of tMh
4 ttle..

5 NATIONAL ZN rZTTUB FOR JUVEALE JUSTIoE AND

6 DBLNQU NCOY PREJwNTION

7 Sec. 4. (a)(1) Seotion 241 of the Act is amended by p.

8 striking out sbsection (e), and by redesignating subsection

9 (f) and (g) as subsections (e) and (f), respectively.

10 (2) Section 2 (f) of the Act, as so redesignated by

11 paragraph 1, is amended by inserting "make grants and"

12 after "(4)".

13 (8) The subsetion dsnaed as sbsection (b) im-

14 mediately following setion 241 (f) of the Act, as so redesig-

15 nated by paragraph (1), is redesignated s subsection (g).

16 (4) Section 241(g) of he Act, as so redesignated by

17 paragraph (1), is amended by striking out "subsection' (g)

18 (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof "subsecion (f)(1)".

19 (b) Section 243(5) of the Act is amended by inserting

20 before the semicolon at the end thereof the following: ", such

21 as amsewments regarding the role of family violence, sexual

22 abuse or exploitation and media violence in delinquency, the

23 improper handling of youth placed in a State by another

24 State, the possible ameliorating roles of recreation and the

25 arts, and Me extent to which youth in t juvenilesystem are
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1 trfted different on he ba&vi of sex and the ramifcation.

2 of suc practice .

•3 () Section 245 of the Act is amended to read as folow.:

4 "Sac. 245. The Advisory Committee hall advise, con-

5 sut with, and make reommendatsa to the Associate Ad-

6 ministrator concerning the overall policy and operations of

7 the Institute.".

8 (d) (1) Section 247(a) of the Act is amended by tr-

9 ing out "on standards for juvenile justice established in

10 section 208(e)".

11 (2) Section 247(d) of the Act is amended by inserting

12 after subsection (c) the following new subsection:

13 "(d) Following the subnission of its report under sub-

14 section (b) the Advisory Committee shall direct its efforts

15 towards refinement of the recommended standards and shall

16 assist State and local governments and private agencies and

17 organizations in the adoption of appropriate standards at

18 the State and local Levls.".

19 (e) Title II of the Act is further amended by striking

20 out section 248.

21 ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION8

22 S sc. 5. (a) The heading for part D of title II of the

23 Act is amended to read as follows:

24 "PARt D-AmiNzSTRArv PRovsaoNs'.
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I (b) 2 261(a), of de Act ii amended so rwd as

2 folows:
3 "(a) To arry out the purpose of this it there is

4 authorize to be appropriated #125,000,0 for the fiwal

5 year ending September 30, 1978, and such sums as are

6 ,OwMary for each of th fiscal Years ending September 30,

7 1979, and Stem r 30, 1980. Funds appropriated for any

8 focal year may remain availale 'for obligation until

9 expended."

10 (c) Section 262 of theAct is amended to read as follows:

11 "APPLICABZLITY OP OTHER ADAMImSTR'-TIV9 PRO VIIONS

12 "Sc. 262. The Administrative provisions of tite I of

13 the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,

14 designated as sections 501, 504, 507, 509, 510, 511, 516,

15 518(c), 521, and 524 (a) and (c) of such Act, are moor-

16 porated herein as administrative prowon applicable to this

17 Act.".

18 (d) (1) Section 263(a) of the Juvenile Justice and

19 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by striking

20 out "subsection (b)" and inserting in lieu thereof "aubseo-

21 tion (b) and (c)".

22 (2) Section 263 of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

23 quency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the

24 end thereof the foloing new subsection:
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I 44(c) The amendments made by tI.. Juvenile Justic

2 and Delinquwye Prevention Amendments of 1977 shall take

3 effec on and after October 1,1977.".

4 RUNAWAY 7r7

5 Sie. 6. (a) (1) Section 311 cf O Act is amended,-

6 (A) by inserting in the first sentemc "and short-

7 term training" after "technical asiWance" and by in-

8 sorting "and coordinated neoork. of such agencies"

9 after agencies' ; and

10 (B) by inserting "or otherwise homeless youth"

11 immediately after "runaway youth" where it first

12 appears and by deleting "runaway youth" in to third

13 and fourth sentences and inserting in lieu thereof "such

14 youth".

15 (2) Section 312(b) (5) of the Act is amended by strik-

16 ing out "aftercase" and inserting in lieu thereof "aftecare".

17 (3) Section 312 (b) (6) of the Act is ameded by strik-
18 ing out "parental consent" and inserting in lieu thereof "the

19 consent of the individual youth and parent or legal guar-

20 dzan".

21 (4) Secion 313 of the Act is amended-

22 (A) by stiking out "State,", and
23 ~(B) by striking out '1$75,000" and "$S100,000"1
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1and insertin in Hiem thereof "$0100,000 and "$150, -
2 000, repcieF

3 (b) Pat B of title III of he Act is amended by re-

4 desiating the title of part B as "Ra )wa"' and string

5 ou sections 821 and 822 and iertixg in lU thereof tb

6 flowing:
7 "RECORDS

8 "Sc. 821. Record containing the identity of indid-

9 ual youths pursuant to this Act may under no cirownstacs

10 be disclond or transferred to any individual or to any

11 public or private agency.".

12 (c) Tite III of he Act is further amended by redesig-

13 eating par C as part D, by redsignating section 331 as

14 section 341, and by inserting after part B Mhe following new

15 part:

16 "PALRT C-BNORG NATION

17 "8ac. 331. (a) After January 1, 1978, the Presi-

18 dent may submit to the Congres a reorganization plan which,

19 subject to the provisions of Absection (b) of this scio

20 shal take erect, if such reorganization plan is not diap-

21 proved by a resolution of either Hous of Congres, in ac-

22 cordance with th provi o of and the procedure estab-

23 M"he by chpter 9 of title 5, United Skt Code, exept
24 to the extent provided is t" part.
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1 "(b) A reorganization plan submitted in aoordane with

2 ths provisions of subsection (a) shall provide-

3 "(1) for establishing within ACTION an Offloe of

4 Youth Assistance, which shall be the principal agency,

5 and the Director of ACTION hall be the principal

6 offiler, for carrying out title III of this Act;

7 "(2) that the transfer authorized by paragraph (1)

8 shall be effective thirty days after the last date on which

9 such transfer could be disapproved under chapter 9 of

10 tite5, United Staes Code;

11 "(8) that property, records, and unexpended bal-

12 ance of appropriations, allocations, and other funds

13 employed, used, held, available, or to be made available

14 - in connection with the functions of the Office of Youth

15 Development within the Department of Health, Educa-

16 tion, and Welfare in the operation of functions pursuant

17 to title III of this Act, shall be transferred to the Office

18 of Youth Asssance within ACTION, and that all

19 grants, applications for grants, contracts and other

20 agreements awarded or entered into by the Offie of

21 Youth Development shall continue in effect until modi-

22 fied, superseded, or revoked;
23 "(4) that all ofial actions taken by the Secretary

24 of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

25 his designee, or any other peron under the authority
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1 of tide III of this Act which are i, force on the eletive

2 date of such plan, and for whih ae is continuing

3 authort under th, provisons of title III of this A04

4 shll continue in fU fore and sede unt modified,

5 uperseded, or revoked by the Director of ACTION as

6 appropriate; and

7 "(5) that references to the Ofe of Youth Devdop-

8 ment within the Department of Healt Education, and

9 Welfare in any statute, reorganization plan, Executive

10 order, regulation, or other offlial document or proceed-

11 ing shall, on and after such date, be deemed to refer to

12 the O/fce of Youth Assisjance within ACTION, as

13 appropriate..

14 (d) Section M4 of the Act (as reidesiated bysubeo-

15 jion (c) of this section) is amended-

16 (1) -by striking out, in subsection (a), everything

17 after "appropriated" and inserting in lieu thereof the

18 folowing: "for th fisal year ending September 80,

19 1978, $25,000,000, and for the fiscal years ending

20 September 30, 1979, and September 80, 1980, such

21 sums as may be necessary.".

22 (2) by striing out subsection (b) and inserting

23 in lieu thereof the following:

--24 "(b) The Secretary (through the Ofoe of Youth De-

25 velopment which shall administer this Act) shall consult with
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1 the Attornq Genral (through the Assistant Administrator

2 of the Offlos of Juvenile Jsticie and Delinpency Preve-

3 tion) for te Purpo of coordinating the development and

4 implementation of program and activities funded under thi.

5 Act with those related program. and activities funded under

6 the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of

7 197?4 and under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe

8 Streets Act of 1968, as amended.".

9 - AMENDMENT TO OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE

10 TREATS ACT OF 19M8

11 SEC. 7. Section 203(a) (1) of title I of the Omnibus

12 Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by

13 adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: "The

14 chairman and at leasg two additional members of any ad-

15 visory group established pursuant to section 223(a)*(8) of

16 the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of

17 1974 shall be appointed to the State planning agency as

18 members thereof. These individuals may be considered in

19 meetingg the general representation requirements of this

20 subsection.".

21 AMENDMENT TO TITLE 6

22 Stc. 8. Section 5108(c) (10) of title 5, United States

23 Code, first occurrence, is amended by striking out "twenty-

24 five" and inserting in lieu thereof '"twenty-siz".
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Mr. ANDREWS. The subcommittee has received, or will shortly re-
ceive, written statements of those individuals appearing today. In
order to allocate as much time as possible for questions from the
members of the subcommittee, and from the staff, I request that
those individuals appearing limit their testimony to a brief summary
of their written statement. It is expected that 5 or 10 minutes will be
adequate for that purpose. Everyone, including myself, will greatly
appreciate your brevity.

The first witness this morning is Mr. James M. H. Gregg, Assistant
Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, De-
partinent of Justice, accompanied by, I believe-is this correct-Mr.
Thomas J. Madden, General Counsel, LEAA, and Frederick Nader,
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention, also LEAA.

If you will, Mr. Gregg, in whatever order you choose, proceed.

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. H. GREGG, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, DEPART-
MENT OF JUSTICE, ACCOMPANIED BY: THOMAS J. MADDEN,
GENERAL COUNSEL, LEAA; AND FREDERICK NADER, DEPUTY
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, LEAA

Mr. GRGoG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We appreciate the opportunity to testify in support of the re-

authorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974.

With me, as you indicated, are, Mr. Thomas Madden, LEAA Gen-
eral Counsel, and Mr. Fred Nader, Deputy Assistant Administrator
for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

I do have a rather lengthy prepared statement. I appreciate the
opportunity to submit the statement for the record and highlight
certain significant points.

LEAA has now had 21/ years of experience in administering this
legislation. On the basis of that experience we are convinced of the
fundamental soundness of the purposes of the 1974 act. We also be-
lieve that the-design of the 1974 legislation has facilitated imple-
mentation of the program and contributed to the substantial progress
made in achieving many of the objectives of the act.

While there have been some difficulties in implementation, these
have been normal and rather routine problems as are encountered in
the early stages of any significant new Federal program.

In short, Mr. Chairman, we are convinced that the program cre-
ated by the 1974 act is somd. Hence, the amendments we are sup-
porting are relatively modest and few in number. However, there are
two amendments of considerable significance.

The first, of course, is the reauthorization provision which would
extend the act another 3 years, through fiscal year 1980, $75 million
would be authorized for fiscal year 1978 and such sums as mnay be
necessary for the 2 succeeding fiscal years.
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This reauthorization will permit continuation of the considerable
progress already made under the 1974 act. It will reassure State and
local governments concerning the Federal Government's long-term
commitment to the objectives of the act.
/ The second significant change concerns provisions of the act deal-
ing with deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The 1974 act re-
quires that status offenders be deinstitutionalized within 2 years of
a State'sparticipation in the formula grant program.

Some States, despite strong efforts on their part, will not be able
to meet this 2-year deadline. Therefore, under our legislation, the
Administrator of LEAA would be granted authority to continue
funding for those States-which have achieved substantial comp iance
with the deinstitutionalization requirement within the 2-year Iimita-
tion and which have evidenced unequivocal commitments to achieving
full compliance within a reasonable time. This will enable States
which are making good progress toward the objectives of the act to
continue in and benefit from participation in the formula grant
program.

Mr. Chairman, there are nine other amendments proposed in the
legislation. The details regarding these other changes in the act are
included in statement that I have submitted for the record. There-
fore, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Nader and Mr. Madden and I will now be
pleased to respond to any questions that you may have.

[The written statement of .James Gregg follows:]

89-699 0 - 17 - 4
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Mr. Chairman, I an pleased to appear todey before this Committee to

urge your favorable consideration of legislation to rauthorize the

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 1 am Joined
by Mr. Thomas J. Madden, Genere1 Counsel of the Law Enforcment

Assistance Adlntstration, and r. Frederick P. ider, Deputy Assistant

Administrator for the Office of Juvenfle Justice and Delinquency

Prevention.

As you know, the current Act Is scheduled to expire at the end of the

fiscal year. A proposal to extend the legislation was transmitted to
Congress by the Attorney General on April 1, 1977.

In 1974, the Congress determined that the Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration was the appropriate division of the Federal Bovervment

to administer an innovative now Juvenile Justice and delinquency
prevention program and to coordinate the activities of all agencies

which impacted on the serious youth crim problem. We have taken that
mandate quite seriously and, with the help of a qualified and dedicated
staff, have worked hard to assure effective implementation of the

progrm. We look forward to conttuing our efforts, and appreciate

the concern of the Committee regarding this program.
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In my statement today, I would like to discuss the progress made by

LCAA in Implementing the Act and then briefly address our proposal to

reauthorize this important program.

Juvenile delinquency continues to be one of the most difficult problems

facing the Nation. Many factors contribute to a child's becoming delinquent.

Emotional, physical, and behavioral problems play a part, as do the

frustrations a child meets in a disadvantaged environment. (nce a youth

Is labeled delinquent, this label my itself stimulate further misconduct.

( While the role of the Federal Government In solving these problem Is

c"appropriately a limited one, there is much that can be accomplished through

a program which prmotes coordination and cooperation at the federal, state,

and local levels, permits innovation by both governmental and private

agencies with the help of federal leadership, and provides for careful

study of some of the problems we face. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act of 1974 has given us the framework for such an effort. -

LA, through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Oelinquency Prevention (0OJP),

is attempting to build an effective program within the framework provided by

the Act, utilizing resources available under both the Juvenile Justice Act

and the Crime Control Act. I believe we have shown that the program can

have a significant impact on certain aspects of delinquency and youths at

risk of becoming delinquent.
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The functions of OJJDP are divided among four divisions assigned major

responsibility for Implementing and overseeing the activities under the

Juvenile Justice Act. Functional areas are State Formula Grant Programs

and Technical Assistance, Special Emphsis Prevention and Treatment Programs,

the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,

and Concentration of Federal Effort. While these functions are closely

interrelated, I will, for the convenience of the committee, organize my

remarks according to these functional areas.

State Formula Grant Program and Technical Assistance

An aspect of the program established by the Act most crucial to its success

is that providing formula grants to support state and local projects. Each

participating state is entitled to an annual allocation of funds according

to its relative population of people under age eighteen. Funds are awarded

upon approval of a plan submitted by each state which meets the statutory

requirements of the legislation.

To date, 77 million dollars have been awarded or the formula - nt'lp gam.

In fiscal year 1975, the first year of the program, 9.25 million dollars were

made available and for fiscal year 1976, 24.5 million dollars were made

available. The amount awarded rose to 43.3 million dollars In fiscal 1977.
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LEAE is concerned, however, that these funds have not been expended

as quickly as we would have preferred. Of the 33.8 million dollars made

available for fiscal -years 1975 and 1976, only two million dollars, or

six percent, had been expended as of December 31, 1976. Furthermore,

only 27 percent of the total formula grant funds for these two years

had been subgranted for specific state or local projects.

The reasons for this delay are varied. The Act requires the creation of

new planning mechanisms and advisory groulsin each participating state.

Many states have encountered difficulties In establishing these required

structures. Also, the Act includes strict requirements that necessitate

legislative action or significant executive Involvement in some juris-

dictions.

While there are Indications that funds are being expended at an increasing

rate, the Administration's proposed legislation seeks to correct some of the

problems which have delayed the use of funds, as my further testimony

will point out.
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As required by the Act, at least tmo-thirds of each stata's formula grant

funds are expended through. local pragrem. Not less than 75 percent of

the available funds am used for advanced techniques in developing,

maintaining, and expanding programs and service destgd*-i"t prevent

Juvenile delinquency, to divert Juveniles from the Juvenile Justice system,

and to provide coumuntty-based altwnatives to Juventle detention and

correction facilities.

Sections 223(a)(12), (13), and (14) of the Act are central to its operation.

These deal with deinstitutionalization of status offenders, separation of
Juvenile and adult offenders, and monitoring of facilities. Ten states
are currently not participating in the program. The primary reason
mentioned by these states is concern regarding cdipllanc'iwith ---
the Act's tm-year timfilif for deinstitutionalizing status offenders
pursuant to 223(a)(12), and the absolute prohibition of regular contact
between aduTt'and Juenile offenders of 223(a)(13).

LEAA has also experienced some problems in assuring that tfe states et-the
monitoring require-ments of 223(a)(14). The initial monitoring reports
were required to be submitted by participating states on December 31, 1976.
Frankly, we vre disappointed with the content of the uJority of the reports

received. Most states-7ldno E--iit_---quate hard dafat ullyTfidiate

the extent of their progress with the deinstitutionalization and separation
requirements. In addition, few provided base-line data that would be needed
to demonstrate Osubstantial compliance" with deinstitutionalization after two

years.
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As I will subsequently discuss, the reauthorization bill which we have

proposed will ease the deinstitutionalizAtion requirement. This amendment,
-ogethevrwith our commitment to continue the program, will probably result
in some states reconsidering their decision not to participate because of

the stringent deinstitutionalization requirement.

Regarding monitoring requirements, the states are being notified that LEAA
expects fiscal year 1978 plans to indicate how accurate and complete data
on deinstitutionalization and separation will be provided in the report
due on December 31, 1977. This is crucial because under the self-reporting

-system, these data will be used to determine whether states which first
participated in the program in 1975 will continue to be eligible for funding

under the formula grant program. In addition, LEAA is making technical

assistance available to assist those states that are having problems
providing the monitoring information currently required by LEAA guidelines.

Both state and local efforts and national initiatives are aided with
technical assistance provided by OJJDP. Help is given in the-planning, -

Implementation, and evaluation of projects. Technical assistance Is also

used to help participating jurisdictions assess their needs and available
resources and then developing and implementing a plan for meting those needs.
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Technical usistance fwmds hav bew used to Support ou special wimsis

initiatives in tim ares of datnstttuttoaltzation, diver o, and

delinquency prevaettom. Ard were nd to contractors with expertise

In dultnquent behavtor and tknledge of Inovative program and tecmiqms

In the program area. Technical assistance also supports sto telamimg

agency activities to mt reqptrmunts of the Act.

A technical assistance plan has been prepared to support OXO functions

The program includes quarterly workshops for regional and central office

staff. This approach assures a proactive rather than reactive technical

assistance stance by OJJDP, since all personnel are kept informd of

developments in implemnting the program,and the techniques which my be

of asgistanm in imroving rW-Progm.-

Special Fphasis Prevention and Treatment ProMgM

An important element of the OJD effort is the discretionary fund which

is to be used by LEAA for special Mhasis prevention and treamnt p-ograms.

Funds are used for implementing and testing program in five generic

areas: Prevention of Juvenile delinquency; diversion of juveniles from

traditional Juvenile justice system processing; development and maintenance

of comunity-based alternatives to traditional form of Instituttonallation;

reduction and control of Juvenile crime and delinquency; and, improvement

of the Juvenile justice system. In each area, program approaches are to

be used which will strengthen the capacity of public and private youth

service agencies to provide services to youths.

itS LI 11VF
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Parameters for development of Special Emphasis Program initiatives are

as follows:

-- Each program Initiative wil focus on a specific category of Juveniles;

--A specific program strategy vil direct this focus for achievment of
concrete purposes within a specified time frame;

-- Sizeable grants will be awarded for two or three-year funding, based
upon satisfactory achievement of specific goals at the end of each year;

--Progrm specifications will require applicant conceptualization of
approaches and delineation of problems to be addressed; N

--Projects will be selected In accordance with pro-defined criteria based
upon the degree to which applicants reflect the ability and intent 
to meet program and performance standards;

--Applicants may be private non-profit organizations or units of state
or local gove ment;

--Progrm descriptions and performnce standards will identify those
elements essential to successful achievement of prgm objectives
and operate as a screwing device;

-- The development of the objectives and goals of each prQgrm Initiative
Is based on an assessment of existing data and previous research and
evaluation studies; each progri Is designed so that w can learn from
It and add to our knowledge of progrnmmng in that area;

--Selections are mode through review and rating of preliminary
applications. This results In selection for full application
development of those proposals considered to mst clearly reflect
elements essential to ochievement of progrm objectives.

Ustng this approach, four special phasis initiatives have already been

announced. The first major inttiative was announced In Narch 1975 and

Involved program for the deinstituttonalization of status offenders. Over

460 applications mare received for progrin to provide comminity-based services

to status offenders over two years. Vy Decmer 1975, grants totalling nearly

twelve million dollars oret awarded.
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Of thi thirteen projects fund, eleven MM action progirw to rnove
Status offenders from jails, detention caters, and correctional institution
over two Yers. Nuerly 24,1 Juventles will be affected in five state

and six county progrM through grants WAch range up to 1.5 million dollars.
Of the total funds awarded, narly 8.5 million dollars, or 71 percent of
th total. vii1 be available foercostracts and purchase of services from
private nonprofit youth serving agencies and organizations.

A second special ehasis program was developed to divert Juveniles fr!o
the criminal Justice system through better coordination of existing youth
services and use of comunity-bmsed progrms.- This program is for those
Juveniles who would normlly be adjudicated delinquent and who are at
greatest risk of further Juvenile justice system penetration. Eleven grants,
totalling ovw 8.5 million dollars, have been awarded for two-year program.
As a result of planning and coordination with the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, local housing authorities in HUD's Target Project
Program have been encouraged to participate in the diversion prmlm. O3JDP
gave special consideration in project selection to those program which
reflected a mix of federal resources In achievement of mtual goals.

Several months ago, 3.2 million dollars was transferred to the U.S. Office
of Education through an interagency agreement to fund programs designed to
reduce crime and violence in public schools. The Teacher Corps received two
million dollars for ten demonstration programs in low income areas directed
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specifically at use of teacher skills to help students plan and tplement

workable programs to improve the school enytronwent and reduce crime.

The Office of Drug Abuse Preyention received funds to train and provide

technical assistance to sixty-six teams of seven Individuals to Initiate

local programs to reduce and control violence in public sUhools. The

drug education training model and tratntng centers will be utilized.

OJJOP also expects to award a $600,000 grant later this year for a

School Criw Resource Center.

An announcement and guideline has been issued for a program to prevent

delinquency through strengthening the capacity of private nonprofit

agencies to serve youth who are at risk of becoming delinquent. Over 300

applications have been received. The Office expects to award 14-18 grants

totalling 7.5 million dollars for *his program. Grantees will be national

youth-serving agencies, local combinations of public and private youth-

serving agencies, and regional organizations serving smaller and rural

cowunities.

Examples of other special emphasis initiatives Include awards to the

State bf Pennsylvania to remove juveniles from Camp Hill, an adult prison

facility; female offender programs in Massachusetts; arbitration and medidtion

programs involving juveniles offenders in the District of Columbia; and

projects In support of the American Public Welfare Association's efforts to e

coordinate local youth programs.
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0JOP has planned four additioml special aWhsts propre Initiatives

for fiscal year 1977, as follAX:

--The SerioVs Offnder Pr wO U I be destgmd to reb11i tate
the serious or cbrontc Juventle offender. It Is eXPected that
projects wll halp devle links betwen organizations in the
offenders' comtttes. A national evalvaton vil1 examne
the overall effctiv s of the progrW, as yell as each
alternative treihegit s Wi1W.

--The major purpose of the Youth Gangs Program will be to develop
and test effective means by which gug-related delinquency can
be reduce through developmmt of constructive alternatives to
delinquency closely coordinate with application of authority.

--The Neighborhood Prevention Program will focus on improving the
planning of poogv at the neighborhood level and development
of A-nection programs which can im act on the youth of
particular neighborhoods.

--The Restitution Initiative will develop and test means of
providing for restitution by Juvenile offenders to the
victim of their offenses. The program will examine the
rehabilitative aspects of restitution, as well as the
Impact on victim receiving this redress.

Tentative plans for fiscal year 1978 call for dmnstration programs in

the areas of Youth Advocacy, Alternative Education, Probation, Standards

Implementation, and Alternatives to Incarceration.

National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin incy Prevention

The prjram areas which I Just mentioned are not only included because of

the special emphasis given thi in the Juvenle justice Act, but also because

they have been identified as needed progrintic thrusts in research sponsored

or reviewed by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice And Delinquency

Prevention. Prior to annmcmnt of any special emphasis program, the

Institute provides an assessment of the state-of-the-art in the topic area

and develops a concise background pper for use In the program announcmt.



The four major functions of the Institute ore tnforntton collection and

disseWnatton, research and evaluation, developmtn and review of

standards, and training. As an information center, the Institute

collects, synthesizes, publishes, and disseminates data and knowledge

concerning all aspects of deltnquency. Three topical Assessment Centers

deal with Delinquent Behavior and Its Prevention, the Juvenile Justice

System, and Alternatives to Juvenile Justice System Processing. Each

center gathers data, studies, and information on its topic area. A

fourth Coordinating Center integrates all of this information and will

produce an annual volume entitled Youth Crime and Delinquency in America.

The Institute has a long-range goal of developing a comprehensive,

automated inforwation system that will gather data on the flow of Juvenile

offenders throughout the Juvenile justice systems of selected Jurisdictions.

A reporting system regarding Juvenile court handling of offenders has

already been sponsored.

A broad range of research and evaluation studies are being sponsored by

the Institute. These studies will add to the base of knowledge about the

nature of delinquency and success in preventing, treating, and controlling it.

In the area of prevention, projects will be encouraged which increase our

understanding of social factors that promote confoming behavior and legitimate

identities among youths and permit evaluation of innovative aoproaches to

inducing such behavior.
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The -INtitutf stte funds WWIolcited research projects that addes

aras not tnclWd iA the estabi thed resarch pier n. Uultcted

Concept PaPs are revised tflce air. 0 d are-set aikh r

untqN reMach opprtuittes that cannot be created tluou sol icitations.

These might co€sist of opportttt"s to conduct research in natural field

settings such as those that Wuld result frM legislattve changes, or to

add a Juvenile delinquency rmarck cmpont to a larger project funded

by another ource.

The Institute Is participating in LEM's Visiting Fellowship Progri. Under

this proym6, up to three Fellows conduct research on juvenile delinquency

Issues while in residence at the Institute.

In recent years, increasing attention has been paid to the possibility of

a relationship between leaming disabilities and Juvenile delinquency.

Current theory and knoledge mminvestigoted and a report completed under

an Institute grnt. While a relationship seen to exist between learning

dIffWlW-Wtnd juvenIle delinquen¢y,, there romins an absence of experimental

evidence. Research has been ded to frther ivestigate this area. -

Another Institute-sponsored study ees to detetwine the relationship between

Juvenile and adult offenses. The thtrtou,-th stuy will conduct extensive

analyses of data collec,-ted on'-S 6-1l05 born In 1945 in Philadelohis. A

further study has been undertaken to examine a birth cohort study of 14,000

oles and 4.500 females born dwing 1958 to determine the nature and patterns

of delinquency among those enined.



The Institute's efforts in the area of evaluation have concentrated on

maximizing what may be learned from the action progrum funded by O3JOP,

on bolstering the ability of the states to evaluate their own juvenile

program and to capitalize on %hat they learn, and on taking advantage of

unique program experiments undertaken at the state and local levels that

warrant a nationally sponsored evaluation.

The Juvenile Justice Act authorizes the Institute to evaluate all programs

assisted under the Act. Efforts focus largely on evaluating major action

initiatives funded by OJJDP. To implement the approach of OJJDP that

program development and evaluation planning must be conducted concurrently,

the Institute undertakes three related activities for each action program

area: developmental work; evaluation planning; and implementation of the

evaluation plan.

Institute staff are currently reviewina the recommendations of the Advisory

Coumilttee on Standards, a Subcomittee of the National Advisory Comittee

for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A paper will be prepared -

describing possible action programs which could be undertaken by the Office

to implement the standards. Development of an implementation strategy will

provide direction for OJJDP activities in coming years.

4
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The Institute has broad authority to conduct training program. Training

ts viewed as a major link iit the process of dtsmainattng current

infolintion developed frw rme rch evaluation, and assessment activittes.

It is also an tqmortant resource for insuring the success of the OJ DP

program initiatives.

Two rain types of training programs are being utilized. National training

institutes held on a regional bests acqua1nt key policy and decision-makers

with recent results and future trends In the field of delinquency prevention

and control. Training institutes are also held to assist local teams

of Interested officials concentrate youth service efforts and expand

program capacities in their comunities. Workshops and seminars are held

on a variety of Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention issues, techniques,

and methods. -

The Project READ training program mas designed to imrove literacy amng

the Nation's incarcerated Juveniles. Over 4,000 youths were tested on

reading ability, mental age, and self-concept. During the brief period of

four months, the average juvenile tested gained one year In reading ability,

seven months in mental age, fMve points in self-concept, and had a better

appreciation of the reading process. This project is now in Its second year.

Continuing funding Is being. p~videI to the Natioll C6llege of Juvenile

Court Judges to provide training for 1,150 juveIle court judges and related

personnel such as probation officers and district attorneys.

8-40, 0 - 7 * I
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Concetration of Federal Efforts

Under the torms of the Juvenile Justice Act, LEAA is assigned responsibtlity

for lmplumenting overall policy and developing objectives and priorities

for all Federal Juvenile delinquency programs. Two organizations were

established by the Act to assist in this coordination. The Coordinating

Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is composed of the

heads of Federal agencies most directly involved In youth-related program

activities and is chaired by the Attorney General. The National Advisory

Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is composed of

persons who, by virtue of their training and experience, have special

knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of Juvenile delinquency

or the administration of Juvenile justice. One-third of the 21 Presidentially-

appoidnted members must be under age 26 at the time of their appointment.

The Coordinating Council has met eight times. Early meetings focused on

general goals and priorities for Federal programs. Later meetings

concentrated on policy options and the development of a Federal agenda

for research into Juvenile delinquency Issues. The most recent meeting

was held Jointly with the National Advisory Committee.

The First Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs,

developed by the Coordinating Council, provided the foundation for future

programming and addressed the roles of each agency in the overall strategy.

The plan provides policy direction and a description of preliminary steps-

necessary before large scale program and fiscal coordination is attempted.
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In February 1977, th Second Anayst and [yaluatit" of Federal Juventle
Delinquency Prgw ms wumttted to th Pmre idut and Congress. This
report contains a detailed itatant of critarta deyloped for identifying
and classifying Federal Juventle dalinum y programs.

Integrated funding and prograttc approaches have been initiated among
Federal agencies tn selected projects. ta one example, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development cooperated with OJJ0P's diversion program by

i0rovidlngf~i-dlngto locales chosen as sites for diversion projects. The
Department of Labor worked with OJJOP to establish priorities for CETA funds

.1

utilized for youth involved in OJJOP discretionary grant programs. An
additional cooperative effort I previously mentioned Is the transfer of
O3J3P funds to the Office of Education to initiate programs to combat

school violence.

The National Advisory Committee has also mat eight times. It has focused
primarily on the orientation of meers to their roles, their relationship
to OJJOP and other Juvenile program, and the development of a workplan.
Three subcommittees have been established: the Advisory Committee for the,
National Institute, the Advisory Com1ttee on Standards for the Adinistration
of Juvenile Justice, and the Advisory Comttee for the Concentration of Federal

effort. The Standards Cmmitte has sutitted two reports on its activities

and findings to the President and Ccongress.
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Upon recommendation of the National .A'vjsoy Coimmitee and in cooperation

with the Coordinating Council, OJJDP contracted with a private consulting

firm to develop a major project to facilitate the coordination and

mobilization of Federal resources for juvenile delinquency programming in

three jurisdictions. The Coordinating Council and the National Advisory-

Committee participated in selecting demonstration sites and both orqanfzations

are currently monitoring program progress.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977

1 would like to turn nowb Hr. Chairman, to the legislation proposed by

the Admuinistration to reauthorize the 1974 Act.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments would extend

the authority of LEAA to administer the program for an additional three

years. Several amendments are included which are designed to strengthen

the coordination of Federal efforts. The Coordinating Council would be

authorized to assist In the preparation of LEAA annual reports on the

analysis, evaluation, and planning of Federal Juvenile delinquency programs.

LEAA runaway programs would be coordinated with the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare's programs under the Runaway Youth Act.

To insure that each state planning agency receives the benefit of the

input of the Advisory Groups established pursuant to the Act, our bill would

also amend Title I of the Crime Control Act. The chairman and at least tw,

other members of each state's Advisory Group would have to be appointed to

the state planning agency supervisory board.
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The Administration's proposal would aka significant changes in the
formula grant program. The 1974 Act, as you knov, requires that status
offenders be deinstitutionaltzed within tvo year% of a state's participation
in the formula grant program. Our bill would grant the-/nT-striftf-u-Mrity

to continue funding to tIose states which have achieved substantial
compliance with this requirement within the two-year statutory period
and have evidenced an unequivocal camitment to achieving the objective
within a reasonable time.

The use of in-kind match would be prohibited by the Administration bill.
However, assistance to private nonprofit organizations would be authorized
at up to 100 percent of the approved costs of any progriu or activity
receiving support. In addition, the Administrator would be authorized
to waive the cash match requirement, in whole or in part, for public
agencies if a good faith effort has been made to obtain cash match and
such funds were not available. No change would be made to the provision
requiring that programs receiving satisfactor'y annual evaluations continue

to receive funds.

Special emphasis school programs would be required to be coordinated with
the U.S. Office of Education under the proposal. A new cateoV? of youth
advocacy programs would be added to the Itsting of special emphasis program
in order to focus upon this mans of bringiW-loprovements to the juvenile

Justice system.
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The bill would authorize the Administrator to permit up to 100 percent

of a state's formula grant funds to be utilized as match for other Federal

Juvenile delinquency program grants. This would increase the flexibility

of the Act and permit maximum use of these funds in states which have

been restricted in fully utilizing available Federal fund sources. The

Administrator would also be authorized to waive match for Indian tribes

and other aboriginal groups where match funds are not available and-could

waive state liability where a state did not have jurisdiction to enforce

grant agreements with Indian tribes. This parallels provisions now included-

in the Crime Control Act for other LEAA programs.

The Administration proposal would authorize appropriation of 75 million

dollars for programs under the Act in fiscal year 1978, and such sums

as may be necessary for each of the two following years. The maintenance-

of-effort provision, applicable to juvenile delinquency programs funded

under the Crime Control Act, would be retained. The retention of this

provision underscores the Administration's commitment to juvenile justice

and delinquency prevention programing.

Finally, the proposal would incorporate a number of administrative provisions

of the Crime Control Act as applicable to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention-Act. This would permit LEAA to administer the two Acts in a

parallel fashion. Incorporated provisions would include formalized rulemaking

authority, hearing and appeal procedures, civil rights compliance,

record-keeping requiements, and restrictions on the disclosure of research

and statistical information.
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Mr. Chairman that concludes 4W forea presntatton, I would now be

played to rvWond to n y questtons titc tim coWtte mtght haye.

BiEST 711w1
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Mr. AimiRws. Do either of the other gentlemen have a brief state-
inent to makeI

Mr. Gjtw. No, sir.
Mr. ANDRZWB. On my left, I should have introduced him earlier,

is Congressman Corrada of Puerto Rico. I believe, Congressman, I
will ask if you have questions of either of the three gentlemen?

Mr. ComRDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I certainly do, but be-
fore asking them, I would like to commend Mr. Gregg and the other
members of his panel for the statement presented to the subcommittee
and the interest of the administration in the extension of this act.

Mr. Gregg, do you have any statistics or data on the impact of
the current program whether there has been a reduction in the num-
ber of juvenile offenders, repeat offenders in crime, or any other data
which would tend to evaluate the actual results of the program ?

31r. GREOO. Yes, sir, we do have some data. It is not as complete
or adequate asw Would prefer. We are going to have to develop
better data and information systems to track the progress and impact
of the program.

In my opening statement I mentioned that we had administered
the program for 21/ years. I should also point out that, during the
first authorized year of the program, funds were not received to
effectively carry out the program. The first funds were actually re-
ceived at the very end of fiscal year 19T5 and began to be obligated
ifn fiscal year 1976. Funds are only now beginning to bei expended in
significant amounts at the program level. The impact should truly
be felt over the next several years.

Let me ask Mr. Nader to elaborate on evidence of progress in the
evaluation of the program to date.

Mr. NADER. We have very little systematic information available
to us on the juvenile justice system. One of the assessments that will
be supporting over the next 3 years will have as one of its objectives
the development of what essentially will be a youth crime book.
Published on an annual basis, it will try to bring together the best
information available regarding the, scope of juvenile justice system
problems and stops that are being taken to remedy them. Lack of this
data has been a Iong-standing problem in the juvenile justice system.

Let me share with the subcommittee additional information about
programs we now have operating.

We have awarded substantialamounts of funds for the deinstitu-
tionalization of status offenders, emphasized by the 1974 legislation.
Nearly $12 million has been awarded. At the end of 2 years, 23,000
children in several jurisdictions will have been served by these pro-
grams.

The cost per child will be approximately $420. Compared to the
roughly $9,000 per year cost of placing a child in an institution, it is
important to note the cost savings to the taxpayer, as well as the
more humane treatment for the child.

We just funded some programs in diversion. One of them is in
Puerto Rico. That is going to for a narcotic program. The cost per
child for those programs will be under $400. Again, the comparison
to traditional programing is certainly very positive.



67

Mr. CowADA. Why, Mr. Gregg, do you favor a 3-year extension of
the program as opposed to a 5-year extension as ploposed by Senator
Bayh on the Senate side I

Mr. GnRuo. This is in effect, sir, an administration position re-
garding the period of extension for the act. This is a reasonable
period. It gives assurance to State and local governments that, as-
suming progress in the program, the Federal Government, will con-
tinue to support their efforts. During the period there will be
continued evaluation of the program. At the end of the 3-year period
there will be another opportunity to assess the program.

Mr. COIRADA. Now, with respect to the $75 million suggested ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1978, and the fact that we would leave
the question open for the 2 subsequent years, on the other hand we
have Senator Bayh, again on the Senate side, proposing $150 million
for fiscal year 1978 and up to $'225 million by fiscal year 1982.

Is it because in the past the actual appropriation has been much
lower than the authorized level that you are proposing $75 million?
Would you please elaborate and explain why you have not followed
the other approach ?

Mr. GRwo. Yes, sir, your suggestion is correct. It reflects, the
budget level for both this and the next fiscal year as contained in the
President's budget proposals to the Congress. The proposed au-
thorization level of $75 million for 1978 is consistent actual appro-
priation request. For the subsequent 2 years such sums as may be
necessary would be authorized to be appropriated. I assume the actual
amount could'be less or more than the $75 million figure in subse-
quent years.

Mr. CoRRDA. Will the administration, based on the experience ob-
tained so far and that which may be obtained in the near future, be,
in your mind, in a position to determine the effectiveness of this pro-
gram Which of its features might be expended and which might be
perhaps eliminated, if necessary on the basis of your review of the
entire situation ?

Mr. GRwG. Very definitely. Mr. Nader can elaborate on the rela-
tionship between evaluation and the requirements of the act. There
is a very strong emphasis on evaluation, particularly with respect to
Special Emphasis programs. All of these programs are being in-
tensely evaluated.

I am confident that we will have a lot of knowledge in the not-too-
distant future regarding the impact of these programs.

I would restate, however, the earlier statement that data and in-
formation with respect to juvenile programs and institutions is quite
limited. We have underway efforts to improve information systems
concerning these institutions.

Mr. Nader can comment in more detail on the evaluation efforts
ongoing in these programs.

Mr. NADER. " am excited about the way we develop our programs,
Congressman. Before we send out any notice that applications are
being solicited, we involve the evaluators at the very beginning. They
help us frame programs in a way that will insure meaningful evalu-
ation. In some instances, programs have been funded and evaluation
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not planned' until 1 year after initiation. Then it is too late because
theihformation needed is not available.

Our programs are different. Before programs are started the evalu-_
ation programiis-put in placo- and a or a brief period of'time we
are able to collect v-1uable information. I I

In the status offender program, from December 1976 to March of
this year, we have been able to deennine that 6,000 children have
been served, 24 percent of those children were M1 years of age. The
majority of referrals ranged in the age from 13 to 16, 65 percent of
these youngsters were white, 51 percent were female. Most were re-
ferred by the police and followed very closely by the schools and by
their- own-parents. 42 percent were classified as ungovernable. In
Puerto Rico some 400 youngsters in institutions are classified as un-
governable. Truancy and curfew violations fall a very distant third.

Eighty-six percent of these 6,000 youngsters receive more than one
set of services in the community. Only 7 recent were returned
through the system again because of an additional status offense.
This is after some 4 months. If you are able to hold people together
in the community for longer than 3 months, your chances of working
with them successfully are greatly enhanced. That is the kind of
evaluation and monitoring we are doing. At the end of the program
we will be able to tell much mor- about what works, for whom, and
under what set of circumstances. That information will be made
widely available and can make a difference for Other children.

Mr. ConaADA. I don't have any other questions, but I would like to
state that philosophically I am very much in favor of this program
and the efforts that we are doing and your administration is doing
in terms of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention are most
commendable.

However, it would be of paramount importance that as these pro-
grams continue we make sure that we are responding to the funda-
mental objectives of the program and that, as you gather more
information data in terms of being able to evaluate the effectiveness
of the program, that we might be improving it in tire future.

Thank you very much.
Mr. ANrEws. thank 3ou, Congressman.
On my right--we don't have any members of the minority with

us today, at least not yet, but Mr. LaVor is the minority counsel, and
a very fine one.

Mr. LaVor, do you have questions, sir I
Mr. LAVo. Just one.
Mr. Gregg, I recognize the change you prcos.e in 223(a) 12 chang-

ing "must" to "may." In your statement on page 5 you indicated that
10 States are presently not participating il the program. Do you
have any indication from the States that if this change is put into
law that they will move towards participationI

Mr. GRwo. Yes. We haverecently done a systematic survey of all
the States, both those participating in the formula program and
those not participating, to determine problems with respect to the
deinstitutionalization provisions and other reasons for nonparticipa-
tion. The status offender requirement is very significimt, both for
those States that are participating and those that are not in terms of
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the latter's concern about being able to meet the requirements of
the act.

Mr. Nader can comment morespecifically on that.
Mr. Nb=. The "must" to "inay" change refers to shelter care. We

lhave always worked under the assumption that the. statute did not
mean that every youngster taken out of an institution had to be

_W placed in a shelter care facility when the home was adequate. That
will help.

The modification sections 23(a) (12) and (13) in th. statute will
relieve a great deal of anxiety on the part of nonparticipating States
regarding possible return of funds to the Federal Government should
they not be successful. We try to make it as clear as possible that the
requirement is a good faith. requirement. What they have to do is de-
velop an adequate State plan. The good faith effort is judged on the
basis of that'plan.

Some States have honest feelings that they cannot comply. They
say that they oanfiot in good faith take the money or implement the

rem is- a range of issues. We are trying to meet each one. We are
trying every way we can because the numbers of kids we are talking
about is important. We are trying every way we can to get as many
States as possible participating in the program. We will then try to
work the problems out as we proceed.

Mr. LAVoR. Following up on that, since so many of the standards
in the law require some action by State legislatures, is technical as-
sistance provided to State legislatures by LEAA and is that an
ongoing and expanding process ?

Mr. NAD:X Yes, we have two technical assistance activities going
in process. Assistance ri.y be provided to any one who requests it,
including State legislatures who are looking for model legislation or
cost-benefit analysis.

In addition one of the programs that we funded under the status
offender initiative was Legis 50, which used to be called the citizens
help program. It helps legislatures make decisions in a more in-
formed way.

In many States, the people at the State level feel that the enact-
ment of this legislation was very helpful. It forced some States to
enact their own legislation, legislation that had maybe been pending
for 2 or 3 years.

Mr. L&Vo. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.
Mr. AiNizws. Mr. Causey, counsel to the subcommittee, has a

couple of questions.
Mr. CAusEY. Mr. Gregg, do you have any statistics which would

assist the subcommittee in understanding the percentage amount of
appropriated money' that has actually filtered down to. individual
programs in the various States I

Mr. GmwG. Yes, we do, we have very recent data on that and, if you
would like, we can submit that for the record. In my prepared state-
ment there is some data and I would like to amend the statement to
give you the most current information on that.

Mr. AxDRzwS. When and how do you propose to do that, please ?
Mr. GRzoo. Provide this information ?
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Mr. Awmtwa. Ye&
Mr. Gmoo. We can leave it with you this morning.
Mr. Awomzws. Do you have it there;so you could answer questions

on it-
Mr. GRo. Yes sir
Mr. ANDxRws. i don't mean a lot of statistics, I believe his question

would call for only a figure answer of whatever percent or amount
it is.

Mr. Gnmo. This is with respect to formula grant programs. I
should add again that the fiscal year 197.5 appropriations did not in
effect become available for obligation until fiscal year 1976. The bill
was signed into law about June 29. However, we were only able to
begin obligating those funds in fiscal year 1976. $9,297,000 has been
awarded from iscal year 1975 funds; $6 million of that has been
subgranted; and $2,471,000 has been expended.

Of the 1976 dollars, there have been awards of $24,647,000, of
which $7,183,000 has been subgranted and $444,000 expended.

Mr. ANDREWS. May I ask what does "subgranted" mean ?
Mr. Gmwue. These are formula awards made to States. There is a

passthrough provision of two-thirds for local governments. Funds
are awarded on the basis of a plan required by the act. The States in
turn receive applications for the use of those formula funds from
State agencies, State and local governments, or other organizations.
The States subgrant the funds that have been awarded to them by
the Federal Government.

This is, briefly, the delivery system. We receive the funds, we obli-
gate them to States who have approved plans, and they in turn sub-
grant the funds to other recipients.

Mr. CAusnY. I want to make sure I understand what you are say-
ing. For fiscal 1976, of $24 million which LEAA had in its Juvenile
Justice Office, only $444,000 has actually been expended on programs?

Mr. Giwo. That is correct, because the States, as I mentioned, re-
ceived the fiscal year 1975 funds first. Incidentally, the startup time
was great because States were not certain until fairly late in 1075
that there would actually be appropriations for this act. Once. they
were assured that appropriations would be made, they had to hire
staffs, develop plans, and get those plans submitted to LEAA and
approved. This moved the process father into fiscal year 1976 be-
fore the States were prepared to utilize these funds.

Once they were in position to utilize the funds, they would, of
course, tendto use the fiscal year 1975 funds first. This accounts in
part for the slow rate of expenditure from the 1976 al)propriations.

Mr. CAUSEY. Let me ask you this. In the bill, 6111, there is no pro-
vision to extend title III of the current act, which is the runaway
youth program. Understanding that that program is administered
through the Department of HIIW, can you respond to why that pro-
vision, why that title has not been requested for an extension?

Mr. Gtwo. No; I am not able to respond to that.
3r. CAUSEY. Is your answer predicated on the reason that is an

HEW program I
3r. G nmo. Yes; it is currently a responsibility of HEW.
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3f, CAusY. Has LEAA taken a position on the continuation of
thatprogram? • I

Mr. OURo. Not to my knowledge, no, sir.
Mr. CAUSfl. Mr. Nader, how many individuals are currently em-

ployed in the Office of Juvenile Justice I
Mr. NADr. We have 41 permanent approved positions within the

Office, with an additional 12 temporary positions. We will !IoI those at
some Point when their temporary status expires.

Mr. CAuszY. Do you anticipate in future operations of this pro.
gram that the size of the staff would have to increase, decrease or
remain the same ?

Mr. NADm It is a tough question to answer. We have a statutory
mandate and are meeting it.

Mr. CAUSmY. Are you having trouble now with only 41 people in
that office ?

Mr. NADm. Yes; we are terribly understaffed. We have a myriad
of statutory responsibilities which are vr- exciting. If they were all
combined and totally operational we could make a tremendous dif-
ference, in. our judgment, across the country. I have one person
responsible for training, yet we have a tremendous statutory re-
sponsibility for training. That training person we were able to get
only because I was able to arrange for one ITA person.

Mr. CATmTY. That is all, 5r. Chairman.
Mr. A.DUwEs. Going back to one of the questions proposed by

Mr. Causey, I understand you can't make a fair judgment quite early
in any program in terms of what are the costs of staffing at the top
level versus how many of the dollars actually get. down to where the
kids to be benefited are located. That would not be fair to take the
first year as any criteria. But let me ask, what do you contemplate,
assuming the program is extended for, be it 3 or 5 years within fiscal
year 1977 or 1978, or whatever you would consider a fair judgment,
at that point, how much of the money, assuming you got, we will
say, $75 million, what portion of that do you contemplate would
actually reach programs down where the kids are located I I think
that is what we are trying to get to.

Mr. Gmwo. Our experience both with the Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act and with other Federal assistance programs indicates
that there is a fairly normal curve that programs follow in getting
expenditures out. In the early days of the Safe Streets Act, for ex-
ample, we saw a similar pattern that we are seeing here.

At this point under the Crime Control Act we are actually ex-
pending more money than we are receiving in appropriations because
of a build-up of unexpended funds from previous years. Money now
going out actually exceeds the funds appropriated; expenditures
hare caught up and pased appropriations.

I would expect to see the same pattern emerge here. By next year
a substantially greater amount of these funds will be expended rela-
tive to the appropriations. In a couple of years, as we overcome cer-
tain difficulties in the program such as the problem with the status
offenders and the concern of some of the States about the chaotic be-
ginning of this program in terms of appropriations, as States become
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more confident the Federal Government is going to support this pro.
gram on a continued basis, we will wsegremter confidence on theirart in building up staff and getting the programs moving at 'the

ol vel. That Will be reflected in the expenditure iates.
Mr. ANDfiws. I guess what I am really trying to dois use a ques-

tion to make a statement. What I am eoicerned about it that so many
Federa,1 programs seem to occasion relatively mass expenditures for
personnel, preparation of plans, or consideration of plans for all and
sundry things other than actually getting down to where the money
is intended to be of some benefit to somebody other than employees
and staff.

With all due respect to such persons, it is not intended to be an
employment program, it is intended to get down to where there are
children with problems and the money ,be expended on the programs
actually there for the children. I am just concerned that this effort,
may, as is the case with so miny others, become top Heavy with the
money being drained off at the top level and I don't mean that some
draining off of it isn't appropriate, of course it has to be.

.'You, have to have people to administer it. I assume you are doing
a good ob. I don't-mean to imply I have any opinion to the con-
trary. But I believe I know of one congressional district involving
the HUD program where certain discretionary moneys are placed in
the hands of the State director whereby lie can expend this money
in certain communities or a certain oomninity within a certain area
for community development benefits.

It was determined that the communities within'that area spent
more money preparing plans to be submitted whereby they hope to
become the recipients of that money than in fact the money that
was received. They spent, more money applying for the money than
anybody got once the monev was awarded.

Some' of these things just become utterly ridiculous in the matter
of the money that is drained off at some level before it gets to where
it is of some benefit to somebody. I am anxious that that not happen
here.

The question, in my opinion, is still not answered. My concern is
that if you expend X dollars in a given period, how much of that
money do you contemplate will get down to the kids involved, a half, +
a third, or what I

Mr. Guwo. Eighty-five percent. would be the specific answer. The
States are authorized to use up to 15 percent of the formula grant
funds for the purposes of planning, analysis, technical assistance,
and so forth. So 85 percent will get down to the level of programs.

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to indicate that we very
much share your concern about streamlining the method of delivering
funds and programs so that there aren't delays because of excess
redtape and paperwork. We have been working very hard through
technical assistance and through streamlining our own guidelines to
try to minimize that."Some of these programs by their nature do requiifv a certain
amount of planning at the program level to make sure that the rela-
tionslips of juvenile justice and law enforcement agencies are co-
ordinated so as to make the programs viable.
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There are some start-up issues with respect to programs like this.
If we want the programs to be effective, we ha'e to allow at least
some time for communities and agencies to organize themselves in a
way that they can be most effective. This sometimes causes delay.
In terms of the delay caused by unnecessary planning, applications,
and paperwork, however, we are ver'y sensitive to that problem and
are doing the best we can to minimize it

Mr. Amwnws. I don't mean to be argumentative, but, as I under-
stand it, you say that 15 percent of the funds are utilized by the
States, or may be, in connection with administrative cost or prepa-
ration of plans, or something, and hence you assume that 85 percent
of the funds expended will actually reach down to the children.

Mr. GayRe. That is right.
Mr. ANDrEws. I don't see how that could he, that would be 100

percent. That would leave no money to pay the salaries of the people
you have to administer the program.

Mr. GRwo. That is under a different budget. I am speaking now of
the formula grant program.

Mr. AND xWS. What I am speaking of, I don't care whether for-
mula grant program or what, I just want to know if through what-
ever authorization made, the total money you receive in a given year
for all the programs you administer, what portion of what do you
assume will get down to wlre the kids are

Mr. GRFG. It would be close to 85 percent. We only have a total
of 51 positions dedicated to general administration, planning, tech-
nical assistance, and evaluation of this program in our Office of Juve-
nile Justice and. Delinquency Prevention and 10 regional offices. I
don't have the precise percentage in my head, but I would imagine
this is substantially less than the administrative costs for-adminis-
tering assistance programs.

We (lid some comparative analyses last fall with other similar Fed-
eral assistance programs and found that in most cases, they were
staffed at 2 and 3 times our level. I can assure you that relative to
many other programs these costs are quite low.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Causey.
Mr. CAusEY. Not to belabor the point. but to further clarify this

issue, using fiscal 1977 as an example, I think you have probably the
most recent figures we can use, how much of the budget that was ap-
propriated to the juvenile justice program for fiscal 1976 was ex-
pended on the National Institute for Juvenile- Justice, which I

-t understand is a research program under the office I
Mr. Gnawf. Yes. In 1976 $4 million was allocated for that func-

tion. Almost all of that was expended in fiscal year -1976.
Mr. CAivsY. Can you tell me how much money was spent for the

Coordinating Council and the National Advisory Committee from
the Office of Juvenile JusticeI

Mr. GREoo. For the concntrati6n of Federal efforts, we expended
a total of $500,000 in fiscal year 1976. The Coordinating Council re-
ceived a modest amount. I don't know that we live the figures on
that but we can provide them.

Mr. NADFR. Let me talk about the concentration of Federal efforts.
We have two people working on the concentration of Federal

effort. Those two people have responsibility for providing staff serv-
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ices to the Cordinating Council, which is chaired by the Attorney
General, and also to the Naltional Advisory Committee, appointed by
the President.

That workload entails fulfilling statutory responsibilities as well
as developing the Federal plan for juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention programs. It is a fair amount of work. The funds allo-
cated support the National Advisory Committee costs when it meets,
including the preparation of materials for review and the travel. It
covers a who-e range of administrative costs that we must provide.
In addition, the Coordinating Council decided that it would contract
with a private firm to see if they could determine how to deliver
Federal funds at the local level on behalf of specific populations of
children in a way that was not too complex or cumbersome. We
have many Federal programs impacting on the same population of
children.

Mr. A.DREws. I don't want to prolong it further but it seems to me
obvious if you have not spent a great deal of money, apparently be-
cause of the lags you have spoken of, and so forth, but if you spent
$4 million on research and, say, half a million on some council work
or what-have-you, that is money thqt I am talking about that is not
getting down to the kids.

So you can't, I don't think, say that 15 percent of the total money
is kept for the States and hence about 85 percent reaches the kids. It
would not be anywhere near that., in my judgment. -

I dare say half of it goes down to the kids, by the time you pay the
travel, salaries, retirement. and the other things that go in, telephone
and everything, up here and then $4 million over here for research,
over here for coordinating councils, study groups and so on, it is not
getting to the kids. It is not a hundred percent getting to the States
and local level for the kids.

Mr. GREGo. It could be less than 85 percent and we will give you
the precise figures, but these are relatively modest costs for the-con-
centration f the Federal efforts and tho Coordinating Council. We
should not make the assumption that none of the research money
gets to the kids. The nature of some of these research projects are
such that we are providing services as we are doing research.

Perhaps Mr. Nader might comment on that. +'
Mr. NADER. When we talk of the Institute we are not talking of

just research. The Institute by statute has four responsibilities.
One is training. One program funded under the Institute out of

its $4 million budget was called "Project Read." People worked with
in 448 correctional institutions across the country to help those
people better teach youngsters to read. Thesk are 'youngsters who are
functionally illiterate in correctional institutions. l'hey read at some-
thing like the four-and-a-half grade level. The total cost was some-
thing like $5 per child. Funds were spent for a prograin that trained
people who then worked with some 6,000 youngsters across the
country.

Their average grade-level increase in reading was a year -in 3
months. They put some 60,000 paperback books directly in the handsof youngsters who previously 'had not had any interest in reading,

making them more employable, sparking their interest, and making
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them more favorable for entry back into the community. If you takea look at the impact, it cost about $5 per child.
'We trained some 600 judges and coirt-related personnel through

the Institute. We have a statutory mandate to develop standards for
juvenile justice programs. We plan for them to become the corner-
stone for reform in juvenile justice across the country.

We have the responsibility for information dissemination. There
is no place in this country where anybody can go and get accurate
information about what works, the nature of the problem, or how to
do something. We are setting up four assessment centers that will
provide this information as a matter of routine.

The evaluation and research work we do is directly related to the
money we put in the field to work with kids. When we make a pro-
gram announcement we know as much about the topic as we can. We
get the information out to the field so those programs are the best
that can be implemented given the knowledge of the state of the art.
The $4 million is not being wasted. It is a good investment in the
long run.

Mr. ANDREWS. The children you teach to read, where are they ?
Mr. NADER. In correctional institutions across the country.
Mr. ANDRtEws. Not in public, private or academic schools?
Mr. NADER. No. They have been kicked out of those schools. Those

schools have failed those youngsters terribly.
It is interesting to note that the Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare gave an award to this particular program that we
funded for making an outstanding contribution to the development
of literacy in the United States.

Mr. ANDREWS. Are there other questions? Thank you.
t Our next witness, is Arabella Mfartinez. Miss Martinez is the As-

sistant Secretary, Department of HEW, accompanied by Jeanne
Weaver, Acting Commissioner of the Office of Youth Development,
HEW.

Mr. ANDREWS. I presume we would like to spend twice as much
time as we have allocated, but we have witnesses running to about
4:30, so please be brief.

W ie will be pleased to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF ARABELLA MARTINEZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOM.
PANIED BY JEANNE WEAVER, ACTING COMMISSIONER OF THE
OFFICE OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT, HEW

Ms. MARTINEz. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am pleased to have

this opportunity to come here today to discuss the Runaway Youth
Act, Title III of the Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, and to advise you that we will be submitting a draft
bill to provide a 1-year extension of this legislation. 1)uring this
extension, we intend to assess our role in relation to youth and their
families and to consider future action in this area.

As you know, I have recently come to the Federal Government.
Although I have not had direct personal experience with the run-

89-9 0 - 77 - 6
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away youth program during its first 3 years, I am familiar with its
operation. Therefore, I will present an overview of the activities con-
ducted under its authority and will conclude by identifying some
concerns about the-act which we are now addressing with HEW.

The Runaway Youth Act was a response of the Congress to a
growing concern about a number of young people who were running
away from home without parental permission and who, while away
from home, were exposed to exploitation, and to the other dangers
encountered by living alone on the streets. The Federal program helps
to address the needs of this vulnerable youth population by assisting
in the development of an effective community-based system of tem-
porary care outside the law enforcement structure and the juvenile
justice system.

Until recently no reliable statistics were available on the number
of youths who run away from home. The National Statistical Survey
on Runaway Youth, mandated by part B of the act and conducted
during 1975 and 1976, found that approximately 733,000 youths
between the ages of 10 and 17 annually run away from home for at
least overnight.

Many of these young people are on the streets, surviving without
any form of assistance, and are continuously exposed to the vagaries
and dangers of contemporary street life. These -ouths, due to their
circumstances of being alone and friendless with little money, are
left with few choices for their survival-frequently living in con-
demned buildings or out in the open, trading their bodies for friend-
ship or food, and violating the law just to meet their basic daily
needs.

During the past 3 years, we have found that the youths seeking
services are not the stereotyped rimaway of the 1960's-the runaways
who leave a stable, loving home to seek their fortunes in the city or
to fill a summer with youthful adventures. Runaways of the 1970's
in contrast, are the homeless. youths, the youths in crisis, the pushouts,
and the throwaways. These youths have no home; or they have left
home to avoid physical, sexual, or emotional abuse; or'they have
been thrown out of their home by their parents or guardians.

For many of these youths, leaving home is the only viable alterna-
tives. As a rule, they are fleeing from what they believe is an intoler-
able situation so they may attempt to live in a less painful, disrup-
tive environment.

The severity of the problems facing runaway youths today is
clearly indicated by statistics related to why they run away from
home . Almost two-thirds of the youths seeking services from the
HE W-funded runaway projects cited family problems as the maior
reason for seeking services. These problems included parental strife,
sibling rivalries and conflicts, parental drug almse, parental physical
and sexual abuse, and parental emotional instability. Nearly an addi-
tional one-third of the youths were experiencing problems 'pertaining
to school, interpersonal relationship._, .and legal, drug, alcohol, or
other health problems.

In many communities, the HEW-funded projects constitute the
only resource "oitlis can turn to during their crisis. Duirin, fiscal
year 1977, $8 million have been made available to provide continua-
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tion funding to the 131 current community-based projects. These
projects include the national runaway switchboard, a toll-free hot-
1ine serving runaway- youths and their families through the provi-
sion of the neutral communication channel, as well as t referral
resource to local services.

The projects funded by HEW are located in 44 States, Puerto
Rico, Guam, and Washington, D.C. It is anticipatedthat these-proj-
ects will serve more than 57,000 youths and their families during
fiscal year 1977.

Each project is mandated by the act to provide temporary shelter,
counseling and aftercare services, as required, to runaway youths and
their families. Counseling services are provided through 'individual,
group, and family sessions. Projects provide temporary shelter either
through their own facilities or by establishing agreements with group
and private homes. Many of the programs have also expanded their
services to provide education programs, medical and legal services,
vocational training, and recreational -activities either directly or
through linkages with other community agencies.

At the termination of the services provided by the project, approx-
imately 49 percent of the youths served return to their primary
family home, with an additional 26 percent being placed with rela-
tives or friends, in foster care or other residential homes, or in inde-
pendent living situations.

We are very concerned within HEW about the severe problems
experienced by the young people whom we are serving. It is clear to us
that the problems of the population being served by the Runaway
Young Act have changed-many times they are indications of dys-
function within the family structure. Running away from home is a
response of youth to problems they are encountering within the
family setting. Pushing youth out of their home environments or
encouraging them to leave is often the response of the parents. A
brief period of temporary shelter and counseling cannot adequately
address the needs of these youths.

Additionally, it has also become clear to us that family problems
are not the only cause of youths running away from home. Runningaway is a manifestation oi problems youths are encountering in con-
tempornry society. Young people nre experiencing crises related to
school. For these youths, too, a brief period of temporary shelter and
counseling cannot adequately assist them in dealing with their
problems.

Currently, we are examining the special needs of runaway youths
due to factors such as race, ethnicity, age, and sex. We are also look-
ing at the techniques and methods for providing services to prevent
the occurrence of runaway behavior. And most importantly, we are
exploring the provision of services to youth within a broader national
social services strategy which will minimize the fragmentation of
services and maximize their impact.

We, therefore, believe that it is essential that we identify more
precisely the service needs of youth experiencing crisis and examine
the most appropriate vehicles to deliver s*vices to these youths and
their families. As part of this effort, we must also carefilly examine
whether services for runaways and their families should be provided
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separately from services for youth and families experiencing other
problems.

Based on the review of the information generated from our current
studies and from an examination of the role of HEW in the provi-
sion of services to the broader population of vulnerable young people,
we propose to determine. what modifications are required to respond
to t hech anging needs of these vulnerable youth. We invite your par-
ticipation in this process and hope we will be able to work tether
to develop a sound strategy. For this reason, we are requesting only
a 1-year extension of the act.

Thank you.
I will be glad to answer any questions you may have.
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very much.
Congressman, do you have questions?
M fr. CORRADA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First, I would like to welcome Ms. Martinez to the hearing. I am

one of those who was very, very pleased by President. Carter's ap-
pointment, of a Hispanic to the position of Assistant Secretary of
HEW, not only a Hispanic but a iuman being very much concerned
about the problems she will be dealing with in her position.

I would like to ask you why in the draft of the bill presented
today to us only a 1-year extension of this legislation is proposed?
As you know with respect to the other titles in this legislation we.are considering here in the House a 3-year term and in the Senate
some people are talking about the 5-year term with rspect to other
provisions of the act.
. Why would, in your mind, the Department be proposing just a
1-year extension for the Runaway Youth Act?

MS. MARTINFZ. The reason we are proposing the 1-year extension
is that we feel we- need to take a very serious look at the program
and see how it can be integrated with the other HEW social services
which provide needed services for youth. Right now it is a program
all by itself and it does not relate directly to the other social services
program.

We want to figure out how we can strengthen our youth services
by integrating and coordinating them. It is going to take us some
time to do that. As you know, HEW is a big agency.

Mr. CORRADA. Ms. Martinez, in your testimony, you have stated
that *the National Statistical Survey on runaway youth found that
approximately 733,000 youth between the ages of 10 and 17 annually
run away from home or for at least overnight.

I would like to know what percent of these are presently being
served by IIEW with your limited resources, if you have any figures
available.

Ms. MARTINEZ. Approximately 4.6 percent are being served by our
projects.

Mr. ConA.D.. 4.6 percent!
Ms. M.rr'I.Ez. Yes. About half of the runaways run away to

friends or run away to extended famiie;, so that the total number
of young people on the streets is less thnn one-lilnf of 133.000.

Mr. CORRADA. This would still seem very low in terms of those that
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run away because of more serious problems, some of which you refer
to in your testimony.

MfS. MARTINEZ. There is no doubt'we are not serving the needs of
children who run away, we are not serving them in terms of num-
bers that we should be. We are not the only source of service, how-
ever, to runaway youth.

Mr. ANDREWS. Congressman, may I interrupt? I need to go to the
floor in order to be there at 11 o'clock in order to get permission to
continue this session. If you would take over, pletise, until I get back,
I would appreciate it.

Mr. CORRADA. It is a full Hispanic takeover with me as chairman.
Ms. Martinez, do you believe that the present authorization for

the program is sufficient to carry out the lofty goals which the law
envisions?

M s. MARTINEZ. In terms of carrying out the lofty goals it certainly
is not sufficient. I think, however, we need to evaluate those goals and
see what it is practical to do by Government and what it is important
for other private resources to do.

All of our resources, the entire $8 million is distributed to the
local program. We keep none of it here in Washington, D.C.

Mr. CORRADA. Would it be one of your priorities, or priorities of
the Department to see how services could be improved for runaway
youth in the near future?

M s. MARTINEZ. We are keenly concerned about the plight of our
young people. There are myriads of programs serving them. All are
not just within HEW but throughout the Federal Government. There
is great fragmentation among those programs and very little coordi-
nation.

Our effort during this next year is to see how we can better address
the needs of young people.

In addition, we are really beginning to take a serious look at the
role of the family in preventing the kinds of problems which are
occurring with children and young people and I think one of the
primary functions of the family is to provide the nurturiiig care of
these young people and keep them at home in that fashion and how
we strengthen the family I think is a very important consideration
in preventing runaway youth.

Mr. CoRRADA. I presume, I don't know, but in terms of the Run-
away Youth Act, are there any efforts in addition to providing the
immediate services they need while they do not have a home, or their
natural liome, to look'into problems of the family unit from which
lie came and looking into the causes for frictions, or behavior prob-
lems within that family unit?

Ms. WEAVER. That has been one of our very large concerns with
respect to running away. The nature of the programs we fund, how-
ever, are basically crisis intervention all hough the projects usually
provide family counseling; simply because of their nature they are
unable to continue this over long period of time.

Although the project may refer the youth and his or her family
to other community services to provide the family counseling or
family intervention about which you speak, the projects provide
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family counseling services on a more limited basis than I believe you
are speaking of.

Mr. COMADA. Is there a problem in looking into this type of situa-
tion on a fragmented basis in terms of perhaps one agency providing
one specific service, mandated by bureaucratic programs, another
agency providing another kind of service but without anyone in par-
ticular taking it upon themselves integrally to look into the family
unit and have coordinated efforts by different agencies that look into
the entire problem in a more comprehensive way than on a fraginen-
tary way -What would be your comments with respect to that?

Ms. WzrAvmi. In many cases the counselors in the project do provide
that service and will refer the young people to the myriad of services
in the communities and work with the different service providers to
see that the youth is receiving the services and following up on the
young person.

I tink you are correct, there are many, many services in the com-
munity and many times being an advocate for the young person to
see that all the services are available and received is a full-time job.

Mr. CORRADA. Will the Department be looking into this question?
Ms. MARTINz. We are looking into the whole area of integration

and coordination of services. I think one of the real problems I have
seen since I have been in the Office of Human Development is that we
have programs which are so specifically targeted to one population,
number one, and, number two. to a very specific problem of the indi-
vidual so that you never have programs which deal with the.whole
person. -There are few programs that do, but very few deal with the
whole individual. We deal with a specific problem with that person.

The second thing is that generally our programs have not ad-
dressed families, even the aid to families with dependent children,
the parents are looked at as trustees of the money, not of the children.

I think we have not done much in terms of trying to strengthen
families. In fact some of our policies and procedures seem to tear
families asunder.

I think the third thing we are deeply concerned about-I think
this speaks to some of the concerns of the Chairman of the committee,
is that the strengthening and building of community institutions is
very important and we have not had the capacity to begin to develop '4
coordinated services at the local level. He is right that there is a lot
of planning going on and one wonders what is the result of that
planning from all kinds of sources of money, but our efforts will
begin to be directed at how do we strengthen the agencies and get
better coordination among public and private agencies.

I think a fourth thing which is really critical, that, is the whole
issue of the communities in which our people live. Much of the stress
comes from the kinds of physical and social environment in which
youth live and we have to begin to address and begin helping to
develop livable communities.

My concern, when I speak about integration and coordination is
really, how do we begin to make the delivery system of our country
more efficient and more effective, more accountable and more com-
passionate ? That is an issue that cuts across all our programs.
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Mr. CoRRADA. Ms. Martinez, one last question. Some groups have
suggested the desirability of transferring the jurisdiction of the Run-
away Youth Act from HEW to Action. Could we have our thoughts
or comments on that?

Ms. MAIMNEZ. I do not see Action in this kind of role because
they are basically a voluntary organization and we have a range of
social service programs which serve youth which Action would not
have and this is one part of those social service programs. We are,
as I said trying to develop a system of coordination but a transfer
is not something which I favor. I don't see how they could provide
the kind of services we have. They don't have the kind of services and
structures we have.

I think you should know that this Runaway money had been
deleted from the Ford budget and we really worked very hard to get
it back in, I think that shows the commitment of the HEW agpncy
to maintaining youth programs. I personally have a great connunit-
ment to these programs and to their integration with our other pro-
grams for youth as well as for families.

Mr. CoRRADA. Thank you very much.
Perhaps Mr. LaVor, minority counsel, has questions and then we

will hear from Mr. Causey.
Mr. LAVOR. In answer to a question from Mr. Corrada, you said

that none of the $8 million appropriated for this program are kept
in Washington. It is my understanding that you have 47 employees
in the Office of Youth Development, 37 in Washington, 10 in the
regions; Who pays their salaries?

Ms. MARTINEZ. There is another line item for salaries and expenses
that is separate from program funds. This is the way the budget is
broken out. It is broken out by program operation and then there
is a line item separate and apart from all the programs, what they
call S. & E., salaries and expenses. But that does not come as part of
the appropriation for the Runaway Youth Act; it; is salaries and
expenses for the agency. The total is personnel 43, 10 in the regions
and 33 here. Also, of this number, only 10 people are in the Division
of the Office of Youth Development which administers the Runaway
Act.

Mr. LAVoR. If LEAA has 41 employees to manage a $75 million
budget, what do your employees do with an $8 million budget and
why are so many people needed compared with the LEAA program?

Ms. MARTINEZ. The majority of their budget is State formula
money. We have 131 projects which we fund. They have 50-plus
States which they fund. Ours is a different kind of work that needs
to be done and that is why we need to have that kind of staffing.
There is a tremendous amount of work in terms of developing
community-based programs versus just providing money and fiscal
relief to States.

Mr. LAVOR. What do the staff -people do then I
Ms. MARINEZ. The Runaway Division and the regional office staff

work with developing the proposals to the office and in 3 years they
have put together 131 projects. They fund the projects. They monitor
and evaluate them. With an additional $1 million we provide through
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the Social Security Act, OYD has-undertaken a great number of
research projects which they have developed as well as monitored,
and they are beginning to put into operation. In addition, OYD
focuses on broader youth issues with IEW and now we can make
social services more responsive to the needs of young people. It is the
kind of role which I would categorize as grants management, research
management and program developmental management.

Mr. LAVoR. How would you describe the runaway youth program
in HEW? Is it primarily a service program or a research program?
How would you describe it?

Ms. MArrINEZ. The entire $8 million goes to services that are ap-
propriated for the runaway youth. We have added an additional
million dollars from the Social Security, section 426, to provide for
research. Initially, about $500,000 of the $8 million was used to do
tl-N-tiona-Statistical Survey as called for by part B of the act. It
is a service program not a research program.

Mr. LAVOR. You are saying of the $8 million none is used for
research or evaluation?

MS. MARTINEZ. Not that I know of. We have provided another
-- millioii -on top of the $8 million appropriation.

MS. WEAVER. I prefer not to give the exact amount. It is a smaller
percentage used to provide technical assistance directly to the proj-
ects, although that is administered from Washington. It is actually
going in and working with the 16cal projects.

Mr. LAVoR. If I understand it right, you are saying all of the
money, with the exception of this few dollars going for technical
assistance, goes to projects which are hands-on projects for children?

MS. IARTINEZ. '[hat is correct.
Mr. LAVon. Has there been any evaluation of this program done

by your office?
M s. MARTINEZ. We are in the process of completing an evaluation

of the runaway youth program.
Mr. LAVOR. Completing or starting?
Ms. MARTINEZ. It is starting it.
Ms. WAVER. We will be getting initial' interim reports and data

back hopefully in the fall. It is just being undertaken. -
Mr. LAVon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Causey.
Mr. CAUSEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. Martinez, in response to a question from the Chairman, you

referred to the commitment of HEW to this program. I think the
question can be asked why has HEW only requested a 1-year exten-

-sion whereas in the bill, H.R. 6111, there is a request for a 3-year
extension of juvenile delinquency and in the bill in the Senate a
request for 5 years.

Ms. MAF1-t .27The-5"nly answer I can give is the one I gave you
before. That is, we want ime to take a look at the program and this
is a request. we are making for all our programs, not just the run-
away youth program. It was a decision made by the administration
to give the new administration time to evaluate, to take a l.ok at the
programs as to whether they were really meeting needs or just spend-
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ing money, to take a look at how we could strengthen them and we
just need some time.

Mr. CAu8Ey. Is that true only within the Department of HEW?
Ms. MARTINz. I really don't know about any other Department,

to tell you the truth.
Mr. CAusEY. With respect to the Juvenile justice program within

LEAA, has not the administration cleared a 3-year program?
Ms. MARTINZz. I don't know what the othertdepartments are doing.

I know this is a policy in HEW, I don't know who determines that
for some Departments and not for'other Departments, but certainly
this has been the expression that we have heard by the President and
certainly by our Secretary.

Mr. CAUSEY. You referred to the separate line item in the budget
for HEW, for salaries and expenses. That line item pays for the
salaries and expenses of 43 employees and office expenses, is that
correct?

Ms. MArINEZ. Yes.
Mr. CAUSEY. Do you know vhat the dollar figure is?
Ms. MARINEZ. I don't know what the breakout is for each indi--

vidual program unit. I can certainly get the figure. I don't have the
figure with me.

Mr. CAUSEY. Can you give me an estimation of the operational cost
of your office?

Ms. MARTINEZ. For the entire office?
Mr. CAUs Y. For operation of programs under the Runaway Youth

Act.
Ms. MARTINEZ. I simply cannot. I will provide that information

in writing.
Mr. CAUSEY. There is no way to estimate that figure?
Ms. MARTINEZ. No; there is no way to estimate it. We have just

one line item and I have not seen it broken out by programs.
Mr. CAUBEY. Your response to the question from the Chairman

about the suggestion made by some that programs under the Run-
away Youth Act perhaps cold be more effectively run through dif-
ferent agencies, specifically the ACTION agency, if I understand
your response, you felt ACTION was a voluntary program. Of the
43-you have 43 people in Washington, did I understand?

Ms. MARTINEZ. Thirty -three in Washington, 10 in the field.
Mr. CAUSEY. Ms. Weaver, do you have any estimation or any

specific figures, if possible, of the number of volunteers working in
any of the programs sponsored by HEW with respect to runaway
youth?

Ms. WEAVER. I would say the average number of volunteer per pro-
gram is between 100 and 150. Probably the average number of work-
ing volunteers which work on a regular basis would be 20.

Mr. CAUSEY. Is'there any .way to give me a percentage of the total
number of people working in runaway youth programs under your
office, whiit percentage would be volunteer individuals?

MS. WEAVER. Coukd you repeat the question?
Mr. CAUSEY. Is the percentage of people working in runaway

youth programs in your office 5 percent, 10 percent, 50 percent or a
higher percentage?
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Ms. WAvvR. The average number of staff per project would prob.
- ably range between 7 and 12. If you are asking for a comparison of
the time. put into each project, by volunteers as opposed to staff

tim , -, 1 '-1

Mr. CAUsxr. Maybe I should rephrase my question. What I am
interested in finding out is the percentage of individuals who are
volunteers in programs, in the 131 prgrawns under 'your office, with
respect to the total number of peope in those programs.

Ms. WEAVER. There are probably twice as many working volun-
teers as there are staff.

Mr. CAUsEY. What does the phrase "working volunteer" mean?
Paid individuals?

Ms. WEAvER. No; volunteers as opposed to being on the list of
volunteers, those that actually work in the program, not paid.

Ms. MAYRNiz. Those devoting regular amounts of time rather than
those on a list of volunteers that come in maybe on a special occa-
sion. These are people consistently working on a volunteer basis.

Mr. CAuiEY. Tile number of people' paid in those programs would
be 33 in Washington and 10 in the field?MS. MARTINEZ. Each program unit or each project has its own staff.
These are paid by whatever organization we ftiid, that is between
7 and 12.-We have funded 131 projects. The range of staff that is
funded by the project itself, not by the Federal Government directly,
they are not employees of the Federal Government. They are em-
ployees of the project and that is between 7 and 12.

Mr. CAUSEY. Of the $8 million appropriation for fiscal 1977, how
much money has been expended in grant programs to date ?

Ms. MARTINEZ. For 1977?
Mr. CAUSEY. Yes.
Ms. WEAVER. We are just moving into our refunding continuation

cycle so probably beginning the 1st of May the money would actually
be expended. Our yearly cycle for continuation, or proposals, have
been received. They would begin about the beginning of April to the
1st of May.

Mr. CAusEY. How about for fiscal 1976?
Ms. WEAVER. All of the money was expended.
Ms. MAMrTNEZ. It is such a tiny, little program it is easy to expend

all the money.
Mr. CAUSEY. It is my understanding that your office is currently

entering into a contract to develop an evaluation instrument for the
office; is that correct?

Ms. WEYAVR. We are entering into a contract to conduct an impact
evaluation of the national program based on the sample of the
projects.

Mr. CAUS Y. Has that contract been signed? -
Ms. MXRTINEZ. It has not been signed, it is going out for bid.
Mr. CAusEY. Do you have any estimation of the cost of that study?
Ms. WEAVER. Yes; we do have an estimate of cost, but I believe

that, that is privileged information until the project is actually let.
Ms. MARTINFZ. In getting bids, we can't say what the price is. The

people have to come in with their bids. If we gave that out at this
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iat, thee would be no reason to go out to bids. People would just
b! onthat amount of moneyy: "

kr CAUSZ. Hsve you had an opportufity to review the amenda
thint proposed in the Snate bill introduced by Senator Bayh, S. 1021,
to th Jurenile Act? I

M04 WzAvua. Yes, we have. .
MXr CAvUsZ. Do you .have any reactions to the amendmient pro-

poeedinthat bill I
. , W,*mP Agan, X-think our concerA fits i- with our overallStatement in ie" testimony. We haie concerns about extending the

bill fo*t' -years until we hove h44, an opportunity to look at the
ieed* of theo yot~mg people we ate serving and insure thdt the pro-
gians provided t d -authorizedby. the legislation are responsive. to
their particular mcern. I think that is our-, rinary consideration.

Mr. -CAusY. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.
* Mr. LAVOL I 'would like to follow through on Mr. Cathy s ques-

Otin. Yoi, have a contract being et tor an irnact evau tion study,
doyou have -some outside guess as to what that study'is going to
cost I If $8 million was spent on survey...

Ms. WrmvzL That is out of the $1 million of research funds from
section 426 of the Social Security Act.

Mr. LAVoR. Even so, it is going to be less than $1 million, the cost
of the study, and I assume you have other things funded. Is there a
ballpark figure as to what that study would cost?

Ifs. WivzR. We would like not to give that information publicly.
1 will make it available to you personally if you would like, but I
Will not make it public.

Mr. LAVoR. No further questions.
Mr. CORMtADA. There being no further questions, I would again like

to thank Ms. Arabella Martinez, Assistant Secretary of HEW and
Ms. Weaver for their- appearance and testimony here today, whichh
I hope will prove to be valuable for the deliberations and actions of
this subcommittee.

*MS. MAwrnxiz. Thank you. We would like to leave with the com-
mittes our survey and also our annual report. Copies have come up
to the Hill already, but we thought we would bring these extra copies
along for you. I.Mr. COItRADA. Would you like this to be presented together with
your testimony as exhibits ?

IFbt Ms. MA~RNrZ. Very much.
Mr. CORRADA. It will be so considered for the purposes of this

hearing.
Now, we have gained about 14 minutes.
The next group of witnesses are scheduled for 11:30, but if they

are here, we would like to hear them.
Gordon Smith, director of the North Carolina Department of

Natural and Economic Resources, Law and Order Division; Sidney
Barthelemy, State Senator, Louisiana, representing the National
Conference of State Le islatures; Donald Payne, director of the
board of Chosen Freeholders,, Essex County, N.J.; Lee Thomas, di-
rector, State Planning Agency, South Carolina, representing the

~1
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National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Agency
Directors; and Dr. Albert Reiss, member of the National Advisory
.Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delin uency Prevention, accom-

inid by, Marian Mattingly, member of the -National Adviaoryommittee..s' ,

PANL PRSNTATION: GORDON SMITH, DIRECTOR, NORTH CARO-
LINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES,
LAW AN ORDER DIVISION; DONALD PAY]E. DIRECTOR OF THE 1
BOARD OF CHOSE FEOLDERS, zSBZ COUNTY, N.; LE
THOMAS, DIRECTOR R sATE PLANNING AGENCY, SOUTH' OA O

IN, R EPItRMT TH NATIONAL CON OF STATE
CRIMINALj USTICE PLANNING AQZNCY -DIRCTORS; AND
ABE RT REISS, MEMBER, NATIONAl ADVISORY COMMITTEX ORJ uVENILE JUSTICE AND DELMQUENCY PE.VENTIoN, ACCOM-
PANIED BY MARIAN MAGTINLtY, MENDER OF THE NATIONAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mr. CORRADA. Are all of these witnesses here that. I just mentioned?
Mr. Smith t
Mr.Stmi.n Yes.
Mr. CORIADA. Mr. Barthelemy?
He is not present.
Mr. Payne?.
Mr. PAYNE Yes.
Mr. COIRADA. Mr. Thomas?
Mr. THOMAS. YS. .
Mr. CotRADA. Dr. Reist
Mr. Rrass. Yes.
Mr. CORRADA. You are accompanied by .Marian Mattingly?
Mr. Rciss. She is not with me.
Mr. CORRADA. She isn't present. All right.
We have copies of the written statements of the gentlemen who

are now appearing as a panel -and again I would repeat that, if you
could make a summary of the most important aspects of your testi-
mony, this would be sufficient. We will begin, of course, with Mr.
Smith.

STATEMENT OF GORDON SMITH, DIRECTOR, NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES, LAW
AND ORDER DIVISION

Mr. S.ITH. Thank you for- the opportunity to speak with you. I
would like to give a brief historical perspective on North Carolina's
interest in the program and what it has done to date in the area of
juvenile justice and to raise with you four issues we consider to be
most important for North Carolina and to answer any questions you
may have.

To begin with, in the summer of 1975 North Carolina submitted a
plan to LEAA to participate in the act. It received planning funds
for $45,000 and a formula grant for $200,000.
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The State appointed an .advisory board and began to establish A
system for monitoring the program which we clearly intended to
implement. That fi, l it sabinitted a subsequent. plan for the next
year funding and at that tinie it received new guidelines which were-
fully responsive to the conga iona act that required more- than we
had initially anticipated. Specifically LEAA informed us that we
would be required to show that the State had evidence that it had
authority to cause coordination of human services to youth and their
families with the advisory committee.

Second: It required that there be a specific plan for deinstitu-
tionalizing all status offenders from criminal facilities withinn 2
years; and, third: There were extensive requirements for data col-
lection that were beyond that which the State could do within a 2-
year time frame. -.

So there was extensive debate within the State on' how to respond
to these requirements. Very clearly the State had the same objectives
that are articulated in the act, almost identical to the point that in
1975 the North Carolina General Assembly passed a bill requiring
all status offenders to be out of the training schools within 2 years.

Incidentally, that time is about up. It looks as though we will need
a 1-year extension on that in order to meet it.

Very clearly the State is interested in instituting the legislation to a
maximum degree. Likewise, the State su-pervisory board for LEAA
committed $2.5 million during the same period of LEAA funds to
deal with juvenile problems, which I might add is a 50-percent
increase above the minimum required by LEAA and Congress. That
is one of the top priorities of the Criminal Justice Advisory Com-
mittee for the State of North Carolina.

Also, to give you some data to view the situation, the best data
we have indicates there were approximately 500 status offenders com-
mitted to training schools in the year 1975. Likewise, there were
approximately 5,000 status offenders held at one time in local jails
and detention facilities across the State.

With this data and trying to deinstitutionalize the State within 2
years, we estimated it would cost approximately $7 million to meet
that objective. The first year allocation from Congress through LEAA
to North Carolina would be $200,000. The second year it was in-
creased to $600,000. This past year, had we made application, we
would have received $1.1 million, which, as you can see, for 3 years
of funding w-ould be approximately $2 million at a time when we
needed an estimated $21 million for 3 years.

With this kind of information and also thinking about the me-
chanics of trying to create $7 million of programs within a 2-year
period to meet this guideline, we were reluctantly in a position
where we felt we could not honestly participate in the program. It
is not because we don't have the same objectives of the act. We have
almost identically the same objectives. However, the guidelines were
so stringent in requiring 100 percent deinstitutionalization as the
No. 1 requirement of the act, that we could not claim in good faith
we could meet the guidelines.

I know a number of other States may have similar problems and
situations that we have, yet they have elected to participate in the
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program. What that will man in the future, I don't know. I am
glad, must say, that we axe not. looking for any kind of an audit
6 months from now to see whether we can-eomply ... -.

I would like to ask for the funds but I am reluctant to say I think
we may have made the right decision and we hope you can change
the law so North Carolina can participate equally with the other 50
States in this worthwhile program but in a manner which we can in
good faith tell you we will do a certain amount of work each year
toward these goals and expect you to monitor our progress and see
that we can reasonably do what we set out to do.

In the summer of 1976 we had to withdraw. I have mentioned
that the requirement was that we deinsituti6nalize 100 percent. I
recognize that was reduced to 75 percent in 2 years. Unfortunately
that would not have been possible because it requires 100 percent
deinstitutionalization in the future.

I think it is important for me to mention there is concern about
having 100 percent deinstitutionalization as a primary goal. I will
come back to that.

I would like to say we have continuously evaluated whether we
can participate. A number of people in North Carolina are interested
in the program and would like to participate but we have not been
able to because of these requirements.

I would like to add LEAA has been most responsive in assisting
us in reviewing the data and information and has been most helpful
in this matter. -

I would like now to go to four areas or concerns with the act that
we would like to ask that you consider.

The first major problem that we see is with section 132-A-12 of
the act requiring deinstitutionalization of the status offenders.

While we are in a minority of the States not participating, I
would like to suggest that we are far from having any less of a
commitment to juvenile justice. As I mentioned earlier, the Criminal
Justice Advisory Committee is allocating far more than allowable
in the program. In the first period of the program we would need
$21 million when the Federal act would allow only $2 million. It
would be extremely difficult to make up the balance.

Another thing I would like to mention about the deinstitutionaliza-
tion issue is that it is brought to the fore in this act. The cost of
deinstitutionalization is so great that we can't use the program to
deal with other issues. We are trying to deal with a complex prob-
lem, juvenile justice. One of the-major problems is deinstitutionAliza-
tion but there are many other problems that need equal interest and,
unfortunately, by emplhasizing deinstitutionalization to the point it
is, we are not able to look at the others and have money to deal withit.

North Carolina in the past, 2 years has tried to divert juveniles
sent to the courts away from the juvenile system. This program was
implemented with LEAA funds about 2 years ago and the data we
have, we have 1 year of good data. The number of juvenile petitions
submitted to the court was decreased last year from the previous



89

year and as you know, with your knowledge of the criminal justice
system,.all the data is going up, increasing crime rates, increasing
everything

Here here we had & major half million dollar 'progr of intake
counsels placed in the 30 juvenile districts in the State of North
Carolina, the number of petitions has not increased. I think it can be
partially attributed to this program, which could be an even more
effective mechanism if it were not for -the import of the deinstitu-
tionalization.

Do you want to make it such a large priority that it almost over-
whelms planning to the point it is not possible to. plan for other
things because there is not enough money to actually deal with this
problem

As an alternative to this, I would like, to suggest that you consider
allowing States to participate equally so, North-Carolina likewise can
participate by setting a standard of compliance supported with rigid
guidelines in monitoring of progress.

Mr. CoMADA. I will return the chairmanship to Congressman
Andrews.

Mr. ANDREws. Thank you, Congresman Corrada.
Mr. Smrr. The other point I would like to make regarding de-

institutionalization is, as you know, the act requires 100 percent com.
pliance and I think it is important for to know there are a num-
)er of, juvenile justice officials in the State of North Carolina, includ-
ing jude, that have day-to-day experience with this who are con-
cerned that 100 percent compliance may be more than should be set
as a goa.1.

The issue is what do you do-with runaways and there can be other
situations where you may have a child and there may not be a better
alternative than.a training school and I think that consideration
should be given to allowing with very explicit guidelines, a threshold
criteria through which a status offender could replaced in a training
school and, therefore, We would not have 100 percent institutionaliza-
tion.'

I say this because I don't, and I think a lot of people don't, have
the answer of what to do with the Kunaway. If you have suggestions
on what we can do in the State of North Carolipa, or if you do not
have complete answers, I would like to ask that you consider not
making it a 100 percent requirement. Wi would- like to deinstitu-
tionalize status offenders out of institutions to the greatest degree
possble but we think in certain circumstances we should have that
as a back-up.

Mr. AwnItws. You say the act requires what ?
Mr. -Sxrr. It would require we take all status offenders out of

the seven training schools in North Carolina, which is t audible goal.
However, a number of district courts just deal With juveniles on a
day-to-day basis who-say that in some instances they have no alter-
native. If we do not have the alternative, there is a possibility in
some limited instances the court has less authority and control of
the 'situation.
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Mr. Axw . If you sent such an offender to a State institution,
such as a judge in certain instances says he must, then you mean
you are not eligible to receive moneys under this act.

Mr., SMnr. That is correct. The State of North Carolina cannot
receive funds unless we commit ourselves to having 100 percent de-
institutionalization out of institutions, out of training schools and
the county jails, which is frankly impossible.

Mr. Axsmws. What does the word status mean?
Mr. Smrm. They would not permit juveniles to commit acts con-

sidered criminal if committed by adults. It is not desirable that they
necessarily be placed in an institution if, according to the act, we
can place them in secure facilities.

As you know, many counties in North Carolina cannot afford to
have a secure facility for status offenders. As a matter of fact, 92 of
the 100 counties can't have facilities even for the juvenile delin-
quency. This is the question I raised earlier. The act is so oriented
in dealing with the status offenders that we are not able to deal with
the juvenile delinquent. Should we be put in a straightjacket, or allow
the State to deal with the juvenile delinquency problem and the
status offender problem?

Mr. ANDRVWS. You have to have'the money sufficiently not to need
any money before you can get any money?

Mr. Srr. Yes; by suggesting that we try to have a possibility
of having a judge be able to use a State training school, I don't sug-
gest that we necessarily maintain the same'situation. It may be de-
sirable to have explicit guidelines a judge would have to use bWfore
committing a status offender to a training school. The goal of the
Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act is a good one, but we
may be able to deinstitutionalize 95 percent as a goal.

Mr. AmnuRiws. How many States do not participate in this pro-
gram?

Mr. Smrr,. I don't know the answer. I understand approximately
10.

Mr. ANDRFWS. Do you know whether any of the other nine, or
whatever it is, are not within the act for the same reason?

Mr. Surrrui. No, sir, I think going back just to make a few final
comments on the issue of deinstitutionalization, we are forced in
North Carolina by the act, if we implement it. to emphasize small
shelter care facilities for status offenders in the 92 of the 100 coun-
ties that don't have that service when the counties are wpinc an
even greater need for providing specialized attention facilities for
juvenile delinquents to get them out of the county jails and we can't
deal with that problem through this act, only as a secondary issue.
So we would recognize that there be a go d-faith effort bv each
State to comply with the guidelines being set up, with guidelines for
exceptional situations such as runaways in other instances.

Now going to the second nroblem that we see in section 22.-A-3,
the advisory board makeup. For your information the North Carolina
General Assembly created by statute a Juvenile Justice Planninm
Committee just recently to try to coordinate and bring together all
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juvenile justice planning. Unfortunately the composition of this
board is different from the composition recommended by the

Mr. ANDREWS. Recommended or required f
Mr. SMITH. Recommended, actually by Executive order of the

Government, but the desire is that it be a committee made up espe-
cially of individuals with experience and expertise, to use words also
in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act. It does not envision at
this time having the requirement of a large number of individuals
under 26 or 22 years of age. So we have'the potential of needing to
create a second advisory committee and, if it would be possible to
allow a State to identify the advisory committee it deems best and
try to work this act through that committee without a lot of stringent
guidelines on the composition, it would be helpful for North Carolina.

As a third problem, section 223-A-5 requires that 66 2/3 percent
of the JJDP funds under the act-

Mr. AN DREWS. I am sorry, but I did not hear you.
Mr. Smrrit. Two-thirds of the money would have to be provided

for locil government. North Carolina totally supports the concept of
providing funds for local government. However, we do endorse the
National Association of Counties' proposals for providing "incentives
to States for establishing State subsidy programs to counties." About
2 weeks ago the proposal being considered by the North Carolina
General Assembly was to allocate approximately $3 million for this
purpose using State funds. It seems to me it would be appropriate to
use the JJDP funds to supplement. that effort by an extra $1 million,
bringing it up to as much as $4 million to deal with this problem of
the JJDP Act.

Our problem is the act as now written, if we try to implement it,
it would require us spending directly two-thirds of the money for
local government. We think it would be better to coordinate it with
a State subsidy program and possibly bring it through a State
agency. This is included in -my written statement I have given' you.

As a fourth and final suggestion, as you know, this act runs con-
currently with the Crime Control Act of the LEAA program and,
unfortunately, trying to combine the two acts is extremely compli-
cated and perplexing wh, i you create guidelines that ultimately get
to the State and I think it is confusing to have different guidelines
for different pots of money. For instance 66 2/3 percent of the
money from the JJDP Act must be spent for local government. For
the LEAA program i North Carolina it amounts to 43 percent.
There are so many different percents. in pots of money that R i;
extremely difficult to keep everything in mind, especially to pvcmerit
the program to the public so they can try to understand "t and
appreciate it. It sometimes boggles their minds. Anythi , that can
be done to bring simplicity to the program would be helpful. Some-
times I think I am going cross-eyed trying to keep up wiithi the
guidelines.

One final comment about the program. As you know, L'P"."A re..
quires that 19.15 Ipercent of the LEAA funds be spent for ju-veyiile,
'justice. There, incidentally, is probably twice the percentage oYt of
juvenile justice costs in North Carolina as opposed to th& entire

004" 0 - T? - Y
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criminal justice system. We estimate the juvenile system in North
Carolina costs 10 percent of the entire system. Yet by LEAA require-
ments, it takes 19 percent. This is good, it makes it a top priority
but I think it is important for you to have this data to understand
it is quite a lot of money that the Governors Crime Commission now
putting in juvenile justice, in fact by requirement of Congress.

With that I would like to thank you for the opportunity to speak
with you and will be happy to answer any questions.

[The written statement of Gordon Smith follows:]

A
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SPEECH BY GORDON SMITH, III

TO HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

April 22, 1977

I would like to begin by expressing my appreciation to you

for offering me the opportunity to appear before you today. Progress

in our efforts to deal with the problems of juvenile deliquency is

crucial if we are to make headway in the overall fight against crime

in this country, and I hope that these comments will be of use to you

as you pursue this goal. I will discuss first North Carolina's response

to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and will then'

make a few recommendations for your consideration in the reauthorization

of the Act.

When Congress passed the JJOP Act in 1974, expectations across

the nation were high that its implementation would offer opportunities

for significant improvements in services to young people. Being in

general agreement with the JJDP Act's stated goals and anxious to parti-

cipate 'in an effort which promised to provide funds for these laudable

purposes, North Carolina determined to take part in the program developed

under the JJDP Act. The State submitted the required plan supplement

document in July 31, 1975 and, subsequently, received a formula grant of

$200,#000 in fiscal year 1975 funds along with a planning grant of approxi-

mately $45,000. Steps were initiated to comply with the various mandates

of the statute and the guidelines developed pursuant to the Act, including

the appointment of an advisory board and establishment of a system for

monitoring. Almost immediately, work also began on the development of

1 B EsailoW
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the FY 76 plan supplement document which was submitted in November of

1975. The guidelines for that document were much more extensive and

demanding than those for the FY 75 plan supplement document, and on

April 19, 1976, the State was informed of a number of major changes and

additions to its plan that would be expected prior to its approval. I

would like to mention briefly several of those that caused us greatest

concern over our ability to meet them:

1. The State was called upon to provide a specific plan for

assuring 100% deinstitutionalization of status offenders by August,

1977. This requirement i will discuss in more detail in a moment.

2. The State Planning Agency was required to submit documented

evidence that it had the authority to 'be able to cause coordination

of human services to youth and their families." Though the state legisla-

tion which established the SPA and gave it a coordinating role was sub-

mitted, it was not deemed sufficient.

3. There were extensive requirements for data collection to

satisfy the guidelines for the detailed study of needs, although the

State's own timetable for the creation of a systemwide computerized

information system would have been disrupted by this demand.

Throughout the next few weeks, there was debate about tho

ability of North Carolina to meet these and other stated criteria

for funding. The State's commitment to these goals of improving

services to young people had already been made clear. The 1975

Session of the N. C. General Assembly had enacted legislation to pro-

hibit within two yeacs the commitment of status offenders to the state's

training schools and to provide a county-by-county assessment of the

A
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needs of young people in the State, an action which affirmed the same

concerns as those expressed by the Congress with the passage of the JJDP

Act. And, at about the same time, the State's supervisory board for

the LEAA program indicated a similar concern with the allocation of an

amount of excess of $2.5 million in its FY 76 comprehensive plan to be

used exclusively for juvenile programs.

Although the data was very poor, the best statistical informa-

tion available showed that over 500 Rtatus offenders had been committed

to training schools in 1975 and over 5000 status offenders had been held

in local jails and detention facilities. (The revised state law had

not dealt with issue of local detention.) Assuming that new shelter

programs in the communities would have to be developed to serve this

number of children each year to meet the mandate of the JJDP Act for

deinstitutionalization, it was estimated that the cost of carrying out

this program in the first year would be over $7 million. And even with-

out the consideration of funds, the mechanics of developing alternatives

in such large numbers were staggering.

With these major constraints and other complicating factors

in mind, ultimately the only possible decision was to decline further

participation. Although there was a sincere concern for young people

and general agreement over goals, it was felt that it would not be

in the best interest of the citizens of North Carolina to accept funds

knowing it would not be possible to comply with Congressional require-

ments.

On June 11, 1976, therefore, North Carolina formally withdrew
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from the program. The fact that a standard calling for 75% deinstitu-

tionalization within 2 years had been issued did not alter our position,

since 100% compliance still was ultimately required. Since June, 1976,

North Carolina has repeatedly reevaluated its position, but, not even

considering other less handicapping requircmcnts, it has remained a fact

that the State cannot in good faith affirm that the requirement for de-

institutionalization can be met.

I want to make clear the fact that LEAA has attempted to be

responsive to our needs and understanding of our constraints. We have

found a willingness on their part to work with North Carolina in attempting

to deal with the obstacles to participation. LEAA has not been in a

position, however, to allow flexibility in deinstitutionalization and

other statutory mandates, and, therefore, agreement has not been possible,

in the final analysis.

With that historical perspective, I would like to discuss

briefly a few concerns of North Carolina with the JJDP Act which w -

believe can be addressed by these amendments:

1. As evidenced by my description of our past participation,

North Carolina sees a major problem with Sec. 223 (a)(12) of the Lct

which requires the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. Though

North Carolina is one of the minority of states not participating, I wculd

not want you to think that our State is any less committed to the goal

of deinstitutionalization. We, perhaps, have taken a more conservative

approach than others. Believing that we could not, in good faith, state

that we could accomplish the Act's goal for removing status offenders

from secure surroundings within the time frame and with the limited
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resources that would be available for this purpose, we declined to

participate. Although the State is making every effort to remove

status offenders from its institutions, there is neither the money nor

the time to meet the mandate of the JJDP Act. North Carolina has

estimated, as I have sai4, a cost of $7 million to provide the needed

alternative services for status offenders for one year. Our State's

allocation under the JJDP Act for the past three fiscal years combined

would have been less than $2 million. It is true that some other federal

funds are available to supplement state and local resources. This brings

me to another point, however. The problems of the juvenile justice system

are many and complex. By focusing attention so sharply on just one of

those major issues, the deinstitutionalization of status offenders, the

JJDP Act may have had the effect, I fear, of diverting attention from a

comprehensive approach. Certainly not all of our resources for new

efforts can or should be earmarked for this one purpose, although attempting

to meet this mandate would have required such an approach in North

Carolina.

As an alternative to the present wording and the proposals of

both Senator Bayh and the Administration, I would suggest that the standard

for compliance be a good faith effort, supported by rigid guidelines.

Frankly, many juvenile justice officials in North Carolina believe that

1001 compliance may not be possible for mauy years. In our State, we

are attempting to develop a system of state-operated schools which offer

the best treatment services available anywhere for children placed there

by the juvenile court. In some few cases, which should be determined by

explicit 'uidelines, a judge may feel that services that can be provided

in this setting best suit a particular child's needs. Or, in the case
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of a runaway, secure custody may be necessary if there is any chance of

intervening in that childjs situation. Particularly distressing in our

State is the fact that 92 of lOu counties have the county jail as their

only'resource for the secure custody of juveniles. It is difficult to

force an emphasis on a small shelter facility for status offenders when

the counties see a crying need for a specialized dptention facility that

would take all young people out of the often deplorable surroundings of

the jail. So, I recommend that a good faith effort at compliance be per-

mitted, with guidelines being set for the exceptional situations such as

those I have described. Further, the time frame for compliance in this

manner should be expanded so that the total resources of the juvenile

justice system could be marshalled to deal adequately with all priority

issues, not just deinstitutionalization.

2. The advisory board required by Sec. 223 (a) (3) of the JJDP

also is a source of difficulty to us. The North Carolina General Assembly

has recently created statutorily the Juvenile Justice Planning Corvnittee,

which is to be an adjunct committee to the LEAA supervisory board. This

committee is mandated to plan comprehensively for the juvenile justice

system in our State. The composition of that committee is designed to

be broadly representative of experience and expertise in juvenile justice

and is believed to be the most effective mechanism for juvenile justice

planning in North Carolina. The composition, incidentally, does not

coincide with that required by the Act for the juvenile justice advisory

group, and, therefore, the participation of North Carolina in this

program would necessitate another committee, a step that would only serve

to fragment our efforts. The legislation proposed by Senator Bayh, I

understand, would require policy-setting authority for those boards and
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allow the boards to award grants and contracts, though in our State, at

least, a committee of a different composition but similar purpose has

already been established. We agree that a juvenile Justice advisory

group is essential, but we recommend that its composition and role be

determined .by each state, dependent upon its own needs.

3. Currently, each state is required under Sec. 223 (a)(5)

to make available 66 2/3% of its JJDP Act funds to local units of govern-

ment, though guidelines permit a partial waiver of this requirement in

some instances. North Carolina totally supports the concept of providing

funds to local governments for juvenile programs; however, we endorse

the proposal of the National Association of Counties for the provision

of "...incentives to-states for establishing state subsidy programs

to counties... and recommended that the JJDP Act provide the flexibility

within the requirement to allow as fminh AA innI nf thP Rtate'q ,TM P Ae-t

allocation to be granted to a designated state agency for the purpose

of creating or supplementing a state subsidy program to counties for com-

munity-based services to youth.

4. Lastly, I would like to mention a problem that I have noted

concerning the many requirements of the JJDP Act. As they are briefly

stated in the legislation, they are difficult to argue with, for their

purposes are laudable. When translated into operational guidelines,

however, they often become complicated and perplexing. It is confusing

to agencies and units of government with who the state planning agency works

to have a number of guidelines for Crime Control Act, funds and still others,

sometimes contradictory, for JJDP Act funds. The differing pass-through

requirements are one example; the additional data requirements are another.
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The guidelines (which, of course, are only outgrowths and clarifi-

cations of statements in the legislation) ought to follow as nearly

as possible the Crime Control Act requirements and minimize additional

requirements, keeping in mind that although the JJDP Act calls attention

to an area of special interest, we maintain a covveon goal to reduce crime

and delinquency.

In closing, let me express again my appreciation for your attention

to these concerns. I assure you of the commitment of North Carolina to

provide the beat possible services to young people and to reducing and

preventing juvenile delinquency. I urge you to consider these recommendations

as you prepare for reauthorization of the JJDP Act. If you have any questions,

I would be happy to answer them.

4o
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Mr. AiwRzws. Gordon, I used to be chairman of the board of
governors in a Baptist Church and a lot of people would want to put
a check in the collection plate and designate that their money be used
for the building fund or foreign mission fund. That was always a
sort of joke. Tey designate their check for the building fund. The
deacons decide to put so much of the total amount collected into the
building fund. So you put their check in as part of that.

Why don't you give 19.15 or whatever of the LEAA money to
the juvenile program and correspondingly less of the State appro-
priated money. It is all the same, isn't it? Take out of one pocket.
more and the other pocket less. It all goes the same way. Isn-t that
how ridiculous those formulas arem?

Mr. SMITH. It is extremely confusing. I wake up in the middle of
the night sometimes and start thinking of those percents and won-
der what I did.

Mr. ANDREWS'. Are there questions, Mr. Congressman?
Mr. CoRRADA. No, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. LaVor.
Mr. LAVoR. Following up on your concerns about the deinstitu-

tionalization priority in the present act, in the bill pending before
the committee, there is an amendment to change section 223-A-12,
change the word must to may, so it is permissive in the State. Would
that. change alone solve your problem?

Mr. SMITH. Not quite.
Mr. LAVOR. What else would have to be done?
Mr. SMITH1. If I could see you after the meeting, I had not pre-

pared a written solution to include it. There would need to be a
slight addition in the sentence. I would like an opportunity during
the break to give that to you.

Mr. IAVoR. Thank you. This is on the right track.
Mr. SMrr. Yes, sir.
Mr. A-.%DRFWS. May I recognize I)r. Albert Reiss, and we will come

back.
Dr. Reiss is a member of the National Advisory Committee for

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT REISS, MEMBER, NATIONAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

Mr. REISS. I shall summarize briefly, and you have a copy of my
testimony.

I just want to say that I am pleased to represent the National
Advisory Committee on ,Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion before the subcommittee.

As you know, the Juvenile Justice Act provides for the appoint-
ment of the committee that I represent and we urge the Congress to
reauthorize the Juvenile Prevention Act of 1974. We voted on a
comprehensive set of regulations and we submitted those to Senator
Bayh on March 11 and I am transmitting some of those recom-
mendations now.
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I would like to simply summarize the main recommendations and
then answer any questions you may have.

Before doing so, however, I want to call attention to the fact the
staff of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delineuency Prevention
has been doing an outstanding job, but the level is below that we
think is necessary to carry out the important, complex and compre-
hensive responsibilities under the act. Indeed, as a committee pro-
vided for under that act, we are working without staff because it is
more important that they be assigned to other duties. Certainly the
level of staffing should be increased.

Let me turn to specific recommendations. We believe that the Con-
gress and the President should support full funding for the re-
authorization and are concerned that the reauthorization provides for
$75 million whereas the current 1977 funding is $150 million and,
indeed, Senator Bayh, the Senate bill provides for $150 million with
annual increase for the 5 years recommended in that bill, but he
certainly feels that the level of funding ought to be at that current
fiscal

Mr. AN-DREWS. I thought the authorization was $150 million but
the funding was $75 million.

Mr. REISS. That is right, and we are suggesting full funding of
$150 million.

Air. ANDREws. I understood you to say the full funding now was
$150 million ?

Mr. RziJs. No, the authorization. We are recommending full fund-
ing. I think some of the problems addressed here is not having
enough funding in the States in order to carry out the responsibilities
the act requires.

Second, the committee believes the 1974 act represented a landmark
achievement in helping prevent delinquency by removing inappro-
priate youths from the juvenile justice system and by providing them
with alternative methods of care for the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders.

The act provides the needed framework for combining the delin-
quency prevention efforts of Federal, State, and local governments
with those of the private sector. Thus, the committee endorses the
general philosophy and provisions of the act and recommends its
reauthorization with only relatively minor changes. The committee
believes that LEAA should continue to have jurisdiction over the
act. LEAA's legislative mandates and organizational structure are
closely related to those of the act and the cominittee believes that
LEAA's administration has facilitated the act's implementation.

The committee strongly recommends that the Presidentially ap-
pointed Assistant Administrator who heads OJ.DP be dele..rated
all administrative, managerial, operational, and policy responsibilities
related to the act. The committee believes that some of these respon-
sibilities, which have been carried out to date by the LEAA Admin-
istrator, should have appropriately be delegated to the Assistant
Administrator in charge of this important national office. 'nder the
present arrangement, the Assistant Administrator bears the respon-
sibility without having the corresponding authority.
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I should call attention to the fact that if one reads the 1974 act,
it would appear that, the Assistant Administrator has the authority
to do so, but in practice the Assistant Administrator has not had the
power and authority to carry them out and anything that could be
done to strengthen that, the committee believes wou d make it pos-
sible to carry out the objectives more competently.

Second, another committee recommendation concerns the make-up
of the Coordinating Council. As you know, one of the most difficult.
parts of the Federal efforts in juvenile delinquency is to try to co-
ordinate programs across the agencies and the 1974 act provided for
a Council chaired by the Attorney General with representatives of
major agencies to coordinate overall policy and objectives and pri-
orities in all Federal juvenile delinquency programs.

The committee believes that several additions to the Council mem-
bership would enable it to carry out these functions more effectively.
Therefore, the committee recommends that the directors of the Office
of Management and Budget, and the National Institute on Drug
Abuse as well as the Commissioner of the Office of Education be
added to the Council.

Third: The committee has several recommendations concerning the
matching requirements of the act. The committee believes there
should be a 10 percent hard match required for units of Government,
but that the assistant administrator should be permitted to waive
matching requirements for private nonprofit agencies. These agen-
cies are critical to the successful implementation of the act, repre-
senting the efforts of millions of citizens whose services could not be
bought at any price.

Furthermore, the involvement of these groups in providing services
for youths offers an alternative to costly and often stigmatizing
processing by the juvenile justice system. Many of the private non-
profit agencies operate on severely limited budgets and would not be
able to participate in the act if the match requirements were strictlh-
adhered to. The' committee also recommends that the assistant ad-
ministrator should have authority to waive the matching reqire-
ments for Indian tribes and the aboriginal groups and to waive State
liability and to direct Federal action where the State lacks jurisdic-
tion to proceed.

The committee has noted that some States have been reluctant to
participate in the act's formula grant program because of the require-
ment that participating States deinstitutionalize all status offenders
within 2 years. Tihe committee believes that this problem could be
lessened and more States influenced to deinstitutionalize status of-
fenders if the assistant administrator were granted the authority to
continue funding if the State is in substantial compliance and believes
that the current wording proposed in H.R. 6111 may very well reach
that objective with the requirement and has an unequivocal commit-
ment to achieving full compliance.

Let me briefly mention two or three other amendments that we
believe would be useful among the others that we suggest.

First: We believe that the scope of the Runaway Youth Act should
be broadened to include the phrase "other homeless youth." The Run-
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away Youth Act has been interpreted to apply to young people who
are seen as running away from home without the authority of their
parents. It neglects what some people call the children who are
pushed out of families who are not wanted at home and who are
therefore homeless and we believe that the scope of the act should
extend not only to rinaways but to those who literally have no homes
because their families don't want them.

Mr. AxDr.ws. Walkawavs.
Mr. Rmiq. Wnalkaways is another. They are pushaways. So we rec-

ommend that it be so extended.
We fll-afl believe that the responsibility for tht Runaway Youth

Act might better be transferred to the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

Another one is that we believe that the State advisory group pro-
vided for in the act should be committees to advise the Governor and
State legislature as well as the State planning agencies regarding
juvenile delinquency programs and policies.

I should add that I currently ani not only a member of the Na-
tional Advisory Committee butI serve as Chairman of the State of
Connecticut .Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Grou p and
we fortunately have been asked on nuieroius occasions to advise the
Governor with respect to juvenile delinquency programs. However,
we believe that should be a specific requirement to strengthen those
State advisorv groups.

Second: We believe that subcommittees in the National Advisory
Committee should be supportive of the parent body. The current
legislation is not clear with respect to that.

Finally. I would like to say that we are on record as strontlv
endorsing continuation of the maintenance of effort provision. I
recognize in all deference to the immediately preceding testimony
from North ('arolina that one way of looking at it is to say that
19-plus percent may be more than those programs are as a propor-
tion of the total budget that the State allocates. However. we note
at the .,me time that in such States one reason for noncom pliance is
insufficient funding" to even to execute even the deinstitutionalization
provisions.

So, if the current 19-plus maintenance of effort provision is suffi-
cient. I mean it is thought of as too munch, it is certainly insufficient
to accomplish the objectives set forth under the act, so we strongly
encouraeoe the maintenance of that provision.

Thank von.
[The full statement of Dr. Albert Reiss. follows:1
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Mr. Chs man

I am plaed to appear before this subcommittee as a repreetative of the

National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinqiency Prevention.

The Committee urges the Cong to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Act of 1974 and has voted an a compreheawve set of

reommendatloM regarding this legislation. These recommendations

were submitted to Senator Bayh, then chairman of the Senate Subcommittee

to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, at his request, on March U, 1977.

I am pleased to submit these recommendations to you today, and I hope

that they will be helpful to you in your very important work.

The National Advisory Committee was created by the Juvenile Justice

Act as part of a congressional emphasis on improving the coordination

of Federal juvenile delinquency programs. The Committee has 21 Presi-

dentially appointed members with wide ranging experience in the fields

of youth, Juvenile delinquency, and the administration of juvenile justice.

By law, one third of the members must be under the age of 26 at the time

of their appointment. This provision &s brought to the group the views

and special concerns of the young in formulating public policy and in

developing programs for delinquency prevention and juvenile justice.

Committee membership is further strengthened by a requirement that

a majority cannot be full-time Federal, State, or local government em-

ployees. The Committee's makeup thus includes members from a number

of private agencies whose support and activities are essential for the

successful implementation of the Act.
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TM National Advisory Committee has tM major subeommittes The

Advisory Committee to the-Administrator on Standards for the Administr,-

tion of Juvenile Justice; the Advisory Committee for the National Itltute

for Juvwnq ustiee and DelblnqAcy Prevention; and the Advisory Committee

on the Cocentration of Federal Effort.

The full Committee has met nine times. Early meetings served to orient

the Committee to the range of Federal programs and to Its relationship

to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)

and other Federal programs. Later meetings focused on specific issues

In Juvenile justice and on particular programs. The Committee developed

a set of recommended research priorities for the National Institute, formul-

ated national standards for Juvenile justice which have been submitted

to the Congress and the President, and prepared a set of objectives to

guide the Committee's activities over the next year. The Committee

also prepared and submitted its first report to the Administrator of the

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on September 30,1976 which

includes 13 recommendations for improving the Federal juvenile delinquency

prevention effort.

Before discussing specific recommendations of the National Advisory

Committee I would like to commend the OJJDP staff for doing an out-

standing job in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile Justice JDP Act.

However, I would like to state for the record that the overall level of

staff support made available to OJJDP has been ueasonably limited

in gHt of the importance, complexIty, and comprehensiveness of the

responsibilities assigned.

so4 0 " - 6
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1 would now like to highlight a few of the recommendations of the National

Advisory Committee, as they are relevant to the proposed legislation:

- Congress and the President should support full funding for

the 1974 Juvenile Justice Act, including money for appropriate

staffing of the National Advisory Committee and the Coordinat-

in Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention;

- OJJDP should continue its efforts to develop a set of definitions

for ambiguous terms such as "juvenile delinquency," and "deten-

tion and correctional facilities,"

- The various agencies and bodies working in the juvenile justice

and delinquency prevention fields should make delinquency

prevention as well as juvenile Justice a high priority in their

programs and activities;

- States and localities should develop supportive services for

status offenders. Juvenile courts should not be involved in

such cases unless all other community resources have failed;

- To improve Federal coordination of delinquency programs,

the Office of Management and Budget should be added to the member-

ship of the Coordinating Council.

Let me turn now to the National Advisory Committee's specific recommendations

on the legislation under consideration.

The Committee believes that the 1974 Act represents a landmark achieve-

ment in helping prevent delinquency by removing inappropriate youths

from the Juvenile justice system and by providing them with alternative
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methods of care. The Act provides a needed framework for combining

the delinquency prevention efforts of Federal, State, and local governments

with those of the private sector. Thus, the Committee endorses the general

philosophy and provisions of the Act and recommends its reauthorization

with only relatively minor changes. The Committee believes that LEAA

should continue to have jurisdiction over the Act. LEAA's legislative mandates

and organizational structure are closely related to those of the Act and

the Committee believes that LEAA's administration has facilitated the

Act's ImplementatIon.

The Committeecstrongly recommends that the Presidentially appointed

Assistant Administrator who heads OJJDP be delegated all administrative,

managerial, operational, and policy responsibilities related to the Act.

The Committee believes that some of these responsibilities, which have

been carried out to date by the LEAA Administrator, should more appro-

priately be delegated to the Assistant Administrator in charge of this

important national office. Under the present arrangement, the Assistant

Administrator bears the responsibility without having the corresponding

authority.

Another Committee recommendation concerns the makeup of the Coordinating

Council. The Council is charged with 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 delinquency programs. The Committee believes that several
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additions to the Council's membership would enable it to carry out these

functions more effectively. Therefore the Committee recommends that

the Directors of the Office of Management and Budget, and the National

Institute on Drug Abuse, as weU as the Commissioner of the Office of

Education be included on the Council.

.The Committee has several recommendations concerning the matching

requirements of the Act. The Committee believes that there should be

a 10 percent hard match required for units of government but that the

Assistant Administrator should be permitted to waive matching require-

ments for private nonprofit agencies. These agencies are criticalKto the

successful implementation of the Act, representing the efforts of millions

of citizens whose services could not be bought at any price. Furthermore,

the involvement of these groups in providing services for youths offers

an alternative to costly and often stigmatizing processing by the juvenile

justice system. Many of the private nonprofit agencies operate on severely

limited budgets and would not be able to participate in the Act if the

match requirements were strictly adhered to. The Committee also recom-

mends-that the Assistant Administrator should have authority to waive

the matching requirements for Indian tribes and the aboriginal groups

apd to waive State liability and to direct Federal action where the State

lacks jurisdiction to proceed.

The Committee has noted that some States have been reluctant to participate

in the Act's formula grant program because of the requirement that participat-

ing States deinstitutionalize all status offenders within two years. The

Committee believes that this problem could be lessened and more States

influenced to deinstitutionalize status offenders if the Assistant Administrator
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were granted the authority to continue funding if the State Is in substantial 4 , t #r. 4

complianceMith the requirement and has an unequivocal commitment " A -

to achieving full compliance. The Committee has also developed clearcut

guidelines defining conformity.

A number of other amendments suggested by the Committee are:

- Require that State advisory committees advise the Governor

and State legislatures as well as State planning agencies regarding

juvenile delinquency policies and programming;

- Provide that the subcommittees of the National Advisory Committee

are subordinate to the parent body;

- Broaden the scope of the Runaway Youth Act to include other

homeless youth;

- Transfer responsibility for the Runaway Youth Act to OJJDP;

- Improve the coordination of OJJDP's programs with the Office

of Education;

- Improve advocacy activities aimed at Iiproving services to

youth affected by the Juvenile justice system;

- Improve government and private programs for youth employment;

- Continue the maintenance of effort provision.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal presentation. I would like to

thank the Committee for the opportunity of testifying and I would be

pleased to respond to any questions the Subcommittee may have.
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Mr. ANDRWS. Thank you.
Are there questions?
Mr. CORRADA. No, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. I AVoR. Dr Reiss, on page 5 of your statement you said the

committee believes there should be a 10 percent hard match for units
of Government, but the assistant administrator should be permitted
to waive matching requirements for private nonprofit agencies and
then about two sentences later you said many of the private non-
profit agencies operate under severely limited budgets and would not
be able to participate in the act if the matching requirements were
strictly adhered to.

On what basis do you assume all units of local government have
unlimited pots of money and would not be severely strained, too, and
is there any data to indicate that any States or units of local Gov-
ernment might. drop out of the program if the hard match were
required?

Mr. Rimiss. We have heard arguments on that side and we are still
looking into that question. You may be quite correct that it is too
stringent a requirement for units of local governments. We have
gathered considerable testimony from the private sector indicating
it is too stringent for that sector. I am-saying we have not taken a
position except to say that for the present we believe it should not,
be required.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Thomas, you are the director of the State plan-
ning agency of South Carolina? All right, we will be glad to hear
from you.

STATEMENT OF LEE THOMAS, DIRECTOR, STATE PLANNING
AGENCY, SOUTH CAROLINA, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AGENCY
DIRECTORS

Mr. TioXls. Thank you. It is a real pleasure to be here-repre-
senting our national association. I will be brief with my remarks.
Recognizing the time limitations, we are submitting a written state-
ment to the committee.

I would like to say that our national conference was a strong sup-
porter of this legislation in 1974 and strongly supports reauthoriza-
tion this year. We do feel that it has provided a-focal point in many
States for drawing attention and coordination to the problem of
juvenile delinquency and improvement of the juvenile justice system.
We found a longstanding priority in many of the States to uae funds
of LEAA on the juvenile justice system.

This act, however, has brought about an even sharper focus on the
issues that needed to be addressed, particularly deinstitut ional ization,
separate of the adults and juveniles, particularly in detention facili-
ties and a system for monitoring those who mandate.

I would point, out, as Gordon did, there have been a number of
problems as far as implementation at the State level. Those problems
have not resulted from a lack of commitment on the part of States
or local units of government to the legislation itself and to what the
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legislation was all about. I think States are committed to removing
status offenders from institutions to trying to provide services and
programs for juveniles. However, I think the specific parts of the
legislation that Gordon-pointed out did present, a number of prob-
lems-to a number of States.

The major point I believe that caused a number of States not to
participate was twofold. First, the mandate for deinstitutionaliza-
tion of all status offenders within 2 years and, second, the level of
appropriation to carry out that mandate under this particular legis-
lation. The States that have not participated have varied since fiscal
year 1975 when we began implementation. This year 10 States and
territories are not participating in the program. The first year it
started, 15 States were not participating. It is not the same States, it
changes each year.

One of the reasons for the change is because of the confusion and
lack of clarity on a national level as to what the deinstitutionaliza-
tion mandate meant, what the sanctions would be if you didn't comply
within 2 years, what was meant by substantial compliance, what was
meant by a good-faith effort. We got differing directions at different
times. We feel some of this confusion was because of a lack of com-
initments on the part of the administration to implement this par-
ticular program. That lack of commitment we felt led to a lack of
dialog between the administration and Congress over what was meant
by these particular sections of the act.

We would propose, our national association would propose some
specific changes this year. Some of those changes are already incor-
porated in H.R. 6111. We would propose, for instance, however, some
change to the section that deals with status offenders. Rather than
a 2-year mandate we would suggest that there be a 5-year plan for
deinstitutioialization of all status offenders in each State and that
that plan be established and agreed upon between the State and
LEAA with specific milestones for measuring success toward the goal
of complete deinstitutionalization.

We would suggest that the alternatives placement be broadened
to include a number of alternatives to institutions and we felt, as I
mentioned, that each State is unique, each State has unique problems
and each State's plan should be negotiated between LEAA and that
State with the bottom line being 5 years and 100 percent compliance.

We feel that if this provisi6n was made in this legislation and the
level of appropriation was a level of full funding, $150 million a
year, we feel the States not now participating in this act would sub-
stantially drop, a number of States would come in and fully par-
ticipate. They want to accomplish the same goal Congress does as far
is status offenders are concerned.

We would urge that one provision we noted in H.R. 6111 to change
the State supervisory boards to mandate representation by three of
the advisory board members not be included. The majority of States
have already included advisory board members on the supervisory
board. However, there again we feel that that'is basically an issue
that should be left to the States.

The LEAA legislation, the Crime Control Act, each time it comes
up for reauthorization or amendment since 1968 there have been
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some changes to the supervisory board. For instance, last year there
were changes that, mandated participation by the judiciary, specific-
ally participation by specific members, such as the Chief ,Justice. This
required a number of States this past year a change in legislation
that spells out representation on the supervisory boards.

In other States it requires taking people off, putting new people
on. We feel if this change is made now we will go through the entire
act again. It is very confusing for the administration of the program
at the State and local level.

Overall, I think that H.R. 6111 basically represents the position
that our conference would take. With the exceptions that I noted, we
feel the program should be authorized. We would encourage that the
authorization and appropriation level be at least at the $150 million
level for at least 2 more years. The 2-year reauthorization we think
is important, at least the 2-year reauthorization in that that would
basically bring it into the same cycle that the LEAA or Crime Con-
trol Act is now.

We appreciate the opportunity to be here today and will be happy
to answer any questions.

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you.
Any questions, Congressman?
Mr. COTIRADA. Do you have any provision with respect to the sug-

gestion made that the youth runaway program be transferred from
HEW to ACTION?

Mr. T '.is. No; our conference does not have a position on that.
I personally would have a position. If it was going to be transferred,
I hope it would be transferred to LEAA. I feel the Runaway Youth
Act is not unlike a number of programs being administered under
the Office of Juvenile Delinquency.

Runaways constitute a major portion of the status offenders.
Ir. A.DIIEws. At present, what is the State required in terms-

what is the requirement. that, the State match funds, what is the
amount?

Mr. Tito-.NMs. The amount is 10 percent. It can be in kind. We have
taken the position we would like the language to remain the same. It
can be in kind or cash match. That can be implemented, we feel, by
the States and local governments very effectively.

Mr. ANrDREWS. What do you think of the requirements, as I under-
stand it, in the act that requires 15 percent of the money he received
by the State, that that be used for planning purposes?'

fr. TiMo.rAs. I think the requirement is up to 15 percent of the
money could be used for planning purposes. I think the majority
of the States don't use that much for planning purposes. In my State
it would be like 5 percent.

I was listening to some of the staffing requirements...In my State I
have 32 people in my office and we administer all LEAA funds. We
have 51 active projects to date.

[The written statement of I.e Thomas follows :]
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Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the Committee.

On beiialf of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice

Planning Administrators and as Executive Director of the Office of

Criminal Justice Programs of the State of South Carolina, I both welcome

and appreciate this opportunity to provide you with oral and written

testimony on the matter of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

The National Conference

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administra-

tors represents the directors of the fifty-five (55) 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 (Crime Control Act) and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act of 1974 (Juvenile Justice Act). During Fiscal Year 1977,

the SPAs have been responsible for determining how best to allocate

approximately 60 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 two Acts.

National Conference Perspective

The National Conference fully supports reauthorization of the

Juvenile Justice Act and continuation of the administration of Title II

of the Act by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA).
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However, the National Conference believes (a) certain requirements

of the Act Lmst be Pwidifled to encourage realization of the totality

of the objectives of that measure and (b) the level of federal assistance

directed to the Act must be substantially increased to that end. The

National Conference agrees in principle with H.R. 6111, the Administration's

bill to extend and amend the Act. Specifically, the National Conference

supports four major amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act of 19741

(1) the Act should be extended for two years at $150 million

per year

(2) Section 223 (a) (12) should be amended to require deinstitutionali-

zation of status offenders over a five year period, with annual bench-

marks to be established for each state through individual agreements

made by LEAA with each states

(3) Section 224 (b) should be amended to limit LEAA's special

emphasis program to no more than 15 per centum of the funds appropriated

for Part B of Title Xh; and

(4) Section 223 (a)(17) of the Act regarding special arrangements

for state and local employees should be stricken.

Need For Federal Assistance

As we in the states have refined the art of criminal justice planning

and research, one shocking fact has become increasingly clear: Juvenile

delinquency is a problem far more serious than many seem to believe --

and it is growing worse each year. Although youngsters from ages 10

to 17 account for only 16 percent of our population, they account for

fully 45 percent of all persons arrested for serious crimes. More than

60 percent of all criminal arrests are of people 22 years of age or

younger.
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The State Planning Agencies have applied increasing amounts of

funds to address juvenile problems, and the programs 'which we have

developed have begun to reshape the nation's youth service systems. The

states have placed emphasis on deinstitutionalization of status offenders,

segregation of juvenile from adult detainees in correctional institutions,

counity-based programming including shelter-care and foster-home 4

placement, youth service bureaus, and other programs aimed at diverting

juveniles away from the formal criminal justice system. These are the

types of programs which have been developed by the states during the

past eight years. This is where the emphasis has been and where it is

expected to continue to be.

We firmly believe that more programs and more new ideas are needed.

The philosophy in these programs is that juvenile delinquency should be

addressed at the community level and that large institutions do not

serve the rehabilitative needs of most juveniles. The community-based

programs, which have been established to date, have been too few in

number to show substantial impact on juvenile crime. The public demands

results and quite frankly, we sense the beginnings of hardening public

attitudes in dealing with juvenile offenders. Those who once supported

a community-based approach may, 6ut of sheer frustration, soon demand a

return to institutionalization. We are uncomfortably close to coming

full circle.

In a number of cities, conflicts are already beginning to develop g

between law enforcement officials frustrated by large numbers of juveniles

arrested and released by the courts, and juvenile justice officials

equally exasperated by the lack of sentencing and programming alternatives.

There have, in some cases, been efforts directed at the establishment of

new maximum security institutions for juvenile offenders. We do not
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believe this is the answer, but it is a manifestation of.an uneasiness

in our cities and counties, about which something must be done.

We believe that comamty-based programs contribute to a reduction

in juvenile crime, and we continue to loo) to the Juvenile Justice Act

as a means to that end. We urgently need the Juvenile Justice Act to be-

reauthorized and appropriations increased to expand our efforts. The

job of reducing juvenile delinquency has already begun in the states,

but it cannot be expanded as rapidly as is desirable or improved without

the additional resources that should be provided pursuant to a reauthorized

program.

Reauthorization Period and Funding Level

We support-the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act for a

two year period at $150 million per year.

The National Conference believes that because juvenile crime and

delinquency is essentially a local problem it is beet addressed at the

local level. The Juvenile Justice Act is primarily a block grant

program which authorizes federal funding and technical assistance based

on problems identified and strategies formulated at the local level. We

feel that it is important that the federal government continue to provide

this financial and technical assistance without federal direction and

control.

The two year authorization is recommended so that the Juvenile

Justice Act and the Crime Control Act will both terminate at t en&.of

Fiscal Year 1979. This will enable Congress to reconsider the two Acts

simultaneously so that the substantive direction and administration of

the two Acts can be made mutually supportive. Moreover, a two year

reauthorization period will provide the Carter Administration with a

reasonable period of time in which to assess the juvenile justice program
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and develop a long-range plan. The two year extension would eis provide

the Congress with approximately four years' experience frem which to

evaluate the operational and administrative activities under the Juvenile

Justice Act prior to having to. make major structural changes.

The National Conference reo--nds that the program be authorized

at a level of $150 million per year, which is the sane as the last year

of the authorization of the present enabling legislation. The purpose

of the Juvenile Justice Act is to increase funding for Juvenile delinquency.

the Crime Control Act also provides funds for this purpose. increased

authorization and appropriation levels for the Juvenile Justice Act

should not result in equivalent decreases An authorization and appro-

priation levels for the Crime Control Act, as has occurred in the past.

Congress should not play a shell game Vith appropriations for the two Acts.

Deinstitutionalization

We have every indication that states, even those not participating

in the formal grant portion of the Ovenile Justice Act, support the

concept that "juveniles who are charged with or who omitted offenses

that would not be criminal if comitted by an adult should not be placed

in Juvenile detention or correctional facilities". However, a major

factor for the 15 jurisdictions which decided not to participate in the

formula grant portion of the program in PY 1975, the 14 in FY 1976 and

the current 10 in PY 1977, and for the slow rate of subgranting and

expenditure of formula grants funds in participating states has been

related to the deinstitutionalization requirement.

Som states thought they knew what the requirement meant, and con-

eluded they could not "in good faith* make a commitment to a requirement

for which they had insufficient resources and time to comply. Other

states were truly puzzled over the meaning of the section which was

Oclarifled" in different ways over a period of two years. Still other
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states felt they omald in good conscience make we good faith effort and

comitment" to doLentitutionalization, but they were fearful of sanctions

if the requirement was not achieved. Many states were unwilling to move

forward until there was an indication that significant federal funding

would be provided. Given the Ford Administration's efforts to stifle

the program through the appropriations process, many states were not

willing to move until a clear indication of the direction of federal

funding emerged from the battle between Congress and the President.

The National Conference believes that the deinstitutionalization

requirement of Section 223(a)(12) must be modified in such a way that

the states will have a reasonable time and resources to comply. The

National Conference's recommendations take the following form.

(1) The states should have five years of program participation to

deinstitutionalize. Many states had no or few resources available

for caring for status offenders outside of institutions at the time

of the passage of the Act. It takes significant time to get the

political coitment behind a major reduction effort, to develop a

network of service, and to have appropriate delivery mechanisms.

Two or three years is simply not enough time to produce the required

ingredients.

(2) Each state is extremely different. Appropriate, phased mile-

stones for each state should be negotiated by the state and UMA.

This would enable there to be established reasonable and enforceable

benchmarks for each state.

(3) The alternatives for deinstitutionalization should be broad.

Placement in a shelter facility eliminates such comnitybased alterna-

tives as (a) placement back in the parental home or in the home of a

relative or friend, (b) a foster home, (c) a day placement or, (d) a

school placement.
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(4) The sanction for non-coogliance should not be so severe that

states who are philosophically and politically oso ittod to deinstitutionali-

mation would not dare to risk participation. We reommend that the most

severe sanction for failure to achieve deinstitutiQn04lization of status

offenders be denial of futw.e formula grant funding. If states are

threatened with having to repay formula grant money and/or losing

juvenile.delinquency Omaintenance of effort" money under the Crime

Control Act, we are certain even more states will decide to drop out of

the Juvenile Justice Act program.

We believe that with a reasonable deinstitutionalisation requirement

and adequate Juvenile Justice Act funding close to 100% of the states

and territories will participate in the program. Moreover, a reasonable

requirement and sufficient funding would also permit states to use some

of the Act monies on other Juvenile justice priorities. States which

elected to participate in the program created by the Juvenile Justice

Act have found it difficult, indeed imrssibl-, to do more with the

current level of appropriations than address the deinstitutionalization

and separation requirements. The National Conference believes these

are worthwhile ends, but it believes also, as did Congress in legislating

the Act, that strong initiatives must be undertaken to strengthen the

Juvenile justice system and prevent delinquency as well as to deinstitu-

tionalize status offenders and segregate adults and juveniles. The

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is currently in name 4

only an act to improve Juvenile justice and prevention delinquency.

Special BaKesis

The National Conference supports an amendment to Section 224(b)

that would limit the special emphasis program to not more than 15 percent

of the funds appropriated for Part B. We believe that the major portion
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of the money and LEAA's effort should be in support of the founala

grant. Since the delinquency problem is essentially local, the major

funding should be under the control of state and local officials. The

National Conference believes that there should -not be two different

standards for discretionary program under the two Acts. We do not know

of any meaningful policy distinction which would limit LEAA to 15 percent

under the relevant parts of the Crime Control Act but permit up to 50

percent of fund under Part B of the Juvenile Justice Act. The 15

percent linitation would create the same standard for both Acts.

Eployee Protection

The National Conference recomends that Section 223 (a) (17) of the

Act be stricken. Existing state and local laws appear to be adequate to

cover this area. It is also inappropriate for federal legislation to

deal with local and individual employee relations, especially in areas

which are likely the subject of collective bargaining agreements. Units

of state and local government should not be required by the federal

government to be the employer of last resort. When employees are no

longer needed, units of state and local government should not be required

to keep them on and thereby create sinecure positions.

cements on H.R. 6111

The National Conference is generally supportive of B.R. 6111. It

makes a number of substantive and technical amendments which should

improve the implementation of the Act. What follows are some specific

comments on a few key provisions of H.R. 6111.

(1) The National Conference supprts Section 2 (4). The additional

word should clarify that the subsection deals with federal agencies and

prohibits LEAA mandating state units of government to comply.

00-4 0 -?/t o
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- (2) The National Conference oposes Section 3 (4). We would

prefer the current language of Section 222 (d). The "in kind" matching

provision for the juvenile justice program should be preserved. At a

time of severe state and local fiscal dislocation, it is counterproductive

to increase financial burdens on state and local comunities. However,

we support the exception for private, non-profit organizations. Much of

the money under the Act ;s to start up new private, non-profit operated

programs in local oomunities. These programs will frequently be run by

newly formed or resource poor charitable corporations which cannot

provide match. The newly proposed Subsection (e) is not applicant if

the present "in kind" is retained.

(3) We support Section 3 (5). The major amount of juvenile

delinquency rehabilitation and prevention programs operate at the/local

level.- - .

(4) The National Conference supports the intent of Section 3 (13),

but would suggest that the better way to clarify this matter would be to

strike the phrase "but must be placed in shelter facilities", ending the

sentence after words "correctional facilities*. This change provides

the states with greater flexibility and eliminates any misunderstanding

that placing a child in a statutorily undefined entity called a shelter

facility is the only alternative to institutionalization. oreover, if

the words "shelter facilities" are used, LBAA must define the words

later. Any such definition would run the danger of excluding some

appropriate alternatives to institutionalization.

(5) The National Conference would add a section striking Sections

223 (a)(17) for the reasons set forth earlier.

(6) The National Conference opposes Section 3 (14). As indicated

earlier, we would modify the deinstitutionalization requirement by pro-
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viding the states five years to achieve the target, with annual bench-

marks decided upon through negotiations between LZAA and the individual

states.

(7) The National Conference would add a section that limited the

special emphasis program to not more than 15 percent of the funds appro-

priated for Part B for the reasons set forth in the earlier discussion.

(8) The National Conference opposes Section 3 (24) (f). We support

the present language of the Act. We believe that funds not required by

a state or which become available following administrative action to

terminate funding should be reallocated by Section 222 (b) as formula

funds and not as special emphasis funds to those participating states

which have shown an ability to utilize the funds.

(9) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (1) for the reasons

explained supra. Rather, the National Conference calls for a two year

authorization of $150 million per year.

(10) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (4) which would

require the chairman and two other members of the advisory group to

become members of the state supervisory board. While we support the

purpose of the amendment to assure appropriate coordination of the two

groups, we feel that it should be left to each state to work out the

appropriate liaison relationship. We feel that the composition of the

state supervisory boards should not be changed again as it has been by

amendments in 1970, 1973, 1974 and 1976 to the Crime Control legislation.

This change should have been required, if meritorious, during the-reauthorization

of the Crime Control Act in 1976. Because state supervisory boards are

now required by the 1976 amendments to be established by statute, this

amendment would require fifty-five jurisdictions to go to their legislatures

to secure the change. This will create significant implementation

problems in some states.
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Com snts on H.R. 6092

The National Conference is generally opposed to H.R. 6092. It

makes numerous substantive and- technical amendments which would make

more complex the operation of the Juvenile Justice and Crime Control

Acts. What follows are some specific comments on key provisions of H.R.

6092.

(1) The National Conference opposes Sections 2 (1), 2 (2),, 2 (5),

2 (6), 2 (7), 2 (9), 2 (10), 2 (24), 3(1), 3 (41), 3 (44) and any other

sections which wrest control of the Juvenile Justice Act from the

direction of the Administrator and vests it in the hands of the Assistant

Administrator in charge of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention.

A major problem with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention has been that it has virtually been a separate agency within

LAA, over which the former LEAA Administrator exercised very little

control. The Office has operated largely independent of the rest of

LEAA in such areas as guidelines development, monitoring, financial

management and program development. What is needed is far greater

control and coordination by the Administrator over this entity running

adrift.

Present Section 201 (d) of the Juvenile Justice Act indicates that

all powers of the Assistant Administrator are subject to the direction

of the Administrator. Throughout the Act authority is vested in the

Administrator. Examples are Sections 202, 203, 204, 221, 223 (c) and

(d), 224, 225, 226, 228, etc. In practice, the Administrator has failed

to exercise that power, but delegated it to the Assistant Administrator.



127

Section 527 of the Crime Control Act permits the Assistant Administrator

under the direction of the Administrator to coordinate juvenile justice

activities. Some people have interpreted this section as giving final

authority to the Assistant Administrator. Since this interpretation is

problematic, perhaps Section 527 is better deleted than ret~ned.

In light of all the sections of the Juvenile Justice Act, it was never

intended that the Assistant Administrator would ever have dictatorial

powers.

Rather than deleting the power and authority vested in the Admin-

istrator as suggested by H.R. 6092, perhaps it should be increased by

adding the words "and control" after the word "direction" and deleting

Section 527 of the Crime Control Act.

H.R. 6092 would cause further separation and.confusion at both the

LEAA and state level. There would likely be two bureaucracies rather

than one, with different administrative procedures, programmatic priorities

and operating philosophies. At rany points of operation, the criminal

justice system is the same for adults and juveniles. The same crime

prevention, police, courts resources and activities deal with Juveniles

and adults. It is artificial to conceive of the activities of these

agencies as entirely separate. If the two LERA programs are permitted

to operate separately, one LEAA policy for adults could conflict with

another LEAA policy for juveniles. We don't need a double-headed hydra.

Additional reasons for the National Conference's opposition to the

bill concern sections 2 (3), 2 (4), 2 (5), 2 (7) and 2 (9) of H.R. 6092

which further add to the weight of bureaucracy by increasing the number

ar4 pay of high level executives. Section 2 (28) creates another grant

making organization.
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(2) The National Conference specifically opposes Sections 2 (9),

which would add a Section 202 (f). This new section would grant the

Assistant Administrator open ended powers, making the Assistant Administra-

tor the "czar" of juvenile delinquency. As a result the formula grant

program could become only an illusory block grant program since all

effective power would rest with the Assistant Administrator.

(3) We oppose Section 3 (3) which would prohibit a state from

increasing a grantee's matching share over a period of time# leading to

a full assumption of cost at the end of an appropriate period.

(4) The National Conference p ses Section 3 (4) which would

require 10 percent of the formula grant to be allotted to the state

advisory group and Section 3 (8). It makes no sense to fragment the

fund administration and increase the number of decision-making bodies.

Either the state supervisory board is the appropriate decision-maker, or

it is not. An advisory group with grant-making authority is no longer

advisory. Why increase the administrative costs of the program?

(5) The National Conference ooses Sections 3 (6) and 3 (7)

changing the requirements for the advisory groups. Constant changes in

direction in composition requirements only lead to increased frustxa-

tion, changing group dynamics and upheaval. The new people called for

by Sections 3 (6) and 3 (7) can already be members of the advisory

groups. However, by making these new requirements, changes will occur

in most advisory groups and a period of reeducation will have to occur

before effective action can be undertaken.

(6) The National Conference ooses Sections 3 (20)o 3 (21), 3

(22), 3 (23) and 3 (28). Rather than lessening the requirements for
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deinstitutionalization of status offenders, these sections increase the

burdens and harshen the sanctions. As a result, the number of states

that opt to continue participation in the program can be expected to

decrease dramatically.

(7) Section 3 (29) is opposed. Funds not applied for should be

reallocated as formula funds to participating states.

(8) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (1). We believe

that a two year authorization of $150 million per year is advisable.

In sauary, the National Conference can find little good to say

about H.R. 6092. It makes a few technical improvements which are the

same or similar to H.R. 6111. However, the vast majority of provisions,

if enacted, will cause maladministration and non-participation. Because

of the plethora of changes recowmended, many provisions were not coented

upon as they could be.

Mr. Chairman, you have heard from a representative of counties

advocating federal incentives for state subsidies to local units of

government. We, like the National Conference of State Legislatures,

oppose this proposal. The objection is that the program would use a

portion of federal funds to reward or penalize states which provide

their own general fund subsidies to local government. Because of

varying financial conditions among the states, some states may be able

to subsidize local prevention and correctional programs while other

states have insufficient revenues to provide subsidies. We find it

abhorrent that the federal government should be asked to mandate state

goverraents be required to subsidize local government. It is our feeling

that units of local government should present their cases to-the

state legislatures and seek state funds directly without relying on

the federal government to mandate state action.
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Mr. Chairman, the National Conference appreciates the opportunity

you have provided to us to make our views known.

Attached for your information is a copy of the National Conference's

proposed amendments.

4

a
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Proposed Amendments

(1) Amend Section 204 (f) to read: "The Administrator may require,
through appropriate authority, Federal departments and agencies ...

(additional word underlined).

(2) Amend Section 223 (a) by substituting the word "develop" for the
word "implement".

(3) Modify Section 223 (a) (12) to indicate that deinstitutionalization
should be achieved within 5 years,. with reasonable annual benchmarks
agreed upon by LEAA and the state planning agency. Delete the phrase
"but must be placed in shelter facilities".

(4) Delete Section 223 (a)(17).

(5) Amend Section 224 (b) to read "not more than 15 percent of the
funds appropriated ... " (change underlined).

(6)- Amend Section 261 (a) to provide for a two year authorization
at $150 million per year.
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Mr. ANDREWS. If there are no other questions, we have a vote on
the House floor again, so I guess we will just recess until 2 o'clock.

Is Mr. Payne here?
Mr. PAYNE. Yes.
Mr. ANDnEWS. I hate to start us off late; by late I mean having

something left over from the morning, but I don't know anything
else to do. Would it be convenient for you to come back?

Mr. PAYNE. I have to take a plane back this afternoon to my home
State and would be unable to testify. I understand your problem but
I will be unable to stay.

Mr. ANDEwVs. Congressman Corrada does not have to vote, so he
will stay and hear you. I will go vote and then come back.

- Mr. Coni.ut.\ [presiding]. All right, Mr. Payne, you may proceed.
We have your written testimony, of course, and if you would care
to summarize, it, then we could ask you some questions.

Please go ahead.

STATEMENT OF DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR OF THE BOARD OF
CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY, N.J.

Mr. I.iyN'E. Thank you very much, I appreciate the opportunity
to address your committee anl appreciate your taking this time to
conform with my schedule.

I am the director of the Board of Chosen Freeholders, Essex
County, N.J., past president of the national board of YMCA's, and
chairman of the National Association of Counties Policy Subcommit-
tee on Juvenile -Justice. I am here today to l)resent. testimony with
respect to I1.R. 6111, the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and
I)elinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

I would just like to state that. we supported the act in 1974 when
it was first enacted and we strongly support the reenactment of this
act.

Just quickly, because of the time, and I shall try to make it as brief
as possible, I will try to deal with the major section of our interest
in the act which deals with a substantive program for the current
Juvenile Justice Act.

As mentioned in my statement, many States have been unable to
participate in the program because they have been unable to conform
with the provisions of the act. so far as deinstitutionalization of the
status offender and the separation of youthful offenders from adult
offenders and we feel that the amendment that we are offering to the
act would assist North Carolina and other States in qualifying and
thereby being able to participate in the act.

I will just read very quickly that segment of our plan.
The need for programs to deinstitutionalize status offenders from

secure detention and to separate juveniles from adults in traditional
correctional facilities has been well documented. The recent, study of
the Children's Defense Fund outlining in sometimes graphic and
painful terms what happens to youngsters placed in adult, jails points
to national disgrace. The recidivism rates are-but-a-dramatic mani-
festation of this dilemma. What then can we do?

We, the National Association of Counties, think a major part of
the answer lies within the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, blt
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for lack of notice, emphasis, or funding, has been insufflcientl recog-
nized up to this point. We call your attention to the State subsidy
programs outlined in section 223(10) (H) of the act.

Mr. Chairman, we suggest today that State subsidy programs,
given proper legislative emphasis and adequate funding, could be
useful and highly successful tools in achieving the results desired in
section 223(12) and (13) and thereby open the door to more States
participating in the act. State subsidy programs of one kind or
another currently exist in at least 17 States and given us reason to
think they may be effective in this instance.

State subsidy programs have a number of attributes deserving of
attention. Once instituted, they tend to become long-term programs.
They intimately involve not just the States but the myriad of local
public and private agencies concerned with juveniles in a program
in which they have a direct interest. We no longer will have just
another Federal program with Federal dollars to be used while they
last on short-term endeavors. State subsidy programs often require
substantial commitment by local Government commitment likely to
engender serious efforts. We feel that that will give them additional
funds, but they will be committed to seeing that the funds are utilized
properly.

Consequently, State subsidy programs encourage partnerships be-
tween the public and private sectors and intergovernment coopera-
tion. They encourage long-term planning and coordination not only
of governmental resources and programs but of those substantial
efforts sponsored and managed by nonprofit private organizations
which in many communities provide the bulk of the services directed
toward juveniles.

This afternoon Chris Mould and the others from the private sector
will outline that.

We believe that if State subsidies did no more than encourage
coordination, cooperation and planning they could be defended on
this basis alone.

State subsidy programs are versatile and can be used to encourage
a wide variety of specific goals. States currently ulfilizing subsidy pro-
grams use them to finance -(a) community alternatives to incarcera-
tion, (b) approaches to youth development and delinquency preven-
tion, (e) diversion programs and (d) coordinated youth services at
the county level.

WVe have included some descriptions of how subsidy programs work
as an addendum to this testimony for your information.

Mr. Chairman, the National Association of Counties respectfully
urges that Congress give serious consideration to establishing a new
title to the Juvenile -Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act: One
that would provide for an independently funded program of State
subsidies which would (a) reduce the number of commitments to any
form of juvenile facility, (b) increase the use of nonsecure commu-
nity based facilities, (c) reduce the use of incarceration and detention
of juveniles, and (d) encourage the development of an organizational
and planning capacity. to coordinate youth development and delin-
quency prevention services.

We urge that the title be funded separately to infuse new and
needed funds directly into programs encouraging deinstlitutionaliza-
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tion and the care of children deinstitutionalized or diverted from
institutions. Such an effort would illustrate to State governments
that the Federal Government considers deinstitutionalization of suffi-
cient importance to warrant a special fiscal and legislative effort by
the Congress, and implicitly, by State and local governments as well.

We have included specific draft- language and an addendum to this
testimony which while requiring a great deal of work by legislative
draftsmen, nevertheless will give you some sense as to our intentions.
Features of the proposed program include:

Incentives to State -governments to form subsidy programs for
units of general purpose local governments-to encourage deinstitu-
tionalization and encourage organizational and planning capacities
to coordinate youth development and delinquency prevention services;

Fiscal assistance to the States in the form of grants based upon
the State's under 18 population;

Requirements that the State provide a 10 percent match and that
the State in turn may require a 10 percent match from participating
local governments;

Provisions that subsidies may be distributed among individual
units of local general purpose governments in those States not choos-
ing to participate, in the subsidy title providing proper application
be made;

Submission of a plan by the States to LEAA for implementation
of the subsidy program;

Provisions that allow funds to go to States with existing subsidy
programs to either expand those programs or begin new programs
consistent, with the purposes of the new title;

Prohibitions against the use of Federal moneys in States already
having subsidy programs to replace existing funding';

Requirements that private nonprofit agencies be prime participants
in subsidy programs through contracts with local governments;

Authorizations for the next 3 years of $50, $75 and $100 million
respectively.

Significantly, the concepts we have outlined have been developed
in cooperation with such organizations as the National League of
Cities, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency and the Na-
tional Youth Alternatives Project.

WVe would like for you to consider this and we feel some of the
problems stated previously by -former witnesses and also I agr 4 that
other homeless youths should also have an opportunity to participate
in the Runaway Childrens Act because it is our feeling, too, that we
could deal with more prevention and I personally feel that at some
other time we really need to take a serious look at the whole preven-
tion part of this act.

I think the act should be funded, as we said, but there needs to
be a totally different look at a comprehensive plan on juvenile de-
linquency in our country.

Mr. CORRADA. Addendum A and B attached to the testimony of
Mr. Payne shall be admitted and made part of the record together
with his testimony.

[The formal statement and attachments of Mr. Payne follow :]
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STATEMENT OF DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY,
NEl JERSEY, REPRESENTING THE. NATIONAL ASSOCiATION OF COUNTIES BEFORE THE SUBCO9ITTEE
ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
APRIL 22a 1977.

MR. CHAIR , I AM DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS,

ESSEX COUNTY, NEW JERSEY, PAST PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL BOARD OF Y..C.A.'S, 7

AND CHAIRNMN OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES* POLICY SUBCOMMITTEE ON

JUVENILE JUSTICE. I AM HERE TODAY TO PRESENT TESTIMONY WITH RESPECT TO H.R. 6111,

THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974. (,
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES WAS AN EARLY SUPPORTER OF THE JUVENILE

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT. WE SUPPORTED IT WHEN IT WAS FIRST

INTRODUCED FOR MUCH THE SAME REASONS WE SUPPORT ITS REAUTHORIZATION TODAY. THE

ACT OFFERS THE SINGLE MOST PROMISING FEDERAL CO9IITMENT TO OUR NATIONAL EFFORT

TO .SALVAGE THOUSANDS OF OUR YOUNGEST CITIZENS FROM THE RAVAGES OF A DETERIORATING

SYSTEM OF JUVENILE JUSTICE: A SYSTEM THAT INCARCERATES YOUNG PEOPLE FOR STATUS

OFFENSES, A SYSTEM THAT JAILS YOUNGSTERS WITH ADULT CRIMINALS: A SYSTEM WHICH

OFIEN DENIES CHILDREN BASIC HU14AN RIGHTS.

THE ACT ITSELF ADDRESSES THESE ISSUES IN A NLMBER OF WAYS. MOST-IMPORTANTLY,

IT PROVIDES SUBSTANTIAL FOCUS ON PREVENTION, ON KEEPING CHILDREN FROM EVEN

ENTERING THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM THAT HAS PROVEN TO BE SO HARMFUL TO THEIR

DEVELOPING INTO RESPONSIBLE MEMBERS OF SOCIETY.

* The National Association of Counties is the only national organization
representing county government in the United States. Through its membership,
urban, suburban and rural counties Join together to build effective, responsive
county government.

The goals of the organization are to:
- improve county governments;
- serve as the national spokesman for county governments;
- act as a liaison between the nation's counties and other levels of

government; $

- achieve public understanding of the role of counties in the federal system.
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AT THE LAST ANNUAL CONVENTION OF OUR ASSOCIATION, OUR MEMBERS ADOPTED A NEW,

AND WE THINK, PROGRESSIVE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINWJENCY PREVENTION PLATFORM.

OUR POLICIES REFLECT A GROWING AWAREIPSS ON THE PART OF THE NATION'S COUNTIES

THAT THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM-IN OUR COUNTRY IS DESPARATELY IN NEED OF REFORM

AND THAT COUNTY GOVERNMENT HAS BOTH A RESPONSIBILITY AND AN OPPORTUNTIY TO

HELP AFFECT THAT REFORM. IN SOE RESPECTS, I BELIEVE OUR POLICIES ARE EVEN

MORE PROGRESSIVE THAN IS THE ACT WE ARE HERE TO TALK ABOUT TODAY. OUR POLICIES

CALL FOR THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF STATUS OFFENDERS FROM THE JURISDICTION OF THE

JUVENILE COURT, A PROGRAM OF STATE SUBSIDIES, ABOUT WHICH I WILL SPEAK IN A

MOMENT, AND A CALL TO COUNTIES TO ACTIVELY DEVELOP ORti-NIZATIONAL AND PLANNING

CAPACITIES FOR THE COORDINATION AND REGULATION OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND DELINQUENCY

PREVENTION SERVICES IN THE COIUNITY.

MR. CHAIRMAN, MUCH OF THE DEBATE THAT HAS TAKEN PLACE WITH RESPECT TO THIS

LAW HAS REVOLVED AROUND TWO HIGILY CONTROVERSIAL PROVISIONS: PROVISIONS WHICH

ARE GIVEN MUCH OF THE BLAME FOR A NUMBER OF STATES NOT RAVING PARTICIPATED IN

THE ACT. THESE PROVISIONS ARE SECTION 223(12) AND (13) WHICH MANDATE THAT STATUS

OFFENDERS MUST BE PLACED IN SHELTER FACILITIES RATHER THAN DETENTION OR CORRECTIONAL

FACILITIES, AND THE COMPLETE SEPARATION OF JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFENDERS WITHIN

SECURE INSTITUTIONS. WE ARE PLEASED TO NOTE THAT ONE OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS,

IF ADOPTED, WILL IMPROVE SECTION 223(12) BY MAKING THE USE OF SHELTER FACILITIES

OPTiONAL RATHER THAN MANDATORY.

THIS PROPOSED AHENW.ENT RECOGNIZES THAT THERE ARE WORTHWHILE ALTERNATIVES

FOR STATUS OFFENDERS OTHER THAN SHELTER FACILITIES. CERTAINLY, PLACING THE

CHILD SAFELY IN THE HOME WOULD HAVE TO BE ASSIGNED TO THE HIGHEST PREFERENCE.
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ANOTHER PROPOSED AMENDENT WOULD EXTEND THE TIME LIMIT TO FIVE YEARS FOR

DEINSTITUTION.ALIZING STATUS OFFE.N.R-- PROVIDE A STATE WAS IN "SUBSTANTIAL COM-

PLIANCE" AFTER TWO YEARS. SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE IS DEFINED AS 75% DEINSTITUTION-

ALIZATION. WE BELIEVE THAT TO DEMAND A BLANKET 75 COMPLIANCE FOR-EACH STATE

WITHIN TWO YEARS WITHOUT REGARD FOR THEIR DIFFERING RESOURCES IS UNREALISTIC,

PARTICULARLY IN LIGHT OF THE HISTORY OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS ACT.

THESE CHANGES ASIDE, IT IS ADMITTED THAT IN SOME INSTANCES THERE IS OUTRIGHT

PHILOSOPHIC OPPOSITION TO THE CONCEPTS PUT FORTH IN THESE -TWO PARAGRAPHS, BUT MORE

*H0NLY, THE DOLLAR COSTS OF COMPLIANCE ARE SO PROHIBITIVE THAT SOME STATES

HAVE CHOSEN NOT TO PARTICIPATE IN PROGRAMS SPONSORED BY THE ACT. THIS IS AN

EXTREMELY SAD COMMENTARY CONSIDERING WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT THE CONDITIONS THESE

SECTIONS SEEK TO REMEDY. THE SITUATION THE ACT ADDRESSES IS NOT SIMPLY THAT OF

THE YOUNGSTER ALREADY IN JAIL OR DETENTION BUT OF THE YOUNGSTER WHO MAY WELL

END UP IN JAIL IF THE COMMUNITY FAILS TO PROVIDE COMMUNITY BASED SERVICES DESIGNED

TO PREVENT JUVENILE DELINQUENCY.

THE DILEMMA FOR MANY ,OU,.IITIES IS THAT SERVICES FOR YOUNGSTERS ARE INTER-

TWINED WITH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. A CHILD MUST TOO OFTEN PENETRATE THE

SYSTEM BEFORE HE CAN RECEIVE HELP. IN MY STATE OF NEW JERSEY WE ALREADY HAVE A

LAU REQUIRING THE PHYSICAL SEPARATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS FROM DELINQUENT CHILDREN.

STATUS OFFENDERS MUST BE HOUSED SEPARATELY IN A NON-SECURE SHELTER FACILITY.

THE PROBLEM HOWEVER, IS THAT WE DO NOT HAVE A SYSTEM IN PLACE TO PREVENT

A CHILD FROM GOING TO SHELTER IN THE FIRST INSTANCE. ONLY 3 COUNTIES IN OUR

STATE OUT OF 21 HAVE A YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU: ONLY 35 MUNICIPALITIES OUT OF 600

HAVE YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS. WE CLEARLY NEED A GRASSROOTS NETWORK OF ORGANIZATIONS

TO COORDINATE YOUTH SERVICES AND TO DIRECT YOUNGSTERS AND THEIR FAMILIES TO
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NEEDED SERVICES - PRIOR TO ANY CONTACT WITH THE SYSTEM.

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES STRONGLY SUPPORTS THE CONCEPTS ARTICULATED

IN SECTION 223(12) AS PER THE PROPOSED AMENIMENT AND (13). BUT THE FACT REMAINS

THAT THESE PARAGRAPHS, WHILE CORRECLY- IDENTIFYING GOALS, DO NOT POINT TO A REALISTIC

FINANCIAL STRATEGY BY WILCH THOSE GOALS MAY BE ACHIEVED. THE FACT REMAINS THAT

IN STATES AND COIUNTIES THAT DO NOT-ALREADY HAVE COMMUNITY BASED PROGRAMS AND

SHELTER FACILITIES TO DIVERT STATUS OFFENDERS FROM THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM,

OR WHICH DO NOT HAVE SEPARATE FACILITIES FOR THOSE ALREADY INCARCERATED, OR-iO

MAY BE INCARCERATED IN THE FUTURE, THE ACT OFFERS LITTLE FINANCIAL HOPE FOR

ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE.

THE REASONS ARE SIMPLE: IN FISCAL 1977, $75 MILLION DOLLARS WERE APPROPRIATED

FOR FINANCING ALL OF THE PROGRAMS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

ACT. ONLY PART OF THAT HONEY WAS DIRECTLY AVAILABLE FOR USE BY LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

OF THAT MIlCH WAS AVAILABLE, PROGRAMS SEEKING ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION FOR

STATUS OFFENDERS OR FOR PROVIDING SEPARATE FACILITIES FOR THOSE WHO HAVE BEEN

INCARCERATED, HAD TO COMPETE WITH A MYRIAD OF OTHER WORTHWHILE ENDEAVORS FOR SCARCE

RESOURCES. THE RESULT WAS THAT MANY COUNTIES WITHOUT WELL DEVELOPED PROGRAMS OR

RESOURCES WERE NOT ABLE TO COME UP WITH THE SUBSTANTIAL INVESTMENTS REQUIRED TO

COMPLY WITH SECTION 223(12) AND (13).

I WANT TO EMPHASIZE AGAIN THAT WE THINK THERE IS IMPLICIT IN SECTION 223(12)

AND (13) AN OBLIGATION ON THE PART OF THE COMMUNITIES ATTEMPTING TO COMPLY

WITH THESE SECTIONS, THAT THERE BE ESTABLISHED WITHIN THOSE COMMUNITIES

ORGANIZATIONAL AND PLANNING CAPACITIES TO COORDINATE YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND

DELINQUENCY SERVICES. IT SEEMS TO US TO MAKE LITTLE SENSE TO HAKE INDIVIDUAL

REFORMS FOR CHILDREN ALREADY IN TROUBLE IF WE DO NOT SOMEHOW ADDRESS PREVENTIVE'

PROGRAMS IN A SERIOUS MANNER OR IF SERVICES FOR TROUBLED CHILDREN ARE NOT PROPERLY

111-. 0 - 17 - 10
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PROVIdED. TO ACCOMPLISH THIS, WE MUST INSURE THAT WE HAVE AGENCIES AND

VOLUNTARY SERVICES IN PLACE THAT ARE CAPABLE OF MEETING THE NEEDS OF YOUNG PEOPLE

PRIOR TO ANY CONTACT WITH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM.

/ THE NEED FOR PROGRAMS TO DEINSTITUTIONALIZE STATUS OFFENDERS FROM SECURE

DETENTION AND TO SEPARATE JUVENILES FROM ADULTS IN TRADITIONAL CORRECTIONAL

& FACILITIES HAS BEEN WELL DOCUMENTED. THE RECENT STUDY OF THE CHILDRENS DEFENSE

FUND OUTLINING IN SOMETIMES GRAPHIC AND PAINFUL TERMS IAT HAPPENS TO YOUNGSTERS

PLACED IN ADULT JAILS POINTS TO A NATIONAL DISGRACE. THE RECIDIVISM RATES ARE

BUT A DRAMATIC MANIFESTATION OF THIS DILEMMA. WIAT THEN CAN WE DO?

MEtTHINK A MAJOR PART OF THE ANSWER LIES WITHIN THE PROVISIONS OF THE JUVENILE

JUSTICE ACT, BUT FOR LACK OF NOTICE, EMPHASIS, OR FUNDING, HAS BEEN INSUFFICIENTLY

RECOGNIZED UP TO THIS POINT. WE CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO THE STATE SUBSIDY PlXGAM

OUTLINED IN SECTION 223(10) (H) OF THE ACT.

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE SUGGEST TODAY THAT STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS, GIVEN PROPER

LEGISLATIVE EMPHASIS AND ADEQUATE FUNDING, COULD BE USEFUL AND HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL

TOOLS IN ACHIEVING THE RESULTS DESIRED IN SECTION 223(12) AND (13) AND THEREBY

OPEN THE DOOR TO MORE STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE ACT. STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS

OF ONE KIND OR ANOTHER CURRENTLY EXIST IN AT LEAST SEVENTEEN STATES AND GIVE

US REASON TO THINK THEY MAY BE EFFECTIVE IN THIS INSTANCE.

STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS HAVE A NUMBER OF ATTRIBUTES DESERVING OF ATTENTION.

ONCE INSTITUTED, THEY TEND TO BECOME LONG TERM PROGRAMS. THEY INTIMATELY INVOLVE

NOT JUST THE STATES BUT THE MYRIAD OF LOCAL PUBLIC AND'PRIVATE AGENCIES CONCERNED

WITH JUVENILES IN A PROGRAM IN WICH THEY HAVE A DIRECT INTEREST. WE NO LONGER Wi .

0
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NAVE lUST ANOTHER FEDERAL MOM WITH FEDERAL DOLLARS TO BE USED MILE THEY

LAST ON SNORT TENM ENDEAVORS. STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS OFTEN REQUIRE SUBSTANTIAL.

COMMITMENT BY LOCAL GDVERNMENT-CONNITMENT LIKELY TO ENGENER SERIOUS EFFORTS,.

CONSEQUENTLY, STATE SUBSIDY PROGR ENCOURAGE PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN THE

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS AND INT GOVERNMENT COOPERATION. THEY ENCOURAGE

LONG TERM PLAYING AND COODINATION NOT OILY OF GOVERWNTAL RESOURCES AND PROGRAM

BUT OF THOSE SUBSTANTIAL EFFORTS SPONSORED AD MANAGED BY NON-PROFIT PRIVATE

ORGANIZATIONS WHICN IN RM CONRUNITIES PROVIDE THE BULK OF THE SERVICES

DIRECTED TOWARD JUVENILES. BELIEVE THAT IF STATE SUBSIDIES DID ND MORE THAN

ENCOURAGE COORDINATION, COOPERATION, AND PLANNING, THEY COULD BE DEFENDED ON

THIS BASIS ALONE.

STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS ARE VERSATILE AND CAN BE USED TO ENCOURAGE A WIDE

VARIETY OF SPECIFIC GOALS. STATES CURRENTLY UTILIZING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS USE

THEN TO FINANCE (a) COMMUNITY ALTERNATIVES TO rARCERATION, (b) APPROACHES

TO YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, (c) DIVERSION POGROMS AND (d)

COORDINATED YOUTH SERVICES AT THE COUNTY LEVEL.

HE-HAVE INCLUDED SOME_ ESCRIPTIONS OF HOW SUBSIDY PROGRAMS WO AS AN

ADDENOU TO THIS TESTIMONY FOR YOUR INFORMATION.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COWItIES RESPECTFULLY URGES

THAT CONGRESS GIVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO ESTABLISHING A NEW TILE TO THE

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT: ONE THAT WOULD PROVIDE FOR

AN INDEPENDENTLY FUNDED PROGRAM OF STATE SUBSIDIES WHICH WOULD (a) REDUCE

THE NUMBER OF COMMITMENTS TO ANY. FORM OF JUVENILE FACILITY* (b) INCREASE THE

USE OF NON-SECURE COMUNITY BASED FACILITIES-, (c) REDUCE THE USE OF INCARCERATION

AND DETENTION OF JUVENILES, (d) ENCOURAGE-THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ORGANIZATIONAL
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AND PLANNING CAPACITY TO COORDINATE YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

SERVICES.

WE URGE THAT THE TITLE BE FUNDED SEPARATELY TO INFUSE NEW AND NEEDED FUNDS

DIRECTLY INTO PROGRAMS ENCOURAGING DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION AND THE CARE OF

CHILDREN DEINSTITUTIONALIZED OR DIVERTED FROM INSTITUTIONS. SUCH AN EFFORT

WOULD ILLUSTRATE \TO STATE GOVERNMENTS THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CONSIDERS

DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF SUFFICIENT IMPORTANCE TO WARRANT A SPECIAL FISCAL

AND LEGISLATIVE EFFORT BY THE CONGRESS, AND IMPLICITLY, BY STATE AND LOCAL

GOVERNMENTS AS WELL.

WE HAVE INCLUDED SPECIFIC DRAFT LANGUAGE AN AN ADDENDUM TO THIS TESTIMONY

WHICH WHILE REQUIRING A GREAT DEAL OF WORK BY LEGISLATIVE DRAFTSMEN, NEVERTHELESS

WILL GIVE YOU SOME SENSE AS TO OUR INTENTIONS. FEATURES OF THE PROPOSED PROGRAM

INCLUDE:'

" INCENTIVES TO STATE GOVERNMENTS TO FORM SUBSIDY PROGRAMS FOR UNITS OF

GENERAL PURPOSE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS TO ENCOURAGE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION

AND ENCOURAGE ORGANIZATIONAL AND PLANNING CAPACITIES TO COORDINATE

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION SERVICES,

" FISCAL ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES IN THE FORM4 OF GRANTS BASED UPON THE

STATE'S UNDER 18 POPULATION,

. REQUIREMENTS THAT THE STATE PROVIDE A 10% MATCH AND THAT THE STATE IN

TURN MAY REQUIRE A 10% MATCH FROM PARTICIPATING LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,

. PROVISIONS THAT SUBSIDIES MAY BE DISTRIBUTED AMONG INDIVIDUAL UNITS OF

LOCAL GENERAL PURPOSE GOVERNMENTS IN THOSE STATES NOT CHOOSING TO PARTICIPATE,

IN THE SUBSIDY TITLE PROVIDING PROPER APPLICATION IS MADE,
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* SUBMISSION OF A PLAN BY THE STATES TO LEAR FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE

SUBSIDY PROGRAM,

. PROVISIONS THAT ALLOW FUNDS TO GO TO STATES WITH EXISTING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS

TO EITHER EXPAND THOSE PROGRAMS OR BEGIN NEW PROGRAMS CONSISTENT WITH

THE PURPOSES OF THE NEW TITLE,

. PROHIBITIONS AGAINST THE USE OF FEDERAL MONIES IN STATES ALREADY HAVING

SUBSIDY PROGRAMS TO REPLACE EXISTING FUNDING,

" REQUIREMENTS THAT PRIVATE NON PROFIT AGENCIES BE PRIME PARTICIPANTS

IN SUBSIDY PROGRAMS THROUGH CONTRACTS WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,

" AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE NEXT THREE YEARS OF $50, $75 AND $100 MILLION

RESPECTIVELY.

SIGNIFICANTLY, THE CONCEPTS WE HAVE OUTLINED, HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED IN

COOPERATION WITH SUCH ORGANIZATIONS AS THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, THE

NATIONAL COUNCIL 0* CRIME AND DELINQUENCY AND THE NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES

PROJECT./

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE HAVE CAREFULLY REVIEWED THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE

ACT INCORPORATED IN H.R. 6111 AND FIND THAT WE ARE IN SUBSTANTIAL AGREEMENT WITH

MOST OF THEM. THE AUTHORITY OF THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

DOES INDEED NEED TO BE STRENGTHENED AND MORE SPECIFICALLY DEFINED IN ORDER TO

BETTER FULFILL THE INTENTIONS OF THE CONGRESS IN CREATING THAT POSITION, AND

WE ARE PLEASED TO SEE SUBSTANTIAL LANGUAGE TO THIS END. WE ARE ALL AWARE OF

THE DIFFICULTIES THAT AN ABSENCE OF SUCH AN EMPHASIS HAS HAD IN THE PAST.

EFFORTS TO EXTEND THE ACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL FIVE YEARS IS CERTAINLY IN
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ORDER. OUR PROBLEMS ARE NOT GOING TO DISAPPEAR OVER NIGHT AND A SUBSTANTIAL

COMMIThENT BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WILL BOTH INCREASE CONFIDENCE IN THE ENDURANCE

OF THE PROGRAM AND PROVIDE THE BASIS>lOR MUCH NEEDED LONG TERM PLANNING.

WE BELIEVE THE AUTHORIZATION LEVELS SET FORTH IN THE BILL FURTHER INDICATE

THE CONGRESS' COMMITMENT TO HELPING SOLVE THE PROBLEMS INHERENT IN OUR JUVENILE

JUSTICE SYSTEM AND REPRESENT REALISTIC LEVELS OF DOLLARS THAT CAN BE WISELY SPENT.

IN OUR TESTIMONY BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE LAST WEEK WE CALLED

FOR FULL FUNDING OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT, USING

THE AUTHORIZATION FIGURES OF H.R. 6111 AS A BASIS. NEXT WEEK WE INTEND TO DO THE

SAME BEFORE THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE.

NACo CONTINUES TO SUPPORT THE PREFERENCE FOR THE ALLOCATION OF UNUSED

FORMULA GRANT MONIES FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS IN THOSE STATES THAT HAVE CHOSEN

NOT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PROGRAMS SPONSORED BY THE ACT. WE DO NOT BELIEVE

TuT STATES AND THEIR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS THAT CHOOSE NOT TO PARTICIPATE BECAUSE

EY ARE NOT ABLE TO COMPLY WITH CERTAIN PORTIONS OF THE ACT SHOULD BE PENALIZED

BY NOT RECEIVING FUNDS FOR WORTHY PROJECTS. SHOULD THEY BE, IT WOULD BE THE

JUVENILES IN THOSE STATES WHO WOULD BE MOST AFFECTED, NOT THE ELECTED OFFICIALS

WHO CAN NOT OR WILL NOT COMPLY WITH THE ACT.

NEW PROVISIONS WHICH WOULD ALLOW UP TO 100% OF A STATES FORMULA FUNDS TO BE

USED AS MATCHES FOR OTHER FEDERAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS ARE ALSO WELCOME.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS CONTINUE TO SUFFER THE EFFECTS OF THE RECESSION

AND WILL LONG AFTER THE PRIVATE ECONOMY HAS RECOVERED. THIS PROVISION WILL

ALLOW GREATER FLEXIBILITY AND ENCOURAGE BETTER FUNDED JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS.

v
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DESPITE THE MANY IMPROVEMENTS IN THE ACT, ONLY A FEW OF WICH WE HAVE

COMMENTED UPON, THERE ARE STILL AREAS DESERVING OF ADDITIONAL CONGRESSIONAL

ATTENTION. FOR EXAMPLE, PROVISION HAS NOT BEEN MADE FOR THE REPRESENTATION OF

EITHER STATE OR LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS OTHER THAN JUDGES ON THE NATIONAL

ADVISORY COMMITTEE. WE THINK THIS OMISSION CRUCIAL IN LIGHT OF THE ROLE

ELECTED OFFICIALS PLAY IN OUR JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. THEIR PARTICIPATION WOULD

LEND CREDIBILITY AND EMPHASIS TO RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY THE COIITTEE AND WOULD

HELP ENSURE THAT THE COMMITTEES RECOMMENDATIONS WERE CAREFULLY CONSIDERED BY

LEAA. WE BELIEVE THE NEW REQUIREMENT THAT SOME MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE HAVE

EXPERIENCE IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IS A STEP IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION,

BUT WHY NOT GO ONE STEP FURTHER AND PROVIDE FOR THOSE WITh BROAD GOVERNQ4ENTAL

EXPERIENCE PARTICIPATE AS WELL.

WE ALSO NOTE, IN THE SAME VEIN, THAT PROVISION HAS NOT BEEN MADE FOR THE

REPRESENTATION OF LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS ON THE STAT PLANNING AGENCY ADVISORY

GROUP. WE THINK THE STATE. PLANNING AGENCY IS THUS DENIED A VALUABLE SOURCE OF

EXPERIENCE AND SUBSEQUENTLY SUPPORT FOR ITS EFFORTS. IT SEEMS LOGICAL TO US

THE THE ENTIRE JUVENILE JUSTICE COMMUNITY BE SURVEYED WITH RESPECT TO STATE

PLANS AND THAT WITHOUT LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS AND IMPORTANT SEGMENT OF THAT

COMMUNITY 1S IGNORED.

WE WOULD ALSO RECOMMEND CHANGES IN THOSE PROVISIONS THAT PROVIDE FOR PLANNING

MONIES. REPORTS HAVE BEEN RECEIVED THAT PLANNING MONIES HAVE NOT BEEN PASSED

THROUGH TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN SOME STATES. WE BELIEVE THERf SHOULD BE A

MANDATORY PASS THROUGH OF THESE PLANNING FUNDS JUST AS THERE IS FOR FORMULA
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ALLOCATIONS. PLANNING IS EVERY BIT AS IMPORTANT AT THE LOCAL LEVEL AS IT IS AT

THE STATE LEVEL. IF THERE ARE NO PLANNING MONIES, PROGRAMS ARE IMPLEMENTED

WITHOUT ADEQUATE COORDINATION OR EVALUATION. DOLLARS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

PROGRAMS ARE SCARCE. WE CAN ILL AFFORD NOT TO USE THEM WISELY. SHORTCHANGING

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN PLANNING, RESEARCH AND EVALUATION MONIES IS INCONSISTENT

WITH THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT.

FURTHERMORE, WE STRONGLY URGE INCREASING THE OVERALL AMOUNTS OF PLANNING

FUNDS TO REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCIES AND UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT. THE 15% CURRENTLY

PROVIDED, EVEN WHEN IT REACHES THE LOCAL LEVEL, IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MEET PLANNING

NEEDS.

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE COMMEND THE CONGRESS IN ITS DEDICATION TO ADDRESS THE

PROBLEMS OF JUVENILE JUSTICE IN A FORTHRIGHT MANNER. WE HAVE REASON TO BELIEVE

THE NEW ADMINISTRATION IS EQUALLY COMhMITTED. COUNTY GOVERNMENTS LOOK FORWARD TO

A NEW PARTNERSHIP WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN THIS EFFORT.

IN CLOSING, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES URGES REAUTHORIZATION

OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT AND REQUESTS THAT SERIOUS

CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO INCLUSION OF A NEW TITLE PROVIDING FOR A PROGRAM

OF STATE SUBSIDIES TO BETTER ACCOMPLISH THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT.

10
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Addendum A

DRAFT: Language for new title to Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974

Delete paragraph 10 H of Section 223, Title II; include this language as a

new ti~le IV and renumber everything thereafter

TITLE IV State Subsidies

PURPOSE OF TITLE

This title provides a federal incentive for the establishment of voluntary

state programs that will, through the use of subsidies to units of general

purpose local governments:

(a) reduce the number of commitments of juveniles to any form of

Juvenile facility as a percentage of the state Juvenile population;

(b) increase the use of non-secure community based facilities as a

percentage of total commitments to Juvenile facilities; and to

(c) reduce the use of secure incarceration and detention of juveniles;

(d) encourage the development of an organizational and planning capacity

to coordinate youth development and delinquency prevention services

and to ensure for service delivery accountability.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

The Administrator is authorized to make grants to states to accomplish the

purposes of this title. Funds are to be allocated annually among the states on

the basis of relative population of people under the age of eighteen pursuant to

regulations promulgated under this part. Funds for part (d) will only be provided

if, in the opinion of the Administration, states are in substantial compliance

4
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with one or more of parts (a), (b) or (c) listed above; or if the administration

is satisfied that there are currently being conducted programs to achieve the

goals outlined in (a), (b) or (c).

Funds remaining unallocated at the end of a fiscal year shall be reallocated

among participating states, as defined in this title, in a manner consistent with

and in proportion to the original grants to those states.

Financial assistance extended to the states under this title shall be pre-

dicated upon a state contribution to the subsidy program of not less than 1OZ of the

amount determined to be that state's share of the federal monies available under

this title.

States may not withhold amounts in excess of their own contribution for

administration of the subsidy program.

MONIES ALLOCATED TO NON-PARTICIPATING STATES

Monies that are earmarked for particular states under the allocation formula,

but which remain unallocated because those states do not choose to participate

in-the program, shall be deposited in a general discretionary fund under the

direction of the Administrator.

Those monies will be used to fund, upon application as provided by regulations

promulgated under this title, programs sponsored by Individual units of general

purpose local government in those states not participating In the program. The

funds available for this purpose must he used In non-participating states, but,

at the discretion of the Administrator, not necessarily in the proportion mandated

by the original allocation formula. The Administrator will, however, be responsi-

ble for enduring that funds from the discretionary fund established by this title

be distributed equitably among the states and that their use be consistent with

the purposes of this title.

REST
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Those units of general purpose local government .in participating states

that submit acceptable applications for assistance under this title may, at the

discretion of the Administrator, be required to provide a match, not to exceed

10% of the total federal dollars provided; and that match, if required, will be

consistent with all monies provided under this program within that state.

PARTICIPATING STATES

States will be required to give notice to the Administrator of their in-

tention to participate in this program within 30 days of the enactment of this

title. In those states where an act of the legislatures are not in session, the

Administrator will hold funds for those states in trust until 30 days after the

convening of that legislature to ensure the opportunity for participation.

PLAN FOR PARTICIPATION

Following notification of the Administrator of an intent to paricipate, each

state will have 120 days to submit an acceptable plan to the Administrator for

the establishment of a state subsidy program consistent with the purposes of this

title. The Administrator may, at this discretion, extend the 120 day planning

period, when it is in the best interests of the states and the federal government.

An acceptable plan will include programs that will promote the purposes of

this title, will utilize the contracted services of private non-profit youth

services agencies to promote the purpose of this title, will provide adequate

reporting and auditing requirements to ensure the expenditure of funds are con-

sistent with the intent of this title, and will comply with regulations promulgated

under this title.
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DRAFTING OF THE STATE PLAN

The staLe subsidy plan submitted to the Administrator will be the product

of a joint and cooperative effort by officials of the state government, repre-

sentatives of general purpose units of local government within the state a&,d

spokesman for private non-profit youth service agencies within the state.

The Administrator will notify states of the acceptability of their plans

within 30 days of their receipt. Plans which are not acceptable will be commented

upon by the Administrator and the states given opportunity to resubmit.

THE SUBSIDY PROGRAM

Local government programs receiving funds through state subsidy programs must

be consistent with the purposes of this title. States requiring matches from

participating units of general purpose local governments may not require that those

matches exceed 10% of the federal monies in each project funded. States are not

required to stipulate such matches. Experimentation among the states is encouraged

with various kinds of subsidy programs.

STATES WITH EXISTING SUBSIDY PROCRANS

States which have already instituted subsidy programs may participIte fully

in the program established by this title. Funds from this title may bi ised to

expand existing programs in those states already having programs or they may be

used to start new programs so long as all programs utilizing these monies are con-

sistent with the purposes of this title. Federal funds may not be used to re-

place existing state or local efforts in existing subsidy programs.

I9
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PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE AGENCIES

This title recognizes the Important role private non-profit youth service

agencies can and should play in resolving delinquency related community problems.

Units of general purpose local governments recleving funds under this program

are urged and encouraged to utilize private non-profit youth agencies to help

accomplish thekpurposes of this title through contracted services when feasible.

Nothing in this title shall give the federal government control over the staffing

and personnel dec.-ions of private facilities recievlng funds under this pro-

gram.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

To carry out the purposes of this title there is authorized to be appropriated

$50 million for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977; $75 million for the

fiscal year ending September 30, 1978; and $100 million for the fiscal year

ending September 30, 1979.
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Addendum B

California

California operates a $21 million program of probation subsidies: counties

apply to be reimbursed for each youthful offender they keep at home who would

otherwise go to a state institution. The state then pays the county the per capita,

per day expense that would have been incurred. The state also offers 1 $2.8

million subsidy program for residential and day-care program (provided in 24

of California's 58 counties). The Department of Youth Authority also administers

$200,000 In special program funds, and is now trying to pry loose some state

money for a new subsidy program that would fund local youth service bureaus.

Minnesota

The Minnesota Community Corrections Act of 1973 provides state funds to

counties or groups of counties with populations of 30,000 or more that write

a comprehensive plan for community corrections. This plan must apply to offenders

of all ages.

The formula by which funds are distributed is based on per capita income,

per capita taxable value, and pe capita expenditures for each 1,000 people

in the population for corrections, and'the percentage of county population between

6 and 30 years old. (This formula matches a county's correctional needs to

its ability to pay, and makes up the difference).

By allowing groups of counties to get together and develop a plan, Minnesota

opens up the possibility of comprehensive services to rural counties.

Missouri

Missouri passed legislation a year ago that mandated the Division of Youth

Services to provide subsidies to local governments for the development of community-

*1IV
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based treatment services. But the state has not yet appropriated money to

launch the subsidy program. Missouri 's Division of Youth Servi&s is working

within the limits of the funding it has now to start the subsidy program, and

is looking for other-sources of money.

New York
New York appropriated $20 million this year to cities and counties that

develop both a plan for comprehensive youth services, and the means to carry it

out. Counties may receive $4.50 for each resident under 18 years old if they
meet eligibility requirements and file a County Coprehensive Plan. A maximum of

$75,000 is available for County Youth Service Bureaus. Counties put up a dollar

for each dollar they receive.

To encourage developing and carrying out a comprehensive plan, the state

charges counties 50 per cent of the cost of keeping the youth they send to state

institutions.

Vi rgiriia

Viginia has had a program of subsidies to counties for 2S years, but only

in the past five has the program been well-funded. The state reimburses 80

per cent of the costs incurred by counties to develop youth service program.

The state will also reiuurse 66 per cent of staff salaries, 100 per cent of

operating costs, and 50 per cent of capital expenditures (to $100,000) for

community residential program.

The state offers to administer local programs directly, and assume all

costs except for housing, furnishings, and maintenance. Virginia makes special

funds available to courts for alternative boarding of children in facilities

or foster homes, and for transportation, court-ordered tests, and diagnosis.

Virginia plans to spend $40 million in the nexfTtwo years for community

based youth program.
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Mr. CoRnADA. Thank you very much for presenting to us the ex-
perience and needs of your counties in the area of juvenile preven-
tion and juvenile justice.

If I understand your statement correctly, you hold that even by
liberalizing the mandate for the deinstitutionalization, still some
jurisdictions would be very far from either reaching substantial
compliance due to the low level of appropriations.

I take it you would like a higher authorization and appropriation.
What levels do you envisionI

Mr. PYN,. You are speaking of the deinstitutionalization? I don't
know the specifics.

Mr. CoELV,.. With respect to the
Mr. PAYNiE. Addenda.
Mr. CORRADA. To the act in general, all the provisions.
Mr. PtYNE. Our position is that this addendum be a separately 4

funded provision and that it be funded with $50 million for the first
year fiscal 1977, $75 million for fiscal 1978 and $100 million for fiscal
1979. Therefore, whatever the level of the current authorization of
the act, we support that amount. Our provision, our amendment is a
separately funded part.

Mr. CORR.DA. So this would be in addition to authorizations and
appropriations under the existing title of the act?

Mr. PA Y .. That is correct. In other words, our position, as you
know, the act was initially passed without appropriations by the
Ford administration and then I believe gradually upgraded from
$30 to $50 to $75 million for the first 3 years. Our position is it is
totally inadequate to deal with the awesome problems of juvenile
delinquency and juvenile delinquency provision and that is why we
are suggesting and requesting that this .segment of our addendum be
separately funded to the level we suggest.

Mr. COtRADA. With respect to the deinstitutionalization efforts,
both by the States and as may be mandated by Congress, where would
that leave us if the additional title was to be enacted ?

Mr. P.sy'NE. It is our feeling that the subsidy plan would thereby
give substantial sums of moneys to the jurisdiction reslponsible for
the institutionalization, for example, our State did in fact pass a
law in 1974 which mandated the separation of status offenders from 0
other juvenile delinquents. It was a tremendous burden and strain
on the multicountry governments because there was not a State fiscal
note attached to the deinstitutionalization and it therefore bore heav-
ily on the county tax base. -

But we conformed with the law since it went through the legisla-
ture. Our feeling is that the subsidy programs will benefit States that
have been unable to move into the mandates by Congress as relates
to the deinstitutionalization and the separate of youthful offenders
from adult offenders.

Mr. CoRRADA. Mr. LaVor, any questionsI
Mr. Causey.
Mr. Cm-srv. Mr. Payne, in Section 3(a) of H.R. 6111 and other

sections would strike the phrase "local governments" that are in the
current act. As representing the counties, do you take a position on
that provision in H.R. 61111
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Mr. PAYwr. No, I was not that familiar with that section but
according to our staff member we do not favor that provision. As
has been mentioned, if you would like our position for the record,
we will have it drawn up and submitted to the committee's hearing s.

Mr. tusEY. I would fike to go back to Mr. Smith for one moment,
if I may.

You mentioned in your testimony that approximately 10 percent
of the funds utilized for county funds were devoted to the juvenile
system. What percentage of serious crime in North Carolina is com-
mitted by juveniles?

Mr. Sxri. I don't have the answer. I will be glad to try to get
the information back to you next week. I could not help with that
question.

Mr. CAusEY. One final question directed to all three of you. I would
like your reaction to this language, if I may, referring to section
332(c) of the act. If the last sentence read failure to achieve com-
pliance with subsection (A)12 requirements that within the 3-year
time limitation shall terminate any States eligible for funding under
the subparts unless the Administrator determines the State is in sub-
stantial compliance with the requirements through achievement of
deinstitutionalization of not less than 75 percent of such juveniles
and made through appropriate legislative or executive action within
a reasonable time not exceeding 2 additional years. What that lan-
guage does is essentially reverse the time period specified in that sen-
tence. It would make the first requirement 3 years instead of 2 and the
second requirement 3 years instead of 2 years.

Would that in all three of your estimates ease the burden so far
as the compliance problem you mentioned ?

Mr. Smrrn. The concern we still have is that in some cases it may
be necessary to place a status offender in an institution because that
is the only available treatment service that. the State or city or county
government has available.

The question still remains about the need to have the potential use
of a training school for a status offender, when there is no alternative
to that. That is, the 100-percent issue I think needs to be given
thought to, that there may be exceptions when it is in the best inter-
ests of the child that the child be in the institution and that is why
I am raising the question about perhaps--and again this is just off
the top of my head-perhaps 90 percent or 95 percent, or even 99
percent of the deinstitutionalization is very good as an ultimate goal,
but I think there may be instances where a child may need to have
institutionalization, or a status offender, for the best interests of the
child or the threat of that for the best interests of the ,hild.

Mr. Tio 0NAR. One, as I mentioned, our association has adopted a
position we would like to see a 5-year time frame for deinstitutionali-
zation. For a lot of the States that would mean 3 more years. -We
have been in it 2 years. I think by changing that language from 2
to 3 years you move in our direction. We hope you go the whole
way for the 5-year phaseout.

The important point from our point of view, each State is unique
in this particular instance as it is in a lot of others. But a lot of

"4 0 -27 ° n
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States were already moving forward, as Gordon pointed out in North
Carolina.

In our State, South Carolina, we were doing very little in that
area until we began to partici te in this act. Now, it is difficult,
difficult in a lot of States, and f think each State needs to be looked
at separately, individually an~d phaseout plans for that State Alevel-
oped and our position was 5 years would be an appropriate time to
do that. We feel that particularly with this effort, for instance in
my State, when we started it off we found it has taken a substantial
amount of time to gear up the fiscal movement that was necessary.
In other words, to address the issue of status offenders dealing with
the judges, dealing with whole jurisdictions to develop the kind of
service delivery system that is necessary as an alternative to institu-
tions.

For instance, to determine what alternatives there are for local
detention, you really get into the guts of the juvenile justice system
as to what basically your family courts are all about when you start
talking about how to deal with status offenders.

You have to address so many of those basic foundation issues in
your State in order to bring about deinstitutionalization and other
conferences feel that 2 or 3 years is just not adequate time unless your
State was already moving in that direction. That is why we sup-
ported a 5-year time.

Mr. ANDREWS. Does the act. require that all status offenders be
placed in other than penal institutions?

Mr. SMITH. Yes, sir.
Mr. ANDREWS. Vell, in the other than the penal institution, what

could you call them?
Mr. SirITil. Training schools or-in the county jails in North

Carolina, that is the only alternative that is there in many cases.
Mr. ANDREJWS. Do these training schools, they don't halve any way,

nearly the degree of security, I presume, that a regular penal insti-
tution does?

Mr. SMITY. That is correct. The C. A. Dillon is the most secure of
the six training schools. They have various degrees of security.

Mr. ANDREWS. What I am thinking of there, I used to be a solicitor.
I know in some instances you get a person who comes into court and
you can only determine sufficiently to obtain a conviction that that.
person has done'something that might be determined to be a status
offense. But you have all and sundry information that leads the
solicitor or the judge to believe that this person not only has com-
mitted certain status offenses, but in fact has committed various
breaking and entering and robbery and various and sundry other
things, but you don't have sufficient evidence to charge such person
with that so you put the person in one of these low security places
and immediately he escapes and again you have all kinds of informa-
tion-lhe is picked up again and there is all sorts of information that
leads you to believe that in the interim again he has committed rob-
beries, break-ins and so forth, and the judge, it seems to me, shiq~id be
left, the option to perhaps determine it is in the best interests of the
community as well as to the individual he be placed in an institution
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where' there is more security than might be available in this place
that we are trying to force the judge to put him.

I don't think that a judge ought to have the authority that his
title and office implies, not be told by somebody up here that he must
place every youthful offender of a certain type in a certain institu-
tion. You are taking away a prerogative and wisdom, I think of
having hopefully a competent judge adjudge each case based on
circumstances and we can't sit up here and write this mandatory
kind of legislation.

Mr. Srrn. Some district court judges are indicating to us if they
don't have the option of the training school then in a sense it takes
away the authority or it can ultimately the respect of court, and that
happened in North Carolina in the past few years in a rather large
city. There was a family with a child. The family had to move to
Japan. The child did not want to leave the city and the issue came
before the court what to do with the child, and the child and the
court's only alternative was to say our only option is to have you in
the training school or else go with your parents. Because the option
of training schools was there, the child was only a status offender, the
child decided to go with her parents to Japan because the court. had
the option for the status offender to go to the training school. Just
the option helped keep the child with the parents.

If the act were implemented in North Carolina today that judge
with that situation would have been able to do nothing. It we-dd have
left the judge without any authority because he h1 ne tt. ernative
proposal for the family.

Now, I would like to make one suggestion, if I may, for you to
consider. In section 228(a), item 12, same issue we have been talking
about, section 12. If there were two changes, I have done this in a
hurry. It may need to be tightened up a little bit. There were two
changes that I suggest you consider. It now reads, Provide within 2
years after submission of the plan that juveniles who are charged
with or who have committed offenses that would not be criminal if
committed by an adult shall not be placed in juvenile detention or
correctional facilities, but must be placed in shelter facilities.

The present suggestion is to amend that by striking "must" and
making it "may." I would like to suggest two other alternatives that
you might consider.

Numbr eone., it sa ys provide within 2 years. I would suggest you
consider striking 2 years and say provide within a specific time period
agreed upon by the State and LEAA, that this is again a specific
time period agreed upon between the State and LEAA. This would
allow for dealing with the various degrees of development each State,
at the present time has on this issue.

Then to continue on, I would suggest in addition to the sentence
after the, I will go ahead and read, provide within a specific time
period agreed upon between the State and LEAA after a juvenile
who has been charged with or committed offenses that. would not be
criminal if committed by an adult, shall not be placed in a juvenile
detention or correctional facilities-and here we go again-with the
exception when placement is the only available alternativee , as cer-
tified by a written statement of the court.
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Now, that would allow the judge to have the authority which most.
courts and judges need to operate. It may, I have written this in a
hurry and please know my concern is to reduce the number of status
offenders in institutions across the State and it may be possible to
tighten this up a little bit so that it not be abused by what I gave
you as a 0u1t6 as a possibility that this should be tightened up.

I have done this in a rush but I think this is the section in there,they are the two areas that need to be looked at. What I suggest
here for your consideration would be two approaches. One is to get
the agreement be made between the Federal and State government
to meet this goal on a timetable, where there would be continuous
monitoring and, second it would allow for the situation where the
judge is confronted with the problem and needs to have an alterna-
tive and otherwise would not have one.

Mr. PA AYNX. On your question earlier. I think that status offender.
once he violates the conditions, then can be charged as a nonstatus of-
fender. So. I think that the notion that you have a strict conformity
with the status offender can be separated. A julge does have the op-
tion if, for example, the status offender runs away from the facility, or.
shelter, and comes back before the judge again, the judge has the right
then to have a different disposition because lie has violated the law.

I think there are options and, in my opinion, mandating that status
offenders are completely separated from other youthful offemlers does
not, in my judgment, force the judge to conform or take away
judgment from the judge. He does have an opportunity if that status
offender does violate the law-the right that he has been given to be
in a shelter. and I believe that making the time frame a little bit
longer would somewhat ease the problem of moving into the separate
facilities.

But there are still States that do in fact lack the funds. That is
vvhy we continually support the subsidy program separately funded
to assist States, like we have heard from North Carolina, in par-
ticipating in the full act by the separate amendment that we have
for the current act.

The other thing that was mentioned by the gentleman, who left.
is that there needs to be different ways to look at preventing delin-
. uency from occurring. In the example given here in North Caro-
lina, there should be some other option to the training school. The
youth is not really breaking any kind of law. My estimation is if he
doesn't want to go to Japan, I know a lot of businessmen who don't
want to go, so to penalize him by an option of going into a training
school, where you have all kinds of offenders, I guess he took the
least of the two evils.

In my opiniofi there needs to be a total look at, other options, in
that we need to have some kind of youth home like we have in the
university for college students. There needs to be, in my opinion, a
place where a youngster could leave his home, even if he was 15,
without running away, and say that my father is an alcoholic and
lie heats me and my mother is never home and there are 10 kids in the
little project where I live, and I want to leave because I want to
have the opportunity to have a better way of life.



159

And rather than having to go to a judge and to be there as a status
offender or juvenile delinquent, there should be some way where the
youngster could be able to come out of that institution, that home
and have an opportunity to have a better way of life in a group-type
room where he could get whatever kind of guidance he needed. Right
now there is none. He has to come through the criminal justice sys-
tem. And that, I feel, is unfortunate.

Mr. ANDitEWS. We have one other witness scheduled for the morn-
ing session, right.?

Mr. CAU8sEY. Yes.
Mr. ANDRFWS. I agree somewhat with what you have said. I don't

know that that is within the purview of our consideration really,
though. You can undertake to establish Federal aid totally financed
facilities throughout the 50 States, and so forth, to that end, but
certainly not in this act. But I do follow what you say and I am sure
it has much merit.

Mr. CbORAD.%. We thank Mr. Smith and Mr. Payne and Mr. Thomas
for their presentations and testimony which I am sure will prove of
great value to the subcommittee.

Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Mr. SMITH. We thank you for the opportunity to talk with you.
Mr. ANDRFWs. We have one of the witnesses of this panel, Mr.

Sidney Barthelemy, and we will go ahead with the hearing and listen
to him now.

We have your written testimony and we would suggest, as we have
to the other witnesses, since we have your written testimony, that you
summarize and add anything else that you would like to comment
on at the time.

STATEMENT OF SIDNEY BARTHELEXY ON BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

Mr. BARTIIELEMY. As you all know, I represent the National
Conference of State Legislatures which is comprised of the Nition's
7,600 State legislators and their staffs from all 50 States. I am an
officer of the Committee on Criminal Justice and Consumer Affairs,
and my remarks today will present the policy of this committee and
the State-Federal Assembly.

I will be as brief as possible.
On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures I

would like to reaffirm our support for the objectives of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Particularly we
strongly feel and emphasize the delinquency provision aspect. of the
act because efforts to help people before they become career criminals
can dramatically change the future of thousands of citizens.

The National Conference would like to make some recommenda-
tions for your consideration particularly in the area of what you
have been discussing recently with the counties, giving the States.
some additional. time to conform to the law of the deinstitutionaliza-
tion of the status offenders and not placing juveniles in correctional
institutions.
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I, myself, support those objectives very strongly but there are
members within the Conference who do not participate in the act
basically because of the 2-year problem that they have and the
lack of funds they have in trying to implement- the program.

We in the State of Louisiana have implemented the act and are
still trying to find moneys to develop the shelter facilities you all were
talking about recently. Tihe problem is one of finance and developing
alternatives to the correctional institutions and we would hope that
you would consider giving those States that are showing good faith
effort to move in the direction of the deinstitutionalization, that you
would give them some additional time to consider maybe 3 years for
those States showing gool faith efforts with the full compliance
maybe within 5 years. I think that would help a lot of States out who
should participate in the act.

Also, we would like to recommend that yon consider amending
section 223(A) 12 as proposed in your bill by deleting the word "must"
and inserting the word "may" before the phrase the requires that
status offenders be placed in shelter facilities.

On the requirement of compliance with in 2 years. that also is very
difficult for States to act on. Another change the Conference advocates
concerns section 223(A)3 and the State juvenile advisory groups.
We support the change proposed by Senator Bayh in Senate bill 1021,
which would require the advisory group to advise State legislature
groups on juvenile delinquency matters.

Speaking for myself and colleagues in the 50 States, we are always
interested in advice from the interested groups such as the State
advisory groups. If the advisory groups are to be useful in our efforts
to reform the juvenile justice system, then they should be permitted
to do more than merely advise on the LEAA plans which the State
submits to the Federal Government.

Our policy position also recommends changes to the distribution
of funds enumerated in section 2%4(B) which currently allows the
Federal Government to return 25 to 50 percent of the funds for its
special emphasis programs. In a, program which is premised on the
block grant aprnroach, the bulk of funds should be distributed through
State and local mechanisms. We therefore recommend that the current
language be changed from a 25- to 50-percent range to a flat 15
percent of funds for Federal programs.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I feel that the
success of this program to a large extent depends on the commitment
of funds by Congress and the President. Since passage of this land-
mark act in 1974, we in the States have been disappointed by the lack
of commitment in the Federal executive branch.

The Crime Control Act programs of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration have always been more important to the previous
administration than were in the juvenile delinquency efforts.

In my opinion, this illustrates the backward logic which has
plagued our criminal justice system for decades. We place more
emphasis on dealing with crime after it has been committed, by
equipping police with fancy equipment and multiplying the capacity
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of our courts and correctional facilities to deal with individuals who
have already .made a career out of crime.

In my opinion, if we are ever to curb the intolerable rate of crime
in the United States we must engage in efforts to curb juvenile
delinquency. It is the juvenile we can help and steer away from a
lifetime of crime. If we miss the opportunity to provide assistance
to a young person we have probably foregone the chance to rehabilitate
that person at a later date.

The startling fact that over 50 percent of the arrests in this country
are of youngsters between the ages of 10 and 17 is sufficient evidence
to warrant a concentrated Federal-State effort to prevent and deter
j uvenile delinquency.

J In my State of Louisiana I convinced my colleagues in the State
legislature to fund a juvenile-delinquency prevention program which
created a youth development program in a New Orleans neighbor-
hood. It is a local association composed of neighborhood people who
live in the neighborhood and who operate the program. Through this
program we provide recreational services and reading services to
youngsters in the community. It is this type of program which is
necessary if we are to give .young people alternatives to a life of
delinquency. The rate of unemployment among teenagers is at a
record high and the minority teenager unemployment rate exceeds
50 percent.

If we don't provide constructive alternatives for these young
people, we should not -be surprised when they engage in acts of
delinquency.

Thank you.
[The complete statement, of Sidney Barthelemy follows:]
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MR. CHAIRMAN, IT IS MY PLEASURE TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU AND THE DISTINGUISHED

MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY OF THE COMMITTEE ON

EDUCATION AND LABOR.

I AM HERE REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES
WHICH IS COMPRISED OF THE NATION'S 7,600 STATE LEGISLATORS AND THEIR
STAFFS FROM ALL FIFTY STATES. I AM AN OFFICER OF THE COMMITTEE ON

CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS, AND MY REMARKS TODAY WILL PRESENT

THE POLICY OF THIS COMMITTEE AND THE STATE-FEDERAL ASSEMBLY.

:ru ~I. L. 0 e AI 2t0IZ-j A 09 4. 1 #%1i Ca.e

ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES I

WOULD LIKE TO REAFFIRM OUR SUPPORT FOR THE OBJECTjVES OF THE JUVENILE

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974.11F CONGRESSIONAL
HEARINGS ARE SIMILAR TO OUR STATE LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS, I AM CERTAIN THAT

AT EVERY HEARING WITNESSES HAVE TESTIFIED THAT JUVENILE DELINQUENCY IS

THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM IN OUR CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM TODAY. I

FEEL STRONGLY ABOUT DELINQUENCY PREVENTION BECAUSE OUR EFFORTS.TO HELP

YOUNG PEOPLE BEFORE THEY BECOME CAREER CRIMINALS CAN DRAMATICALLY t IGE

THE FUTURE FOR THOUSANDS OF OUR CITIZENS,

THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF.STATE LEGISLATURES HAS CONSISTENTLY SUPPORTED

TIIE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACT AS EVIDENCED BY OUR ATTACHED POLICY POSITION,

ON THE BASIS OF THIS POLICY, I WOULD LIKE TO OFFER ADVICE TO THIS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON A FEW OF THE ACT'S PROVISIONS AND SUGGEST SOME ADDITIONAL

CHANGES. As YOU UNDOUBTEDLY KNOW, A NUMBER OF STATES HAVE REFUSED -0

PARTICIPATE IN THIS PROGRAM, BECAUSE THEY FELT THE FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

WERE TOO STRICT AND UNREASONABLE. THIS LACK OF PARTICIPATION BY SOME

STATES BOTHERS ME, BECAUSE EVERY STATE IN THIS NATION HAS AN ACUTE

NEED TO DEAL WITH JUVENILE-DELINQUENCY. TIlE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS
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223(A)(12) AND 223(A)(13) ARE THE PRIMARY OBSTACLES TO PARTICIPATION BY

THESE STATES. BEFORE I SUGGEST CHANGES TO THESE PROVISIONS I WANT TO

STRESS THAT I FULLY SUPPORT THE OBJECTIVES OF THESE TWO SECTIONS AND

FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT STATES AND LOCALITIES SHOULD DEINSTITUTIONALIZE

STATUS OFFENDERS AND SHOULD NOT PLACE JUVENILES IN THE SAME CORRECTIONAL

FACILITIES WITH ADULTS. I FEEL, HOWEVER, THAT CONGRESS SHOULD UNDERSTAND

THE DIFFICULTIES STATES AND LOCALITIES HAVE HAD IN COMPLYING WITH THESE

PROVISIONS. THE FEDERAL LAW SHOULD BE SENSITIVE TO GOOD FAITH EFFORTS

BY STATES AND LOCALITIES WHICH MAY FALL SHORT OF TOTAL COMPLIANCE. I

WOULD THEREFORE, LIKE TO SUGGEST THE FOLLOWING CHANGES TO THESE SECTIONS.

FIRST, AMEND SECTION 223(A)(12) AS PROPOSED IN HR 6111 BY DELETING
THE WORD MUST AND INSERTING THE WORD fMAYo BEFORE THE PHRASE WHICH

REQUIRES THAT STATUS OFFENDERS aMUSTI BE PLACED IN SHELTER FACILITIES.

SECONDLY, REQUIRING COMPLIANCE WITH THESE TWO SECTIONS IN TWO YEARS IS

UNREASONABLE AND UNLIKELY TO OCCUR IN VERY MANY JURISDICTIONS. THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT SHOULD RECOGNIZE GOOD FAITH EFFORTS BY STATES TO ACHIEVE

COMPLIANCE WITH THESE PROVISIONS THROUGHOUT THEIR JURISDICTIONS. BUT

WE MUST DEAL WITH THE REALITY THAT TOTAL COMPLIANCE CAN NOT BE REALIZED

IN EACH OF THE THOUSANDS OF JURISDICTIONS IN EVERY STATE IN TWO SHORT

YEARS. FOR THESE REASONS WE SUGGEST THE LANGUAGE BE CHANGED TO REQUIRE

SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE WITHIN A THREE YEAR PERIOD AND FULL COMPLIANCE

IN A FIVE YEAR PERIOD.

ANOTHER CHANGE WE ADVOCATE CONCERNS SECTION 223(A)(3) AND THE

STATE JUVENILE-ADVISORY GROUPS. WE SUPPORT THE CHANGE PROPOSED BY

SENATOR BAYH IN S. 1021 WHICH WOULD REQUIRE THIS ADVISORY GROUP TO ADVISE
THE STATE LEGISLATURE ON JUVENILE DELINQUENCY MATTERS. SPEAKING FOR

MYSELF AND MY COLLEAGUES IN THE FIFTY STATE LEGISLATURES I CAN ASSURE YOU

v
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THAT WE ARE ALWAYS INTERESTED IN ADVICE FROM EXPERIENCED PERSONS IN

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE-FIELD SUCH AS THE MEMBERS OF THESE STATE ADVISORY

GROUPS. IF THE ADVISORY GROUPS ARE TO BE USEFUL IN OUR EFFORTS TO

REFORM THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM THEN THEY OUGHT TO DO MORE THAN MERELY

ADVISE ON THE PLANS WHICH A STATE SUBMITS TO THE FEDERAl'GOVERNMENT.

( OUR POLICY POSITION ALSO RECOMMENDS CHANGES TO THE DISTRIBUTION OF

FUNDS ENUMERATED IN SECTION 224(B) WHICH CURRENTLY ALLOWS THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT TO RETAIN 25Z TO 50% OF THE FUNDS FOR IT'S SPECIAL EMPHASIS

PROGRAMS. IN A PROGRAM WHICH IS PREMISED ON THE BLOCK GRANT APPROACH,

THE BULK OF FUNDS SHOULD BE DISTRIBUTED THROUGH STATE AND LOCAL MECHANISMS. -

WE THEREFORE, RECOMMEND THAT THE CURRENT LANGUAGE BE CHANGED FROM

A 25% TO 50% RANGE TO A FLAT 15% OF FUNDS FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS.

MR. CHAIRMAN, YOU ARE LIKELY TO HEAR FROM REPRESENTATIVES OF COUNTIES

ADVOCATING FEDERAL INCENTIVES FOR STATE SUBSIDIES TO LOCAL UNITS OF

GOVERNMENT. PERSONALLY, I FAVOR SUBSIDIES TO LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT

FOR THE PREVENTION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. OUR OBJECTION TO THESE

PROPOSALS IS THAT THEY WOULD USE A PORTION OF THE FEDERAL JUVENILE

DELINQUENCY FUNDS TO REWARD OR PENALIZE STATES WHICH PROVIDE THEIR OWN

GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIES TO COUNTIES, BECAUSE OF VARYIN! FINANCIAL

CONDITIONS AMONG THE STATES, SOME STATES MAY BE ABLE TO SUBSIDIZE LOCAL

PREVENTION AND CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS WHILE OTHER STATES HAVE INSUFFICIENT

REVENUES TO PROVIDE SUBSIDIES. IT IS FOR THESE REASONS THAT WE THINK

IT IS INAPROPRIATE FOR THE FEDERAL LAW TO PROVIDE REWARDS AND/OR

PENALTIES TO THE STATES FOR THIS TYPE OF ACTIVITY. IT IS OUR

FEELING THAT IF COUNTIES NEED AND WANT STATE GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIES

FROM THEIR OWN STATE LEGISLATURES THEY SHOULD THEN PRESENT THEIR

CASES TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE AND SEEK STATE FUNDS DIRECTLY WITHOUT
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RELYING ON THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO MANDATE STATE ACTION.

( MOR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE I FEEL THAT THE SUCCESS

OF THIS PROGRAM TO A LARGE EXTENT DEPENDS ON THE COMMITMENT OF FUhDS
BY CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT. SINCE THE PASSAGE OF THIS LANDMARK ACT

IN 1974, WE IN THE STATES HAVE BEEN DISAPPOINTED BY THE LACK OF COMMITMENT
iN THE FEDERAL EXECUTIVE BRANCH. THE CRIME CONTROL ACT PROGRAMS OF THE

_LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION HAVE ALWAYS BEEN MORE

IMPORTANT *O THE PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATION THAN WERE THE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

EFFORTS. IN MY OPINION THIS ILLUSTRATES THE BACKWARDS LOGIC WHICH HAS

PLAGUED OUR CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FOR DECADES. WE PLACE MORE EMPHASIS

ON DEALING WITH CRIME AFTER IT HAS BEEN COMMITTED BY EQUIPPING POLICE

WITH FANCY EQUIPMENT AND MULTIPLYING THE CAPACITY OF OUR COURTS AND

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES TO DEAL WITH INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE ALREADY MADE

A CAREER OUT OF CRIME. IN MY OPINION IF WE ARE TO EVER CURB THE INTOLERABLE

RATE OF CRIME IN THE U.S. WE MUST ENGAGE IN EFFORTS TO CURB JUVENILE

DELINQUENCY. IT IS THE JUVENILE WE CAN HELP AND STEER AWAY FROM A LIFETIME

OF CRIME. IF WE MISS THE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO A YOUNG

PERSON WE HAVE PROBABLY FORGONE THE CHANCE TO REHABILITATE THAT PERSON

AT A LATER DATE. THE STARTLING FACT THAT OVER FIFTY PER CENT OF THE ARRESTS

IN THIS COUNTRY ARE OF YOUNGSTERS BETWEEN THE AGES CF 10 AND 17 IS SUFFICIENT

EVIDENCE TO WARRANT A CONCENTRATED FEDERAL-STATE EFFORT TO PREVENT AND DETER

JUVENILE DELI NQUENCY -

IN MY OWN STATE OF LOUISIANA, I CONVINCED MY COLLEAGUES IN THE STATE

LEGISLATURE TO FUND A JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM WHICH

CREATED A YOUTH DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION IN NEW ORLEANS. THROUGH THIS PROGRAM
- W E PROVIDE RECREATIONAL AND READING SERVICES TO YOUNGSTERS IN THE COMMUNITY.

IT IS THIS TYPE OF PROGRAM WHICH IS NECESSARY IF WE ARE TO GIVE YOUNG

v
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PEOPLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE LIFE OF DELINQUENCY. THE RATE OF

UNEMPLOYMENT AMONG TEENAGERS IS AT A RECORD HIGH AND MINORITY

TEENAGE UNEMPLOYMENT EXCEEDS 50%. IF WE DO NOT PROVIDE CONSTRUCTIVE

ALTERNATIVES FOR THESE YOUNG PEOPLE, WE SHOULD NOT BE SURPRISED WHEN

THEY ENGAGE IN ACTS OF DELINQUENCY. ANOTHER FEATURE OF THIS NEW ORLEANS

PROGRAM IS READING ASSISTANCE, STUDIES OF JUVENILi DELINQUENTS IN

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS HAVE SHOWN THAT THEY HAVE A VERY LOW READING

ABILITY. IT IS ALSO KNOW THAT READING ABILITY IS A PROBLEM WITH STUDENTS

WHO DROP OUT OF SCHOOL. IF WE ARE TO GIVE THESE YOUNG PEOPLE A CHANCE TO

COMPETE IN OUR SOCIETY AND HELP THEM AVOID CRIMINAL ACTIVITY THEN WE MUST

HELP THEM GAIN THE NECESSARY SKILLS TO COMPETE. AFTER EIGHT YEARS OF LEAA

CRIME CONTROL PROGRAMS CONGRESS SHOULD NOW REALIZE THAT THERE IS NO SHORT

TERM SOLUTION TO OUR CRIME PROBLEM. THE BEST WE CAN HOPE FOR IS TO IMPROVE

OUR SYSTEM OF JUSTICE, ENGAGE IN PREVENTION OF CRIME,-AND HOPE TO REDUCE

LONG RANGE CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. IF WE CONTINUE TO ACCEPT THESE INTOLERABLE

LEVELS OF UNEMPLOYMENT FOR TEENAGERS AND DO NOT ENGAGE IN MASSIVE PREVENTION

EFFORTS IN OUR SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES WE CAN ONLY EXPECT OUR CRIME

PROBLEM TO CONTINUE.

ON BEHALF OF THE STATE LEGISLATORS, YOU CAN BE ASSURED OF OUR SUPPORT

IN THESE EFFORTS TO CURB JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. WE WILL-DO OUR BEST TO

REFORM STATE LAWS AND PROVIDE PROGRAMS IN OUR STATES, AND HOPE THAT YOU

WILL ASSIST US IN THESE ENDEAVORS.
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS COIOITTEE

Juvenile Delinquency

The NCSL commends Congress for the passage of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We do feel that in order
for the states and the federal government to implement the goals
of the legislation, the Administration and the Congress should
seek appropriations in the full amount authored by the Act.

We feel the prevention, control and treatment of Juvenile
delinquency should be one of the highest priorities of our -
criminal justice system. Coordinative efforts should be implemented
among the many federal and state agencies, both private and public, so
that services to our nation's youth are maximized. The prevention
of Juvenile delinquency should be recognized as the key to reducing
crime in this country. Proqras should therefore be committed to
basic prevention, with special attention to home, school and
comunity centered program aimed at youth in danger of becoming
delinquent.

Recognizing the very serious problem of violence in our nation's
schools, the NCSL supports the addition of a section to the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act which would provide
grants to the states to help make our schools safe.

The NCSL urges Congress to extend and relax the deadlines for \
compliance wich the federal Juvenile Just-ice Act requirements
which deal with status offenders and the incarceration of
Juvenile offenders with £dult offenders.

No more than fifteen percent of the appropriated funds should
be made available for federal discretionary programs, with the
balance allocated to the states and localities in the form of a block
grant.

The NCSL opposes any amendments to the Act which would offer
financial incentives only to those states which provide subsidies to
county government. -

V
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Mr. CORiADA. Thank you. We commend you for your statement
and, of course, the National Conference of State Legislatures for your
interest in this legislation. Public Law 93-415 mandates policies
related to juvenile delinquency that require action on the part of
State and local governments. But regardless of how much money is
invested, our effect. will continue to be limited if we are unsuccessful
in sensitizing States to our philosophical approach to these problems,
which is; namely, from a societal standpoint rather than a strictly
criminal apprIach. I sincerely hope that we can find some type of
mechanism whereby we can assist State legislatures and their ap-
propriate committees so they can effectuate State laws which are more
in concert with our congressional intent.

Congressman Andrews?
Mr. AxIREws. I just wondered, completely and aside, but I know,

this one committee of criminal justice and consumer affairs committee,
I can't understand why they are placed in one committee. What is
the relationship? /

Mr. BARTHELEMY. In many cases when you come to Congress you
find your committee structures already established; so did I when I
came to the National Conference of State Legislatures. So I really
cannot offer any enlightenment on why these two committees were
joined together.

Mr. AwRnu ws. I appreciate your statement and I largely agree with
it. I a preciate we have the opportunity nere in Congress to work
with otate legislatures and their associations I think share pretty
much the same goals we do here. I think that is the means by which
we will get some improvements in this legislation and hopefully
accomplish its purpose by nqutually working together.

Thank you for coming.
Mr. CORRADA. NVe will now recess until 2 p.m. at which time we will

continue with the public hearings.
[Whereupon, at. 12:55 p.m., the hearings were recessed, to reconvene

at 2 p.m., the same day.]_
AFTER RFCES

[The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m., Hon. Ike Andrews,
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding.]

Mr. ANDREWs. Let the subcommittee resume for the afternoon
session.

We are honored to have as our first witness our colleague and
distinguished friend from Florida, the Honorable Claude Pepper.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE PEPPER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman and members of your subcommittee, I
thank you very much for the privilege of being here with you this
afternoon and I am grateful to you as friends and colleagues for this
privilege to speak on HR. 6111, a bill to amend and extend the
Juvenile Justice-and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. I would
also like to commend the Chairman and members of his subcommittee
for undertaking this inquiry into this continued challenging problem
of youth crime.
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The problem, of course, is a very difficult one, a very complex one.
I was Chairman of the House Select Committee on Crime for 4 years
and we tried to make an intelligent inquiry into this matter,

In my committee, we heard testimony from judges, Federal and
State, from law enforcement officials, and experts from many criminal
justice sectors, about what might be done to improve the administra-
tion of our criminal justice system, and more importantly about what
might be done to provide for justice in the administration of that
system.

But I came here today, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, to emphasize the prevention element. I have learned that
the most productive returns that we can get for the expenditure of
our public moneys with respect to crime is money spent on the
prevention of crime, especially youth crime, aimed at citizen participa-
tion.

Let me give you one summary of testimony given by Judge
Orlando a juvenile judge from Ft. Lauderdale, Fla., who war-
offered, I believe, the head of maybe the Juvenile Justice and Juvenile
Prevention Department by the Administration. He said that he took
10 boys who had been in serious trouble before his court and he
dropped them into a program that had to do with training for some
sort of maritime work.

They were in the program for a year. At the end of 11 months
not one of those boys had dropped. out of the program. One of them
got a job for about $15,000 a year in Orlando. Fla., carrying out the
work he was trained to do in this program, and every one of them was
anticipating completing the program without having been in any
trouble at all and showing all prospects of becoming law-abiding
and productive citizens.

Now, those were 10 very bad boys that had come into the judge's
juvenile court for the commission of crime. So it shows what can be
done in a preventive way.

You will recall. I am sure, the overwhelming vote 3 years ago
which resulted in the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. The prevention of juvenile crime was officially
recognized, in a bipartisan fashion, as a national priority. If the need
for a comprehensive, coordinated approach to the crime generated by
youth was clear then-it is increasingly so now.

With the passage of this act, Congress in its findings stated that:
The high incidence of delinquency in the United States today results in

enormous annual cost and Immeasurable lom of human life. personal security,
and wasted human resources and that Juvenile delinquency constitutes a
growing threat to the national welfare requiring immediate and comprehensive
action by the Federal Government to reduce and prevent delinquency.

I strongly concur with these findings. Quite obviously youth crime
poses an ever-increasing threat to the national, welfare, and we
should continue to visualize juvenile crime prevention as a national
priority.

I am particularly concerned about it as Chairman of the Hou.P4
Committee on Aging because so many of the old people of the
country are victims of crime, and particularly juvenile crime.

The bill before the subcommittee today is a reflection of our
recommitment to that national priority, and I am gratified to note
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our President's endorsment of the continuation of this act, and
statement that:

Both the commentators and the statistical evidence now point to the fact that
court reform, corrections, and juvenile Justice are the critical elements in
Improving crime control.

I share the President's views, but add that I do not feel we can
allow to merely maintain this act, but rather we must provide foi an
increased authorization level for a sufficient period of time to assure
and solidify our efforts in the direction of delinquency prevention.
It is simply not enough to maintain authorizations at the 1977 level
for a period of 3 years. Therefore, I urge you to consider the valuable
information and the work this office has already generated in the
short 3 years of its existence and provide for an increase in the
authorization level suggested in H.R. 6111.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to commend the Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunities for offering the American people a hearing
on H.R. 1137, a bill of vital concern to me and all those who know or
are the learning disabled.

I was honored to be joined in the introduction of this legislation
by my able and distinguished colleagues, the Honorable Augustwu F.
Hawkins and the Honorable Tom Railsback, with the endorsement
of over 60 cosponsors. My -amendment to the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act would provide for a national Conference
on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency for the purpose of
formulating a method of communication whereby existing knowledge
and the results of ongoing research may be disseminated; to develop
a coordi'iated plan of cooperation among disciplines in the delivery
of services to the learning disabled; andto enable experts to design
legislative recommendations upon which the Congress might act at
the earliest possible time.

May I add that just a little bit ago there was a national conference
here of people dedicated to this program and 8,000 people were
gathered here from all over the country in furtherance of this kind
of approach.

Permit me to pose the most obvious question: Why a National
Conference on# Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency? I
introduced this legislation because of my background and association
with youth, both handicapped and delinquent.

The first legislation I introduced as a Senator in 1937, was a bill
to provide funds for the education of all types of physically handi-
capped children. It was not until 1954 that legislation was enacted to
accomplish that purpose. It took Congress 20 years after the introduc-
tion of my legislation to recognize and begin to meet the unique needs
of the handicapped. It took 20 years more for Congress to recognize
that not all handicaps are visible--for during the 94th Congress the
definition of handicap ped was amended to include those youth with
learning disabilities, . am eagerly awaiting the regulations which
will implement this legislation which were due November 29, 1976.

Congress has done much for the handicapped youth of our Nation.
We no longer expect handicapped youth to succeed, or reach full
potential, without special assistance. However, the symptoms of the
invisible handicaps referred to as learning disabilities are so subtle
they often go unrecognized by all with whom the child interacts.

89- 0- -77 0 13
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More importantly, few people understand that such a problem even
exists.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to submit, when I finish my statement,
a letter from a lady wo is a member of the staff of the House
Committee on Aging whose own son is a person who has these learn-
ing disabilities. She points out in her letter-that is to go into the
record-thio case.

If throughout their learning-years, the learning disability remains
undetected, the youth may became a far greater isk with respect to
law and custom than youngsters not handicapped with learning
disabilities.

The frustration from the inability to learn and continuous aca-
demic failure, is a heavy burden for a child to bear. This burden can
become unbearable when no one recognizes the problem. It is under-
standable that the unidentified learning disabled youth will exhibit
restlessness in classroom situations, suffer from boredom, and even-

" tually drop out of school. It is well established that the learning
disabled are the largest category of children to drop out of school-
700,000 each year.

IAst, there will be those who will act out their frustration in delin-
quent ways. A study by the National Institute of Mental Health
revealed that as many as 75 percent of the children who find them-
selves in juvenile detention centers suffer from learning disabilities.
In a report recently published by the General Accounting Office, it
noted that 90 percent of the adjudicated delinquents tested by the
State of Colorado's Division of Youth Services were diagnosed as
having learning problems. Additionally, 90 percent of the girls tested
in a Tennessee State reformatory were 2J to 7 years below their grade
in reading.

When Iserved as the chairman of the House Select Committee on
Crime, I found that over one-half of all our serious crime is youth-
related. More importantly, however, the committee findings revealed
that if there is any one common characteristic about a delinquent
child, it is not that he has long hair, or is white or black-but rather
that they are educationally disadvantaged.

In testimony before the committee, Judge Frank A. Orlando,
Broward County Juvenile Court, Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. said:

That most delinquent children, ike most of the normal population have
normal Intellectual potential or capacity. When they are tested academically,
however, we note that this achievement often Is far below chronological grade
place. In other words, a child may be In the ninth or tenth grade, but we find
that he is achieving on the fourth or fifth grade in terms of reading and
arithmetic reasoning. One of the first symptoms of delinquency Is truancy from
school The literature, nationally, shows that this Is a common problem.
Locally, from the experience of many years and hundreds of cases, I can say
that this seems to be one of the first symptoms we see regarding delinquency.

This is one of the outstanding juvenile judges of the country.
Judge Orlando added:
If we are ever going to be successful In prevention, It Is necessary for us to

provide the youngster with the means to successfully express himself In the
academic setting. Not being able to do so at present causes the child to become
disenchanted, very rightly, with the school experience and pretty soon causes
him to drop out.
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We all know how we dislike or are embarrassed to be pointed out
or observed byour associates as unable to keep up as it were. Maybe
some of the students laugh at him because he makes an obvious mis-
take or he becomes the subject of some ridicule by the other students,
or the teacher may make disparaging remarks about him. He is sen-
sitive about that subject and in a little bit he gets embarrassed and
drops out of school because he does not want to endure that em-

-barrassment.
Although statistics varied by locale, witnesses in virtually all of

our hearings pointed out the causual relat'bnship between inappro-
priate educational experiences and dropping out and crime.

The Chief of Police of Miami told me 90 percent of the young
perpetrating crime were school dropouts.

As you might expect, the learning disabled child is not only a
victim of an educational system which does not understand the prob-
lem. When the learning disabled youth enters the law enforcement
or judicial process, a host of additional problems come into being.
The policeman, the probation officer, and the judge, who have not
had special training in this area, cannot recognize the subtle- symp-
toms of this disability, Moreover, when concerned parents seek advice
from medical practitioners in the belief that their child's learning
problems stem from medical ills--more often than not they will be
disappointed by the physician's inability to detect the problem-if
it is a learning disability. As a consequence the learning disabled
offender continues to be more handicapped by our society's ignorance
of his problem than by the learning disability itself.

Although I believe the LawEnforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, on the whole, has made a saluatory contribution toward the
suppression and punishment of crime in this country, I believe a
significantly increased emphasis should be focused on the preventive
aspects of juvenile crime, in which respect I think the Law Enforce-
ment Administration is doing and has been doing too little.

It has been 8 years since the findings of the Crime Committee
were made available. I believe that we cannot afford to wait another
12 years, as we did with the handicapped, to begin to provide for
this vulnerable, long-underserved population.

Recently the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention granted a $1.5 million to the Association for
Children with Learning Disabilities and Creighton University Insti-
tute for Business, Law, and Social Research to investigate the rela-
tionship between specific learning disabilities and juvenile delin-
quency. The purpose of this research is 3-fold:

One, to study the incidence of learning disabilities among non-
delinquents, probationers, and incarcerated delinquents; two, to in-
itiate a remediation program for delinquents; and three to evaluate
the remediation program. Dorothy Crawford, the national project
director of this grant, will testify today that the findings of their
study will coincide in a timely fashion with the State and National
Conferences I have prop in my amendment.

Some might suggest that the White House Conference on Children
and Youth scheduled for 1980 might be the more'appropriate vehicle
for accomplishing the purpose of my amendment. However, I have
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investigated this possibility, and in my view of my findings, I have
concluded this is not the appropriate forum.

In a memo to me dated April 19, 1977, Charlotte Moore of the
Education and Public Welfare Division of the Congressional Re-,
search Service stated in summary:
.. . In reviewing past White House Conferences and currently scheduled

ones, we can see no Indication that learning disabilities and their relationships
to delinquency have been or soon are likely to be a major focus of discussion
at a White House conference.

I would like to request that her entire statement on this matter be
included in the hearings record at this time.

H.R. 1137 provides for an authorization of $5 million. We have not
held a similar national conference since 1971 and, therefore, the
previous appropriations of approximately $2 million are not realistic
in terms of our experience with inflation.

If we examine the budget of a contemporary national study panel
-the Commission on Federal Paperwork-we find a budget of
$4,100,000 of actual funds for fisca year 1976 and an actual allot-
ment of $2 million for the transitional quarter.

In the conference we propose preparatory sessions be held around
the country with legal, medical and education professionals, parents,
teachers, State officials, and children with learning disabilities. This
would involve similar staff and travel costs as the Paperwork Com-
mission.

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members, the cost for crimes
committed by juveniles is estimated to be about $16 billion annually.
It is time we provide for this authorization.

The most compelling evidence I have justifying the need for this
conference is the response I have received from the attorneys general
and commissioners of education in the States, District of Columbia,
and the territories and possessions.

When we introduced the bill I wrote to these State officials to
inquire about what, if any, efforts were being made in the States to
determine the relation of learning disabilities to juvenile delinquency
and related offenses.

I received 37 responses from the commissioners of education and
28 from the attorneys general, and I have attached a summary to my
statement.

Let me give an example:
We recognize the needs of this population In our State and agree that

learning disabilities are linked with the Increased rate of school dropouts,
youthful unemployment, failure to reach full potential, truancy, drug abuse,
drug usage and Juvenile delinquency. Resources in our State are not acceptable
enough for us to know all that Is available.. However, we will give you the
resources of which we are aware. Signed Wayne Teague.

Here is another:
I am grateful a Member of the House of Representatives Is concerned enough

to seek on a. national level solutions to the many educational and social
problems that confront urban systems. You can expect cooperation of the
public schools of the District of Columbia In your efforts to assess and explore
alternatives of providing services to the learning disabled.
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I have a number of attachments from these State officials.
My concluding statement is it is clear the officials were not in every

instance using the same definition of learning disabilities. However,
I was impressed by the fact that 26 States have some program pro-
viding for the education of the learning disabled. This indicates
there s a readiness and a need now to involve the States in the pro-
posed multidisciplinary conference in order to strengthen our system
of education and provide justice for millions of our youths with
invisible handicaps !

I ask your eonsent, Mr. Chairman, that two statements which I
submit along with my statement, one of which is from the lady on
my Aging Committee staff whose child has learning disabilities be
incorporated in the record following my remarks.

Mr. ANDREWS. It is so ordered.
[The formal statement of Congressman Pepper and supplemental

materials follow:]
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The b., of oge

mu Coitgrcsien Research Service
Washingtn D.C. 20540

April 19, 1977

TO: Honorable Claude Pepper
Attn: Cathy Gardner

FROM: Education and Public Welfare Division

SUBJECT: Recent White House conferences and their attention to juvenile
delinquency and/or learning disabilities

This is in response to your request for background information on the

last White House Conference on Children and Youth and the extent to which

it covered the subject of juvenile delinquency and/or learning disabilities.

This is in relation to your testimony before the Subcomittee on Economic

Opportunity-on your bill to have a White House Conference on Learning Dis-

abilities and Delinquency.

The 1970 White House Conference on Children and Youth was separated

for the first time into a conference on children and a conference on youth.

The White House Conference on Children was held in December of 1970 and

addressed the problems of children up to age 14. Although a good portion

of this conference was devoted to education questions, the subject of

learning disabilities and delinquency was not specifically discussed nor-

were there recommendations in this area.

The White House Conference on Youth, held in the Spring of 1971 was

more concerned with questions on juvenile justice and the legal rights of

youth than the earlier conference and was also'concerned with education,
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but, again, did not specifically address the question of learning disabili-

ties and their relationship to delinquency. We are enclosing the chapter

of the report of the conference on Legal Rights and Justice. As you can

see, the recoendations in this chapter go far beyond questions of the juv-

enile justice system re se into such areas as the 18 year old vote, capital

punishment, victimless crime, venereal disease, legal education, etc.

You also asked about the delegates to Lste White House Conference on

Youth, and whether they included juvenile justice "experts." Me were unable

to locate a listing of the attendees, but according to the conference re-

port two-tbirds of the delegates were young people between the age of 14 and

24, who were generally representative of the U.S. population. According to

the report,

The Legal Rights and Justice Task Force delegates
included a 17-year-old unwed mother who spent two years
in a Connecticut correctional institution, a Massa-
chusetts youth who works as a probation officer for the
Boston Municipal Court, and a young lady who serves on
the Burbank (California) City Youth Council.

The adults who attended were described by the report as representatives of

the "power structure," from such sources as Federal, State and local gov-

ernment, education, business, industry, labor, the media, religion, etc.

For your further information, the 1980 conference relating to children

and youth will be a White House Conference on the Family which has already

been funded as such. Therefore, it would appear even less likely that the

subject of learning disabilities and delinquency would be discussed in

this forum than at a conference on the problems of children and youth.
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We additionally investigated whether a White House Conference on Educa-

tion may have or soon might address the problem of learning disabilities as

the problem relates to juvenile delinquency. The last such conference was

held in 1965 and although there was a paper presented on Educating the Hand-

icapped, there was no specific discussion of learning disabilities. Legis-

lation enacted in 1974, the 94ucation Amendments (P.L. 93-380, title VIII,

Section 804), authorized the reconvening of a White House Conference on

Education in 1977, but this provision was never funded.

In reviewing past White House conferences and currently scheduled ones,

ve can see no indication that learning disabilities and their relationships

to delinquency have been or soon are likely to be a major focus of discussion

at a White House conference.

We hope that, this information will be useful to you in your testimony.

Please let us know if you have any further question.

Charlotte Moore
426-5867

'I
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STATE PROGRAMS FOR LEARNING DISABLED CHILDREN

- Responses from Health and Human Resources Adminitration

( Included in count headed under the Commissioners of Education )
37 Responses from commissioners of Education

28 Responses from Attorneys General

Education for juveniles limited to Rehabilition programs:
Commissioners of Eucation.' ..... 6
Attorneys General........... 4

Have held conferences -under the aegis of:
Commissioners of Education....... 8
Attorneys General................ 1

iave not dealt primarily with the provision of services to deal
with learning disabled children:
Commissioners of Education....-... 13
Attorneys General................ 9

Have recognized the need for implementing programs for the
learning disabled:
Commissioners of Education....... 7
Attorneys General................ 11

Have begun to design or implement a program ,for children in
specific learning disabilities:
Commissioners of Education....... 26
Attorneys Generai................ 7

States providing for guidance and coordination of County service
agencies to meet the special needs of pupils with school attendance
problems or school behavior problems e.g. drug usage, truancy, etc.:
Com-issioners of Education....... 2
Attorneys General ............... 3

Acknowledged and referred my inquiries to officials in their
state who are responsible for education:
Comxmdssioners of Education....... 3
Attorneys General........ .°..... 14
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Dear Ike:
You will please permit me to direct your attention to correspondence

I recently received from Ms. Lorren Roth, on m Aging Committee staff, and
from Mr. Jack Hill, a detective with the D.C. Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment for almost twenty years, regarding their personal experiences with
children with learning disabilities.

I hope you will be able to include their statements in the Hearings
Record for H.R. 6111 and H.R. 1137.

Kindest personal regards, and

Believe me,

ZAl sincerely,

auo re
M er of Congress

Honorable Ike Andrews
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Opportunities
House Committee on Education and Labor

Enclosures

4
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April 21, 1977

Honorable Claude Pepper
Chairman
House Select Committee on Aging
Washington, D. C. 20515

- A,. s In a
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Dear Mr. Pepper:

I have recently become aware, through Kathy Gardner,
of your long and diligent efforts on behalf of Learning
Disabled Children.

My son, David, has just recently been tested for
learning disabilities at the Kingsbury Center here in
Washington, D. C. After years of wondering what the problem
was, I finally have confirmation of my opinions and feelings
about my son. David, it seems, is indeed learning disabled.
However, his disability is very slight, making it even more
difficult to discern.

From my years of experience with David, I am convinced
that something must be done to make teachers, counselors,
principals, and all those who work with children aware
of what a learning disability is. These people must be
able to recognize these children when they are confronted
ith them. We are losing these children because their
problem goes undetected. No one, not even a child, will
purposely subject themselves to frustration, defeat and
anxiety day after day in a school situation where no one
understands -- they drop out! _Then we really lose them.

This letter is just to
> for your efforts and to say

your staff on the Committee

let you know how grateful I am
I am proud to be a member of
on Aging.

Si eey

Lorren V. Roth
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The H.R. 1137, THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON
LEARNING DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACT, which
has been introduced by Congressman Claude Pepper and his thirty
co-sponsors could probably become one of the most important pieces
of legislation in years, and could conceivably have a very long range
effect on the entire population.

The legislation at this particular time is extremely important
because it will deal with problems that are not recognized in most
cases until the damage has been done, and in many cases has reached
a point of no return. The results are tragic to the child who is
affected because it wil in most cases, determine his future and have
a great bearing on his parents.

Having been associated with this problem personally for the
past several years I can attest to many of the problems that are not
recognized. The end result of such a situation can in many cases
totally wreck a very happy home environment. However if this
particular bill would become law, these problems could hopefully be
made a thing of the past and eliminated for future generations.

HOW THE PROBLEM BEGINS

My wife and I after seven years of marriage and no children
decided to adopt a child and received a beautiful son, aged 2-1/2
months. During early childhood hi was the perfect child. He was
very disciplined, very hap iy child who was also very healthy and
appeared to be a normal growing child who would lead a normal growing
up period that would lead to a normal happy future. The problems began
to show when he entered school- a pattern of behavior that indicated
that he must be the center of attention by becoming mildly distractive
by constantly talking in the classroom. However, after school he
would become very passive once again.

Throughout the coming school years, the problems became
more serious and the behavioral problems led to the learning disabilities
because he became more and more disruptive to the class and had to be
excluded from the classroom as a result. When he constantly became
excluded from the classroom, the classes would continue without him,
thus resulting in his falling behind the other class members in his
school work and his becoming more frustrated in his every day life,
as well as in school.

Each session that was held between the parents and the teachers
was always "your son has the ability to do the work, (which we already
knew) but he won't behave in the classroom. He is constantly talking,
he won't do the work that is assigned to him, etc., etc., ". All the time



183

he was not learning nearly what he should have for his age, yet
he continued to be promoted by the school system because, to
quote one school principal, "we Inow he has the ability todo the
work so we won't hold him back a year. " Although we vigorously
objected to this, the principal.would not hold him back, although
we told him that he would not be able to do the next year's work in
a higher grade If he is unable to do the work in his present grade.
Over our objections and the school officials saying, "it is just a
stage he is going through and he will outgrow it, "1 he was promoted.

Why should we be alarmed and stunned when a survey is
made public that students graduating from high school cannot read
the label on a can of soup -or comprehend the job application or have
the slightest idea of how to complete it. We should be irate, not
shocked that we have stood by and allowed the school systems become
what they are today, allowing the students to control the schools as
they see fit, rather than supplying the guidance and the curriculum
that they need to survive in the world.

No longer can these problems be looked upon as "it is just
a stage he is going through and will outgrow it, " we must be able to
recognize the problem and most important we must be willing to face
the fact that it is az&ue problem and not a "stage. " it is a problem
that must be dealt with at an early age.

Not all people are blessed with the ability to grasp and
understand what they hear or read for the first time. Many of us
must study a subject over and over in order to get the most of what
we should. When a small child enters school and is f(,ced with this
problem he becomes frustrated, sometimes hostile, develops dis-
ruptive behavior and generally becomes more of a discipline problem.

WHAT ARE THE ANSWERS TO THE PROBLEMS

As our son grew older and the behavioral problems began to
increase with greater frequency at school, the pattern of behavioral
difficulties began to increase at home. I must say that I too began
to feel that my wife was exaggerating his behavioral problems when I
was not at home, and that she did not understand boys, since she Ld
no brothers and had only been around girls growing up. However his
problems increased and we began to seqe a change taking place in our
everyday lives as a result. We became frequently involved in argu-
ments which usually occurred over something that our son had done.-
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Eventually this behavioral problem became evident to our
friends and some close friendships faded Into the past. Because
this pattern had become obviously a problem that threatened not
only our son's future, but was beginning to strain our own relation-
ship, we contacted our family physician who recommended a
psychologist who worked with him on numerous occasions with
some small improvement noted. However the psychologist-found
him to be a normal healthy child of average intelligence, who was
slightly hyperactive. He did not feel that he needed to be placed
on any medication at that time.

Unfortunately the problems continued as he grew and moved
further on into the school grades. Not only did he fail to show
improvement into his studies, his discipline problems became more
serious. Out of desperation we took him to see a psychiatrist who
after approximately 45 minutes said that he was reaching puberty
too fast and could not handle his present problems successfully.
At his recommendation, a series of tests were set up for, brain
scan, EEG, skull X-rays, hearing test and eye examination. The
result of this testing was that there was no organic brain damage,
but he did need glasses.

However we did, on the advice of the psychiatrist set up an
appointment with a psychologist. In my own personal opinion, this
was a total waste of time and money. For example our son responded
to a question, "what would you do if your parents sent you away to
a military school? " His response to that question was something
like, "I would probably kill myself. " Right away this man called me
in and said, "do you know that your son is suicidal?" My son was
10 years old at the time. In imy opinion if every person who ever
made a statement that he would kill himself or herself was suicidal,
then about 3/4 of the world would be "suicidal. -

After a period of time seeing this man three times a week,
he decided that he would give us an assigned time each week which
regardless of whether or not we could keep the appointment wewould
be billed. When I informed him that my job was not one that permitted
me to absolutely control my hours and would not pay for an appointment
we could not keep, his response was, "well it is obvious you cannot
afford me," and suggested that there were other services available
through the county. His diagnosis of the case: our son was suicidal,
and we could not afford his services.

4
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It was about this time that Prince George. County established
a school for children with behavioral and learning disability problems.
After extensive studies and meetings of various school groups our son
was accepted into the day program which entailet- one hour bus ride
each way. As a result of this arrangement, little progress was noted
in the problem, even with a more relaxed program during the summer
months. Unfortunately the summer months began to create more
serious problems in his behavior and we began to seek help to have
him committed for the help that we felt he really needed. Again the
county recommended the same school only this time In a residential
program which they had not been ready for previously. The facility
was clean and well kept, but was not structured to deal with the
problems. The discipline was very lax and as a result manifested
the problems, instead of correcting them. Eventually the staff at this
school said they could no longer handle our son's problems and
decided that he needed to be placed in an institutional atmosphere where
he could be more closely supervised.

INSTITUTION -CARE

We were recommended to the Psychiatric Institute of the.
District of Columbia where we were able to have our son admitted on
an emergency basis and where they also have a school program to
insure that the children have the opportunity to continue their education
without undue loss of the educational process which many state-run
institutions fail to provide. We were both completely frustrated at this
point and we would have settled for almost any remedy. Also the very
capable young lady who had worked with our son during the time he was
in the county-run facility had been instrumental In aiding us in getting
our son admitted to the Psychiatric Institute. She too had become
totally frustrated and despondent by this situation.

During the months that he has been confined to the Psychiatric
Institute we have seen an amazing change. Not only have we seen
a change in his behavior and attitude, but the improvement in his
school work has probably Seen the most pleasing. Our greatest problem
previously is that he would walk out of the classroom and not do his work.
Now he stays in the classroom, does his work, does the work correctly
then helps the other students who are having difficulties with the work.
After his 12th birthday and continued improvement in school, it was
decided to try him in three junior high classes, and he has handled
these equally as well.
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DO LEARNING DIFFICULTIES AND BEHAVIORAL
PROBLEMS LEAD TO JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

The answer to this in my opinion is most definitely, yes.
The problems we had with our son were many. He had been smoking
for a number of years, he had stolen money from my wife and I,
his babysitters and other relatives, and would lie about it later.
Often he would do things out of impulse, realizing afterward that
what he had done was wrong then he would lie about this to cover
himself. He was also under the impression that if he had money to
buy candy, cigarettes, etc. for the other children they would be his
friends. Other problems were running away from home, which he
did three times, playing with matches and setting fires. Had we
allowed this pattern of behavior to continue it would have only been
a matter of time until he committed a more serious offense and ended
up in juvenile court as a defendant.

When ch'idren have difficulty in school lea ning, they become
disruptive to other students to teachers who do not r cognize his
problem and are apt to look to other methods to handle the problem.
Several years ago a neighbor of mine told me that both of her parents
were teachers and that some of the students were to disruptive and
didn't want to learn that the student s that did want to learn were
being affected. Their remedy was to bring comic books to school for
the disruptive children so that they could teach the others.

Several years later, I had received an assignment to a school
for a shooting. A teacher had been shot to death in her classroom
by her ex-husband. While examining the crime scene, I noticed that'
several desks located in the back of the room had open comic books
while the rest had open text books. This is not the answer .to.the
learning difficulties or the behavioral problems of children.

When the children with these problems are constantly placed
on suspension from a school because of their behavior they fail further
behind in their school work therefore manifesting the problem.
Eventually, if this is looked at by school administrators as the answer
to the problem, the frustration of the child will not be eased but will
be magnified. The end result will be that the child will become a
juvenile delinquent without guidance or motivation.

I
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OTHER PROBLEMS,

Some of the other experiences that we as parents h.e",
encountered with our son that no doubt have been noticed by other-
parents who care, Is the relative indifference we have encountered
with business# people. . For example our s91took $20.00 frs" us

and spent a good portion on caqdy for his friends. When I confronted
the manager of the store about a 10 year old boy spending that kind
of money for candy, he just shrugged his shoulders and said, ."he
is a good boy, " he never did give me an answer as to whether or not
he thought it strange that a 10 year old boy would have $20. 00-for
candy. This same man was also selling cigarettes to my son as
well as other children in the neighbor-hood who were also under age.
Even the district manager's attitude Was similar when I called to
complain about'this problem. Their only answer was that parents
send young children to the store to get cigarettes for them and if'
they didn$t give them the cigarettes the parents would be upset and
it would be bad for business.

These same business places also allow under-age kids to
hang around and play pinball machines creating asupisance to other
patrons and usually wasting money that could be put to better use.
If a parent refuses to give a child money to play the pinball machines
he will steal money from his parents or others. Even though there
is an age limit as to how old a child must be to play these machines,
the employees never challenge any of the children as to their age.
This type of attitude by business people will only help to create
juvenile delinquency.

One of the largest problems that we face today whether we viant
to admit to it or not, Is the permissive parent or the parent who makes
excuses for the child instead of meeting the problem head on. A couple
of years ago I was introduced to a young boy that my son knew in" the
neighborhood. My son wanted him to stay for lunch, which was agree-
able with me and while we were in the car on the way to the store, my
son said, "hay dad, he has a real 25 caliber gun. ti When I asked him
if this was right he said yes, and removed a real 25 caliber autotnatic
from his pocket which at this point I was looking down the barrel of.
I took the gun away from him and checked to see if it was loaded.
Fortunately it was not, and when I asked him where he got it he said
that he had found it in the woods. The gun was in almost new condition
and there is no way he found it in the woods. I contacted lis parents
and his mother acknowledged the fact that he had a gun some weeks
earlier and he had told her that he had gotten the gun from another boy.
She said that she had told him to take the gun back and thought that he

a Nv0- 13 -
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had. She described the. gun that he had and it was the same o6e that
I hd taken away from him. Laer that same day his father came by
our hosse ad left a note In the mailbox eip~ining to mo tat the
first story his son had told about finding the %gun in th Woods was'
correct." True the gun was unloaded at thi time, but had he been-
able to get ammunition the story could hb e been tragic as e have
seesn*Ay times before. Making eXcus48 and fatting-to keop tabs
on children in cases such aS thii help to.±reate delinquency problems.

COSTfS AND'RED TAPE

When a child such as ours begins to develop the problems
such as he did, the expense is stakerng. Fortunately we were
lucky enough to have insurance that" to4ers such treatment as he is
now undergoing for a full calendar year. However, the schooling is
not covered by insurance. Although the public school system had
recommended hiA placement in the institution and had documentation
covering his entire school career from day one, the school board did
not complete the paper work until March 8th of this year to send the
recommendation to the state board in Baltimore. It took another
month before they came to the decision to authorize payment of the
tuition and then sent a letter to the county telling them to make the
payments from November of last year to july of this year. With
all the documentation that was -avilable to these people it is ridiculous
that it took six month# to clear. In the meantime my wife and I have
been responsible for paying the tuition. At the present time, the
total bill for the hospitalization, doctor and school is approximately
$35, 000. The results we have seen make it well worthwhile since we
now are able to be relaxed in knowing that our child will now grow up
to be a good citizen with opportunities to complete his education in
the proper manner. Had it not been for our insurance, we have no
idea how we would have been able to finance this, but we would not have
stood by to see him ruined at his early age and eventually going to jail.

Unfortunately most people are not lucky enough to have
insurance with such extensive coverage, nd many will not face up to
the fact that a child has a problem until it Is too late. It a child is
allowed to continue without help until be becomes older, the more diffi-
cult it becomes forhim to be helped.

WHAT' CAN BE DONE TO RECOGNIZE THE PROBLEM

After being pushed from piller to post so to speak, over the
years, and having very little or no results until we went to the

I
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Psychiatric Institute, it has become very obvious to qW that there
is a dire need for tralrnta in lbe medical and social work fields
especially for people who want to specialize inihe psychiatric"
field. It would also be beneficial to future teachers to be trained
to recognize the symptoms becaws. tey are the ones who are With

the children wbn a-majority of th problems begin to show.
C My yIfe andi I are deli&edthat thiq problem is fimly'

being recognized an the national level by the Introduction of this
bill, and we both support'it wholeheartedly. It is a problem that
has been overlooked too long and a proleheat is. every, growing.
Millions of chfidren regardless of their backgrounds and "soal
standing have been affected by this learning disability and behavorial
problem, It is apiobin that must be brought to the attention of the

* _ public because we did not understand what it was all about until we
had the problem..

My wife and I are very W to devote our time and energy,
to any project that comes out of the leoilation. Having been in law
enforcement work for almost twenty ye&r. I-can see the benefits of
this bill front two sides,- that as a parent and as a police officer.
The long range'results of such a bill would be a noticeable decrease
in juvenile delinquency and a bfter educated yodng man and woman whc
will become productive leaders instead of dependant adults or
criminals.

Jack B. Hill
1,k420 Carroll Avenue
Beltavifle, Maryland 20705
(Detective,_ Metropolitan Police
Washington, D. C.)
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Mr. Aiwyws. We are hp, to have had you here.Mr. P") '. Thank Chairman.
Mr. Axzws. -Next we have Congressman Jim Santini from

Nevada. -

We lolocforward to hearing from you as briefly as you can afford
to make it. Your full statement will be entered in the record.

STATEMENT OP HON. 1 11 A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS F 11 STATE OP NEVADA

Mr. SAwnm.. Thank you.. I appreciate the opportunity to appear
before you and share my views on HR.11137, a bill I cosponsored
which will amend the Juvenile Justiceand Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 to provide for a National Conference on Learning Dis-
abilities and Juvenile Delinquency. This bill represents an importat
step toward understanding and preventing the outrageous increase
in crime generated primarily by'our Nation's youth.

Some of what I have to say will draw in substance from the
committee record on this issue related to my experiences as a former
district court judge, JP, court defender, potential juvenile delinquent
-I suppose some would assert, that potential was realized. In any
event I think this is a matter of significant importance that seems to
get lost in two sort of conflicting cross currents. On the one hand, we
have the desirable sort of emphasis being placed within the criminal
justice system; that is, to do something to divert the potential
juvenile delinquent from being stuck behind bars as a rational solution
to juvenile problems.

On the other hand, we have education working vigorously to sort
out the basic learning problems which have been experienced. The
chairman has seen over the years many kinds of federally emphasized
programs which assist in this area.

I hope this can bring into confluence concentration on the overlap-
ping nature of the problem that it is both criminal and education.

The State of Nevada, within the context of a population in excess
of 600,000, is realizing the opportunities to reach out, spot the
problem-the learning disabilities-and find the solution.

From my service as a district court judge, it has been in the urban
centers. Here the system is compounded with the complexity of
social and political problems. And certainly education is part of that.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 was
designed with the principal objective of diverting youth from the
jailhouse and trying to put them in a productive capacity.

We have a long way to go, Ar. Chairman-I am sure you appreci-
ate that far better than most-in resolving that kind of dilemma.

We have sort of patchwork, haphazard, willy-nilly kinds of policies
that ma~ exist in Nevada in a limited sphere. In Nevada, a small
population State, individual pilot. programs operate in urban centers
with varying degrees of success. But there is no uniform focus and
concentration of any kind on the problem.

I think my service on the Select Committee on Aging has brought
into focus the particular emphasis on this problem as it impacts on
the aging of this country.



The Select Committee on Aging recently approved a report pre-
p-_redl by the Subcomm~ittee on musing and Consumer Interestf ofwhich w am member, entitled "In Search of Becurity: A National
Perspective on Elderly Crime Vietimization."

The report suggests the serious dimensions of this problem. In
Boston, for example, elderly victims Of crime are morev frequently
held up by robbers between theages :of10 and. 9,In Wilmugton,
Del., a recent example showed 85 percent of, those arrested- for
committing crimes agaiit the elderly were between 12 and 21 years

a old. In KansasCity appIixinately 0 percent of the offenders were
teenagers. In Baltimre,-4J percent 0f the crimes against the elderly
were committed by juveniles under the age of 18.

There is a distressing correlation between ju"renile crime and the
victim being the senior citizen.,I would hope that the legislative
proposal yout are examining this afternoon and will consider in depth
at a later date will offer rational examination of this kind of problem.

The National Institute of Mental Health has established that a
learning disability is the greatest single reason children drop out of
school, at a rate of 700,000 a yeai. And 75 percent of these children
find themselves in juvenile detention centers.

* Those who aredeficient in perhaps learning or in social opportunity.
are labeled as criminals. I think the justice system is moving
ponderously, but I hope moving toward getting the criminal label
off the, educationally disabled. Ifliat probably is the indicia of
criminal activity that we have in this country in terms of youthful
offenders The youthful person who can't cope in school is the pro-
spective youthful offender.

The policeman, the probation office, the judges, or those not having
the training in this area, don't have the time or money to cope.
Typically in most of our urban centers they are virtually turnsyles
of administration of justice. They are trying on a mass basis to reach
mt and cope with the problem rather than resolve it.

I think a national f6cus is desperately needed in this area...
The subcommittee believes that if efforts toward preventing de-

linquency and other negative effects of learning disabilities are to be4 successful, it is paramount that all facets of the community with
whom the disabled interact must be sensitized to the symptoms of
their problems.

Thie-shared knowledge should be incorporated into the curriculum
for teachers, social workers, probation officers, and all those involved
in the juvenile justice system.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for considering my views Oi this subject.
[The statement. of Congressman Santini follows:]
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I Vat to thm&ttMh im s a" Ne ef thi Sbc ittee for

e Inmdag as the oenowlty to sopee beore you today to preset

testImeO In sumpprt of lU.L IM)?, a bill I opossored which v1 md

the Juwale Justice sod Delinquey Preventlos Act of 1974 to provide

for a Matlona Conferm o Lesrubw iembilities sad Juveale Delinqency.

Thi bill represent* Important step towd understanding and prevmting

the outrageous increase In crm generated prnzILy by our Ntion's Youth.t

Mh of what I be to my wil 4raw upon m experience sas a Rapre-

smtativw from the Ste:. of Nevada, as a former District Court Judge, end

as a lboer of the bmse Selet oittee on Aging. -

Too will be interested to learn that the State of Nvada's Department

of Education Le concerned about the negative effects currently recognized

as associated with learning disabilities that remain undetected and therefore

untreated a- nd ievada is doing somthif about it. Currently, we are

funding over 200 program which havs been designated to provide services

for students with learning disabllitles. Also, the University of Nevada.

with campuses at Las Vegasand -esp, provides training for teachers who

uork with students wv are identifled as learning disabled. Additionally,

the Nevada Department of Education and the Special Education Department

at the University of Nevada have collaborated vith the National College

of State Judiciary to conduct conferences. Judges corm from every state

to attend training sessions, uhich .include Information on learning

disabilities as it relates to Juvenile delinquency. The magnitude of this

problem is Just beginning to be real ed not only in the State of Nevada.

but across the country.
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The Juvenile Justice amd Delinquency Preventim Act of 1974, which

you will recall was enthusiastically endorsed by both Rouses, embodied the

principle of diverting youth from the juvenile justice system, whenever

possible. It also recognized that while efforts mast be directed at

preventing delinquency, there was an equal need to deliver services and

attention in such a way and at such & time as to prevent the development of

criminal careers.

I support this principle. As a former District Court Judge, I have

found that simply putting youths behind bars without any knowledge of

disabling conditions-such as learning disabilities vhich could be a

contributing factor in the youth's involvement-does not meet their needs

nor those of society. Judges and all court personnel need to know more

about the conditions of learning disabilities. We need to knov how to

better identify the learning disabled, both in the educational process and

at the point where he or she eitera the Judicial system. Lastly, we need

to know what services might be most appropriately provided when these

youth are brought before the attention of the court.

As a member of the Select Committee on Aging, I again state my support

for 1.1. 1137. 1 have already related the problems relevant to learning

disabilities and its correlation with juvenile delinquency. This becomes of

major import when one recognizef that most of the crimes perpetuated against

the elderly are omitted by juveniles.

The Select Comittee on Aging recently approved a report prepared by

Its Subcomittee on Rousing and Consumer Interests, of which I ams member,

entitled "In Search of Security: 'A National Perspective on Elderly Crime

Victimizalion." 

4k
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This report clearly documents that the youth of America are attacking,

stealing from, and genrally victim ising the old. Statistics from

various cities in the United States attest to this:

Boston: Elderly victims of crime are more frequently held up by robbers

between the ages of 10-19.

ilmington, Delaware: An arrest-related sample showed that 85 percent of

those arrested for committing crimes against the elderly were between

13-21 years old.

Ransas City: Approximately 60 percent of the offenders were teenagers.

Baltimore: Forty-three percent of the crimes committed against the elderly

were by juveniles under 18.

These four cities merely represent a microcosm of the situation as it now

cxipts across the nation.

Further, the National Insitute of Mental Health has established that

a learning disability is the greatest single reason children drop out of

school--700,000 each year--and 75 percent of these children find themselves

in juvenile detention centers.

As the learning disabled youth enters the law enforcement or Judicial

process, a host of additional problems come into being. The policemen ,

the probation officer, and the Judge; who have not had special train Ing

in this area, cannot recognize the subtle symptoms of this disability.

As a consequence, the learning disabled offender continues to be more

handicapped by ou society's ignorance of his problem than by the learning

disability itself. The Subcommittee believes the best hope for reducing

crime against the elderly is to re4pce juvenile delinquency and youth crime.
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In addition, the Subomittee believes that if efforts toward pre-

venting delinquency and other negative effect* of learning disabilities are

to be successful, it is paramount that all facets of the coumunicy with

whom the learning disabled interact be sensitized to the existence and

symptom of their problem.rThi. shared knowledge should be incorporated into

'thcurriculum forp teachers, social workers, probation officers, and all

those involved in the juvenile justice system.

A National Conference is the most propitious mechanism, with

demonstrated potential, for broadening-public awareness regarding the negative

effects of undetected learning disabilities and for Identifying barriers

which prevent these youth from receiving needed services.._ )

In closing, I would like to thank the members of the Subcommittee for

affording me this opportunity to express my support for this legislation.
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Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you, Mr. Congressman, we appreciate your
fine statement.

Next we have four persons who appear jointly. That is Christopher
M. Mould, Flora Rothman, Lenore Gittis Mittelman and William
Treanor.

PANEL PRESENTATION: CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL
COUNSEL, NATIONAL COLLABORATION- FOR YOUTH; FLORA
ROTHMAN, JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK FORCE, NATIONAL COUNCIL
OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC.; LENORE GITTIS MITTELMAN,
DIRECTOR, JUVENILE JUSTICE PROJECT, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE
FUND, INC.; AND WILLIAM TREANOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES PROJECT

Mr. ANDREWS. I would ask that whichever would like-would you
introduce yourselves and proceed?

This is a bit embarrassing but we have a time limit for the total
witnesses and I hate to omit the last two or three and the only way
we can avoid that is to stick fo the schedule.

We hope the four of you can finish your testimony hopefully by
3 o'clock.

Whatever order you chose, do you have a chairman? Flip a coin,
or what?

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL,
NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH

Mr. MOULD. I am general counsel of the National Collaboration
for Youth and I thank the chairman for this opportunity to appear
before the committee today.

We are greatly appreciative of that.
I might say I am here in a representative capacity beyond my own

organization. About 4 years ago 12 national youth serving organiza-
tions came together out of a mutual concern for prevention of de-
linquency in this country, which was mushrooming and is continuing
to mushroom.

Today I am here representing Boys' Clubs of America, Boy Scouts
..of America, Camp Fire Girls, Inc., 4-H, Future Homemakers of

America, Girls Chubs of America, Inc., Girl Scouts of the USA,
National Board of YVCA, National Council of YMCAs, National
Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers, National
Jewish Welfare Board and Red Cross Youth Service Programs.

As you are aware, these organizations have been helping youth for
decades.

I will try to summarize the basic points in the statement we have
given the chair.

I will start out by not doing another litany of the scale and scope
of the nature of the problem. I think you have an ample onthe
record already.

We are convinced that this act, which now needs renewal, when it
was passed was landmark in its quality and the opportunity it then
presented to the country to start doing something about this massive
problem. We think it would be equally landmarked if it is not renewed
and extended.
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Our organization would specifically recommend that the Juvenile
Justice Act be renewed and extended for an additional 3-year period.

My statement would include support for renewal and extension of
title III, the Runaway Act portion. We think we are just beginning
to see the system start to thke hold using the tools that -this act
represents to make a dent on this service problem.

However, money is at the heart of more progresms. nnd we feel that
the appropriations to date measured against the authorizations for
the past'3 years have been pale and anemic and are inconsequential
measured against the scale of the problem.

I think you will find in my prepared statement the appalling fact
the Government is directly spending on sport fish and wildlife pro-
tection infinitely more than on this problem, which, as Congressman
Pepper just testified, may be costing upwards of $15 billion a year
in terms of vandalism and crime.

We think in terms of the authorization that we would recommend
for the next 3 years, authorization levels of $150 million the first year,
$175 million the second and $200 million the third year. This will
begin to put us in the ball park as far as the scale of dollars needed
to seriously address the problem. We would suggest to the committee
we need to keep our eye on the appropriation level for the Safe
Streets Act.

As you are aware, there is a so-called maintenance provision im-
posed on that act by the Juvenile Justice Act whereby 19.5 percent
of that appropriation each year must go to juvenile justice programs
because that is a percentage.

If the downward trends of LEAA Safe Streets Act appropriations
continue, that obviously will affect the total pool of funds to be used
for delinquency prevention purposes.

We hope the committee will bear that in mind and see to it that
that does not happen.

We specifically oppose any relaxation at all of the requirements
in the Juvenile Justice Act that requires States to deinstitutionalize
status offenders within 2 years of their participation of the act.

We feel a relaxation at this time would be a backward step and
perhaps cause a sensation or relaxation towards accomplishing that
worthy objective. .

We are concerned from great experience through our local affiliates
as well as nationally, with the level of financing in a given award.
Specifically we are recommending that nonprofit, private sector or-
ganizations that undertake programs under this act be allowed 100
percent financing.

Our organizations today face real problems in terms of staying
alive financially. In many cases we are existing in part under reserves
from LEAA assistance programs. If that funding diminishes, juvenile
justice expenditures will also diminish.

We must find a way of securing alternate financing between the
typical 10-percent cash hard match up front combined with that need
2 or 3 yepirs down the pike. It has substantially impeded our efforts
in the kind of activities this act contemplates.

I think I will stop there and thank you for your attention and this
opportunity to testify.

[The written statement of Christopher M. Mould follows:]
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Mr. Chaiman, on behalf of the National Collaboration for

Youth, I want to thank you and the Subcommittee for the invitation

to testify before you on If.R. 6111. We welcome thp opportunity to

share our views on juvenile justice and delinquency prevention - a

matter of increasingly pritical.'importance to thisnation. This

testimony is endorsed by the organizations listed at the conclusion.

Indeed, it was a mutual'concern over escalating delinquency

land the future of young Americans that led twelve national youth

serving organizations to join together as the National Collaboration

for Youth about four years ago. The member organizations areas

,de4Boys' Clubs of America Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.
Boy Scouts of America National Board of YWCA
Camp Fire Girls, Inc. National Council of YMCAs
4-9 National Federation of Settle-
Future Homemakers of America ments & Neighborhood Centers
Girls Clubs of America, Inc. National Jewish Welfare Board

Red Cross Youth Service Programs 0

Our organizations collectively are serving in excess 6k 30 million

boys and girls from 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. We cite

this to help you recognize that our organizations represent valuable

resources that can be tapped in cooperative ventures with federal

leadership and funding. 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
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who are troubled, and children who *at into trouble. very real trouble.

We have the expertise of tens of thousands of full-tim. profession-

al staff, both sen and. wofen, who believe In the importance of their

work In youth development, who are particularly coxmtted to the need

for diverting children from our outmoded American juvenile justiceN
system.

We have the service of hundreds of thousands of volunteers, men

and women dedicated to helping young people grow and develop into

contributing citizens in their own right. They are people who realize

that this is the only nect generation we've got.

We also have the support of hundreds of thousands of concerned

business and professional leaders across the country. These people

!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.

And we have billions of dollars in capital investment in

equipment and facilities. Billions of program dollars have been

expendeyby our organizations. But only within the last decade

have we fully recognized and begun to focus on the youth who are

most troubled and alienated. We have had to broaden our more

traditional approaches to begin to include concentrated efforts

with those in the greatest need. Through national leadership turning

the spotlight on the problems of the poor, we have increasingly used

our resources to provide positive program opportunities and

environments for a wider spectrum of young people. With the addition

of adequate federal leadership, direction and funding, these resources

could be multiplied many times over in their effectiveness in

reaching girls and boys who most need help.
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Our first priority, at the inception of the National Collaboration

for Youth, was enlisting tho Federal government in a comprehensive

effort to prevent and treat youth delinquency. Legislatively, our

hopes were fulfilled in 1974 with enactment of Public Law 93-415, in

significant measure a tribute to the leadership of Congressman

Augustus Hawkins.

It is of course that Act, the Juvenile Justice & Delinquency

Prevention Act, which expires this year and H.R. 6111 would renew

and extend.

Mr. Chairman, we strongly endorse the renewal and extension

of P.L. 93-415. We would urge the Congress to make this extension

at least three years in duration.

The need for this legislation is, if that is possible, even more

profound now than at the time of its original enactment. The news

'media provide us with an hourly-ahd daily litany of school violence,

substance addiction, gang resurgence, vandalism and violent crime

sufficient to persuade even the most casual observer that this country

is failing on a massive scale to meet the needs of its young people.

The price being paid in terms of deaths, injuries, property damage

and, most important, wasted human potential 4s staggering.

The price in taxes for school security and repair, for increased

police manpower, for incarceration facilities and correctional

personnel, etc., is itself of monumental proportions.

While the Juvenile Just!.ce Act is no panacea, it does provide

a Federal commitment for the first time to address youth delinquency

and its prevention head-on. It does provide the tools with which we

can start to fashion services and programs for young people to maximize

their positive human development. It does mandate the collaboration

of the public and the private sectors on prevention and treatment of
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delinquency, a partnership indispensable to any progress. It dQes

put the Congress on record as saying that prevention is the indisput-

able key to the reduction and elimination of youth delinquency. It

does authorize desperately needed funds.

Has the full potential of the Act been proven since its passage?

By no means. The time has been too short and the appropriations too

.small. Moreover, the previous Administration was actively opposed to
funding of the Act and in numerous ways administratively delayed and

impeded implementation of the Act. Furthermore, many states opted

not to participate in funding under the Act because the appropriations

were so small that the allocable dollars did not justify the required

administrative and programmatic efforts.

Remarkably, almost three years since the Act was passed, LEAA

has yet to award its first grant specifically for prevention of

delinquency l

On the positive side, the Act has induced numerous states to

make definite progress toward the deinstitutionalization of status

offenders. The requirement of the Act that participating states

complete that process is, in our view, both sound and of major import-

ance. We do not favor a relaxation of the existing deinstitutionaliz-

ation requirement, confident as we are that LEAA can and will be

reasonable in its enforcement thereof.

The Act has served to initiate a valuable planning process in

participating states, to identify needs, to set priorities and to

allocate resources specifically to prevent and treat delinquency. As

required by the Act, that planning process is beginning to bring

together the public sector and the private non-profit sector, a too

rare event in the annals of criminal justice planning.

89-499 0 - "7 - 14
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LAA funding has enabled ten. of the Collaboration' member

agencies and six other major national voluntary agencies to jointly

undertake, with their respective local-affiliatet, action to build up

the capacity of the private voluntary agendas to deliver needed

community based services, in partnership'with public agencies, to

status offenders in Tucson, Arizona; Oakland, Californial Spokane#

Washingtont Spartanburg, South Carolina; and a service district in

Connecticut.

The ptogress-evident at these and other si-"s toward doinstitution-

alization of status offenders would not have occurred absent the Act's

requirement. Retention of that requirement and development of these

public/private partnerships to enhance capacity to deliver a variety

of supportive servtcs to status offenders is critical if de-

institutionalization is to be achieved and if status offenders are

to have their chance to become positive and responsible members of

society.

Without the renewal of P.L. 93-415, Mr. Chairman, such approaches

to prevention and treatment of delinquency will wither on the vine..

The beginning of hope for the future of many young people will sputter

out if this landmark legislation is allowed to expire, erasing a vital

Federal commitment-to young people and depriving promising initiatives

of the wherewithall to continue.

We are, of course, ? heartened by the new Administration's proposal

to renew the Act for another three year period, following its recommend-

ation to maintain Fiscal Year 1978 funding at the $75 million level

of Fiscal 1977 instead of the prior Administration's proposal of

$35 million.



subject of fundiaq for iqV34pontatio0 of the Act has

greatly concerned us frm Its enactment and continue to do so.

The appropriations. made so far. pale in cparison with authorisa-

tion levels. As indicated earlier. a significant number of states

either delayed participation under the Act or opted not to participate

because .the available funds were not worh the effort.

Mr. Chairman, this government directly spends more money

annually on sport fishing and wildlife than is appropriated for this

Act which is focused on helping and protecting our very own children.

The annual e.:pondture per capita to incarcerate a juvenile offender,

far exceeds the cost of a year at Harvard Universityl We spend

infinitely more on processing and jailing offenders than we do on

preventing the offenses from occurring.

Our spending priorities are not supportable-when we look at

what is happening to our young people, who are our only future.

We urge your leadership to secure authorizations of $150 million,

$175 million and $200 million respectively to fund the Juvenile Justice

Act for the next three fiscal years. Such levels will hopefully

induce non-participating states to elect to participate and will bein

to allow a level of effort commensurate with the scale of the nation's

delinquency problem.

We would respectfully point out to this Subcommittee that should

there be an erosion of the dollars available for juvenile justice

expenditures under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act,

the recommended authorization levels for the Juvenile Justice-Act

would, to that extent, be less than what is needed.. This is a very

real concern of ours since the *maintenance of effort requirement

earmarks a percentage of the total Safe Streets Act appropriation

for juvenile justice rather than a specific sum. Accordingly, if

4



the downward trend-of the gafe Strets 'ct approprLations continues,

the amounts earmarked for juvenile 'Justice !xpenditure will

correspondingly diminish., We need your leadership to assure that this

does not work to reduce, rather than inoreasel the aggregate dollars

awailable--for juvenile justice initiatives.

belated to the critical subject of dollars is the issue of

so-called matching requirement' under Section 222 (d) of P.L. 93-415.

Our organizations Und our local affiliates have expbrenoed LEA

iouition of a hard cash 10 mtch. In many cases this has either

made the undertaking of new iitiatives impossible or in others

very onerous.

In today's real world' private non-profit organizations are

doing well if thcy operate on a break even basis. Too many are

operating-at a deficit And drawing on limited and dwindling reserves.

Contributions and other revenues are not keeping pace with inflation. -

As oats escalate# our sector cannot, as business can, simply pass

on those costs to the recipients of our services.

As we struggle to simply maintain our level of services, we do

not have the spare cash to match a grant to enable us to initiate new

services or expand established programs. Moreover, we always face the

dilemsa of financing the continuation of programs and services once

LZAA funding terminates, which is typically two or three years from

the first award. The combination of the up-front cash match and the

limited duration of funding allowed by LRAA in practice, in too many

cases, effectively precludes private non-profit.agencies from under-

taking badly needed new initiatives.

For these reasons, we would urge this Subcommittee to amend

P.L. 93-415 to provide for 100 percent funding of approved costs of

assisted programs or activities of private non-profit organizations.



We would also ask that this Subcomaittee communicate to LZA

an intent that programs assisted under the Act not be limited to two

or three years' funding provided that such program or activities

are, on the basis of evaluation, accomplishing their stated and

approved objectives.

As this Subcommittee well knows, the best of legislation can

fotkder in implementation due to the manner and means of executive

administration. In the case of the Juvenile Justice Act, we have

experienced ongoing problems as'to the manner and means of its

administration at LEAA too numerous to totally enumerate here.

In our experience, the Assistant Administrator and the Office

of Juvenile Justice a Delinquency Prevention have been wholly

dominated and subordinated by LEAA superstructure and the bureaucratic

patterns and policies developed for administering the Safe Streets

Act. The Juvenile Justice Act and the office it created, have,

in practice, been treated by LEAA leadership as a mere appendage

to its mainline criminal justice programs and their mandate, the

Safe Streets Act. Implementation of the Juvenile Justice Act has

almost been smothered in inappropriate regulations, policies, and

guidelines developed for the very different Safe Streets Act program

and simply engrafted onto the Juvenile Justice program and office.

We would respectfully suggest that vigorous Congressional

oversight of LEAA's administration of the Act is needed. An example

would be the need to assure the establishment by LEAA of a credible

system for monitoring LEAA's compliance with Section 261(b) of the

Juvenile Justice Act, the so-called "maintenance of-effort" provision.
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The Act should be amended to give the Assistant Administrator

the authority to make grant wards ander the Act instead of reserving

that authority to the Administrator.- The Assistant Administrator is

--presumed to have special knowledge .of the juvenile justice field

S which the Administrator cannot be presumed to possess.

Through legislation, or other appropriate means, the initiative

of Congress is needed to assure adequate staffing of the Office of

Juvenile Justice generally, and particularly for the support of the

Federal Coordinating Council and the National Advisory Comittee.

created by the Act. The staff for the National Advisory Comittee

ought to be accountable to the Committee Chairperson. We would

urge amending the Act, with regard to the states, to require that the

chairperson of the required state advisory-comittees and perhaps

one or two other members of such comittees be made members of the

state supervisory boards overseeing criminal justice planning. This

should give greater assurance that the work of the state advisory

ciitteesis not carried on in splendid, but relatively impotent

isolation from decision making.

Mr. Chairman, we are mindful that young people are the nation's

greatest natural resource and that this places a special responsibility

on this Subcommittee as it carries out its mandate. most of those

young people cannot vote and therefore are without a voice in public

policy, deliberations and decisions. This fact underscores the very

crucial role this Subcommittee has in protecting the present and

future of American young people. We have everyconfidence you will

fully meet that responsibility.

Our organizations, with years of experience working directly

with youth, would welcome the opportunity to be of assistance to this

Subcommittee as it works to assure that young people are given the
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opportunity to achieve their fullest human potential.

Thank you Mr. Chairman.

This statement is endorsed by the following organizations:

Boys' Clubs-of America
Camp Fire Girlsr Inc.
Girls Clubs of America, Inc.
Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.
National Council of YMCAs
National Federation of Settlements

& Neighborhood Centers
National Jewish Welfare Board
Red pross Youth Service Programs
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Mr. ANDREWS. If I may make one comment.
At least, in general, the problem that we are running into is not

being able to get funds into a State because they do not have the type
of facilities you suggest. We cannot change the composition of local
governments. The problem is, in part, that States such a's North
Carolina, where we have too many counties, and you and I cannot
change that. This is a relatively small State, populationwise, with
100 counties, and you wind up with counties with as little as 6,000 or
8,000 people in them, yet they have an independent court system.

So you are saying to a State like North Carolina, you have to have
such a center in that county, when it only has 6,000 or 8,000 people in
it. It means building the facility, provide aid and so forth, and
utilities for it, and put some kind of a staff over there when in all
probability there would be very (ew times in the year when you
would have any one in it. It is rather inconceivable that they would
have such a facility. They do not have such a facility for the
juvenile delinquent, let alone for the status offender.

So they would have to have a jail for the adults, and a juvenile
delinquency facility of some kind for juvenile delinquents, and a
third such facility, then, for these status offenders. That is three
facilities to be manned, and to have restaurant services with grade A,
which is required by another section of the Federal Government,
et cetera, when most of the time they would have nobody in there. It
becomes sort of facetious somewhere along the line.

I don't know that we can answer all the problems here one way or
the other. It is very complex.

Mr. MOULD. We are hopeful that LEAA can be reasonable in the
enforcement of that requirement, assuming that it is preserved.

The other comment that I would make is this context, where-there
is a limited need in terms of offenders, I would hope that organiza-
tions like ours can contract with the county to provide the kind of
facilities we are talking about.

Mr. ANDREWS. I would invite your organizations to make an effort
to do that. Something like that, may be the answer. I don't mean to
imply that there should not be an effort. It seems that the way it is
worded now, as it applies in those situations, it becomes rather
ridiculous, really.

The better answer, probably, would be if North Carolina would
amend its laws in such a way as to permit the judge in that county
to cause the young person appearing before him to be sent to such
a facility some place in the State, other than within the county. We
cannot change the State law here, so I don't know quite what the
answer is.

I wish that we had more time to work on it. This bill has to be
marked up and leave this subcommittee next week, and we just
engaged this problem this morning, which is obviously late.

Would the next person please proceed I

STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTHMAN, JUVENILE UBTICE TASK FOCE,
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC.

Mrs. RThrHMAN. I am Flora Rothman, chairman of the Justice for
Children Task Force of the National Council of Jewish Women. My
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remarks will be based on my experience in that role as well as a
member of the National Committee on Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention.

Several of the changes I would recommend in the bill, as presented,
have been reflected in the Senate version of the bill S. 1021, Senator
Bayh's version. Among these, as I note in my formal statement, is
greater power vested in the Assistant Administrator to fulfill the
responsibilities given him under the act and to extend that authority
over juvenile programs funded under the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act.

In addition to that, several items in Senator Bayh's bill refer to
additional duties of the National Advisory Committee, two of which
I would like to point to as being particularly needed. One would be
that the Advisory Committee's recommendations, which are mandated
on at least an annual basis, be directed to Congress and the President
as well as the LEAA. This, I think, would considerably help Congress
oversight efforts in this matter.

In addition, it would recommend that the National Advisory Com-
mittee take on the training of State advisory groups. As you know
the act requires that participating States appoint such advisory
groups in the area of juvenile justice. Reports from many States
indicate that this is necessary if State level implementation is to be
achieved.

I would like to turn now-leaving some other items in my formal
statement for your later reading--to section 223, and most particularly
to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders.

Perhaps no other section of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 has had such significant impact on the
juvenile justice system of this country. It is the provision that finally
put into action the recommendation that has been made by national
commissions and authorities over many years.

I speak to this particularly because tie National Council of Jewish
Women in its own study of justice programs for children around the
country were appalled to learn the extent to which noncriminal
youngsters were locked up throughout the country.

Not only is this an injustice to children, but we regard it as a
gross waste of valuable and limited juvenile justice resources. What
we have been learning, since the passage of the JJDPA is that dein-
stitutionalization of status offenders is quite practicable where there
is a commitment to do it.

In some States, the resistance of those with a stake in the status
quo continues to be an obstacle. But, to paraphrase Hamlet, "The
fault lies not in the law, but in themselves. I would point particularly
to such States as New York State, which at one time had half of
training population comprising status offenders, and at the end of
January did not have one status offender-in a training school.

I would point to Florida where the head of the division of youth
services developed a system of volunteer beds to be available for
children with crisis needs, rather than lock them up in detention
centers or jails.

I would point to the State of West Virginia which although had
not been originally a participant in the Juvenile Justice Act, jut
these past few weeks has had, (1) a Supreme Court decision in that
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state which barred the locking up of status offenders in secure
facilities and, (2) passed a new juvenile code which expressly forbids
this being done to status offenders.

It is for this reason that we feel that this provision can and should
be retained. We are particularly distressed that in the attempt to
compromise it, H.R. 6111 does not even define substantial compliance
or reasonable time. We feel that this will encourage those States
which have chosen not to even attempt this, to continue in that
opposition.

I quite agree, Mr. Chairman, that you in this room cannot change
what happens in the States. But I do believe that Congress can lead.
One way that Congress leads is in how it chooses to spend its money.
Therefore, the enforcement of that provision which would bar States
receiving juvenile justice funds, I think, is a very important portion
of that act.

I would go further and endorse Senator Bayh's recommendation
that this withholding of funds include maintenance of effort funds
as well.

Turning to funding, the effort to secure adequate funding to
implement the act has been an arduous one from the beginning.'The
original authorization that Congress had passed has never been
followed. We hope that this Congress wil make every effort to
provide the money necessary to accomplish the effort that it has
envisioned. f

We, therefore, urge that the approp tion for fiscal year ending
September 30, 1978, be $150 million. The danger that Chris Mould
has pointed out in the weakening of State juvenile justice efforts as
LEAA funding has decreased, and therefore the maintenance of
effort share has decreased, is a very real one in many States.

Therefore, I think that it is particularly necessary that the funding
under the Juvenile Justice Act be raised accordingly.

Once again, may I express my appreciation for having this
opportunity.

Mr. ANDREws. Thank you very much.
[The written statement of Flora Rothman follows:]

0.
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The National Council of Jewish Women, a social action ard community service

organization of 100,000 women in sections across the country, has, since its in-

ception 84 years ago, been concerned with the welfare of children and youth. In

1974, the members of the National Council of Jewish Women conducted a national

survey of juvenile justice which resulted in the publication of a report, "CHIUEFN

WlTHOUT JUSTICE."

A Symposium on Status Offenders was sponsored by the National Council of Jewish

Women in 1 76. The Natioml Council of Jewish Womn's sponsorship of the Symposium

adds to the orgsnization's ILst of prideful achievements in a moat sinificant way.

Justice William 0. Douglas, n his foreword to VCJW's penetrating survey, said that,

"We must as a people look to community participation; to neighborhood awareness; and

to regimes of help and surveillance that lean on people other than parents and police."

As on outgrowth of the Symposium, a Manual for Action was prepared and is now belong

widely distributed.

WASWaNCNOeRcl i4O0ONWCIX3TA1MM. PW. S 924fl4IN9SOL OC 3O3*(0 29.-2SM



.. 214

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Edtsiclb on and Labor

House of Representatives
Hearing, April 22, 1977

Statement of Flore Rothman,
Chairwoman, Justice For Children Task Force

National Council of Jewish Women

Thank you for this opportunt-ty to appear before you. I a Flora Roti.in.

Chairwoman of the Justice For Children Task Force of the National Council of

Jeuish Women. My statement is based on the experience of the National Council

of Jewish W-omen's involvement in juvenile justice throughout the country, as

well as my personal .experience as a member of the National Advisory Committee

on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and as a participant in stAte

and local juvenile justice efforts.

For the most part, these remarks will be addressed to proposed amend-

ments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. National

Council of lewish Women was part of the widespread citizen effort to secure

passage of the Act, so we share, with you in the Congress the desire to make

its implementAtion effective and a true reflection of the legislative intent.

It is with this goal in mind that T would like to discuss some of the proposals

made in HR6II1 as well as in Senator layh's 51021;

'nder Sections 201 and 202. several differences between the two pro-

posed sets of amendments deal with the Office of Juvenile 'ustice and Delinqiuency

Prevention and its administration. Most particularly, S1021 would vest greater

power in tie Assistant Administrator as chief executive of the Office and wotilt

extend the Office's authority over juvenile programs funded under the OrunLthus

Cti:a Control and Safe Streets Act. both warrant support. Reinforcing the

Assistant Administrator's control over his Office isappropriate to his responsi-

bilities in assuring implementation oi the IIDPA. Including other ILAA-funded

juvenile programs in the Office's responsibilities would speak directly to
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the Office's mandated role as coordinator of federal efforts--a role hich -A.V

the General Accounting Office's study iad indicated. reqiifres stron. '.:;

by Congress and the Administration.

.Under Section 208. Duties of the Advisory Committee, S1021 wold provide

that the Advisory Committee's recommendations be made to Corr4ess and the

President as well as to the LF.AA Administration. This would serve to supp-ort

Congress' oversight efforts and should be included, in addition I would

endorse SlO1.l's provision expanding the National Advisory Committee's role

to include the training of state Advisory eroups._ Reports from many states

indicate that such support is necessary if state-level implementation is tit

.be achieved. I would also urge support of SIOZI's proposal reinforcing LI'e

Act's provision for independent staff for the Advisory Comittee if the Com-

mittee is to fulfill its mandated duties.

'nder Section 273, S1021 would strengthen state advisory groups' role

in 0e development of state plans. This warrants your consideration since it,

the past some state planning agencies and supervisory boards have not given

Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention high priority. Advisory groitps.

reflecting public concern and relevant experience, would help.strengthen efforts

to deal with these areas.

Several provisions under Section 72.3 are concerned with deinstitutlonali-

zation efforts. Perhaps no section of the JIDPA has had more significant impact

on juvenile justice than 213(a)(12). which called for the deinstiLutionali/ati',,

of status offenders. This provision finally put into action a recommendations

made by notional ctmissions and other authorities over many years.

T speak to this with some feeling since the National Council of fevish

Women members who participated in our original Justice For Children study were

appalled to learn that non-criminal youngsters comprised so large a proportion

of the children locked tip in their states. Not only is this an injustice to

children but in light of public concern with seriova crime it is an inexcusable

wil
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use of juvenile justice resources.

Mist we have learned since the passage of the J II)PA is that the dOinsti-

tutionalization of status offenders is quite practicable--where there is a

commitment to do it. In some states the resistance of those with a stake in

the status quo continues to be on obstacle. But. to paraphrase Hamlet 111e

fault lies not in the law, but in themselves. I%

It is withthis background that we urge the following:

3. That Section 213(a"1(121 be expanded to include Psuch non-

offenders as dependent or neglected children."

That Section 223(a)(l3W emphasize the effort hy including

all children listed under (a(1.) among those to he barred

from contact with adults in Jails. Indeed, we would go

further and urge that such placement be totally forbidden

not merely protected by segregated cells.

3. That Section 2.J(a)(141 include non-secure facilities among

those institutions to be monitored to assure that both the

spirit and the letter of the law are observed.

. That Section 123(c) outlining enforcement of this effort.

include, in the penalty for non-compliance, withholding of

maintenance-of-ef fort rinds. Furthermore, although we wotld

urge that the provision be maintained undiluted, as in the

original Act if a compromise is to be made in terms of 'stih-
0t of %%

stantial compliance and reasonable time, that these be

clearly defined. S1021 sugs;ests 75, for the former and three

years for the latter. It anything. we regard these as too

generous.

Finally, in regard to the deinstitutionalization effort, we would suggest

that it will be as effective as its enforcement is observed. Should the cut-off
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of Juvenile Justice funds to a state be warranted it will take the strong

support of a Congress whichh stands by its principles to see that the mandate

is observed.

In regard to Section we(a)(7), we welcome the addition of youth advocllcv.

to t'le list of Special Emplissis programs, hut would recommend broadening It

to include matters of rights as well as services.

In regard to the development of standards, two amendments recommended

in S1021 are necessary to clarify an amhiguity in the JJl)PA. "11te deletion

of the words "'on Standards ror luvenile' Notice* in Section 2:Z(c)(t) aldi

of 0on Standards for juvenile Justice established in section (208 (e) fro,

Section 2147(s) would clarify the role of the standards group as a sub-commitree

of the National Advisory Committee. We assume that Congress intended to

have the full Advisory Committee approve and recommend standards. not merely

a 5-person sub-connittee.

Although we would- suggest several additional changes the above reflect

our major concerns except, of course, for funding..

The effort to secure adequate funding to implement t'ie J.DPA has 1,evi

an arduous one. The original authorization recommended for the first three

years has never heen followed. We hope that this Congress will ,ake every

effort to provide the money necessary to accomplish the effort it envisioned.

We therefore trge that t0e appropriation for the fiscal year endini Septein'er JO,

1478, he $150 million, witl annual increments of $15 million over the next fc-:ir

years as recommended in SlOl.

Once agaln, may I express my appreciation for the opportunity to present

these views.-
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Mr. ANDREws. May we have the next speaker ?

STATEMENT OF LENORE GITTIS MITTELMAN, DIRECTOR, JUVENILE
JUSTICE PROJECT, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND, INC.

Mrs. MirELMAN. I am Lenore Gittis Mittelman of the Children's
Defense Fund of the Washington Research Project, and we very
much appreciate this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to comment on the
reauthorization of Juvenile Justice Delinquency, and Prevention Act
of 1974.

I will restrict myself to comments on a few of the issues that we
have touched on in our written statement, just those issues that we
consider most crucial.

We are concerned- just as the other people at the table are con-
cerned, that the administration, HR. 6111, and Senator Bayh's
S. 1021 propose Changes that, seemingly undermine the act's mandate
that. State deinstitutionalize offenders within 2 years of submission of
State plans.

The initial decision to incorporate the 2-year requirement in the
statute was based unon a clear body of evidence that institutionaliza-
tion of status offenders in remotely placed, large warehousing, insti-
tutions, bereft of services, was totally destructive to the children and,
indeed. n~rovided them with excellent schooling in crime.

Conditions in these iiptitutions created settings in which the truant
learned well from the-miu-g-e;-and the runaway learned equally as
well from the ranist. Both children and society were irrevocably
damaged. This evidence has not changed, and the requirement for
deinstitutionalization. based upon the evidence, should not change.

Nevertheless, both bills change the requirement for full comnliance
within 2 years by providing that substantial compliance is also
acceptable if a State has made an unequivocal commitment to full
compliance within a reasonable time.

This is very serious, because presently the law sets a clear standard
which requires the deinstitutionalization of status offenders within
2 years, and a State in compliance only if it conforms to that
standard. If a State does not deinstitutionalize within 2 years, it is
in violation of the law.

However, under the proposed changes the act would essentially
provide that a State is in comnlianee with the law even if it is only
in substantial compliance. The full compliance standard becomes
meaningless because it allows a state to be in noncompliance, yet still
be in conformance with the law.

If a State is presently not in full compliance, the agency admin-
istering the act, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinqiuency
Prevention, has the power to negotiate with the State to bring it into
full comnliance.

OJJDP always has the discretion to be reasonable in negotiations,
and indeed must. be to retain its credibility with the States. However,
the requirement for full compliance gives OJJT)P the tool it needs
in negotiations with the States to work out compliance mechanisms.

Therefore, we oppose allowing a State either 3 years above the first
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2 years, or a reasonable time after the first 2 years for deinstitutionali-
zation of status offenders. Deinstitutionalization will never happen
if the requirement is so weakened as to allow States either 5 years
or an undefined period in which to accomplish it.

I would like to add here that I have recently come from a State
that has just been described by Flora Rothman, New York State,
which has accomydished the deinstitutionalization. It can be dole.

Indeed, we believe that new legislation should strengthen the
commitment to deinstitutionalize. We fully support Senator Bayh's
proposal to make a State ineligible for its maintenance of ekort
funds under the Safe Streets Act if the State is not in compliance
with deinstitutionalization requirement.

This gives LEAA a badly needed tool for negotiations with the
States to bring them into compliance. The amount of funds available
under the JJDPA has not yet been large enough to be effective.

A lot of people here have expressed a concern with section
223(a) (12), where status offenders must be placed in shelter facilities,
whether it should -remain or whether it should be changed to "may
be placed in shelter facilities."

We think that it-i part of a larger problem, and we should
address it in that manner. We are troubled by the use of the term"shelter facilities" in that section because "shelter facilities" is not
defined in any place in the act. Neither the administration bill nor the
Bayh bill propose any changes in the use of the term. Used alone
without any further elaboration, the term "shelter facilities" has
many different meanings.

It is used to describe facilities of different sizes in both urban and
rural areas. It is used to refer to facilities with different levels of
security. Facilities used for different groups of children, for example,
dependent or neglected children and status offenders.

Further, it applies to facilities for temporary placement prior to
adjudication as well as to facilities used for "both temporary and
permanent placement subsequent to adjudication. Frequently there
are no requirements concerning the extent and quality of services
that must be provided to children placed in shelter facilities.

For the above reasons, we do not believe the term "shelter facilities"
should be retained in the act. Further, we would like to propose that
any substitute language describing alternative facilities where status
offenders must be placed, embody the following requirements: Any
alternative placement should be in the least restrictive alternative
appropriate to a child's needs and within reasonable proximity to the
child's family and home community. The facility should be required
to provide appropriate services, including education, health, voca-
tional, social and psychological guidance and other rehabilitative
services.

It appears that both the administration and Senator Bayh are
replacing this by the very proposal that people have been discussing.
We believe that such a change increases the potential for the place-
ment of status offenders in inappropriate facilities, even though the
intention was to increase the alternative placement. The problem is
the change would apply nationwide.

B-69B 0 -7? a 15 BEAI
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We think that this would clearly defeat one of the original pur-
poses of the act which is to clearly limit the types of facilities in
which status offenders can be placed. We believe that a better solu-
tion to the problem of increasing alternative for states offenders is
to redefine the alternative facilities in which status offenders can be
placed under the act.

I just would like to say a few words on one other subject, and that
is on the question of children who are held in adult jails. In January
of this year. the Children's Defense Fuhd released a study of children
in adult jails. I hope that most of you have copies of that study,
otherwise I will see to it that the subcommittee has it on Monday.

I will not repeat the findings that we have made in that study, I
just would like to point out that the jailing of children has been
condemned for over a century. It is harsh and unnecessary. It is a
tragedy for any child to be held in jail. It is also a travesty because
the overwhelming, majority of children in adult jails are not even
detained for violent crimes. They cannot be considered a threat to
themselves to their communities.

In our study we found that only 11.7 percent of jailed children
were charged with serious offenses against, persons. The rest, 88.3
percent, were charged with property or minor offenses. Most alarm-
ingly, 17.9 percent of jailed children had committed status offenses.
That is, truants and runaways were held in jails, under abysmal
conditions, easy prey for hardened adult criminals. An additional
4.3 percent of the jailed children had committed no offenses at all.

Section 223(2)(13) of the J.TDPA restricts use of jails for
juveniles only by providing that children have no "regular contact"
with adult offenders. Our study has shown that "this prohibition
cannot protect children from physical or sexual abuse any more than
State laws with similar provisions have protected children in the
pit."

However, we have recommended that the Federal Government
should set a date after which no Federal law enforcement aid will be
granted to any state that continues to hold children of juvenile court,
age in any correctional facility, including jails or lockups.

We have recommended and we continue to recommend that the
Juvenile Justice Section be amended to require state plans to include
provisions for any incarceration of children in jails within 12 months.

We further- recommend that section 223(a) (13) be amended by
deleting the word "regular" so that all contact between children and
adult offenders in correctional institutions is completely prohibited.
Wre think there is little distgreement that children need protection
from incarcerated adults. This is one way to provide them with more
protection than exists under Federal requirements.

Thank you.
[The written statement of Lienore Gittis Mittelman follows:]

PREPARE STATEMENT or LENoz GITTIS MITTELMAN, THE CHILnaE.V'S DEFENSE
FUND ON RFAUTHORIIATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
vzzqTiO. ACT Or 1974

I tbank you for giving the Children's Defense Fund of the Waqhington
Research Project the opportunity to present testimony on proposed amendments
to the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act of 1974. CDF is a
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national, nonprofit, public Intemst child advocacy organization created In
1978 to gather evidence about, and address systemateally, t1he conditions and
needs of American children. N e have Issued a number of reports on specific
problems faced by large numbers of children -in this country, and will Issue
several more In 1977. We seek to correct problem* u covered by our research
through federal and state administrative policy changes and monitoring,
litigation, public information and support to parents and local community
groups representing children's Interests.

Our monitoring of federal programs designed to provide services for children
in the areas of health, education, child welfare, child development and family
support have naturally lead us to our Interest In the juvenile justice system
and those children caught up In it. The Juvenile Justice Division of the
children's s Defense Fund, formerly In New York City under the direction of
the Honorable Justine Wise Poller, conducted a study of children in jails as
well as a more broadly focused study of non-delinquent children, including
status offenders, who are In placement out of their homes.

It is clear to us that often children subject to-juvenile ourt jurisdiction are
the very same children who were deprived, and continue to be deprived, of
those essential developmental, educational and support services that have been
CDF's traditional concern. Too often for these very same youngsters there are
additional setz, of problems caused by failures and inadequacies within the
juvenile justice system. Thus the Children's Defense Fund approaches the
Juvenile Justice Act with tWe understanding that a federal delinquency
program cannot solve all the problems caused by the failures of the other
systems that impact on children. However, we do believe that there must be a
vigorous federal delinquency program that responds to the very real problems
imposed upon children by the clear Inadequacies In the juvenile justice system.

We appreciate the past efforts of both the House and Senate oversight
committees on Important Issues affecting children caught up In the Juv-enile
justice system and are grateful to have this opportunity to appear before you
and offer our comments on a number of proposed amendments.

STATUS OTENDERS (if 223(a) (12) & 223(c))

1. Requirement for DeiMstitutionalization, within two years.-We are con-
cerned that both the Administration bill, H.R. 6111, and Senator Bayh's bill,
81021, propose changes that seemingly undermine the Act's mandate that
States deinstitutonalize status offenders within two years of submission of
State plans. The initial decision to Incorporate the two year requirement In the
statute was based upon a clear body of evidence that institutionalization of
status offenders in remotely placed, large warehousing institutions, bereft of
services, was totally destructive to the children and, Indeed, provided them
with excellent schooling In crime. Conditions in these institutions created
settings in which the truant learned well from the mugger and the runaway
learned equally as well from the rapist. Both children and society were
irrevocably damaged. This evidence has not changed, and the requirement for
delnstitutionalization, based upon the evidence, should not change.

Nevertheless both bills change the requirement for full compliance within
two years by providing that "substantial compliance" is also acceptable if a
State has made an unequivocal commitment to full compliance within a
"reasonable time". Presently the law sets a clear standard. It requires
deinstitutionalization of status offenders within two years, and a State is In
compliance only if it conforms to that standard. If a State-does not deinstitu-
tionalize within two years, It i in violation of the law. However, under the
proposed changes the act would essentially provide that a Stafe is In
compliance with the law even if It is only In substantial compliance. The full
compliance standard becomes meaningless because It allows a State to be In
non-compliance yet still be in conformance with the law.

If State is presently not In full compliance, the agency administering the
act, t" )ffce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, has the power
to negotiate with the State to bring It into full compliance. OJJDP always has
the discretion to be reasonable in negotiations and Indeed must be to retain
its credibility with the States. However, the requirement for full compliance
gives OJJDP the tool It needs in negotiatlug with the States to work out
compliance mechanisms.
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Therefore we oppose allowing a State either 3 years above the first 2 years
or a reasonable time after those first two years for deinstitutlonalization of -
status offenders Delustitutionallzatop will never happen if the requirement
is so weakened as to allow States either 5 years or a redefined period as
follows in which to accomplish it.

1223(a) "... such plan must
(12) provide within two years after submission of the plan that

juveniles who are charged with or who have committed offenses that
would not be criminal If committed by an adult, shall not be placed in
juvenile detention or correctional facilities (, but must be placed in
shelter facilities). Such Javenlles must be placed in facilities that are
the least restrictive alternatives appropriate to their needs. These
facilities must be in reasonable proximity to the family and home
communities of the Juveniles, taking into account any special needs of
the juveniles and shall provide the services described in section1v3(1) ; '

Indeed, we believe that new legislation should strengthen the commitment to
deinstitutionalize. We fully support Senator Bayh's proposal to make a State
ineligible for Its maintenance of effort funds under the Safe Streets Act if the
State is not In compliance with deinstitutionalization requirements. This gives
LEAA a badly needed tool for negotiating with the States to bring them into
compliance. The amount of funds available under the JJDPA has not yet been
ITge enough to be effective.

2--Shvtr Facilities (§223(a) (12) ).-This section provides that status of-
fenders, 1oth those charged and those who have committed offenses, cannot be
placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities but ".... must be placed in
shelter facilities." We are troubled by the use of the term "shelter facilities"
which is not defined any place In the Act. Neither the Administration nor
Senator Bayh has proposed any changes in the use of the term.

Used alone, without further elaboration, the term "shelter facilities" has
many different meanings. It Is used to describe facilities of different sizes in
both urban and rural areas. It is used to refer to facilities with different levels
of security and facilities used for different groups of children, i.e., dependent
or neglected children and status offenders. Further, it applies to facilities for
temporary placement prior to adjudication as well as to facilities used for both
temporary and permanent placement subsequent to adjudication: Frequently
there are no requirements concerning the extent and quality of services that
must be provided to children placed in shelter facilities.

For the above reasons, we do not believe the term "shelter facilities" should
be retained in the Act. Further, we would like to propose that any substitute
language describing alternative facilities where status offenders must be placed
embody the following requirements: Any alternative placement should be in
the least restrictive alternative appropriate to a child's needs and within
reasonable proximity to the child's family and home community. The facility
should be required to provide appropriate services, Including education, health,
vocational, social and psychological guidance and other rehabilitative services.

It appears that Senator Bayh and the Administration both attempt to
enlarge placement options under this section by proposing that ". . . must be
placed in shelter facilities" be changed to ". . . may be placed- in shelter
facilities." In fact, we believe that such a change increases the potential for
the placement of status offenders In Inappropriate facilities and defeats one
of the original purposes of the Act which Is to clearly limit the types of
facilities in which status offenders can be placed. We believe that a better
solution to the problems of increasing alternatives for status offenders is to

-- redefine, as follows, the alternative facilities in which status offenders can be
placed under the Act:

1223(a) "... such plan must
(12) provide within two years after submission of the plan that

juveniles who are charged with or who have committed offenses that
would not be criminal if conrmitted by an adult, shall he placed in
Juvenile detention or correctional facilities (,but must be placed in
shelter facilities). Such Juveniles must be placed in facilities that are

Deleted material In parentheses, new material italic.
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the least restrictive alternoatives appropriate to their seeds. These
facilities must be in reasonable proximity to the family and home
common lies of the juveslles, taking iwto account any ;pecia needs of
the Juveniles. and sAalU provide the services dewi bed is aetlow
103();'

CHUDREN IN ADULT JAJLS ( 223 (a) (13)

In January of this year CDP released its study on Children in Adult Jails.
I will not repeat many of our findings since most of you have received copies
of the study. However, I wish to recall for you that the jailing of children has
been condemed for nearly a century as a cruel and nn practice. It Is
often prohibited by State laws yet it persists In every region of our country.
Everyday across this country thousands of children are subjected to the harsh
reality of Jail, too often to their everlasting damage.

It Is a tragedy for any child to be held in JaiL It Is also a travesty because
the overwhelming majority of children in adult Jails are not even detained for
violent crimes and cannot be considered a threat to themselves nor to their
communities. In our study we found that only 11.7% of Jailed children were
charged with serious offenses against persons. The rest--88%-were charged
with property or minor offenses. Most alarmingly, 17.9% of Jailed children had
committed status offenses. That is, truants and runaways were held in Jails,
under abysmal conditions, easy prey for hardened adult criminals. An additional
4.3% of the Jailed children had committed no offense at all.

Section 223(a) (13) of the JJDPA restricts use of Jails for Juveniles only by
providing that children have no "regular contact" with adult offenders. Our
study has shown that "this prohibition cannot protect children from physical
or sexual abuse any more than state laws with similar provisions have protected
children in the past." We have recommended and we continue to recommend
that the JJDPA should be amended to require State plans to include provisions
for ending the incarceration of children in Jails within 12 months. In addition
we recommend that the -federal government should set a date after which no
federal law enforcement aid will be granted to any state that continues to hold
children of juvenile court age in an: correctional facility, including Jails or
lockups.

Further, we recommend that 5223(a) (18) be amended by deleting the word
"regular" so that alL contact between children and adult offenders in correc-
tional Intitutions is completely prohibited. We think there is little disagreement
that children need protection from Incarcerated adults. This Is one way to
provide them with more protection than-exists under present federal require-
ments.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT (5261 (b))

The JJDPA requires that LEAA devote 19.5% of Its 1972 Safe Streets funds
to juvenile Justice. However, there is no mechanism that contains information
nor reveals that this Is happening. We propose that the Act be amended to
require 1EAA to establish a monitoring system to track complauce with this
requirement.

MATCH REQUIREMENT ( 222(d))

The statute presently gives the LEAA Administrator discretion to require
cash or in-kind matching funds. Senator Bayh's amendments retain that
discretion. However, the Administration's amendments delete the possibility
of in-kind match and only permit cash match. We strongly oppose the
Administration's proposal. Removing the possibility of In-kind match effectively
destroys the ability of many private organizations with funding problems to
apply for grants. We know that organizations, even some of the larger private
nonprofits, have funding problems under present economic conditions. Further,
the proposed changes handicap small agencies and organizations which are
developing innovative programs and cannot secure money from financially
troubled municipalities and counties. In short, the deletion of the possibility
of the use of in-kind match hampers the private sector in developing apd
implementing the kinds of programs envisaged by the Act.

' Deleted material In parentheses, new material italic.
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INTATE ATIVI8OY CflNC1L8--TATE PLANNIO AGEXCJK8 (SPA'B)

There have been problems in a number of States in that SPA's hare not been
ridng Advisory Councils sufficient opportunity to "advise and consult" iit the

formation of State plans. Too often SPA's have submitted State plates to
Advisory Councils directly before submitting them to Washington. This is in
direct contravention of the purpose of thp Act in creating State Adi isory
Councils. Advisory Councils are to provide citizen participation in the planning
process. We ask you to consider Imposing a reasonable time frame upon the
process, or, as has been recommended by other organizations, statutorily
requiring submission of Advisory Council comments on State plans along with
submission of the plan. We wish to add to this last recommendation a further
condition that the SPA's be required to submit in writing its reasons for not
accepting specific Advisory Council proposals.

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to present our concerns to you. We
1eleve the JJDPA has enormous potential in aiding both States and private
organizations to address the problems of juvenile delinquency and its preven-
tion. We hope to see that potential realized.

Mr. Aimimws. Mr. William Treanor.

STAT T OF WILLIAM W. TIR0ANOR, EXECUTIVE DIM OR,
NATIONAL YOUTH ALTNATIV PROET

Mr. TIRMNOR. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Nation's youth
workers, I would like to thank you and the subcommittee for this
opportunity to testify.

NYAP is a nonprofit public interest group that works, on behalf
of alternative, community-based youth serving agencies such as youth
service bureaus, hot lines, drop-in centers, runaway centers, youthem ployment programs, and alternative schools.

In other words, Congressman, a lot of these people are the folks
aie dealing with when these programs are funded, t at are out there
doing the direct service work.

With few exceptions, we strongly support S. 1021, Senator Bayh's
amendments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
We are grateful for the efforts which Senator Bayh and his staff have
made to solicit input from youth workers across the country, and are
gratified to see that most of our recommendations have been incor-
porated into S. 1021.

I wish to highlight our support of those amendments which address
the following issues:

One is the requirement that the National Advisory Board on
Juvenile Justice and Delinquent Prevention will include youth
workers' involved with alternative youth programs and the wide-
spread empowerment of youth workers throughout (he act, so that
the people who.are actually providing the services have some input
into the policy.

The strengthening of the powers of the assistant administrator and
the addition of staff to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinqiency
Prevention, I think that this came out pretty clearly this morning.
I know, all evidence to the contrary, there are some Federal govern-
ment offices that are undertsaffed. It apmars to nie, site we ae ilk
daily contact with the Office of Juvenile Justice, that they are,indeed,
very understaffed.
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The allotment as proposed by Senator Bayh of at least 10 percent
of State funds be used in support of the State Juvenile Justice Ad-
visory Group. It is an attempt there on the part of Senator Bayh to
empower the State juvenile groups so that they can get the training
and support needs that they require to do an effective job in making
policy in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.

Currently, the State advisory boards are not working very well as
a result of a whole series of problems. Youg people, for the most
part, are not employed by anyone and they have to travel all the
way across the State and come to these advisory board meetings, and
be away from school often, and sometimes they don't get any travel
allowances, so it is very difficult to get young people involved in
developing the State plan.

We support special funds for youth advocacy programs and the
provision of the Runaway Youth Act for coordinated networks of
youth programs. I also would like to add my voice in support of the
deinstitutionalization compliance requirement that is in the current
bill and should remain intact.

The role of the State Juvenile Justice Advisory Group should be
strengthened by mandating representation of one-third of the mem-
bers of the State Advisory Board should also serve on the State
Criminal Justice Planning Board. Currently there does not neces-
sarily have to be any relationship between the two groups, so the
recommendations of the State Advisory Board are often overnled
by the State board.

In terms of the appropriation for the Juvenile Justice Act, once
again I would support Senator Bayh's recommendation of $150 mil-
lion. I think that this is a minimal appropriation, frankly. One of
the reasons that we have theproblem with this big infrastructure is
that these programs are funded at a sufficient level to support the
bureaucracy, but they are not funded at a sufficient level to support
the direct service program. The first things funded are all the bureau-
crats, the planning mechanisms, the things that. you spoke of this
morning. Then a proportionately small share of the money is going
to find its own way down to the direct services. The correct solution
to that problem is to increase the appropriation, and not to increase
dramatically the administration.

We strongly support the Senators reconimen.diation to change the
Runaway-Act which would raise the appropriation to $25 million
from the currently authorized $10 million. My feeling is that this
program is serving approximately 30,000 young people a year.

I am using the figure that was quoted this morning of tree-
quarters of a million runaways a year, and 50 percent of them do
not need the service. You are talking about one-third of a million
runaways a year who do need some kind of a short-term service.

Clearly, the HEW program is reaching no more than 10 peirent
of the young people. 8o to raise the appropriation to $2.5 million
would only serve approximately 20 or 25 percent of those young
people who are in need in this very. cost effective program.

We also support raising the maximum amount of the grant to a
runaway center from $75,000 to $100,000, and changing the priority
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of giving grants to programs with program budgets of less than
$100,000 to programs with budgets of less than $150,000. This act
was written in 1971, and the rate of $100,000 is to keep it in line with
inflation and other rising costs.

Most workers in these programs, Congressmen, are making $8,000
a year. Also, as was mentioned this morning, there is a large number
of volunteers working in these programs. These are not overfunded
or overfinanced bureaucratically top-heavy programs.

Finally the Runaway Youth Act should be amended to include
$750,000 funding provision for a 24-hour toll-free telephone crisis
line. This national hotline would assist a runaway youth in initiating
a reconciliation process with his or her family and enable runaway
centers to communicate with service providers in the runaway's home-
town.

This program is currently funded. It is a runaway switchboard in
Chicago. It is operating, really, without the kind of congressional
support that I think is important. It is a very successful program. It
was highlighted on the Today show- just last Monday, and it is some-
thing that is worthy of continued support from the Congress, and
should be recognizedas such in the Runaway Youth Act.

That concludes my remarks, and thank you again for the oppor-
tunity.

[The written statement of William W. Treanor follows:]

ON
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TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM V. TREANOR BEFORE THE HOUSE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY IN REGARD TO THE

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT.
APRIL 22, 1977

My name Is Bill Treanor. I have been Involved In youth work and the

development of national youth policy since I founded one of the nation's first

runaway centers nine years ago. I have been Involved with the drafting and

monitoring of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the

Runaway Youth Act since 1971. For the past 31 years I have been Executive

Director of National Youth Alternatives Project. NYAP Is a non-profit public

Interest group, that works, on behalf of alternative, community-based youth

serving-agencies such as youth service bureaus, hot lines, drop-in centers,

runaway centers, youth employment programs and alternative schools. We do

much of our work via alliance with state-wide youth work coalitions.

With a few exceptions, NYAP strongly supports S. 1021, Senator Bayh's

amendments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prev, ntion Act. We are

grateful for the efforts which Senator Bayd and his staff have made to

solicit Input from youth workers across the country, and are gratified to

see most of our recommendations Incorporated Into S. 1021.

We wish to highlight out support of those amendments which address the

following Issues:

The requirement that the National Advisory Board on Juvenile

Justice And Delinquent Prevention will Include youth workers' Involved

with alternative youth programs and-the widespread empowerment of

of youth workers throughout the Act.

The special Insights and talents of direct service youth workers

must be more effectively drawn upon If the Act Is to continue to be

Implemented as the Innovative effort which Congress Intended.
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The strengthening of the powers of the Assistant Administrator and

the addition of staff to the Office of Juvenile Justice and PolInquency

prevention.

Although former Assistant Administrator, Milton Lugar, and the staff

are to be commended for a Job well done, It Is, unfortunately, only a

"Job well done" because of the limited powers of the Assistant Administrator

and shortage of the staff at the Office of Juvenile Justice.

The allotment of at least 10% of statn funds in support of the State

Juvenile Justice Advisory Group.

We have reports of many State Juvenile Justice Advisory Groups being

stifled In their performance because of limited staff support, paltry

travel and per diem reimbursement for members and Ihick of training especi-

ally those under 26 years of age. This amendment Is essential if Congress

Is serious about youth participation in the development of Juvenile Justice

policy.

Special funds for Youth Advocacy Programs and Title III funds for

"Coordinated Networks" of youth programs.

The funding of such programs has an especially high multiplier

effect. Youth work coalitions can contribute significantly towards the

development of a progressive youth serving system If advocacy funds are

available.

I am submitting for the record a list of 37 of these youth advocacy

networks across the country. NYAP believes these coalitions to be

especially deserving of consideration and support. We believe that sup-

port by LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice of youth advocacy programs

should be of the highest priority.
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The authorization of the Runaway Youth Act at $25 million for each

year rather than the current $10 million.

This appropriaton level would provide for funding of up to 300

runaway centers across the country. 130 are currently funded by HEW.

Raising the maximum amount of a grant to a runaway center from

$75,000 to $100,000; and changing the priority of giving grants to pro-

grams with program budgets of less _than $100,000 to programs with budgets

of less than $150,000.

This change Is based upon computations of the actual cost of oper-

ating programs designed to provide services to runaway youth and their

families. Also, the Congress should reaffirm that the purpose of the

Runaway Youth Act is to provide services to runaway youth and their fami-

lies and not to provide HEW with research data.

Our exceptions and additions to the Senator's amendments are as follows:

The deinstltutionallzation compliance requirement should not be

relaxed.

The thousands of young people whose future would be Jeopardized as a

result of Inappropriate confinement are more Important than capitulating

to some state's Inability to develop aneffective system of comunity

based agencies.

The State Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Advisory Groups

should be strengthened even more than S. 1021 proposes. The State

Juvenile-Justice Delinquency Prevention Advisory Group should have the

right of approval over the state plan. Citizen representatives from the

State Advisory Groups should be appointed to the SPA supervisory board In
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such numbers as to constitute one third of the bard. If state govern-

ments, Including the LEAA State Planning Agencies, would work In close

partnership with private non-profit youth agencies, I believe that every

state could participate In the Act and meet all of its requirements.

The Runaway Youth Act should Include & $750,000. funding provision

for a 24hr. toll free telephone crisis line. This natlonal'hotline

would assist a runaway youth in inItating a reconciliation process with

his or her family and enable runaway centers to communicate with service

providers In the runaway's hometown.

This concludes my formal remarks. I have Intentionally kept my remarks

brief to provide ample time to answer any questions from the members of the

subcommi ttee.
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A LIST OF YOUTH ADVOCACY NETWORKS
(grouped by Federal Regions)

FEDERAL REGION I

Burlington Youth Opportunity Federation
94 Church Street
Burlington, Vermont 05401
Liz Anderson 802/863-2533

Boston Teen Center Alliance
178 Humboldt Ave. -
Boston, Massachusetts 02121
Rodney Jackson 617/442-1055

Connecticut Youth Service Association
c/o Bloomfield Youth Services
Town Hall
800 Bloomfield Avenue
Bloomfield, Connecticut 06002
John McKevitt 203/243-1945

I ctlcut Host Home Association
2. iliey Street
Willimatic, Connecticut 06226
Fr. Malcolm MacDoweli 203/633-9325

New Hampshire Federation of Youth Services
c/o The Youth Assistance Project
I School Street
Tilton, New Hampshire 03276
Lily Gullan 603/286-8577

FEDERAL REGION II

Coalition of New York State
Alternative Youth Services

I Lodge Street
Albany, New York 12207
Newell Eaton 518/434-6135

Garden State Crisis Intervention Assoc.
7 State Street
Glassboro, New Jersey 08028
Paul Taylor 609/881-4040

New Jersey Youth Service Bureau Assoc.
1064 Clinton Avenue
Irvington, New Jersey 07111
Elizabeth Gegen 201/372-2624

New York State Association of
Youth Bureaus

515 North Ave.
New Rochelle, New York 10801
Paul Dennis 914/632-2460

FEDERAL REGION III

Baltimore Youth Alternative Services
Association

c/o The Lighthouse
2 Winters Lane
Baltimore, Maryland 21228
Oliver Brown 301/788-5485

Federation of Alternative Community
Services

c/o Second Mile House
Queens Chapel/Queensbury Road
Hyattsville, Maryland 20782
Les Ulm 301/779-1257

Maryland Association of Youth
Service Bureaus

c/o Bowie Youth Service Bureau
City Building
Bowie, Maryland 20715
Carolyn Rodgers 301/262-1913

Washington D.C. Area Hotline Assoc.
P.O. Box 187
Arlington, Virginia 22210
Bobble Kuehn 703/522-4460

FEDERAL REGION IV

Flor-Ida Network of Runaway and
Youth Services

919 E. Norfolk Ave.
Tampa, Florida 33604
Brian Dyak 813/238-7419

01830 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NW WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009
111346 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NW WASHINGTON, D. 20036

202 234-6684
202 7850764
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A LIST OF YOUTH ADVOCACY NETWORKS - PAGE TWO

FEDERAL REGION V

Chicago Alternative Schools Network
1105 W. Laurence Avenue (1210)
Chicago, Illinois 60640
Jack Wuest 312/728-4030

Chicago Youth Network Council
721 N. LaSalle (1317)
Chicago, Illinois 60610
Trish DeJean 312/649-9120

Enablers Network
100 W. Franklin Ave.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55404
Jackie O'Donoghue 612/871-4994

ESCALT
924 E. Ogden Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211
Dr. Andrew Kane 414/271-4610

F.-leration of Alternative Schools
1 Lake Street

':s, Minnesota 55407
Odvid-Nasby 612/724-2117

Illinois Youth Service Bureau Assoc.
23 N. 5th Avenue (1303)
Maywood, Illinois 60153
Rick King 312/344-7753

Indiana Youth Service Bureau Assoc.
104 Chicago Street
Valparaiso, Indiana 46383
Dennis Morgan 219/464-9585

Michigan Assoc. of Crisis Services
c/o Riverwood Community MHC
127 East Napier Avenue
Benton Harbor, Michigan 49022
Kelly Kellogg 616/926-7271

Michigan Coalition of Runaway Services
20431 East Grand River Avenue
East Lansing, Michigan 48823'
Bill Szarfarczyk 517/279-9759

Michigan Youth Service Bureau Assoc.
c/o Newaygo Co. Youth Service Bureau
P.O. Box 438
White Cloud, Michigan 49349
Don Switzer 616/689-6669

Milwaukee Hotlines Council
2390 N. Lake Drive
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211
Annette Stoddard 414/271-4610

Ohio Assoc. of Youth Service Bureaus
c/o Allen County Youth Service Bureau
114 East High Street
Lima, Ohio 45801
Bruce Maag 419/227-1108

Ohio Coalition of Runaway Youth and
Family Crisis Services

1421 Hamilton Street
Columbus, Ohio 43201
Kay Satterthwalte 614/294-5553

Wisconsin Assoc. for Youth
Kenosha Co. Advocates for Youth
6527 39th Avenue
Kenosha, Wisconsin 53140
Michael Gonzales 414/658-4911

Wisconsin Network of Alternatives
In Education

1441 N. 24th Street
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53205
Michael Howden

FEDERAL REGION VI

Oklahoma Youth Service Bureau Assoc.
c/o Youth Service Center
319 North Grand
Enid, Oklahoma 73701
Terry Lacrosse 405/233-7220

FEDERAL REGION VII

Iowa Youth Advocates Coalition
712 Burnett Avenue
Ames, Iowa 50010
George Belitsos 515/233-2330

FEDERAL REGION VIII

Colorado Council of YoJth Services
212 E. Vermijo
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903
Jan Prowell 303/471-6880

S.

Is

0
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FEDERAL REGION IX

Arizona Youth Development Assoc.
c/o Maicopa County Youth Services
1802 East Thompas Road (Suite 3)
Phoenix, Arizona 85016
Clifford McTavish 602/277-4704

Community Congress of San Diego
1172 Morena Street
San Diego, California 92110-
John Wedemeyer 714/275-1700

FEDERAL REGION X

Alaska Youth Alternatives Network
c/o The Family Connection
428 East 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 95501
Melissa Middleton 907/279-3497

Oregon Coalition of Alternative
Human Services

P.O. Box 1005
Slem, Oregon 97303
, pv.rne Pierce 503/364-7280

Washorjtnoi Association of Community
YouLt, S,'rices

P.O. Box 18644
Colunbia Station
Seattle, Washington 98118
Barry Goren 206/322-7676

8EST EYAU~



234

Mr. ANwnxRws. Thank you very kindly.
Counsel has a question.
Mr. CAusEr. There is one question that I would like to address

particularly to Mr. Mould and to Mr. Treanor.
Mr. Mould, it is my understanding that you used to work with the

Action Agency, as the Director of the Domestic Operations Division
of that agency.

Mr. Treanor, you, obviously, closely wor. with the runaway prob-
lems.

There has been a suggestion that has been proposed to permit the
President authority to transfer existing runaway youth programs
from the Office of Youth Development in HEW, to the Action

Iwase wondering if the two of you could comment on that proposal.

Mr. Mouwm. The comment would come from me personally. My
organization has not considered this. I think that it might make some
sense in reflecting about it. The scale of the runaway program is such
that, obviously, it is tremendously over-shadowed by 1he scale of the
HEW bureaucracy. It lust clearly cannot be given the kind of pri-
ority attention by HEW leadership that it could in a smaller agency,
such as Action.

I have a hunch that the kind of spirit of the runaway program,
what it is supposed to do and does for people, is much more con-
sistent with the character of the program already housed in the
Action Agency.

Action, as you know, does have current. grantmaking authority and,
therefore, has the capacity and the experience with grant programs.
So there would not be that technical problem of having to learn
from scratch.

I think that the quality and spirit of the leadership of Action is
kind of exciting these davs. I think that it could do much for the
runaway program. I would favor that kind of a shift.

Mr. Tnr,,%NoR. My first concern would be that if such a transfer
took place, the programs that are currently operating, there should
not be some kind of a bureaucratic shuffle. There have to be guaran-
tees that this would not happen.

It is certainly feasible. I heard the representatives from HEW
testify this morning that there are 100 or 150 volunteers who are
working in many of these programs. These are, essentially, volunteer
programs already.

I think that there are some problems in looking at the runaway
program in the context of social welfare. It is a very unique kind of
a program, and you cannot set up a multipurpose center or commu-
nity center of some kind. and this is where you go for services.

These are young people who have broken out of all these other
systems, court systems, family systems, et cetera, whieh we have in
this country. You have to have a lace where they will voluntarily
come. These are voluntary referrals by young people of themselves
to these programs.

Action, I think. could well keep the integrity of that kind of a
program intact. There are a great number of visitors working as
counselors in these programs.
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I am also concerned, as I look at the existing Runaway Youth Act,
that it is basically a direct service program, but there is the tendency
to gather research data. I think that Action has that orientation.

Mr. CAUSEY. Mrs. Rothman or Mrs. Mittelman, can you help us
with the definition of substantial compliance. In reading your state-
ments, you ducked the issue. You did not give us a definitioni of
substantial compliance.

Mrs. ROTHMAN. My problem with substantial compliance, I sup-
pose is that there is either compliance or there is not compliance. So,
my assumption would be that if we are going to play around with
the term like substantial compliance, it at least says, I have not fin-
ished the job, but I have almost finished it. You will have it next
week. That is substantial compliance, particularly if you can check
me again next week. If you just leave it open, then I don't think
that it means anything.

Mr. CAusEY. The provision in S-1021 would satisfy you?
Mrs. ROTHilAN. As I noted in my statement, if anything, they are

overly generous. I would really like to see them even further limited.
I really think that it is possible.

I think that beyond that, the important thing will be to what
extent, whatever limit is set, will be enforced. I think that the office,
if it is really going to enforce as the law requires, it is going to require
a great deal of support from Congress because I imagine that there
will be some very upset-states.

I think that the Members of Congress will have an obligation to
stand for the principles of the act.

M rs. MITTELMrAN. We avoided trying to define substantial com-
pliance, because we were trying to avoid substantial compliance. We
are opposed to the insertion of that statement in the statute, again,
because we think that full compliance is the aim of the statute. The
Office of Juvenile Justice still has the discretion to negotiate with
each State according to whatever particular problems and considera-
tions each state has.

You are not immediately declared in noncompliance because it has
not quite reached the statutory limits. I think, for example, defining
it. as 75 percent is, again, too generous. I agree with Mrs. Rothman,
if compliance is at percent, if you say 85 percent, why bother with it.
Stick to full compliance, and try to negotiate with States, again,
based on the realities of what exists in each State.

So, I really cannot define substantial compliance because I see it
as being not particularly helpful in the context of this act, if it is
included in the statute.

Mr. CAusry. Thank you.
Mr. ANDIEWVs. Thank you. Ve appreciate your being here.
The last group that we are going to hear from consists of three

persons, Dorothy Crawford, Albert Katzman, and Dr. Marvin
Gottlieb.

Do you have any order that you prefer, or is it immaterial?
Mrs. CRAWFORD. I think that it is immaterial to us. With your per-

mission, I will go ahead and start.

8g-6gg 0 * 77 - 16
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STATEMENT OF., DOROTHY CRAWFOQ D, NATIONAL PROJECT
DIRECTOR FOR LEAA STUDY ON LEARNING DISABILITIES AND
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Mrs. CrAwiOt. I-would like to thank the committee and the chair-
man for permitting me to come and appear before you in support of
H.R. 1137. My name is Dorothy Crawford, and I will present testi-
mony in a threefold fashion. No. 1, I am a national member of the
board of directors of the Association for Children with Learning
Disabilities. Second, I serve ACLD on a nationally funded project
by LEAA as national project director for the ACLD Research and
Demonstration. Third, as the pitrent of an adolescent with learning
disability.

I would suppose that probably more than anything, if I were to be
asked for my reasons for appearing before this committee, my very
committed involvement in the field of learning disabilities, and even
now with the possible correlation of juvenile delinquency, it is be-
cause I am the parent of an adolescent wth learning diabilities.

I lhve sat today, and I have listened to statistics about these chil-
dren, children like mine. Many of them are very devastating kinds
6f stthfiics. We are talking about human beings, Mr. Chairman, and
very briefly I would like to address the committee regarding children
rather than statistics, and programs. I will refer to my own child as
a typical adolescent with learning disabilities.

Most adolscents with learning disabilities in the U.S. today are
children that began to pass in the primary grades, or even prior to
that or chihren that were not recognized as having a handicapped
condition. In our own case, we sought services for our child for seven
years before we found the true problem.

Even before we knew for certain that he would be able to function
in society, because we had been told so many times that. it would not
be the case, as parents we were very cognizant early that he was handi-
capped in some condition, even though many of the professionals
said that this was not the case.

-: Consequently, with children who are my son's age, they did inot
receive services in their early school years, and they are children that
now, as adolescents, are far"behind educationally. Many of the. chil-
dren of friends who are parents with children who have disabilitiesno longer know where they are. They have drowned out. They have
dropped out of school, dropped out of society. We do not know what
has happened to them.

I had thought that perhaps we were reaching the point in this
country where-we would find now mandates for special education
would provide appropriate services for these children. However. iust
this past weekend I appeared on a radio program in New York City,
which was a 3-hour program called Conference Call, the listening
audience was permitted to call and ask any kind of questions relating
to the topic which was juvenile delinquency and disabilities. I was
appalled to find that in 1977, we are iust about where we were 7
years ago. There are still many, many children not served. and many,
many parents not knowing what has happened to their children, and
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the children have become involved in some kind of a delinquency
syndrome.

So I would like to say, as in my written testimony, there is not
much time left for the Jeffs of the day, because time is running out
for them. Resources at the junior high or high school level Are a step
practically void in this country. These are the youngsters, of course,
that do drop out of the main stream, and we do not even have voca-
tional programs for this type of a youngster. Many of our vocational
programs are academically based, and the child simply cannot func-
tion in that manner.

I also find it very disturbing to speak before audiences in various
conferences across the country and finding that the majority of the
audiences are very provincial kinds of audiences. In other words, if
it is a topic that would involve law enforcement in any way what-
soever, these are the people that are there. Anything having to with
education, we find that these are the people that are there. We find
two separate kinds, and our children fall within those two kinds.

It would seem only logical to me that one of the best ways that we
could bring about a solution for the problems of the youngster with
learning disability would be through H.R. 1137.

Two years ago actually, LEAA funded a study about current
theory and knowledge Dn learning disabilities and th6 correlation to
juvenile delinquency. Almost concurrently there was a study under-
taken by the General Accounting Office. Those studies are now avail-
able.

The General Accounting Office did find that there was approxi-
mately 26 percent of the youngsters in this country who are juvenile
delinquents have a learning disability. The LEAA study has found
that as far as current theory and knowledge were concerned, they
could classify substantial data available with controlled studies as to
whether or not there was any kind-of a causal link between learning
disability and juvenile delinquency.

As one of the purposes of the ACLD R. & D. project is to provide
this data, and I would like to go on record to state that in accordance
with our time line at the present time, we will have very timely data
available for H.R. 1137, for the State symposium and also for dis-
semination of the final study at a national conference.

I would like to thank the committee for permitting me to comment
and talk before them toda.y. I am not going to take any further time
because the hour is growing late, Uond I know that the other two
gentlemen would like to say a few words. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANINDRWs. Thank you for your statement and your brevity.
I hope that this will be a precedent for our other two distinguished
guests.

[The written statement of Dorothy Crawford follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee,

it is my pleasure to appear before the Committee in support of

HR #1137. My testimony is three dimensional in *cope: (1) as

a Board member of the National Association for Children with

Learning Disabilities (ACLD); (2) as the National Project

Director for the ACLD Research and Demonstration Program; and,

most importantly, (3) as a parent of an adolescent with learn-

ing disabilities.

ACLD is a parent oriented non-profit organization with

state affiliates In 49 of the 50 states. ACLD's primary pur-

pose is to actively seek and employ every possible method to

ascertain all those with learning disabilities receive the

appropriate services necessary to enable them to become pro-

ductive and responsible adults. Along with the purpose of the

organization, ACLD's five major goals to be reached via an inter-

disciplinary approach are:

1. Encourage research*

2. Stimulate development of early detection programs

and educational techniques.

3. Create a climate of public awareness and acceptance.

4. Disseminate information.

5. Provide advocacy for the learning disabled.

Albert Katzman and Dorothy Crawford, members of ACLD's
Adolescent Affairs Committee, wrote the grant proposal
entitled, "ACLD-R&D Project, investigating the link be-
tween learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency",
recently funded by LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice,
Grant No. 76-JN-99-0021.
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For a number of years, some members of ACLD have expressed

growing concerns over the vast number of children with problems

that were becoming problem adolescents. Studies were giving

evidence that many children with learning disabilities were#

as adolescents, becoming involved in a delinquency syndrome.

Consequently, two years ago. I undertook (with a great deal of

input and support from ACLD's Adolescent Affairs Committee) to

write a grant program proposal on behalf of ACLD and ita state

affiliates. The objectives of the program were almost identical

to those of HR #1137. Please permit me to set forth the objectives,

need, the expected results and factors of uniqueness of the

proposal. I do this in order to stress the timeliness and need

for a national and state symposia on LD/JD.

The proposal read as follows:

A. Objectives:

Present a series of symposia on the subject of Learning

Disabilities and Delinquency. The series of symposia will com-

prise of ten (10) per year for a period of two (2) years. At

the end of the two-year period each state of the United States

will have had confreres in attendance/participating in two (2)

symposia.

Through the symposia bring together the vatIous disciplines

involved with the juvenile. Disciplines such as:

(1) Juvenile Judges
(2) Probation, parole and corrections personnel
(3) Legislators
(4) Civic leaders

3
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(5) Labor and industry
(6) Teachers
(7) Social workers/conselors
(8) Law Enforcement Agencies
(9) Defense attorneys

(10) School Administrators
(11) Medical/allied professions
(12) Mental -health staff
(13) State Universities - representation from

schools of education and law
(14) State Department of Education
(15) Parents
(16) Members of news media /

The first year series of symposia will be structured to

instruct and present the problem of learning disabilities and

its correlation to juvenile delinquency to the confreres. The

symposia will be on a regional basis, dividing the states into

ten (10) regional areas.

First year symposia objectives as follows:

1. To promote awareness and community concern fo.-
the learning disabled adolescent in trouble.

2. To develop awareness of the relationship between
learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency

3. To increase understanding of the overall complexity
of the problem of learning disabilities--especially
the social and educational aspects of the problem;
but also to include the neuro-psychological and
bio-medical.

4. To suggest methods for professional organizations,
private and governmental agencies to utilize the
information gained to meet the educational and
social needs of learning disabled youth in the
criminal justice system.

National consortia (by state) will follow the series of

symposia. Makeup of each consortium to be of select representa-

tives from each discipline represented at each symposium.
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Consortia objectives as follows:

1. Develop a working relationship among the various

groups.

2. Create research and program development.

3. Disseminate information on subject matter.

4. Create a public forum for anyone involved or
interested.

5. Create public awareness and recognition of the
problem.

6. Plan models for diagnosing the problem and develop-
ing relevant educational ana rehabilitation programs
for youth with learning disabilities.

The second year series of symposia will be structured to

provide the solution. The second year confreres would be primarily

those participating in the consortia. Other interested and in-

volved individuals would, of course, be welcome.

The second year symposia objectives as follows:

1. Present summaries from each consortium -- research
and program development or model plans.

2. Develop method of implementing model plans.
(See #6 of consortia objectives).

3. Follow-up of first year presentations.

Overall objective as follows:

1. Prior to completion of project a model program
(see #6 of consortia objectives) be developed for
implementation in at least twenty (20) per cent
of the United States--in other words, at least
ten (10) states.

B. Need:

We must address the problems of learning disabilities if

we are to understand at all and deal with a large bulk of the
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delinquent population. The need for assistance is evidenced by

the following problems to be addressed:

1. The United States recidivism rate in delinquency
is 87%. Recent studies are showing that between
70% and 90% of the delinquents in this country
are clinically diagnosable as learning disabled.*
*(Colorado and Berman studies)

2. A school drop-out rate nationally of 40.

3. Both previous figures suggest that 40% of our
efforts educationally and 87% in the field of
corrections are totally irrelevant.

4. The continuing downward trend of the average age
of the delinquent child; today, approximating
13 1/2 years of age.

The fact is, for the junior and senior high school youngster,

there are virtually ri services or resources available to him for

his learning disability. He must make it on his own, and usually

in the so-called mainstream. The alternative is to become a

drop-out. The vocational educational programs, by and large,

are not responsive-anymore than high school academic programs are.

Further, the young adult has to compete in the mainstream of

the labor market as well. Finally, this gap in knowledge with

its attendant lack of sensitivity is almost a universal condi-

tion within the Juvenile Justice System, and beyond it, with

the Juvenile Corrections System.

While some monies have been channeled into the area of

Juvenile Delinquency in its correlation to Learning Disabilities,

it has usually been to support in-service training programs for

corrections personnel or similar programs for special education

staff. This has, in some instances, been somewhat helpful.
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However, the people reached were the same provincial groups that

have unsuccessfully tried to approach this problem area all along

and all alone. The result has been to maintain the cloistered

nature of these mutually closed groups.

One group usually does not know what the other is doing,

or what problems they may have in coamon. More important, the

larger and probably more potent, the communityy is also unaware

of what is going on.

It seems only logical that by bringing together all in-

terested, involved, and concerned people that viable solutions

will ensue.

C. Expected Results:

By transcripts and video tapes proceedings will be developed

from each symposium to be distributed to interested and partici-

pating agencies/individuals.

This kind of approach will result in:

1. The broadest distribution of information across
the nation.

2. The continuity of information and education over
a period of time. These symposia will be designed
to be progressive. The tapes and proceedings will
become a viable, dynamic and current resource to
all concerned; a kind of living and growing text-
book.

3. Constant stimulation to local areas to do their
own research, program development, etc.

4. The possibility of bringing together a greater
variety of professionals over a period of time.

5. A constant public forum available to anyone doing
research to report current findings.
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6. A vehicle by which this problem can be kept out
in the open rather than behind closed doors.

7. A public endeavor rather than a closed professional

project.

The greatest measurable benefit will be in taxpayer dol-

lars saved. For every delinquent rehabilitated, statistics in-

dicate a tax savings of roughly $500,000.00--criminal career

cost of $250,000.00 in court handling and another $250,000.00

in property loss. The unmeasurable benefit will be in the sav-

ing of human lives -- delinquents rehabilitated to become productive

adults.

D. Factors of Uniqueness:

The broad spectrum makeup of symposia confreres is an

ideal and unique way to bring people together who normally do

not associate together. They will be able to look at their

varying responsibilities with respect to the relationships be-

tween learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency.

Therefore, some main factors of uniqueness will be:

1. It will bring subject matter out of its provincial
parameters and into the open public forum.

2. It will allow each participant an opportunity to
identify with the problem from his own point of
view--his own discipline, and allow each parti-
cipant to formulate his potential contribution
of response according to his own sphere of in-
fluence.

3. It will involve the private citizen, the parent,
who ultimately is the appropriate and most effective
catalyst.

4. It will be the most effective public education/
public device in bringing together numbers and
varieties of disciplines who seldom before have
worked together on any common problem.
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Following submitting the above-mentioned proposal, LEAA

informed us that a grant had been awarded to the American Institutes

for Research (AIR) to undertake a study of current theory and

knowledge of a correlation between learning disabilities and

juvenile delinquency. Almost concurrently the General Account-

ing Office (GAO) commenced a study on a possible link between

LD and JD. The Comptroller General of the United States stated

in the final report:

"We made this review because of the Nation's growing
juvenile delinquency problem and the mounting evidence of
a correlation between children with learning problems and
children demonstrating delinquent behavior patterns."

The GAO Report set forth some stark revealing data:

"There is little doubt-that most juvenile delinquents
have behavior problems in school, and many may be 'academic
underachievers'--pupils of normal intelligence who are two
or more years below the level expected for their ability.

"GAO investigated underachievement am6ng juvenile
delinquents in institutions and found that about one-
fourth of those tested by education consultants in
Connecticut and Virginia institutions had primary
learning problems or learning disabilities.

"Whether these disabilities caused delinquency is
uncertain.

"Compensating for or correcting such disabilities
is justified for its own sake. It just ma have the
added dividend of reducing delinquency. There is
room for much improvement in this regard in the public
school system and in institutions housing delinquents.

"--Four of the five States visited by GAO--

California, Connecticut, Texas, and Virginia--
had no accurate estimates of the prevalence of
learning disabilities among school-age children.

"--Correctional -institutions were not effec-
tively identifying and treating the learning problems 4
of delinquents and were constrained from doing so.
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"Where institutions had attempted to meet the -.
delinquents' educationalneeds

"--the detailed evaltation needed to determine
a child's specific problem either was not done or

"--if done, the -prescribed recommendations were
not received by the teacher, or the teaching staff
was not trained adequately to implement or interpret
the recommendations."

The AIR Study, published April, 1976, concluded, "the

case for LD/JD causal relationship is weakly documented. It

has been made, to the extent that it has been at all, primarily

through the observational evidence of professionals who work

with delinquent youth." The academic authorities on delinquency,

those who were consulted, were skeptical that LD is a decisive

factor in any significant proportion of cases. It further stated,

"But it is in no sense accurate to claim that the LD/JD link

has been disproved. No study has set out to compare LD among

delinquents and non-delinquents and discovered that the inci-

dence rates are equivalent. And there is a kernel of usable

quantitative evidence that does support the existence of un-

usually high rates of perceptual disorders among delinquents."

AIR recommended that the Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).priorities be: (1) undertake

research to determine the incidence of learning handicaps, in-

cluding LD strictly defined, among a few basic populations; and

(2) a demonstration project to test the value of diagnosing and

treating LD, as an aid to rehabilitation of serious juvenile

offenders.
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From the recommended priorities AIR made to the OJJDP,

the ACLD-Research and Demonstration Project was born. I am

the National Project Director, as stated earlier.

A brief description (purpose statement) of the Project

reads thusly:

purpose Statement

"The R&D program has three major components. The
components are inter-related to facilitate collecting
data.

OAn incidence study (first component) will be used to
investigate the InciTence of LD among two groups-of 12-15
year old males. One sample will be ot adjudicated delinquents;
the other group will be among officially non-delinquent male
public school students. Part of the process will be the
adoption of a specific definition of learning disabilities
as well as the identification of operational criteria;
both of which may serve as precedents for future programs.
The incidence study's purpose will be twofold: (1) to
provide baseline data on the occurrence of LD, and (2)'to
identify the target population from which to draw the
subjects in the remediation part of the study.

"The second component of the project is a remediation
instructional program for a selected group of adjudicated
delinquents. Members of this group will receive intensive,
individually planned remedial instruction that is designed
to ameliorate the effects of their particular LD. The
treatment program is not designed to duplicate or replace
the special programs that are now offered to the youth;
rather, it is de igned to assess the effects of particular
treatment variables on LD and JD. A second, comparison
group of delinquents will receive services that are now
available to them. Specifically, the purpose of the re-
mediation intervention component is to implement a demon-
stration program to test the value of diagnosing and treat-
ing LD as an aid to rehabilitation of juvenile offenders.

"The third and last component is an evaluation study.
The evaluation is two-fold: a formative evaluation that
will help keep the progress of the remediation program
'on track' towards a successful conclusion; and a summative
evaluation that will assess the remediation program's

k
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overall succero after its conclusion. Specifically,
the evaluation will measure the impact on educational
achievement resulting from a program that is designed
to counter the effects of LD, and the impact of remedia-
tion on subsequent delinquent attitudes and behaviors.

"Through the incidence and demonstration study, data
will be accumulated to be assessed and validated by the
research team (evaluators). Four very specific objectives
are set forth as follows:

"I. The difference in the incidence of specific learn-
ing disabilities between delinquent and non-delinquent
youtL.

"2. Difference between delinquent probationers and
those institutionalized.

"3. The impact on the educational performance and
related behavior of LD youth resulting from programs
designed to remediate the effects of specific learning
disabilities.

04. The impact on subsequent delinquent behavior after
remediation programs for the specific learning disabilities.

The ultimate objective is to provide information that will
assist in the development of informed policy with respect
to LD and delinquency prevention.*

Examining the timelines of HR #1137 and the ACLD-R&D

Project, we find they uniquely coincide. Screening of records

and identifying the target populh.ion are already underway.

The remediation program will be commencing by June, 1977; pre-

liminary data will be available by early 1978; post-remediation

testing will be completed by September 1, 1978; and the final

report should be submitted by early 1979. This timeline indi-

cates that data on the incidence study and remediation programs

for replication would be available for dissemination at the

state symposia of HR #1137. Additionally, the final statistical

analysis of the entire research and demonstration program could
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be available for the National Conference on Learning Disabilities

and Juvenile Delinquency as written in HR #1137. It is important)

to us that the ACLD-R&D Project data be utilized and-not per-

mitted to collect dust on a closet shelf.

The state symposia for LD/JD is long overdue. The objectives

are timely and pertinent. Certainly sufficient time must be given

at each state sympos un to educate and broaden public awareness

as to the nature and symptoms of learning disabilities; the re-

sources available, if any, for the learning disabled identify

-_-arriers and problems which prevent the receipt of needed ser-

vices by children with learning disabilities. All this along

with disseminating data from various studies now underway on

the subject.

The National Conference provides the opportunity to con-

sider each state's recommendations and needs to provide full

services for children with learning disabilities; presentation

of research data and model remediation programs (if not repetitions

from state symposia). The conclusion of the National Conference

would be objectives #6 and #7 of HR #1137:

(6) Establish a timetable for carrying out recommenda-N
tions for the removal of barriers and problems
which prevent the receipt of needed services by
children with specific learning disabilities

(7) Carry out such other activities as the Conference
considers necessary or appropriate to assist in
meeting the special needs of children with specific
learning disabilities.

If we are to treat the problem of LD rather than the

symptom, it is vital that all disciplines recognize and under-
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stand the problem. Also, to successfully prevent delinquency

in the learning disabled, it in critical that the entire com-

munity who come in contact with these youth be educated to the

existence and nature of their problem.

The third dimension of my presentation in from the parent's

perspective. I refer the Committee to the enclosed article about

my son, Jeff, and the copies of his letters to President Nixon

and God.

Can you imagine the depth of Jeff's despair that moved him

to appeal to the highest court of all for assistance? Can you

imagine the helpless rage and frustration his father and I have

had in seeking non-existing services for him? Can you imagine

the fear we have of losing this young man in one of the "cracks"

of society (drug abuse, welfare, criminal justice system, etc.)?

Please understand my sense of urgency; Jeff is not atypical of

an adolescent with learning disabilities--he is most typically

Jeff Crawford would be an adjudicated delinquent if it had not

been for an understanding Judge and the fact he has a good

strong home base--his family.

The summation of the article states, "We're taking it",

his mother said, "one day at a time." Well, Mr. Chairman and

members of the Subcommittee, without awareness, recognition,

and appropriate services, time is running out for the "Jeffs"

of this country. I implore you to exercise your prerogative

as members of this Subcommittee to approve HR #1137.

so-e9 0 77 ° 17
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,n okosing, I would like to gratefully acknowledge the

efforts of the Honorable Claude Peppers Augustus F. Hawkins

and Tom Railsback for their astute foresight, compassion and

concern in identifying the needs of LD children through MR #1137.

Thank you.

IV
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(From the Sqottsdale (As.) Deily Progrem, May 4. 1761

JUm's STORY: A MonsaN WHO WOULDN'T QuIr CHAxoxo Lin ros on

- (By 14s Doupo Women's editor)

Like most 16-year-olds, he's not particularly anxious to spend a lot of time
with a stranger who wants to know all about his life. But he is polite and
patient and maybe a little nervous as he shows his movie equipment, his hobby,
and talks about film and script and how he puts it all together.

At the other end of the room, his mother listens. She already has said that
some day, some time, she should take her son's life and put It together in a
book. If she did, it would read something like this...

Jeff Crawford" may have been trying to tell people something from the
beginning. For this Rh negative baby, who had to have his blood changed at
birth, it didn't look like a good start. And it only got worse.

From the time he was 8 to the time he Was 10 the Crawford family went
from doctor to doctor, clinic to clinle all across the country trying to find what
was wrong with their son, why he wasn't functioning, learning.

He was taken to Mayo Clinic.
He didn't talk until he was 7 and that was only after intense work with a

speech therapist.
They were told he had a mild form of cerebral palsy.
They were told be was mildly retarded.
They were told he had an IQ of 52.
They were told he wasn't retarded.
They were told he had an IQ of 115.
They were told he could be autistic.
The Crawfords were told so many different things by so many different people

that they had no real Idea of what was wrong with their son at all except that
the child wasn't progressing.

At one point, Crawford said, Jeff should have been In the fourth grade but he
couldn't even function at the first grade level. Finally, she said, he was taken
to the University of Minnesota Hospital 4nd admitted to the psychiatric ward
where he was studied for six weeks at a of $1,000 a week.

People watched him while he slept.
People watched him in a classroom situation.
People watched him play; they watched him eat.
And what they finally learned about their 10-year-old son was this: Jeff had

severe learning disabilities In all four areas--visual, auditory, spatial relations
and motor coordination.

In other words something wasn't clicking correctly in the boy's neurological
makeup. While his vision was all right, he didn't see words as they were
printed on the page, he saw only the background. -ounds, Instead of passing
through his brain, remained there and "piled up" on each other. The sound
of his mini-bike running, which he rode Just once, reverberated In his head for
three days.

He couldn't orient himself and would put his socks on his hands His gross
coordination was bad.

Knowing what was wrong led them to the next step.
They heard about a school In Denver which they thought could help him.

They had to sign over their guardianship, give up most visitation rights and were
left to hope for the best.

The school, which cost $9,000 a year, proved an emotional disaster for both
the 10-year-old boy and his family. The parents felt he was physically and
emotionally uncared for and the boy appealed to his family not to abandon him.

"I almost had a nervous-breakdown during this time," Crawford said. After
about four months in that school they went to court to win back their guardian-
ship and took him out.

He went back to Minnesota with his family and academically began to
Improve i schools there with teachers who took lots of time with him.

"Ihe kid had school, school, school," Crawford shrugged which today she
acknowledged was a mistake. "If I had any advice to give to a parent I would
say, 'Look at the child as a whole human being. He must learn to develop
socially and emotionally. If he can get along with his peers, he'll make It.' The
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thing is," she added, "you don't think about that when your child has stood
still for six years"

In 1970 the family moved here for her asthma and Jeff eventually was en-
rolled in Pueblo which at that time was ungraded.

His mother began volunteering to help start LD programs in the school and
then "lived at the legislature" to get some political action for LD program&
She wouldn't quit until she did.

In the meantime Jeff finished at Pueblo and went on to Saguaro. Just recently
he has transferred to Lucky 13 but wants to get back to Saguaro In the faL

In his studies Jeff was doing okay in a public school, his mother said. "It
was the social aspect that was his undoing."

He needs structure; she said, and couldn't quite handle all the freedom.
"At one time," she added, "because he was so liked, he has a good nature, I
didn't think he'd have any trouble with his peers. But as a child he wasn't able
to letrn good habits. He wasn't in a home, he was in institutions."

For the future, Crawford and Jeff both talk about a job in the field of the
arts. lie's done stage makeup, paints well and is totally self-taught.

"We're taking it," his mother said, "one day at a time."
As a child, Jeff would come home from school and cry, saying he didn't want

to be mentally retarded, Dorothy Crawford said. 4"The neighborhood mothers
would pull the kids off the streets when he was outside because they knew he
rode the bus for the mentally retarded," she said.

In a story that takes no less than two hours to be told, Dorothy Crawford
recounted the doctors, the clinics, the schools her son has been exposed to. When
last tested, her son's IQ was evaluated at 135, definitely above average. Yet
during the course of the years they had been told he was retarded, had an IQ
of 52 and should be in an institution.

For the past five years, Dorothy Crawford has served as the state president
for the Arisoa Association for Children with Learning Disabilities. The group
is a salvation for many parents, she noted, because It lets them know they're
not alone in their problems.

Working on his own, 16-year-old Jeff Crawford has a creative flair. Explain-
ing how the film editor operates, he talks about his favorite hobby, film making.
The young man also paints and has worked as a makeup artist in area plays.

IV
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STATEMenT OF ALBERT KATZXAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FAMILY
AND YOUTH SEEVICElk MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL

Mr. KAYMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, will try to match
the brevity but I am not sure that I can be as successful. I am grate-
ful for the opportunity to be able to speak to H.R. 6211 and S. 1021.
I come, really, wearing two hats and one is as a professional who has
been very intimately involved with juvenile delinquents for quite a
number of years, particularly in the iihner city of Detroit.

I have been responsible, actually for all of the services and pro-
grams offered in the Metropolitan betroit area by the Michigan De-
partment of Social Services. I have daily contact with these kids.
. I also come wearing another hat and that is as a parent of a learn-
ing disabled child, a very active and continued active member of the
same organization as Mrs. Crawford, the Association for Children
With Learning Disabilities.

Today, in order to keep it brief I would defer from getting into
the professional aspects of the bills, and focus primarily on H.R.
1137 in a general term. I would like to reduce it also, as Mrs. Crawford
did before me, to somewhat more human dimensions and speak very
briefly to a couple of examples, perhaps, with a couple of footnotes
to the written remarks that I have submitted to the committee.

For one, I indicated in my statement an example or an illustration
of what was very typical a dozen years ago, and is unfortunately
very typical today, the determination by a school system that they
have no program for a kid who appears to be emotionally impaired
and retarded.

The parents are asked to remove the child from the system, and o
find outside help. I describe that child in my written remarks as,
today, 12 years after, entering his senior year in an Eastern College,
planning to go to a law school, and very confident that he will be
accepted; an accomplished sailor, a navigator, a licensed pilot, and a
kid that was thrown out of the school system because he was con-
sidered to be mostly impaired and mildly retarded.

This is a condition which, unfortunately, prevails still too far and
too widely today. For that reason, among others, we are hopeful that
the support of H.R. 1137 will result in some material action by the
Government in disseminating information and alerting the commu-
nities to this kind of condition.

Out of this sort of illustration, I think, we can draw a conclusion
that would lead to some optimism, and some other points. One in
terms of optimism is that something can be done, remediation can beeffective if it is appropriate, and if it is timely, and if it is sustained.

Two. an impairment of this nature can be lifelong. By that I would
go back to the illustration and point out that this young man still
requires certain compensatory techniques to be employed in order to
maintain the progress that he has been making for the last 11 years.
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The research that is coming in is rather sparse and it is rather
equivocal. But in an attempt to review what was available, and un-
fortunately I did not find too much, what I did find was that some
studies which, in effect, indicated this'Kind of interesting phenomenon,
for a population of adolescents and young adults which had been
identified as learning disabled, those who had had timely remediation,
sustained intervention and support by both professionals and parents
were found-this was a doctoral thesis that was done .3 years ago, it
was found that the entire population that was identified were func-
tioning in communities, in employment situation which were at least
equal to the national norms in terms of income, and in most cases
were above it.

There were a number of these people identified as dentists. There
were teachers. There was a school administrator. There was a college
department head, and there were a number of other declining but
still impressive roles that these people were carrying out.

In a further study, it was found that a number of these kids,
retrospectively, now young adults who were functioning in the com-
munity who had not had the kind of remediation that we are talking
about, but had in most cases the support of the parents, the recoznii-
tion and the knowledge in their case that they had this kind of an
impairment, were functioning at lower roles, but nevertheless were
functioning and self-sustaining in the community. They were not
entirely happy with the level of performance that they were at. They
felt they had potentially a greater capability, but they were con-
structively employed and effective members of the community.

In another study, and perhaps we can skip that and go to the GAO
study, we found the kids, for example, who did not have the re-
mediation or the necessary kind of support that the families can
bring to bear in spite of the frustrations, that this proportionate
number of them end up in the juvenile correctional systems.

Now, we in our organization have trouble with the definition as
-does the entire country, and as does this Congress at the present time.
But we know that this is a real phenomenon. We are able to identify
it in terms of its essential characteristics and we are able to recognize
and acknowledge that going from the very severe to the very mod-
crate point of impairment that falls within this category we speak of,
and we hear professionals speak of, anywhere from 1 percent severely
disabled to as much as 15 percent mildly or moderately disabled.
Those figures can vary, depending on the courts.

In no case have we found anybody who says that 26 percent of the
population is learning disabled. We found in a very rigid study,
which' is verv conservative as we view it, that 26 percent of the
population of juvenile correction systems in five States are definable
as specifically learning disabled, and up to 90 percent of the poptla-
tion of kids in juvenile correction systems throughout the country
are impaired in one fashion or another related to, and possibly iden-
tifable as learning disabilities.



259

I think that it is a very disturbing kind of a conclusion, and a
disturbing piece of data.. We feel that 1137 is the kind of action that
ought to be supported in order to alert the rest of the country today
to this.

One other point that I would like to make is in terms of outcomes
with regard to these kids that are in these institutions. Here I can
speak again in very personal terms.

There has been in Michigan, for example, a swing-away from the
reliance on the institutional placement, at least into the training
schools, in the past several years. Along with that was an increase
in the development of community resources.

This permitted our training school to refine and improve their
skills and techniques and intervention strategies. For example, it
gave them time to replace the unskilled staff, to increase the level of
skills, to add to the training, to change a great deal of the kinds of
services and strategies and interventions within these training schools.

We found that there were some useful results, for example. The
problems of management of kids were markedly reduced. The truancy
rate from the training school dropped dramatically. The average
length of time that boys were staying was reduced from 13 to about
1.5 months. For girls it went down from close to 19 months to
around 12 months.

I also found one disturbing factor. With all of those improvements,
when the kids were released from those training schools and returned
to what we call "after care programs," the rate of recidivism did
not go down.

As a concrete example, we did a study for the last 6 months of
those released from the training schools, and we found- -

In the last 6 months, we came out with a study where we found
that kids recently released from the training schools, after 30 days
we had 29 percent recidivism rate and after 12 months we had a 59
percent recidivism rate.

Mr. ANDnRws. I don't understand whet that term means.
Mr. KATZMAN. Additional police contacts, most of them leading to

arrest and very often a return to the training school.
The recidivism rate is due to the failure of the kids to failing to

remain outside of the training system. The figures nationally for
many years have ranged anywhere from 60 to 85 percent recidivism
for kids who are caughf up" in the juvenile correction system.

In effect, I am saying that although we may be improving certain
components of our juvenile correction system, if we aren't able to
adequately and effectively improve the aftercare services that go with
that, then we are virtually wastingr our time.

Out of this. I would like to point out that we should be in terms
of imnlementinq a program designed and embodied in 1137, target
this kind of information not iust to the people within the correction
system, or within the juvenile justice system, but to those people
and those institutions in the community that impact on the adolescent
or the young adult.
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It would be superfluous to repeat the kind of statements that have
been made particularly by Mrs. Crawford about the fact that as the
kids grow older, part of the success is that we have witnessed in the
early elementary years, so far as mobilizing and delivering services,
and identifying the kids that need them with res pct to learning
disabilities, and in fact with respect to other han( igapping condi-
tions, we have made that available as the child gets older. It is not
available in the junior high schools. It is practically non-existent in
-the high schools. a

Certainly, from my example of recidivism, in the community at
large, for those kids who are pushed out and who wind up in training
schools and then are released back to the community, the recidivism
rate is that high that, in effect, we can conclude there is nothing going
for them in the community.

We need the kind of thing that 1137 can bring to bear. We must.
target not only for the educators, not only for those within the
juvenile justice system, but outside of the juvenile justice system as
well.

Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very kindly.
[The written statement of Albert Katzman follows.]



261

STAIEP!T ON SUPPORT OF H.R. 1137

Delfvered before the House Sub.Comlttee
on Ecomic Opportunfties of the Comttee
on Education and Labor

By: Albert Katmen
P r ventfon Services for Wayne County

Nchlgan eparbnt of Social Services

April 22, 1977



262

Twlve years age, a school social worker visited the home of a second

grader to advise the mother to get outside help for her son. He not only

could not read or learn, suggesting retardation, he ws unable to attend,

ws easily distractible, was poorly coordinated, hyperactive, and had poor

recall, suggesting some motional disorder. He would have to be removed

from his class, and in fact, from the system. They had nothing for him.

Today, that same youngster is In his senior year at a college in

Issachusetts and Is applying to the lra schools of Yale, Duke, and

Harvard. Because of his volunteer 'work and knowledge in the area of

juvenile law and delinquency, he is teaching an undergraduate course on

the subject. Hardly sounds emotionally impairedl

e Is also a comercially licensed and instrument rated pilot, a skilled

racing sailor and navigator. Hardly ivunds retarded I

His symptoms wre those of a classical dyslexic, with Impairments in

both the auditory and visual areas. Many of those symptoms persist today.

And this too conform with our knowledge that, while the research at this

juncture Is equivocal, the preponderance of evidence and empirical data

lean strongly to the likelihood that, to one degree or another,,-such a

condition Is life long.

The young amn described above is by no means a unique case. He is

simply one of a multitude whose number we haven't yet determined because

we haven't yet reached aony segments of our population, nor delineated the

outer limits of this disability.

L
Twelve years ago, when exclusion and ignorance was the standard, we

found enough parents and perceptive professionals in Michigan who had borne

w___ NS
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witness to the son devastating experience, so that, almost by spontaneous

coaustion, or. association for children with learning disabilities was

formed.

We discovered thAt this sm explosion had been, and wei being repeated

across the country. Along with It, States were taking action, many adding

mandatory special education statutes to their laws, with most inserting a

new special category, the learning disabled.

In these intervening years# programs and services have proliferated at
a rmrkable pace. At last reading, 46 States have mandatory requirements

for special education. Colleges of education are training certifiable

specialists in learning disabilities. Projects, research, and services

are developing in the public and private sectors of medicine, psychology,

physics, and several others.

A.C.L.D. has also grown apace. With chapters and affiliates now In

49 of our States, and active colleagues in at least 14 countries, this

organization reflects one of the most incredible and one of the most

effective voluntary consumer movements on the contemporary scene. And

perhaps no better testimony to voluntarism by these thousands of fiercely

dedicated and committed people can be made then to point to the A.C.L.D.

national office In Pittsburgh, which, even this day, employs exactly one-one

only-full time paid employees

Those early years, early, yet so recent that they are not yet behind us,

were dedicated to legitimizing learning disabilities, to opening doors,

mobilizing resources, getting services operational and getting them

delivered.

4.
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The focus, as a matter of course, was on early childhood and the

elementary school years. Quantua gains have been achieved in these few

short years.- But mcb, remains to be done, and much remains to be lea -ned

In the doing. N

- What wearvalso discovering, we older members particularly,, 4"at

turning around the Institutions and Individuals impacting on children In

their fomative years Is only part of the task.

As the organization moves Onto its own adolescence, and because our

children are into that stage too, we find that the wheel has to be re-a
invented. For as our youni people cope with high school, with the post

high school institutions, with the career and labor market, and too often,

with juvenile Justice and corrections systems, we are discovering that most

Institutions and Individuals dealing In these areas must be enlightened

and turned on. So many doors ar still closed to these kids.

The distressing feature that drives us, that gives an added significance

to the import of H.R. 1137, is that those doors opened for the younger child,

those gains obtained during the early years by no means carry a lifetime

guarantee.

The flexibility of a school setting that takes into account the need

for special techniques, such simple but profound correctives as a quieter

corner to take into account the distractibility factor, perhaps untimed

teaching and test schedules to accomodate the illusively complex neuro-

muscular and cognitive integration and processing mechanisms, this

flexibility cannot necessarily be left behind as the child grows older and

moves into new buildings and new systems.
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Many manifestations of the handicap will yield to the remdiaton steps

taken. Many of these are coupled with maturation that, singly or Jointly,

produces an encouraging reduction of the symptomatic behavior. But we are

becoming increasingly awre that many of the primary improvements do not

ever remediate, do not disappear with maturation.

Our young pilot who aspires to be a lawyer, must continue to work twice

as hard, must still find a qutet retreat in order to compensate for his

perceptual handicap and his distractibility. He has made It his business

to find schools and instructors that understand and accomodate to these

requirements.

We need, therefore, to continue the process of informing, of enlighten-

ing, of demanding, of insisting that changes are In order, that doors must be

opened, that it can pay off.

There is yet another element In this equation, possibly more important

than any other, that we do well to consider. I

As a parent, and active member of A.C.L#)., have travelled and dealt

extensively, not Just with advocates and converts, but more importantly with

cynics and doubters. As one example, for some years, two other fathers along

with myself, have formed a team to meet with other fathers of l.d. children

in groups as aranged by various chapters and affiliates.
C

There is a process that is almost Invariable in Its unfolding. Initial
C,

hostility and strained tolerance, followed by openly expressed anger and

resentment - directed at the child. Then guilt and uncertainty sets in.

This Is most frequently followed by remorse. One can almost measure the

sense of relief as the father acknowledges, sometimes openly, sometimes to
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himself, that his son or daughter has been short-changed by the community,

that he himself has been'guilty of supporting this injustice, and that It

need not and should no$ be. It Is a relief to know that, while learning

disabilities Is complex and difficult to get a handle on, It is real. It

isn't just an escape, an excuse; it is a known and credible quantum.

It takes the investment of the professional community, but fundamentally

Important, and most critical of all, it takes the conviction and consistent

support of the parent or significant adults, in order to preserve thea
integrity and insure the investment of the child in the process

a

As the child advancessto adolescence, and as his focus and referral

sourCes divest somewhat from his parents to other adults and to his peers,

the gains achieved in early childhood are subject, once again, to the test

of credibility and survival. The emotional strength derived from early and

consistantly supportive experiences can work to sustain the adolescent through

the later difficult years.

Unfortunately, where the environment Is unyielding, the gains too often

appear to lose ground. And where no early support was available, disaster

Is generally the consequence.

No wonder perhaps, our fears about disproportionate numbers of these

youth ending up in juvenile corrections systems are being substantiated by

such studies as that of the General Accounting Office, which finds over 25%

of their sample of youth In4 corrections programs with primary learning

disabilities.

If w have difficulty defining and getting a handle on learning

disabilities, it is no less the situation with Juvenile delinquency. And
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it has been around a lot longer with a lot more visibility than learning

disabilities.

After all the yedts of practice, of research and review, we have, at

best a portfolio definition under which is subsumed a host of other

definitions, theories, and approaches, none of which have effectively

served to achieve the ultimate resolution of the problems of delinquency.

In Just the past ten years the field as a whole swung from a heavy

reliance on the large institutional setting for adju'cated delinquents

to a much greater emphasis on community based resources and services.

The bonus for training schools was the opportunity for these

institutions to turn their energy to reaching back to their original

programs and purposes. Relieved of the overcrowding, particularly with

Its occupanying mix of minor status offenders squeezed in with street-wise

character disordered felons, finally, they could focus on improving their

interventive techniques, raising the skill levels of staffs, employing more

sophisticated and more appropriate procedures, and doing more meaningful

follow-up research.

Michigan Is a typical example. From 1969 to the present, training

school facilities were reduced by a third. A higher ratio of staff to

inmates was achieved; better educated, better equipped, and more competent

staffs were installed. Improved program and service delivery techniques

were developed. A positive peer culture system, for example, was Instituted,

and intensive training in this modality was provided. Better educational

services were brought to bear. More flexibility in the apportionment of

tim, Including visitations, off-ground work and study programs, releases,

etc., became the rule.

89-4 0 - 7? - Is
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The mults ware encouragng. Truancies dropped sharply. Control and

management problem ware reduced significantly. Average length of stay cam

dom from 13 months tiss than 10 months.

The InstitutionsUre beginning to live up to their original promise.

But one other major factor did not change, which was most disturbing.

The rate of recidivism remained constant.

Last year, 30% of the youngsters released from these training schools

had further police contacts wit in 90 days of their release. And within the

first 12 months of releases 59% had fprther police contacts!B

These figures, incidentally, fall within the range of what is generally

considered the national norm. - Recidivism among adjudicated juveniles has

been estimated to range around 60% to 65% nationally, an estimate which has

been constant for any years.

The most troublesome aspect is that this figure still pertains after we

have comforted ourselves that our institutional services are much imroved

and that youngsters are.benefiting thereby.

It merits a closer look. We find, as did the G.A.O. study and others

like it, that the Hichigan training schools know and do from little to nothing

about Individual handicaps, individual diagnosis, and prescriptive remdation.

The G.A.O. study further determined not only that "Correctional institutions

ware not effectively Identifying and treating the learning problems of

delinquents and wsre constrained from doing so," but also that among the

non-adjudicated, community based youngsters, OFour of the five States visited

by G.A.O. ... had no accurate estimates of the prevalence of learning

disabilities b"ng school aged children.*



289

It should be acknowledged that no evidence yet exists which convincingly

demonstrates that timely and specific rmediation of a primary learning

mptrmient will In Itself reduce or eliminate the Incidence of juvenile

delinquency, and it should be acknowledged that there Is a far greater

effort manifest in the educational comnmty to provide services consonant

with our growng data base and technological knowledge. lut the depressing

and inescapable conclusion is that (a) the gap between the moral 9 legal, an

public commitmnt to this effort and the implementation in the field, Is still

far too large, (b) the gap grow larger as we advance to the secondary levels,

and (c) the parallel picture of depressingly high recidivism among the

adjudicated delinquents, add the fallout mong learning disabled adolescents

In the comunity. adds urgency to the task of informing, educating, mobilizing,

and serving.

H.R. 1137 is a vitally important and vitally needed step fn this

direction.
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Mr. A"i(wS. Last is Dr. Gottlieb, I believe.

STATEMENT OF DR. MARVIN GOTTLIEB, DEPARTMENT OF
PEDIATRICS, UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

Dr. Gorrrnmn. I will not refer to my prepared statement, but I
will just reflect for a moment on a problem as seen through the eyes
of theph sician or pediatrician. I can only tell you that I am some-
what appalled bT the fact -that learning disability, unfortunately, is
not associated with a rash, because if it had been associated with a
rash, we would have been very cognizant of an epidemic that has hit
our Nation.

We are talking about literally an army of some 2 to 3 million
children who-dai ly will be forced to compromise not only their edu-
cational skills, but their total personal involvement as well. We are
talking about a disorder which has been labeled "invisible," perhaps
because of our own inadequacies professionally ip being able to re--
ognize the visibility of this disorder.

We are talking about a condition which takes young people who
want to achieve for moth- and father, who want to achieve for
teacher, who want to achieve in thie eyes of their peers, who want to
experience something in the way of i-success experience, but are
never able to do so.

As a result of these continual frustrations and pressures, they end
up, unfortunately, in many instances as second rate citizens. I have
heard today, during the past 6 or 7 hours, lots of discussions about
millions of dollars being used in the rehabilitation of children who
might, unfortunately have had a preventable type of a disorder had
it been detected early enough.

I would conclude by a plka as a pediatrician who is very cognizant
of my responsibility to treat not only rashes and diarrhea and colic,
but very much involved with the child's educational health because
it affects his entire social and emotional development as well, by
pledging to you that with the proper resources, the proper awareness
on the part of the public, the professional community will do their
best in order to help these young people.

Thank you.
[The written statement of Dr. Marvin I. Gottlieb follows:]
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LEAFIIN DISMIUTIES IS A VICICIMS'ONIC IWOICAPPINS DIMMNME! OF

O.UU0D SAT MY aINIMM A$ A PUdLSCH DIM M IR 7M VICTIM

AS M OWI MS PIMML (W.JMCN I R SOCIETY. )f LE/WN-DISAML
CHILD IF NOTI DEITT EMLY MO FJID WITH MEMIMFJL AS UTATION.
WILL tSM IK J.LML MUWtI NO SOCIAL P ICTVI1Y, ON BHF OF
THE MILLIONS OF OIIC I bWHO ARE AFUCTED WITH THIS DISER A VOICE OF

APFRECIATION TO FEA K6ND MILSC FOR THEIR CONUS

NO PIo EFFORiS TO, 1I TH 0t.i1J OF LIFE FOR C YOUNG CITIWEIS.

TO IE FW'ID TIS OPMITY0 TO S AS AN QCATE FR SER
MULLION UILIMEW IS A ESSIOWL HONOR TAT I WILL TEASIf WATLY. TO
SER TESE CHII.EM BY PRESBliNS THEIR CASE DEE SO DISTINGUISED M

ASSE IS A RESPONSIB UTY DHAT I FIND SGPOMT WE . I WILL TRY TO

EFFECTIVf.EY REFRESEN THESE CILDB, FOR THEIR CAUSE IS OF G6EAT SIGNIFICAC

TO THE FITWE OF OR SOCIETY.

W PRESEATION WIL. Nor VE.L HEAVILY ON STATISTICS, WHIM ATTESTS
TO THE I4ITUDE AND IECY OF THE ISSUE BEING DISCUSSED, I FEEL CERTAIN

THAT OTHERS FREM84INS TESTIIU(V ARE BETTER VESED NM M CAPABLE OF

REFORTIIb (A IIAS f f STATISTICS. DC UPB4ATIONSo I WOULD OWR UIKE TO

SlWE WITH 'fOU THE IMESSIONS AND FEELINGS OF A CG4EED PHYSICIAN, A

PEDIATRICIANM4 0 HOLDS WITH KII REGARD T PHILOSOP TAT EIDrATIGNAL

HEALTH a, A MEDICAL RESPONSIBILITY. CNIVE HEALTH SERVICES FOR

CH.LDM IMfUES A TOTAL. DEDICATION TO ALL OF A CHILD'S NEEDS, INCLUDING:

EDUCATIONAL BEHAVIOML, SOCIAL AM EMTIONAL DEV0EL NT's

~O
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COOSN TIVE ESTII1LS SUNEST THAT APFOOMTELY 7W) TO MIR MILLION

OIIOEN, WITH AV8 E OR BET1 THA AVERAE INTJIGECE, HAVE LEANIN

DISABILITIES, IT IS RECOGNIZED TroT fIESE CHItIEN WILL DMEBNCE DIFFICIWU

IN THE (ON10 ONAL CLASSROOM A WILL BE WAKE TO LEA AT A MTE (Ame
UaikTY) aptesmTE iWITH AKT OF TIEIR PEES. TE NLBERS OF OILER

14ViICAPPED BY DISOIRERS OF LENIN IILIES THAT WE ARE DEALING WITH A

PRML0B OF EPIDEMIC PIUPORTIONS. 'RE LO OF EDUCATIONAL POTE TIAL IF

MEASJRED IN A CLJI.ATIVE PERSPECTIVE. REPRE S A NATIONAL CISIS. TIE

IEPROCUSIONS OF LEARNING DISABILITIES, WIICH EXTENDS FAR BEYOD TIE CLASSROM,

FJR1HER ATTESTS TO THE CRITICAL NATURE OF THE DISOUIDER. THE COMPUCATIONS

HICIH FESTER DURING THE SCMCOL YEARS, CAN ERVPT AS DEPRESSED INTEILECuL,

SOCIAL ANO EMOTIONAL DEVELOPMENT, DURING ADOLESCENCE. THE COWCATI4OS ARE

OFTEN MANIFESTED AS ANTISOCIAL ATTITUDES AND ACTIVITIES. IT IS APPARENT

THAT THE CHILD IN EDUCATIONALL JEOPAW IN ACflMLI1Y FACES A 'TTam jePA .

IN THE RELATIVELY BRIEF INTERVAL REQUIRED TO READ THIS TESTIMONY, KW

CHILDREN WILL BE CLOTTING CRIMES P6AINST PERSON, PROPERTY NO THEMSELVES.

IN w CITY wE CAN ANTICIPATE CVER c 0.000 COmAiNTS AGAINST umiLES EACH
YEAR) IN THE NATION RBABLY OVER A MILLION COMAINrS WILL BE REGISTERED.

MW4Y, MNY MORE XANENILE CRIMES AND DISTURMAUS WIlL F3%IN P , IF

CONVERTED INTO LDSS OF DOLLARS BY OUR SOCIETY, THE FIGURES WOiULD BE STAGGERING.

IF CWVERTED INTO LOSS OF HUW POTENTIAL, 71E IMPACT WOCJLD BE ALA IUNG AN

SIHEAL. ASSXING THAT A RELATIONSHIP EXISTS BETWEEN LEARNING DISABILITIES

AND JUN4ILE DLINMENCY, T134 TW OW.LENGE IS ONE TIT WE CANNOT AFFORD) TO

IGNORE* HOWEVER A NOTE OF OPTIl?4 IS TO BE SOI.ID BECAUSE IF THE RELATIONSHIP

IS REAL THAN NE CAN BE THINKING OF TEIS OF PREVENTION, THE PROSLBI OF THE

LEANING DISABLED CHILD BEC E S A VERY PERSOWL ISSLE FOR ALL OF US, FOR IT
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I Fv Y IWUAEBNES 11E GALTY OF MUR UFE M THE PR OF OUR SOCIETY,

IN OUR EMERICES OVER 7 PAST SEVEN YEARS IN IM S, SE HM CGE

TO RECOGNIZE A PROFILE OF TIE LEN NIN6 DISAMBED CHILD TnT APPLES 10 BE

UNIVERSAL IN GW ,R . A OF CJJSE THE LEARNIN6-DISABLED CHILD

IS rvr DETECTED DIIN THE RESCHOOL PEID *EN FIOMUXY CHULNGE W1m

TE EDUCATIONAL S, 'TiE CHI LD SE61N TO REVEAL WEXAESSES IN HIS4HER

ABIUTY TO LEARN. THE RELATED FAMILIES AM rUStRatiS ENCEXHM DIiNG
THE SCOL YEAR A O , AS BVIORAL OV.ERLAYS FRTIER CLJOI lHE ISSUE.
AS A ' 4SEO.ENCE OF FEPEA71ED PRESES AND FAILURES, TIE CLD IS 15 AERABLE
TO A VARIETY OF SELF-DEFEATING STRESSES I4ICH MY ULTIIMTELY CAUE PSYCHOS CIAL

DISTLR .CESs

THE TEACHER M'AY BE CONFUED BY THE CHILD'IS ERRTIC ACAMBIC PREWW4CESf

TIE DELAYS 1IN ACQIRING BASIC EDUCATIONAL SKILLS AND TIE BEHVIORW. REACTION4S#

BECAUSE THE CHILD AEARS TO KAVE AT LEAST AVERAGE INTELLECTUAL ABILITIES. TE

PA1ED IS MISLEADING AND FIGETLY THE CHILD IS MISLABELED AS POORLY

MDTIVATE, PIESSLR BY THE TEACHER TO IMPROVE EDUICTIONAL E f0vNCE ARE

USWLLY OF UTTILE VA.UE AND HE COILD P SSIVELY FALLS FLRlE AND FURTHER

BEHIN HIS CLASSATES. lIE PETS ARE SIMILAR.Y COFWED AND FIRURATED.
WHE ]BRIBES, I)EPRIVAfION CF PRIVILEGES. PNIS*i~fIS ND) EXTRA WO AFTER

3)VXa " FAILS TO AHIEV TIE DESIRED RESULTS, HEY MY BEGIN TO HAROR FEELINGS
OF GUILT.

TE CHILD, THE VICTIM, IS DESTINED TO SUFFER THE MO1 . AS THE CHILD
WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES FACES REPEATED FAILLIFES AND REJECTIOWS, AS THE

PRESSURES FROM PARENTS AM) TEKJERS INCREASE, AS CLASSRO EMBARSSMENTS ND
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CONFUIONS PERSIST TE STAGE IS -SET FOR DEVELOPING A MYRIAD OF SELF-DEFEATING
ATTITIVES, ETERioRATnIN RELATIONSHIPS ITh TEAmR m n Am1 PEERS my

BE iIFESTED AS FEELINGS OF NIETY. H SUTY DEPRESSION REJECTION AND

PARTICULARLY POOR SELF-CONCEPT. AS COEIDENCU NO SEIP-ESTEEN CONTIIJE 'TO

ERODE, ACTING OfT BEHAVIORS INCREASE, A VICIOIU CNCE IS ESTABLISHED IN

WHICH DEPRESSED LEARNG SKILLS AE) BAD BEHAVIORS AGENT GE AWIER0 IF

TIE TEACHING APPR(AOES ARE NOT IWIF lED AND THE EDUCATIONAL ENVIRENT ADE

MORE POSITIVE, THE GAP BETWEEN POTENTIALS AM) ACIIEVEMEl T WILL WIDEN H

DRAMATICALLYI

TIE CHILD IS UNABLE TO GAIN ATTENTION AO RECOGNITION IN TIE CLASSRDOCI

OR HOM'E MAY SEEK THIS RWM(?ITIGI BY AGGRESSIVE OR HOSTILE ACTS GN THE STREET.

THE CHILD WHO CANNOT ACHIEVE SLECESS EXPERIENCES IN THE CLASSROOM OR AT HOWE MAY

SEEK HIS REWARD BY A LESS ACCEPTABLE BEHAVIOR. PERHAPS THE CHILD.WHO F*S BEEN

UIABLE TO LEARN A FORM OF ACCEPTABLE COFIItICATION WITH HIS PEERS, TEACHERS AM)

PARENTS, WILL ADOPT A MO~RE PHYSICAL AN) ANTISOCIAL METHOID OF EXPRESSING HIMSELF@

NO GNE E?4JCWS BING A PERPETUAL LOSER, CHILDREN ARE NO EXCEPT ION TO THIS RILEv

TO CONTINALY BE A LOSER IN A SETTING SUOH AS A CLASSROOM, IN I.ICH YOUR PEERS

OSSERVE YOUR LACK OF SUCCESS, IS EVEN MORE PAINfLL IT IS WITHIN TH E CONTEXT

OF POOR PEROAiCE IN THE CLASSR0014 AM) ITS SUBSEQUENT EFFECT Gd FAMILY LIFE

AND) SOCIAL DEVELOPENT flIAT SEEDS OF JUVENILE DELINOLENCY ARE SPAWNED AM)

AS A PHYSICIAN CONCERNED WIM THE WELFARE OF CHILDREN, I M ANXIOUS TO

ASSIST THE CHILD WITH DISOiF)ER OF LEARIMNG AS I WOULD THE CHILD WITH ANY

CRIPPLING DISEASE. DISORDERS OF LEARNING MRE NO LESS A MEDICAL PRCULBI THAN

THE CIIAMEM E OF INFECTIOUS DISEASES. METABOLIC PROBLEMS OR CONGENITAL ANOfiALESS
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DC EFONSIBIIUTIES FOR DE PHYSICIAN ME IWOSING* IN AS MXH AS HE IS THE

FIRST PFESSIONAL TO M OAWD W17h THE TOTAL CAR OF THE IWANf AND HIL.D$

IT IS INClMMNT UPON THE PMfYICIMI TO 7~41W IN TERM OF LEARN4ING DISI~R me

TIR MY DEECtI ON, THEAMICA ACAIW OF PEDIATRICS HAS AMASSED
ITSEF TO THIS CaNMKT (SEE APPDIX . .JJ A SUGGESTIONS FOR
REOMIFICTIN PIOKMt NW SIMILARLY STRESSED THE IP WRtANC OF A
COOTf IN LERING DISABILITIES1 SCOOL EALh I BEHAVIORAL DISOIRDo AHN)

AILE DMRaB CY (SE Ex APPENDIX .
PROLB6 OF LEARNING APO BEHIVWR ARE RELATIVELY RECENT ADDITION6 TO

THEC 0.ICMD FOR M'EDIAL STUDENT EDUCATION, DURING THE PAST DECADE WE

HAVE WITNESSES A KIIFICATION OF PEDIATRIC PRIORITIES 114 WHICH 0GRlNC

INICAPIING OINITIONS OF CHLDH HAVE ASSUMED MORE SIGNIFICNT STARE,

IT 1. WITHIN THIS SHIFTING OF PRIORITIES THAT LEARNING DISABILITIES HAS BEME
AN IIRMTA1T ASPSC OF PEDIATRIC TMINING PRGRAI AT THE UNIVERSITY OF

TMSEECETE FR HEHELT WCIE ......... flJ CH DR!N' H36PITAL

TRAINING IRO IN PEDIATRICS, MEICAL STUDENTS AND PEDIATRIC HOISTAFF ARE

PAIDE) LECTURES, COEREK4ES AM CLINICA D ER F = OOING ON THE

LEAAMINGr-Di$AILE CHILD (SEE APPENDIX THERE I~ L1 U Ei S

AN EfHSIS MIXED ON DHE INTERACTION BEMIIEN THESE HANDICAPS AND THE MASNG

DEHVIOMIL DI SRUPTIONS. A MODL TO Fi)(WIJDI INMASED IUDRMNI NG OF THE

LEAN4II6-DISADLED CHILD AND THE RESULTING BEHMVORAL. D1STUANCES WAS

OIIZD IN Mev'IS IN 1).THE lELE. HAS THREE k=O OBJECTIVES: TEACHING,

SERVICE me RESEARCH. Am orSis HAS mm PLACED ON THE TRAINING OF PMfVICIANS

'TO APPRECIATE ThE NATURE OF LEARN4ING DISABILITIES, (SEE APPENDIX A)
IN THE PERMC) FrG4 N O 197 7, A PPROXIMA71ELY MOJ CIILREN HAVE HAD EXTENSIVE

]DIAMOSTIC EWJMATIONSS AWN () WIAES ON EACH CHILD HAVE BEEN TAMLTIED

0
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AM THE RESULTS ARE TO JE CMUTERIZED. FIM THIS LIQUE NO EXTSMIVE TA

BASE, WE ARE HOPING TO GAIN INSIGHTS INTO THE HIGH RISK FACTORS, THE KEY

DIAGNOSTIC FEATURES ND THE SCREENING DEVISES TO BEI TI lMERSITAk TIE

LEARNIING-DISARME ND BEHAVIORAL-DlSTUFSED CHILD. TIE DATA BASE WILL ALSO

PRM DE A NEW SET OF CURIOSITIES THAT WILL GENERATE ADITIOMNL RESEMC

INTERESTS, Cm ORSSMEN PEPPER, HWKINS AND RAILUBACK IS PIF&MAL. HAS ALREADY

STIMULATED JOINT RESEARCH INTERESTS NMIN SEVERAL. INSTITUT IONS: UNIVERSITY

OF TENESSEE, MEMPHIS SPEECH AN HEARING CENTER AN MEMHIS STATE LINIVERS1TY.
INVESTIGATORS F T1ESE INSTITUtIONS IMV BEGUN TAKING AN4EXENSIVE LOOK AT

TIE RELATIONSHIP BElEEN LEANING DISABILITIES AND BEhAVIORAL DIS7tfMNES

SUCH AS JUVENILE DEUNQENCYN

THERE ARE MANY QUESTIONS TO BE NSWRED, MW DILE14VS TO BE RESOLVED,

REGING TIE LEAN ING-DISABLED CHILD AN THE JUVENILE DELINMT. AREAS TO BE
RFL M EXPLME INCLUDE:

A COMPREHENSIVE UNMSTANDING OF THE LEARNING-DISABLED CHILD WHICH-
PROVIDES INSIGHTS INTO THE RELATIONSHIPS ETEEN NELLICAL EDUXATIO .,

EMOTIONAL AND SOCIAL MATLRTION,

(2) TIE CA ES OF IMPAIRED LEARNING AN BEHAVIORAL DIS7INCES AS
THEY RELATE TO HIGH RISK FACTORS ENODUNTERE URING GESTATINA. LFE AN EARLY
CHILDHOOD.

(3) AN NALYSIS OF THE CtfeMY EMfL D DIK14MIC SCREENINGS AND

CRITERIA WHICH ARE TIE BASIS FOR CLASSIFICATION OF LEARNING DIS0)ER$ ,

(TI) ASSESSING THE TIEAWIC APPLES BEING UFILIZED,70 DETEWUDE

THEIR E~FFETIVENESS. SIMILARLY CONTROVERSIAL THERAPEUTIC APPRAC.0ES NEED TO BE
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DGVL0RE ND THEIR VALLES CLARIFIED.

(5) METHODS OF INCREASING UIC M(RENESS - A PU.IC EDUCATION PROGRAM -

TO -CALL. ATTENTION TO THE NEED FOR INCREAED SERVICES#

(6) To DEvELOP BE I LINES OF PROFESSIONAL. W'IMICATION (PHYSICIANS,
PSIYCHO IS AHER mIS, PAINTS ETC.) IN OE To MAXIMIZE AN INTEE)ISIPLI.RY

EFFORT.

THESE ARE BUT A FEW OF THE CHALlENGES FACING PRO0FESSIMNAL IN ATTEMPTING

TO RESOLVE TIE RELATIONSHIPS BEfl'EEN LEARNING-DI SABI LITI ES AND JUVFJNILE

DELINQUENCY,

K.R.)137 AS SPONSORED BY THE HONORABLE CONGRESSlEl PEPPER, HAWKINS AND

RAILSBACK IS A GIANT STEP IN HELPING TO W.-SOLVE. MANY OF THE PROBLEM AREAS.

THE BILL AWRESSES ITSELF DIRECTLY TO THESE-ISSUES AND PROVIIDES AN OPPORTUITY

FOR PROFESSIONALS AN) PUBLIC TO SMR IN A GREAT SERVICE To SOCIETY, AS A

PROFESSIONAL, I SEE IN THIS MUCH NEEDED LEGISLATION AS:

()A NATIONAL FORUM4 FOR THE CENTRALIZATION AND DISSEMINATION OF

CRITICAL INFORKIATIVE IATA, CONCERNING LEARNING DISABILITIES AMD JUVENILE

DELINQUENCY.s

(2) AN OPPORTUNITY FOR ENHAMCiNG COMMUNICATION BETWEEN PROFESSIONALS WHO

MUST WORK COOPERATIVELY-TO SOLVE PROBLEMS.

(3 A COORDINATION OF EFFORTS TO AUGMENT OUR RHO OF ML.EDGE REGAiRDING
LEARNING DISABILITIES NOD JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. TO HEIP AVOID DUPLICATION BUT

TO ENCOURAGE NEW CURIOSITIES ABOUT THE PROBLEM$ v

0
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(/4) AN OPPTIwITY TO CoNTINt THE NATIONAL MOwm REGARDING LEARNING

DISORDERS AND BEHAVIORAL PIO)LEMS, INDEED A REKINDLING OF AN AWARENSS ANO

CONCERN ABOUT THESE PROBIS.

(5) A M'ETHOD OF FOCUSING NATIONAL ATTENTION ON-A SEVER PRONEB THAT/

THREATENS OUR SOCIAL MND ECONOMIC PRESS AM) STABILITY

IN CONCLUSION, AS A VERY CGNCERED PHYSICIAN MN CITIZEN J HAVE ATTEPM
TO APPROAH MY PRESENTATION IN A PROFESSIONAL ATMOSP*, I WOULD APPRECIATE

A FEW MOMENTS OF YOR TIM TO REFLECT ON SOME VERY PERSONAL FEELINGS WHICH I
HAVE CONCEDING THE ISSUE BEFORE US.

- IN AS MUCH AS I REGARD LEARNING DISABILITIES AND SOCIAL WASTAGE AS AN

URGENT PROBLEM OF NATIONAL IMP'ORTNCE.* I WOULD HOPE THAT THESE TESTIMONIES,

AND THE DECISIONS TO BE KAE, WDULD NM BE COMPROMISED BY:

(1) PROLONGED DISCUSSION AND SEMNTIC ARGLIETS ABOUT DEFINITIONS OF

LEARNING DISABILITIES. THE CHILD WIO HS A DIFFICLT TIM AT SCHOOL, REGARMESS

OF ETIOLf OR DECLASSIFICATION SCH'A, HAS POTENTIALS FOR DISTURBED AlTTUDES ND
BEHAVIORs ALL CHILDREN WITH IMPAIRED LEARNING ARE VULNERABLE TO SOCIAL
ECONOMIC ANM EMOTIONAL COMPLICATIONS. LET US FOCUS ON THE CHILD AN NOT ON
HIS LABEL.

(2) DELAY OR PROCRASTINATION OF OUR EFFORTS TO SUPPORT THIS LEGISLATION,

A MON*ETfl HAS BEEN GENERATED DURING THE PAST DECADE TO FOCUS ON THE LEARNING-
DISABE CHILD, ANYlTING SHORT OF QUICK AM SOLID SUPPMOF THE PROPOSAL MIGHT
GENERATE APATHY. NEEDLESS TO SAY FOR THE CHILDREN, AND THEIR FAMILIES A ARE

SO VITALLY ItfVLWO, A SENSE OF URGENCY PREVAILS AND UNNECESSARY DELAYS CAN BE
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MEASE IN LOSS OF HU MPIEIALS.

(3) DCIi0NS T'T' THE PROEC 'I'Si TO' COSTL. D T COST iN LO OF
IINW POTENTIAL CANNOT BE MEASURED, THE OST IN SOCIAL REHABILITATION# 1 1 IW141E To

PERSON, SELF AND PROPERTY ME MEASURABLE AND LKDERSCME THE NEED FOR NATION

NON. THE COST OF LOOKING FOR METHODS OF PREVENTION ARE DIFFICULT TO ESTIMATE

THE COST OF REHABILITATION IS TERRIBLY I)EMWI)RNGO CAN WE AFFORD TO ALLOCATE

TEN TfoSWLM DOLARS EACH YEAR FOR THE CARE AND) FEEDING OF OW AULLT PRISONER

AN SPEND NO DOLLARS IN DEVELPING PFVAENTIvE PROCEED ES? P0CEUIES WHICH

COULD HAVE SPARED ANl INNOCENT CHILD A LIFE WI0C WOULD EVENTUALLY PLACE HIM

BEHIND MRS. IF PREVENTION EE POSSIBLE BACK IN THE CHILD'S CLASSROOM*
WOULD IT NOT HAVE BEEN MORE ECONOMICAL TO HAVE INVESTED OUR DOU.ARS AT THAT
TIME?

(4) PLACINGK THIS ISSUE WITHIN THE FRAMEWO)RK OF OTHER PROBLEMS REWJIRING

LEGISLATIVE AlD SOCIAL CONCERN. TO DILUTE THE PROBLEM OF LEARNING DISABILITIES
AlN) JUVENILE DELINQUIENCY, BY INCRORATION INTO OTHER ISSUES, DEEMfPiSIZES THE

W3NITWDE OF THIS SUWIFXCT. THE LEARN IN'G-DIlSABLED CHILD ANl) THE JUVENILE

DELINQUENT IS A UNIQUE PRCBUE THAT REQUIRES A CONCERTED COM4UITY AND

PROFESSIONAL EFFORT. IT APPEARS TO STAND ALONE AS A CHALLENGE TO BE RESOLVED.

(5) TO SPEll) TIME AND ENERGIES LOOKING FOR ALTERNATE METHODS OF

APPROACHING ThE ISSUE, A NATIONAL CONFERENCE IS ONLY Q METHOD OF SOLVING
PROBLEMS DBLf IT IS A GOOD START, IT IS OF PARTICULAR IMORTANCE WITH

LEARNdING-DI SABI LITI ES ANl) JUVENILE DELINQUENCY TO CREATE A PORIJ FOR

COMUNICATION BETWIE DIFFERENT PROFESSIONALS$ WE M~Y NOT BE ABLE TO -

ILPMERSTAII) THE LEARN ING-DI SAILED CHILD UNTIL WE LEARN BETTER VAYS OF

COMMUNICATING WI7H ONE ANOTHER&

/
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(6) A NATIONAL CCNFEENC WILL FOCUS PUBLIC AND PROFESSIONAl.

ATTENTION UPN A MIXELEM OF NATIONAL PRIORITY. THE END RESULT WILL H1EULY

BE TO CREATE AN ATMOSPHERE OF INTEME INTEREST AN ONCE, AIDING
THE YOUTH OF OWR NATION IS A PROFESSIOMJ OCALLENE BUT MOe so A PLUC
OBLIGATION,

ONCE AGAIN MY SINCERE APPRECIATION FOR THIS UNIQUE OPPORTUITY TO SERVE

CHILDREN, I HOPE THAT MY WtEKFS IN SOE SMAL IAY MAY HELP TO IMPROVE THE

QUALITY OF THEIR LIFE AND THE POGESS OF OUR SOCIETY, THANK YOU,
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Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very much, all three of you, for being
here and making very fine statements. I assure you that this sub-
committee will give most serious consideration not only to what you
"have said, but what you have recommended to us.

Thank you very much for coming.
I believe that this concludes our list of witnesses. We will now

adjourn, and the subcommittee will meet again on Thursday in this
room at 10 o'clock. Thank you for being with us.

[Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene Thursday, April 28, 19 7.]

[ aterial submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

be
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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE TOM RAILSBACK
APRIL, 1977

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcomittee, I appreciate the opportunity

to present my statement on legislation which I introduced and which is

presently pending before this Subcommittee. I am also aware that there

Is an administration bill that has been introduced by Chairman Andrews,

and which Is also pending before this Committee. In 1%74, I was involved

in the formulation of the Juenile Justice and elin 4uency Prevention Act

and have worked in the area of juvenile delinquency since I was in the

Illinois legislature.

As you are aware, the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Assistance Program

authorized under Titles I and Ill of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Act of 1974 Is due to expire September 30, 1977. Briefly, Title It established

a major grant program for activities aimed at the prevention of juvenile

crime and the improvement of the Juvenile justice system which is

administered by the office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

within the Department of the Department of Justice's Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration (LEAA). M., bill provides for a five year extension of this

program with a funding level of $150 million for FY 78 and-increasing to

$250 million for FY 82. The administration's lel-:slation provided only for

a three year extension at a funding level of $;i million, and "such sums as

necessary* for FY 79 and FY 80. This funding level is far too low and

inadequate to meet the problem of juvenile delinquency.

s.sgO-f -1



This issue of Juvenile delinquency is a very real national problem.

According to F.B.I. crime index figures, over 2,078.459 Juveniles under

the age of 18 were arrested in 1975. Crimes committed by young people

under the. age of 25 cost the nation over $15 billion annually. This

is 75 percent of the annual national cost of cime.

Another concern is what happens to the Juveniles wh* are arrested.

The Subcomttee on Courtsi Civil Liberties, and the Administration

of Justice, on which I am the ranking minority member, has Jurisdiction

over the Federal prisons. During the last five years, I have visited

and talked with many administrators , correctional officers, and inmates.

While I am talking primarily about adult correctional institutions,

many Juveniles are confined to these places. At the present time we do

not even have accurate figures on Juveniles in adult Institutioni.

It has been estimated that the number of young people in these Jails is

between 100,000 to 500,000. Last year In Federal prisons alone there were

over 20 homicides and it is estimated that over half of all Federal inmates

were sexually assaulted. I am quite sure these figures would be much

higher in our state prisons. We all know, .and so do our children, that -

they are prime prey for assault and physical abuse in adult facilities.

Our prisons are also considered to be excellent training schools

in crime. The rehabilitation programs have not been successful.

It should not be a surprise when figures show that three out of every

four Juvenile offenders who are committed will commit subsequent crimes.

I certainly think that this is one of the saddest indictments of owr

criminal justice system. It is particular sad when one realizes that

often the Juveniles committed are "status offenders." Had they been

A
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18 their actiops would not havebeen a crime, Over 26% of

juveniles being detained are status offenders. In other words. manr

are runaways or truants.

In doing reearh for a recent speechI Iw amazed at the lack of

information we have ayatl able on theo.institutionalization of juveniles.

We have the Information on how many crine Juveniles commit and the

cost to this country. But, wedo not know how many juveniles are in

adult Institutions, and whether they are separated from adults.

We do not even know how many Juvenile institutions we have in this

nation and swe they are located.

In other words, we ate quick to place blame on Juveniles but

slow to learn when we have failed to make any headway in correcting

the problem. If I have learned anything In Py experiences with prison

reform and the Juvenile Justice system, It is that progress sometimes

comes slow and must sometimes be measured in millimeters. But,

I do feel that-we are making headway.

The Juvenile Justice Act provides that "status offenders" must be

removed from Juvenile detention or correctional facilities and placed in

sheltered facilities. The Act also states that juveniles confined in any

institution cannot have any regular contact with adult mates. These are

two important steps in improving the juvenile justice system and I am hopefulK
that compliance will be met thts fall. It is imortant that Title I funds

be continued so that the program and research In the area of juvenile

delinquency can be continued. It is equally important that Title IlI which

provides funds for runaways and other homeless youths be continued. Such

shelters act to keep youths from the horrible experiences of Jails and

also provide the first step in returning home. I cannot stress enough the

need for the continuation of these programs.

Thank you.
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING DISABILITIES
STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE TOM RAILSBACK

APRIL. 1977,

Mr. Chairman, memers of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity

to briefly address the Committee In support of H.R. 1137, tji -National

Conference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency. This

bill was introduced by my colleague laude Pepper and Congressman Hawkins '

and I are Prime Spong6rs of this legislation.'

The area of learning disabilities is one we know exists. Yet, it is a

problem about which we have little knowledge or with which we have not become involved.

In speaking with teachers In qy district, I find that there are many definitions

for learning disabilities. Some teachers and educators include those who have

normal intelligence but cannot read. -Others include those with mental retardation

and motor function problems. We do know, however, that many of our children have

this problem.

One issue I am very interested in is that of Juvenile delinquency.

Studies show that there is a definite relationship between the success

of an individual in school and Juvenile delinquency. Our society places

a great deal of emphasis on the Importance of school and a good education.

Inability to achieve even average grades or success In school is an extremely

frustrating experience. Also, the lack of a high school diploma also means

the lack of a good job. It Is not surprising that these unsuccessful students

will develop antisocial tendencies. In a study done in Colorado, statistics

showed thatgO.4 percent of Juvenile delinquents had a learning disability.

I am sure that If our Federal and state institutions were surveyed we would

find that over 50 percent of the inmates had not completed high school.

K
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1,was pleased when MW state, Illtnols, passed a special education-bill

Sin 1965. This bill classifies fourteen, learning disabilities and mandates

that the-school district 'uAi Provide v ices 't thite. nt This

has not solved the problem, but| fe thVt this s' an effective start

and of course there are many other students with these problem' in many

ofner states.

This bill will provide for state and a national conferences on the

problem of learning disabilities., The conferences will assess the

O - Pgress that has been made anddevelop a plan'to coordinate cooperation

between professionals and agencies along with making recomendatfons .on

programs to assist the learning disabled. These conferences, I also leel, will

help to make the public aware of this problem.

I again .would like to thank the committee for the opportunity to present

this statement and would again like (6 Urge a favorable report on this,',

legislation.

Thank you.
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.:-jonorable Ike F. Andrews -

Chairman,- Subcomittee 'on g1onoa --
Opportunity

320 CtOB -

. Washington, D.C.

Dear Representative 'Andewa:

I am aware that' your Subcommittee will begin
,he ;ings oz. the uvnile Justice and, Delinquency
Prie tion At on 'April 22, and 1 wanted to request

* your cownideration of two points, that I feel are
important in order for Alaska to continue to par- A

ticipate in the program.

Sections 223 (12)' and (13) of the Act require
that participating states ensure that status offenders
.be deinstitutionalized and juveniles are not held
with adults in detention facilities within a two year
time-frame.

Due to physical and financial limitations, Alaska
cannot respond to these-mandates in all areas of the
State within the limited time. As you well know, Alaska's
mall population spread across its vast geography presents
unique problems in making equitable services available
to all areas of-the State.

In many areas, shelter alternatives for status /
offenders who cannot be returned to their homes are
presently non-existent; and, where they do exist, they
are not geared to handling children who may be out of
control from alcohol abuse. Providing one of these
shelters facilities in Alaska easily equals the State's

,o
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yearly allonmt of q41eWzd st~oe pd Del ue;'
Prevention Act fwlos. "

The Division of Corroctons est'ates-t wit ll cost
at least $100,000 to modify one ,state facility for the
separation of juveniles and adults. At least five
other faoitltes am in ped of this kind of smdification,
and there are any number of mall facilities under local
jurisdiction in remote areas thit are out of compliance.

"n order for Alaska to continue to ;orticipate in the
juvenile justice program# amendments to this Act during
its re-authoritation must.

1) Permit states to proceed with the implementation
of the Acts major objectives at a pace that is
appropriate for each state ands

2) Permit states to expend-allocated funds to
effect the implementation of-sections 223 (12)
and (13) on the basis of local needs rathef than
federal requirements.

The .neqd to provide services to jouth and equitable
juvenile justiowthrougbout Alaska'is critical. I Xige
your assistance in makiin this Act viable for juveniles
in all states, those that do not have the financial
capabilities for -mediate compliance as well as those
that do. iistrically Alaska' s ftatutes have supported
the philosophy and intent of the Juvenile Justice
Delinquency an4 .revention Aot, and it is my hope that
the Act will be amended to permit our continued participation.

Si ey,

D40OUNG
Congressman for all AlaskaD¥ :pro
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InucuiiW OMci or THE PRNOr
; Fi OFNOW ASUW AMC IOMTUj) 1 "

'Ti. 2 0 77

V
Honorable Ike F. Andrew
Chairmn, Subcomittee on

Economic Opportunity
comitteo on Education

and Labor
nous of Representatives
Wahington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Maiw"I

This is in response to your request of April 11, 1977 for
the Diretor's oosmnts on H.R. 6111, the *Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Amndments of 1077.0

This legislation was proposed by the Departmnt of Justice
In keeping vith the Administraton's commitmnt to reduce
juvenile delinquency In the United States and Amprove the
criminal justice system's overall response to this problem.
Therefore, enactmnt of H.R. 6111 would be consistent with
the Administration's objectives and we urge its early
enactment.

Sincerely,

Assistant Director for
legislative Reference

4
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ReutM OrD. Adam

Gow"nol*

S*0"heaS. Fs1s"

STATEMENT

OF

9IaTTEE ON CRIME REDUCTION AND PUBLIC SAFETY

OF THE

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMITEE ON EOOHIC OPPORTUNITY, COMMITTEE ON

EDUCATION AND LABOR

ROUSE OF REPRESEt ATIVES

Governor
Governor
Governor
Governor
Governor
Governor
Governor
Governor

Otis R. Bowen, Indiana - Chairuan
Mike O'Callaghan, Nevada - Vice Chairman
David R. Pryor, Arkansas
Ricardo J. Bordello, Guam
Brendan T. Byrne, New Jersey
Jams B. Hunt, Jr., North Carolina
Mills E. Godvin, Jr., Virginia
Ed erschler, Wyoming

HALL OF THE STATES * 444 Noth Capol 5 0w4 Wa&Shmn. D.C 2mX1 0 am2 64-5W0
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The National Governors' Conference strongly support extension of the

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We believe that. thslaais16-

tion bas significsntly assisted state and local government deal vith one of

our country's most pressing social problem, juvenile crime end juvenile

justice. because criminal justice and law enforcement are largely state and

local issuess , the Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention Act cannot, of it-

self, eliminate juvenile crim. However, it has proved a crucial tool for state

and local government in helping them in their efforts to bring juvenile crime

rates under control.

The National Governors' Conference supported the Act's FY 77 funding level

and it believes that FY 78 funding should be at least $75 million as requested by

the Administration. Accordingly, we believe that in addition to extending the

program for three years Congress should assure that its authorization level is

high enough to accommodate at least a $75 million funding level for Y 78, and

necessary increases for subsequent fiscal years. In that respect, the reauthori-

zation language in HR 6111 seem appropriate because it acknovedgeothat Congress

must set funding levels for subsequent fiscal years based on the program needs at

that time. We do suggest, however, that the FTY 78 authorization level should be

increased to $100 million to allow the Administration to seek a supplemental

appropriation, if it chooses.

tn-too many cases program authorization levels have had little relationship

to actual appropriations. They have too often served as artificial program ceilings

Congress never intended matching. With the passage of the Budget Control Act,

Congress now sets individual program funding levels as parts of larger general

funding categories, thus making individual program funding part of a more rational

overall scheme. In this context, HR 6111's proposed new Sec.261(a) would allow

Congress rho flexilU±tL to determine necessary funding levels without raising

expectations by setting unrealist ic authorization levels.

1 '1 '
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.committes, however. 1 ey have an obligation to conduct osgoing oversight of

the program to better enable them to mak specific and meaningful recomeoda-

tinS to both the Budget and Apprqprtstioa Cosmmttees early in each congressional

\Session. A failure to express their views would be an abication of substantive

legislative responsibilly to fundi-n cosmiees whicb do not possess the sam

measure of program expertise. We trust that it is the intention of this subcom-

mittee to conduct such pversight.

Of equal concern to the Governors is the fact that one fifth of the States

do not now participate in the program. In prior years that figure has been even

higher, which Indicates that the program's impact has not been as widespread as

ye would hope. The reasons for nonparticipation Largely center on Section 223(s)

(12) and (13) which require deinstitutioalization of status offenders and separ-

ation of adult and juvenile offenders in corrections facilities, respectively.

Several States may philosophically disagree with the concept of deinstitutionaliz-

ation; they may believe that so-called status offences are appropriate and that

existing state law should not be changed in order to be eligible for funding under

this Act. That is a matter for each State to decide. But for those States which

may igree to comply but which find that the two year compliance period is too

rigorous, some accomodation should be made. In this respect, we believe that the

proposal in HK 6111 which allows States greater flexibility to comply with 223(a)

(12) is an improvement. Those States which philosophically disagree with the

requirement may continue to do so. However, for those States which are attempting

to comply with 223(a)(12) but have found It impossible to do so within the prescribed

two year period, it is appropriate that the Administrator have the flexibility to

extend the compliance period for a reasonable period of time. We suggest that such

a provision authorize the Administrator to allow a State three rather than two years

to comply with the provision, plus an additional two years if the State is making
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a diligent effort to attain the goal of deinegitutionalisation and can demonstrate

significant progress in meting that g"al.

The same argument should apply to the separation requirements of 223(a) (13)

for States which find it impossible to give Imedlaie assurance of compliance but

which can do so if given a resaable extension of time. We suggest that the same

discretion provision apply to 223(a)(13) as would apply to 223(a)(12).

We would add a caveat here. Questions are being raised amg many juvenile

officials whether the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is becoming

a status offender law. By that we mean that In attempting to comply with 223(a)(12)

with its high attendant costs, States are being diverted from other worthwhile

delinquency prevention efforts. We strongly urge the Subcomittee to carefully

examine this Issue as part of its oversight function.

We urge that the work of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention be more closely coordinated with the work of LAA, in which it is housed.

The "maintenance of effort" provision in Sec.520(b) of the Crime Control Act assures

that nearly twenty per cent of the Crime Control Act funds are spent for juvenile

delinquency prevention. That effort should be closely coordinated with the work of

the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Unfortunately, it is

thTa experience of many that such coordination is often lackiru. This will assure

that available resources are used to the best advantage. A strengthening and upgrad-

ing of the head of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention would

help to bring this about.

le also urge the Agency to coordinate its discretionary grant efforts more

closely with the States. The delinquency prevention efforts of the Crime Control

Act should mesh with the Juvenile Justice and Delinqnency Prevention Act to promote

a comprehensive juvenile justice program at the state and local level.

Compared with many other federal program, the funding level for the Juvenile
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act remains relatively small. ontheless,

this program confronts snd deals vith one of the most critical social ,Issues

faUng American today. We support the program and ve support its purpose. We

urge Congress to mo rapidly, to reauthorize this valuable program and to appro-

printe sufficit funds to allow federal, stAte and local juvenile justice

agencies to carry out its directives.
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AM1ONL LEGU OF ClTIE UL" SeAS COFEENCE OF MAYORS

STATEMENT

Wp

On Behalf Of

THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES

AND

THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Before The

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

of the

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

April 27, 1977

89-699 408
1620 Eye Street N.W.Washirgon D.C. 200061202-2937300
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The National League of Cities and the United States

Conference of Mayors appreciate the ol.ortunity to comment

on bills to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act of 1974. Our remarks are directed both to

S. 1021 and H.R. 6111.

Juvenile crime figures continue to escalate at an alarming

rate. Combined with the idleness created by diminished job

opportunities for our younger people, this trend seems destined

to be with us for a long time. When the JuVenile Justice Act

was signed into law in the fall of 1974, it showed great promise

as an instrument to assist local governments in their fight

against Juvenile crime and delinquency. It proposed progressive

steps to insure that young delinquents would not develop into

chronic adult offenders. Provisions requiring the deinsti#.ution-

alization of status offenders and the separation of adults and

juveniles in detention facilities were consistent with policies

adopted by NLC and USCM. Opportunities foL local government

to develop community-based programs for juveniles were welcomed.

It is with some reluctance then, that we must conclude that the

federal Juvenile delinquency effort has not, in our judgment,

fulfilled its promise.

In October 1976, we surveyed some large city criminal

justice planners and officials to discover the extent of their

input into the state planning process for programs administered

by the LEAA Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(OJJDP). We found that only one-third of 39 large cities with

populations over 250,000 surveyed had received any funds from
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any portion of the program. Ten cities had been denied plan-

ning involvement because of decisions by their state planning

agencies (SPAs) not to participate.

The questions asked in the survey were similar to those

included in a survey taken in January of 1976, immediately after

first year plans under the Juvenile Justice Act were due from

the SPAs. While improvement occurred between the two survey

periods, many of the problem areas identified in the earlier

survey continued to be noted by respondents.

Under the Juvenile Justice Act, SPAs are required to seek

the "active consultation and participation" of local governments

in developing statewide Juvenile justice plans. This local

planning input has not been present. Of the 29 cities in parti-

cipating states, 21 percent had never been contacted by their

SPAs about plan input. While this is an improvement over last

January when 43 percent reported no input, it remains dismally

low. Only 31 percent reported frequent contact.

To determine whether large city planners believed their

input to be adequate, the survey asked respondents if they felt

they had been "actively consulted" about plan development.

Thirty-one percent replied "yes," 45 percent "no," and 24 percent

were unsure.

In addition to mandating "active consultation and partici-

pation" of local governments, the law also requires that the

state Juvenile justice plan indicate that the "chief executive

officer of local government" has designated that planning

responsibility to a local ageny. Planners were asked if their

mayors or city managers had been invited or directed by the SPA
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to meet this requirement. Only 25 percent responded in the

affirmative. In one state it was reported that the SPA had

defined the regional planning unit (RPU) as "local government"

and designated the RPU director as the local chief executive.

This clearly violates the spirit and letter of the Act.

Another way to guage large city planning participation in

the Juvenile Justice Act is to assess what resources have been

made available to them for that purpose. Under the Act, states

are permitted to retain 15 percent of their total Juvenile

Justice Act allotment for planning purposes. However, the Act

stipulates that the "State shall make available needed funds for

planning and administration to local governments within the

State on an equitable basis." Planners were asked if they had

received any-planning funds. Only three of the 29 respondents

had received planning money by October of 1976.

Criminal justice personnel were also asked if their cities

had received any money from any segment of the Juvenile Justice

Act, including planning, special emphasis, and formula funds.

Sixty-seven percent indicated that they had not. Thus, after

three years of implementat-.on, the Act has not had any substantial

impact at the local level.

Obviously, the level of appropriations for juvenile justice

and delinquency prevention programs has contributed significantly

to its ineffectiveness. Recognizing the reality, however, that

it is unlikely the Congress or the Administration will dramtically

increase spending for OJJDP, we suggest a reallocation of funds

to provide more money for action programs.

89-699 0 * 77 * 20



300

In the belief that planning and administration for

juvenile justice can be combined with general criminal justice

planning, we are willing to sacrifice our small share of these

funds so that more action dollars are available. SPAs and

regional and local criminal justice planning units were develop-

ing plans for the expenditure of regular LEAA funds on juvenile

justice programs prior to the passage of the Juvenile Justice

Act. They can continue this process. In fact, an amendment to

the Crime Control Act of 1973 required that states develop com-

prehensive plans for juvenile justice in order to receive LEAA

approval for the overall criminal justice plan. Therefore we

recommend that in light of the limited funds available, the

law be amended to disallow the use of any portion of the formula

grant for planning and administration.

Current law provides that not less than 25 percent nor more

than 50 percent of the funds allocated under Part B--Federal

Assistance for State and Local Programs--shall be available

only for special emphasis granLs from the Administration. We

propose reducing this t-, 15 percent and 25 percent, respectively.

This would free up more funds for state and local government to

expend on juvenile crime and delinquency programs.

Still another method to stretch the juvenile justice and

delinquency prevention dollars is to better link federal programs

at the local level. While the federal coordinating council

mechanism is probably sufficient for achieving coordination

among programs operated by various federal agencies, work needs

to be done in the cities and counties to insure that coordination

exists at all levels of government. For example, financial
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incentives could be provided to local governments which link

diversion and other community-bated programs to the youth

employment programs contemplated under th6 proposed new CETA

Title VlXI. Thd incentive might be the abolition of cash match

for local projects which use two or more federal programs to

provide services to delinquent youth.

Turning to H.R. 6111, specifically, we believe that the

amendments in the House bill are basically sound. Howeveri-the-

relaxation of the status offender deinstitutionalization require-

ment should, in no way, reflect an intent on the part of Congress

to abandon this goal. We would also urge an increase in the

authorization level from $75 million to $150 million for FY 78.

To summarize, the National League of Cities and the United

States Conference of Mayors recommends that the House Subcommittee

on Economic Opportunities consider the following points in

reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act:

* Elimination of juvenile justice funds for

state planning and administration.

* Reduction percentage allocations for special

emphasis grants.

* Provision of financial incentives to local

governments which link two or more federal

youth service programs.

* Use of caution in relaxing the requirement

that status offenders be institutionalized.
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APR J',,

-. NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY
ON W"MA P"AZ * 411 06AKaPIAK AVN a IlMNVA ILA @NH 106WS

April 25, 1977

W. Willim F. Casey, Counsel
&tcittee an Economic ity

A" 320, Camon House of kep.dlding
Wasbnltmi, D.C. 2051S

Dow W. Causey:

The Nationl Council on Crime and Delinuency appreciates the
worturdty to cement on H.R. 6111 c-rentl pending before
the Sdxccttee ca Economic Oportunity. Tbe extension and

aIwdit of the Juvenile Justice and Delbqumicy Prevention
Act of 1974 is of great concern to NM).

The attached has been repared for submnission to tAsutcwttee.
Due to the brief notfiction, Ihv touched only on the issues
of major concern to NOCD. Pleas feel free to request further

ntio id rationale as needed.

Services

GI/erk
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APRIL 25, 1977



Since is passage tw Notional Council on . .ri and Delinqency has

followd the isiplemeUMntt* and progress of tdo Juenile Justice and Nunl-

quny Prevention Act oi 1974 i4th concern aid intret. Ne believe the

JJ&P Act Ir u definite step fbrwrd in the provision of hu ad appro-

Pr.au -wervi to yuth comi in contact with the lsw. We appreIt

this opportunty to sukuit our thoughts on the extension and uwniwit

of the JJEP Act to the Subcmdttee on Ecommic Opportunity.

We urgently support the extension of the Juvnile Justice and

Delinepucy Prevention Act of 1974. Natiowde participation in the

deinstitutionalization of status offenders h., acquainted MD with the

lapressive progress of mWy states. South Carolina has moved SO% of

incarcerated status offenders into commzdty placement in less than one

year. Comecticut will reach full compliance (removal of all status offenders

from institutions) within a few months. tkMder Act 509, Arkansas mandates

the deinstitutionalization of all status offenders. Utah has passed into

aw II.B. 340 which decriminalizes rmm ays and ,,unovernables." Such

effective action would not have been possible without the stiulus of the

QMJTP Act. States considering or initiating compliance efforts need the

long-term assurne and financial support outlined in H.R. 6111.

While tony advocacy agents express concern over the handed time of

compliance, N= is more concerned over the urgency of extension. The

transitions, outlined in the 3JP Act, take tim. As the progress of

states achieving $wpliance is shared with those in non-cceplimce, rany

of the present doubts and suspicions should be alleviated. We urge that

4.
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the mended bill allow the flexibility needed for all states to eveutualy

cc into ccpliwce,

Ulfbrtumatel wny -states feel tim is needed to build cozidty

residential facilities for status offenders. Such thinking teatens a

rew system with old mths. -Develovam t of a cewunity Systm -of incar-

cerative facilities is not the purpose of this Act. Current facts show

that the sam abuses occuring In state institutions are easily' duplicated

in private cwmziity facilities. The Act ms originally designed to pro-

mote the provision of supportive services, not residential facilities, to

youth in a cmmity setting. We understand the proposed mndomt of

Part B-S;ectiom 223(a) (12) as clarifying this point by allowing other

comumdty plcemnt than residential. It is unfortunate that the term

"shelter" has been misinterpreted to mean a long-term residential facility.

N= urges strict standards to guarmtee the use of "short-ter' n-secure

residential facilities only when needed. Nsjor emhasis should be on the

develoqprnt of support services designed to maintain the majority of

offenders in a 'natural" how setting. Besides being more cost effective,

this suggestion allows existing agencies to expand their capacity to

serve this population.

Consistent with the above suggestion, N(=D supports foster hoes as

alternative placement only when '"natural" homes are inadvisable. Mr. Peter

Bdelzmn, Director of the New York State Division for Youth, supports the

belief that the potential for foster haws has not yet been tapped. In

remarks before the February meeting of the New York Coalition for Juvenile
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Justice ad Youth Services; he said:

"There are 100 new family foster care slots. By the way, I
want to stress that-ronically, or unpredictably, getting aew
foster families has been the easiest thing to do. There is a
mythology out there that says people do't want to take care
of difficult adolescenos."

An innovative program by the Florida Division of Youth Services has utilized

the saw principle of home placement by recruiting volunteer foster hoes.

$50 volunteer foster homes handle the placent of status offenders at less

than one-sixth the expense of traditional detention.

The clause providing assistance to private ncprof it organizations

at uplD0% of the approved cost of any assisted progrwi is appropriate.

Howver, we would be remiss if we did not remind the Subcoiittee that the

same level of match to the private nonprofit sector was possible under the

'74 Act, but denied by the IEAA administration. Foundations and corporate

supporters perceive juvenile justice and delinquency prevention as well-

supported by federal mdnies and have allocated contributions to other areas

of social cern. This misconception has greatly hindered fundraising

efforts. This should not lead to a federal rdsception that private non-

profit organizations are ix, any way lckitng in ocern or ability.

The allocation of monies to provide staff for the Advisory Cinittee

is long overdue. Activities and efforts have been greatly hindered due to

a lack of staff. It is infortunate that such valuable time has been lost

in the utilization of this Ccrnittee. The potential of the Advisory

Comdttee camot be realized util such staff is provided.

.... .= -suqpports an authorization of $75 million for the first fiscal

year. We suggest the development of strict standards to guarantee the

vajor use of such funds for the provision of support services to status e
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offenders living in "nat=1" or foster hies. Caution should be taken

that the dispesmnt of such fuids not duplicate the services of other

federal efforts. F&i eX 16, m toning standards should assure that

now.pra in delinquency prevention represent m agency eI; ion of

capacity to serve those in danger of delinquency.

Due to the tim imitations imposed by your notification, the National

Council on Crime aid Delinquency has outlined its major concerns related

to present Impleaentation and pending auen ts to the Juvenile Justice

amd Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. The Subcamittee on Economic

Opportunity ha. a great responsibility before it. The spirit of this law

was to: 1) delnstitutionalize those juveniles whose behavior had never

warranted an incarcerative abosphere; 2) to develop the capacity of

existing agencies In the comity to better serve this population of

youth; 3) to pr te collaboration anong and berwen federal. public and

private agencies conxrsed with youth In danger of delinquency; and 4) to

move this nation toward a more humane and appropriate delivery of series

to youth reacting to family, school and social problem.

Thnk you for this opportunity to express our thoughts and conerns

to the Subcommittee on Econordc Opportunity. The National Commcil on

Crime and Delinquency is willing to help the Subcomittee in any way

consistent with our philosophy and policy stands.
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the national coalition for CHILDREN'S JUSTICE
66 WS"" S"V 0 P.-giIt . MA5ID 0 609-92440M

613 Not Pu 6.diw y 0 Woo nipen. D. C. 20045 0 202.347.7319

April 25, 1977

Ibad e4 Tngmb
-e~ @gQ~,p, J,.

William Clusey, Counsel Chaimo"-
o. am* Lob. P.House Subcommittee on .m Choi

Economic Opportunity -H. hedrwu
320 Cannon House Office Building sso
Washington, D. C. J. W A II

Dear Mr. Causey: No". MJn,C e

fts" GAW.Mo i.1 I(Am, Ph.D.
On behalf of the Coalition, I would like to thank you Kod Mon . M.D.

for the opportunity to moment on legislation to extend and L J'WW

amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of Ki, Wood
1974.

Throughout the past year, Coalition staff have been working
closely with administrators of juvenile corrections programs in a
number of states. We have seen first hand the positive impact the
Act's deinatitutionalization requirement has had on state juvenile
justice systems. Even states such as California that opposed the
time limit for releasing noncriminal children from penal institutions
contained in the 1974 Act have, once they set their minds to it, made
astonishing progress. Ninety-two percent of all California's status
offender children will be out from behind bars by the end of the year.
Officials from that state and many others, including Virginia, Florida,
New York, Iowa, Minnesota, and Maryland have used the Federal requirements
as a lever to pry loose funds from their own state legislatures for the
establishment of alternative, counity-based facilities to serve status
offender youth. We hope that Congress, as it considers changing the
deinstitutionalization requirement, keeps in mind the ropid progress
that has been made in numerous states over the past two years, even in
the face of lowered appropriations. Instead of watering down this
important section of the Act, consideration should be given to increasing
formula grant funds so that the fifty states can complete the process
of deinstitutionalization successfully.

We are grateful for Congressman Andrews' interest in and concern
for the natiorft troubled children and are confident that he and the
other members of the Subccittee will do their best to ensure a bright
and productive future for them.

With best wishes,

Kathleen Lyons'
Washington Rep~ sentative
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The National Coalition for Children's Justice is grateful for the

opportunity to compmt on legislation reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We approach this legislation

from the point of view of an advocacy organization, concerned with the rights

and treatment of institutionalized youth.

Although impleentation of theAct under the previous Adiinistration got

off to a slow start, the Coalition feels strongly that it carries great

potential for reducing Juvenile crime and developing altamatives to massive

scale incarceration of troubled youngsters. Since thbaAot was passed in 1974,.

efforts underway in mmny states to overhaul outdated juv*nile codes and modernize

the juvenile court aysten have picked up considerably. This is no accident.

we urge Congress as:it considers mending the Act this year not to lose sight

of its tremendous-value as a spur to states and comumities across the country

to develop effective and bL*ne programs for troubled youth. Listing momentum

must not be lost; rather, we urge that the precepts set down in the-1974.Juvenile

Justice audDelinquenoy Prevention Act be reaffired and strengthened.,, I

The Coalition supports amendments contained in both R.R. 611 and S. 1021

to strengthen the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency, Prevent4on within

LEAA and to give the Assistant Administrator clear authority over all LAA-funded

delinquency prevention program. We also endorse efforts to beef up the Federal

and state. Juvenile justice advisory boards and believe the proposal contained

in8.R.81GU.to require membership of advisory board representatives on state

criminal justiwplanning boards as well, should receive serious consideration,.

rart B, the formula grat .section of the Act, is the heart of the6 Federal

initiative to improve the juvenile justice system. Congress has set, out modest

requirements that states must meet in order to be funded under this Section while
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at the sase time providing ths states sufficient flexibility to ,establish

innovative responses to local needs. Part B requires states to adopt

comprehensive plans for delinquency prevention and treatment, to remove-status

offenders from correctional settings within a two-year period, and to prohibit

the intermingling of juvenile and adult offenders in correctional facilities.

At the time the law was passed, approximately 70% of all incarcerated females

and 23% of incarcerated males fell into the status offender category. For

a number of years, experts have felt that these troubled youngsters, who have

committed no offense for which they would be charged if adults, would be better

served by diversiorwy progress outside the Juvenile Justice system, thus

freeing up the lUtter to deal more effectively with serious youthful offenders.

This provision of the Act more than any other has been a catalyst for change,

encouraging states and communities to establish new ;---facilities and services

for-their status offender population. Congress should not now draw away from this

important cmmit nt to helping troubled youth by either extending the two-year

time limitation for deinstitutionalization contained in the original Act, as

suggested in S. 1021, or by accepting the Administration's language which, in

fact, maies the "full compliance" standard meaningless because it allows states

to be in non-compliance and still conform to the law. We are sympathetic to the

problems that some rural parts of the country are having in meeting the 100%

deinstitutionalization requirement but feel that a weakening of the Federal

will. at this point. will cut the ground from under state administrator@ in their

efforts to secure 'support for community-based alternatives to incarceration from

their osn legislatures and governors. The rapid progress toward deinstitutionalization

achieved by such diverse states as California, New York, Virginia, and Florida

show that this goal can be achieved if a firm commitment exists at the state and local

level to its realization. The Coalition strongly urges that if the compliance period

must be extended, it be for no more than an additional year, thus giving states
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three full years after Federal funding to develop the care and

treatment resources necessary to salvage this most vulnerable part of

our youthful population. This subcommittee has heard testimony that even

in the ten states not presently receiving formula grants, efforts are

underway to remove status offenders from correctional settings. If this

is the case, these states should very soon be in a position to guarantee

compliance with the Act's requirement for total deinstitutionalization two

years hence and thus become eligible for formula grants. Deinstitutionalization

is a desired goal, not only ror reason's of efficiency and cost but, more

importantly, because it is just. The vast majority of juvenile correctional

facilities are not very nice places to be: to subject noncriminal children

to the debilitating effects of chronic neglect and social isolation, and

to the continual threats of physical assault, rape, and drug dependence which,

unfortunately, characterize institutional life is simply wrong. Congress should

not be a party to it.

Section 223(a)(12) of the Act can be further strengthened by adopting

an amendment proposed by Senator Bayh which prohibits incarceration of dependent/

neglected children as well as status offenders. -It is only common sense that

theme children, many of whom have been abused and neglected in their homes, not

be placed in settings where they are high risk candidates for continued mal-

treatment. The Coalition has been urging Congress fo some time to show at

least a minimal concern for these children by enacting a prohibition against

incarceration such as is contained in S. 1021.

There has been a good deal of debate over whether status offenders 'must"

or "May" be placed in shelter facilities. The intent of Congress in formulating

the original deinstitutionalization requirement is clear but people have been

confused over what constitutes a "shelter facility." Congress, obviously, doesn't

want to preclude the possibility of utilizing other suitable placement alternatives
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such as returning the child home or playing him/her in a foster or group home.

We believe that.the least complicated way of solving thip problem is to delete

the clause after "correctional facilities" so that paragraph (12) simply

requires removal of status offenders from juvenile detention and correctional

facilities without trying to define permissible substitutes for incarceration.

If this is done, however, it should be made-clear in the hearings record that

Congress intends that nonsecure, sall, comunity-based facilities such as group

homes be made available for placement of noncriminal youngsters.

The other reform that was required of state* participating under the Act

is contained in paragraph (13) and relates to the intermingling of juvenileV,,

with adults in prisons and jails. As the law now reads, "regular contact" is

prohibited between these two groups. Unlike the deinstitutionalization mandate,

this requirement has not really had appreciable affect on the jailing of children.

As has been noted 4y other witnesses, chi'dren are often sexually molested or

subjected to other forms of abuse at the hands of adult prisoners. The Coalition

believes that the time is ripe ior Congress to require states, over a two-year

period, to remove all juveniles who have not been waivered to adult/criminal court

from the nation's jails. Although we would like to see a halt put to the jailing

of young people regardless of the criminal charges against them, the exception

outlined above, which would permit the continuation of housing "waivered" juveniles

in adult penal institutions, ensures that urban areas that jail large numbers of

serious juvenile offenders would be able to comply with a minimum of difficulty.

In regard to Section 224, the special emphasis program, the Coalition

supports amendments contained in both the Bayh and Administration bills authorizing

the use of these funds for youth advocacy programs. In order for a private

nonprofit advocacy organization to take part in this new initiative, however, we

believe it necessary to remove the hard match requirement. The majority of

existing advocacy groups operate very close to the fiscal bone and, in our opinion,
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would not be able to participate - in special emphasis programming if a

cash match is required.

In setting future funding levels and determining the length of the

reauthorization period, several important factors need to be-taken into

account. The Act should be renewed for a minimum of three years which

will give states the assurance they need that the Federal will has not flagged.

However, the Coalition feels that the five-year reauthorization period proposed

in S. 1021 is excessive. Since Congress will not have the opportunity for

a sustained examination of the Act this year due to time constraints exacerbated

by the new budget process, an opportunity for evaluating progress under the

law should be provided for in the not too distant future.

We join with other organizations testifying in cautioning Congress to

consider the effect of lowered appropriation levels under the Safe Streets and

Crime Control Act on state juvenile justice programs in setting authorization
N

ceilings for the Juvenile Justice Act. We support an authorization level of $100

million for FY '78, rising to $150 million in FY 179 and to $200 million in FY '80.

We recommend that Title Iii the Runaway Act, be renewed as is for two years

which will give the Department of Health, Education and Welfare the time it has

requested to integrate this program within a comprehensive national policy for

children and youth. The Coalition would also like to endorse Representative

Pepper's proposal for ana tional-conference on learning disabilities. Far

too little attention has been given to the relationship between learning

problems and antisocial behavior. It is our belief that many of our Juvenile

institutions could be emptied if ways were found to help children with

learning disabilities succeed in an educational environment.
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We would like to conolucb our testimony with a recommendation that

Congress hold additional hearings on juvenile justice issues that have

not received sufficient consideration because of time pressures during the

reauthorization process. Among the subjects ripe for discussion are Senator

Birch Bayh's proposal to create a national child advocacy office within the

Justice Department; methods of monitoring the maintenance of effort requirement

for juvenile justice progra ing included in last year's amendments to the

Safe Streets Act; the effects of longterm institutionalization on children;

and alternatives to incarceration that have been developed around the

country by creative and caring youthworkers. The Coalition hopes that this

Subcommittee will find an opportunity this summer to explore these issues,

thereby reinforcing Congress's commitment to the establishment of an effective

national policy of delinquency prevention.

9
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NORTH CAROLINA LEAOUE OP MUNICIPALITIES
1010 RALEIGH OUILDINO / P.O. BOX 3069 I RALEIGH. NOATH CAROLINA 27602/ PHONE (0,) 83-1311

April 26, 1977

Congressman Ike Andrews
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320
Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Ike:

I hope things are going well In Washington. From what we read in the
papers there appears to be a lot happening with the new administration
and with Congress. In my new position with the League of Municipalities,
it appears almost mind boggling if not frightening. I do look forward
to working with you and your staff in the formulation of policies and
providing some response to congressional proposals.

Approximately two weeks ago, William Causey asked that I submit a statement
regarding my impressions of and experience with the Juvenile Justice
Delinquency and Prevention Act. I an enclosing the congressional testimony
that I developed and ask that you and your Subcomittee review and
consider my comments. I appreciate the opportunity to provide these
statements to you and hope that they will be of some benefit to you,
your staff, and your Subcomittee in Its important deliberation. If I
can be of further assistance to you in this regard, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

I will be meeting with Arch this week and will inquire if the girls in
the office are making him work enough. My best personal regards.

Sincerely,

Edwin L. Griffin, Jr.

Director, Intergovernmental Program

ELG:bhu
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A STATEDKRT CONCUNING THE JUVENILE
JUSTICE DELIMENCY AND PZVDITION
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8TAT MIMT

Mr. Edwin L. Griffin, Jr.

To The House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity

April 269 1977

I would like to begin 3y statement by expressing my appreciation to

you for allowing me to co ment on the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and

Prevention Act and specifically amendments which would alter the existing

Act and subsequently its administration. My remarks do not represent

official North Carolina League of Municipalities' policies, but do

reflect my professional experience and feelings regarding the criminal

justice system and specifically the Juvenile justice system in North

Carolina.

PREFACE

Children are our most valuable resource. The future is dependent

upon acceptance of the responsibility regarding our next generation.

Children ae a politically popular topic, but as an rggregate themselves,

they do not represent a mature responsive lobbying effort. They cannot

go to Congress and explain their difficulties. We rely on adults to

determine the appropriate methods of addressing Juvenile or children's

needs. I an not about to suggest that children have a self-determination

in their destiny, but I am adamant in my position that we do examine,

reasonably, the alternatives and programs which will have an effect on

the improvement of their treatment and the quality of life available to

them.

We must be cognizant to be determined in our efforts to improve the

plight and opportunities for children and yet not be overzealous in our
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enthusiasm to the point of being impractical in our methodology. In so

doing, we can avoid an "overkill" situation where little good is achieved

regardless of the credibility of the goal. We have experienced this In

North Carolina and in many other states with the Juvenile Justice Delinquency

and Prevention "t. The present guidelines and requirements, designed

to Improve the sltutation for children (Juveniles), take such giant

strides in such a limited time from that this process and schedule

required simply elinabtes, both financially and logistically, the

posiblity of accepting Juvenile Delinquency and Prevention Act funds.

In the following remarks, I wish to address some aspects of the Act

which might be considered that would allow for participation by the

State of North Carolina and many other states.

Although my remarks are designed to respond to the issue of the Act

and availability of funds, my interests and concern is with improving

the Juvenile justice system and opportunities to improve a successful

way of life for children who are in som difficulty, or by environment,

will soon face difficulty. Through sensitivity and awareness on the

part of Congress in developing the legislation, and a coson sense

approach to adminitering the program on a local, state, mad particularly,

federal level, the use of these funds have the potential for great

assistance In changing young lives in trouble. I hope that effort is

realisedI

EXTMSION OF TUB ACT

It is my understanding that amendments to the Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention Act extends that Act for three years with $75 million

wih is the current level of appropriations, but only one-half of the

authorization. If one Is going to make the effort to prove the

Juvenile Justice system by providing an Act sore palatable to non-

participating states, than one sust likevise be prepared to adequately
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fund the emas. I vil not Gi.,est a dollar amount but recommend that an

increase be considered of a least the percent of difference of those

present non-participating states to the whole, plus 6Z for an inflationary

consideration which still just allows us to maintain our present level

of economic support and assistance. It is my opinion that if adequate

funds are provided by Congress to address this most complex and perplexlng

problem, and some reasonable assurance that support will te maintained

for a period of time, then local governments particularly,, as well as

private non-profit agencies, will have the incentive to address locally

this problem. Juvenile programs are expensive. To provide an incentive

finanical support cuot be token.

Several estimates have been made in North Carolina regarding the

cost of deinstitutionalization of status offenders. This cost Includes

the development and provision of alternative services for one year. The

most reasonable estimates of the cost involved ranges between seven and

nine million dollars. North Carolina's annual allocation under the

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for the past three

fiscal years combined would hve been less than two mlllon dollars.

DKINSTITTfIONALIZATION

New amendments offered to the Act still requires oniplation, to a

major degree, of deinstitutionalisation two years from the date of

submission of the state's plan. In my opinion, first of all, two years

Is not a reasonable time to -expect this phe:,-xina to occur nationally.

Second of all, the time frame involved should be tied to the acceptance

of the state's plan and not the submission of the state's plan. More

congressional definition is urged in establishing "good faith effort"
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which Might qualify for a waiver from the Law Enforcement Assistance

Adinistretion, who r--ol. d- be th. grantor.

A five-year approach, with emphasis on as great a percent as possible

the first three years, appears to so to be reasonable and practical.

This allows for a comprehensive approach for Improving the juvenile

Justice system as well as addressing one justifible, Identifiable

problem within that system. A natural response i what do we say to all

the children who suffer the consequences of institutionalization for the

next three to five years? My response is simply, what do we say to the

children who will not obtain help for ten years in those states who are

unable to accept the federal assistance due to the requirements of the

Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act? Once again being

practical in our methodology allows us to reach a complex goal

THE NEED TO BE EXPLICIT

Experience with LEAA on a local level, where these programs will be

made or fall, has been less than productive, to be polite. Congress

should not leave with bureaucrats the autonomy that allows them to skirt

Congressional intent by noting the generality of the language of the

Act. Children are too Important for some uninformed, inexperienced

bureaucrat to affect by promulgating rules and regulations that supersede

or dilute the intent of Congress. I can reference one specific and

consequential case in point which has a direct relationship to consideration

of grants under the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act.

Just last year the City of Raleigh, North Carolina, was involved in

two grants which exceeded a quarter of a million dollars of LEAA funds.

The grants were properly developed and submitted in accordance with the
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submission requirements of the State Planning Agency. There is a

ninety-day requirement in the Canibus Crime and Control Act which requires

that the projects be approved or disapproved, and reasons for such

disapproval must be provided to the applicant within ninety days of

submission of an application. The North Carolina State Planning Agency

after failing to approve or disapprove and notify the City of Raleigh

asked that the LAA Office of General Counsel provide a ruling on the

ninety-day requirement. The Office of General Counsel did so by saying

that the Act only requires that approval or disapproval be made within

the ninety-day period, and in effect, gave the State Planning Agency an

Indefinite period of time to notify the applicant regarding the action

taken by the State Planning Agency. Shock and disbelief only minimize

our review of the legal opinion. However, this does point out what

bureaucrats can do to Congressional intent. I was involved in testimony

regarding amend=a'nts to the Omnibus Crime Control Act in 1973 and specifically

aware of the Congressional concern regarding the turnaround of applications.

I heartily suggest that specific wording be noted in any amendments to

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act regarding the grant

administration procedure!

A COMPRFMESIVE APPROACH

We have a serious concern regarding status offenders in institutions.

The problem is being publicized and recognized as action is now being

formulated to address this problem. However, our problems with children

relate to a much broader base of difficulties and extend in many areas.

In order to properly address the Juvenile justice system and the multiplicity

46
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of problems that Systm faces, we mst be comprehensive t our approach

to children. DoLustitutionalisatLon i a part of the answer which will

begin to address many problems of children. It to not the whole anaar

nor does It satisfy all key requirements 3f addressing children's

difficulties. By providing a longer time frme to deinstitutionalize,

ve lkewise provide more time in gathering resources that vil address

adequately the various iosus which mst be resolved.

SHnT.Ru CARE

I urge that Congress encourage the use of shelter facilities In the

Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act, but do not retrict the

deltitutlonalisation process to shelter care facilities. We are

begi xing to seriously explore the needs of children and development of

alternatives to address their problems. As we enter this pioneering

effort, I am confident that alternative resources will be developed and

variations Uil be made which will be different from the prescribed

definition of shelter care. Therefore, I ask that consideration be made

for la itude in this requirement.

SECTION 228

It Is my understanding that by deleting the "252 of" in Section 228

(c) that will allow the use of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention

Act funds for authorized match for other federal grants up to 1002 of

the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act fund allocation. I

would note that the goals and philosophy of the Juventle Justice Delinquency

and Prevention Act are, within themselves, laudable and comendble and

should not be sacrificed or diluted as an expedient method of addressing
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the mteh requirement of other federal graut programs. If these foods

are to be used for such matching purposes I encourage you to ensure that

they do, in effect, address the stated purposes of assisting with the

goals characterized in the Act.

MI-LD MATCH

Raving had the opportunity to direct two regional criminal justice

planning id administration program for the past four end one-haf

years in North Carolina, I can attest in all candor to the gross administrative

difficultis associated with in-kind match, particularly with labtilty

and auditing requirements. There my be a legItimate need , l

on the part of non-profit organIzationas, to need the match provis

in-kind. However, if consideration is allowed for such participants, it

is only fair and just to provide accommodatiot for local government

utilization of such a match procedure. One my wish to emphasis cash

match and allow the state planning agency the discretion In permitting

in-kind match where a good faith effort is made. In pernitting such, it

should be deemed that in-kind match Is the only practical match alternative

for the subgrantee to accept a grant which would benefit the juvenile

justice process and/or system.

N0m CARoLiNA LuISLATURs comr~m

The North Carolina General Assembly enacted legislation -that prohibited

the commitment of status offenders to the state's training schools after

two years. This law was passed in accordance with the provisions of the

Juvenile Justice Delinquency andr.,nl t inatempting to emulate

the g$als es. at a national level. However, after the law ts passed,

"-4"g 0 o 71 o 32
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it became quickly apparent that In North Carolina's situation the goal

ws practically Impossible to obtain in that tim period. Likewise, a

county by county assessment of the needs of the youth In each county Is

to be made sad a report provided to the Genetal Assembly regarding the

needs and rerturces In each of North Carolf"'s 100 counties. Once.

again this references a comprehensive approach which is necessary In

dealing with this rst complex problem. The North Carolina legislature

Is generally Interested In the development of youth programs and alternative

placement of status offenders. Its comntm t has been shown and will 4

be shown In its legislative record.

coa m JNT'S c oI46T

vwly elected Governor Jams B. Nunt, Governor of North Carolina,

ha made s, ral strides In formulating omaissions and program which

will signixicantly assist in the juvenile justice-system Lu Noth Crolina.

Governor Hunt is working with the North Carolina General Asembly in

reorganizing the state's supervisory board of the LZAA program. The new

Governor's rime Coemission represents appointees from a variety of

backgrounds, many of which are responsive to, or are associated with

juvenie or youth problems. Llkewise, Governor Hunt has appointed a

Juvenile Justice Plannin Coemittee, and Juvenile Code C4mssion. He

has also appointed a juvenile court judge to be the Secretary for the

new Department of rime Control and Public Safety. Under the leadership

of Governor Hunt, North Carolina is well on its wy to Improving the

juvenile justice system and problems associated with status offenders.

Tim is important, though, in developing proper plans; and muy Is an

integral part of administering those plans.
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cmaz

Ia my remarks I have noted several spec Ic areas of concern and

also the Importat l approach to a national fusdIfg effort

for state and local program. Although 37 remrks reflect specifically

mW experience In Worth Carolinas I cawt help but believe that the

situation that North Carolina presently flind Itself Sa, &o Is charsteristic

of amy other states who are desirous of Imroving tbei juvealle justice

system. We find that a lack of financial resources, the usavallability

of data and the mbryomic devlommnt of program prectldes our being

able to provide Instant remedies for age-old problem. If Congress Is,

going to be serious about addressing a national problem of juvenile

delinquency, them It must consider the entire natin nd the problem

associated In dealing with this national effort from fifty states mad

not from a fey who can make tremedous progress In a limited period of

time. North Carolina's commitment caot be equaled in terms of our

Interest and concern for our youth. We only need to be given the

resources and latitude co develop proagrem which address our specific

prOblem so that our ale may be real ed and our ebldre n e e a

better life.

I appreciate, once again, this opportunity. I hope my remrks have

been of value to you In your deliberations. If I can be of further

assistance to you, please do not hesitate to contact as. I wish you

well as you play an Important part in developing our youth ad the

future of our country.
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R L JUSTICE WI=T UBSUMB NE

Edvi L. Griffln, Jr., Director, Intergovernmental Progpams, North Carolina

League of MunlcipallUes

5.S. business Administration - Mare 811 College

H.A. Nublic Administration - Appalachian State University

Certificate Program - anicipal Administration - Institute of Government

Certificate Program - County Administration - Institute of Government

Juvenile Court Counselor - 15th Judicial District, Iurlingtons X. C.

Criminal Justice Director, Western Piedmont Council of oernmsnts

C , nal Justice Director, Triangle J Council of Governments

Member, Governor's Law and Order Comission (State Supervisory Board, LHAA)

President, N. C. Association of Criminal Justice Planners

Member, National Association of Criminal Justice Directors
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STATEMENT OF Hoin. MABGARET C. DaiscoLL, PRESIDENT, ,NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
JUVENILE COURT JUDGES

My name Is Margaret C. Driscoll, and I am President of the National
Council of Juvenile Court Judges and Chief Judge of the Connecticut Juvenile
Court.

I speak here on behalf of the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges, and
on behalf of that Council I thank you for inviting the Council to present its
views to the Committee on this most important piece of legislation. T also speak
as an experienced judge of the Connecticut Juvenile Court with seventeen (17)
years on that bench. My jurisdiction extends over a population of one million
(1,000,000) from the New York to the Massachusetts line, and includes urban,
suburban, Industrial, rural, wealthy, poor and middle-class areas.

At the outset, I want to commend the Congress and particularly this Sub-
Committee, for the initial enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 19T4. Whatever problems some of the provisions have
created, and there are some, the overall effect of the Act has been to provide
our Juvenile courts, the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges, and our
Juvenile court personnel throughout the country with programs, resources and
facilities which were heretofore not available.

The National Council, for example, has been a major beneficiary of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, herein after referred to as "L.E.A.A.",
through grants of funds to train family and Juvenile court judges and other
court personnel. The Council was either the first, or among- the first, judicial
organization to train Judges--with programs beginning in the 1950's. With the
advent of L.E.A.A. funds, the original somewhat limited efforts have been
expanded to provide four (4) two week training programs a year, and one
week graduate sessions at our Juvenile Justice College at the University of
Nevada.

In addition, we have held management institutes for Juvenile justice man-
agers, training institutes with the National Legal Aid and Defenders Associa-
tion, and with the National Association of District Attorneys, the T.atter
funded by the registration fees, but with attendance In many instances made
possible by State planning committee grants of L.E.A.A. funds to the partici-
pants.

Our research center in Pittsburgh is also funded by L.E.A.A. to collect the
data formerly gathered by HEW of the operations of Juvenile courts through-
out the country. Part of the assignment Is to redesign the model so that the
data collected will have some uniform meaning and use.

I am sure that there has been an enormous impact from these programs;
by Increasing the knowledge of judges and other court personnel of the law and
the behavioral sciences and by expanding their horizons to Include the experi-
ence of other judges throughout the country, there cannot help but be an
improvement in the quality of Juvenile justice on the national scene. And
with an improved method of gathering and assembling data on the operations
of the system, we will be better able to judge what the system Is doing.

The effect of our training programs throughout the country depends, of
course, both on the quality of the program itself and on the number of judges
and court related personnel who attend it. Since the number has continued to
rise from 1,127 in fiscal year 1969 to 5,279 for fiscal year 1976, it Is perhaps
permissible to assume that the quality has been at least reputedly high enough
to attract this increasing number of participants. And while the number of
participants seems high, we estimate that only about one third of all judges
presently exercising Juvenile jurisdiction have been through the program.
Consequently, there is still much to be done.

Nevertheless, on a national basis, Professor Robert Martinson, often quoted
as an authority for the statement that no treatment works, in up dating his
research on recidivism among juveniles, has discovered that the rate for
juveniles Is under 30 percent.

But, this is only part of the story, for all of us in the Juvenile court field
have had the opportunity to receive L.E.A.A. funds through our State planning
commissions.

In my own State, for example, we have strengthened our court administration
by the creation of the posltlon of State director of probation services, and the
post of research director, both funded by L.E.A.A. Initially, and both being
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absorbed into either the Juvenile court budget, or the budget of the State
Judicial Department.

We have also been able to create resources to expand the dispositional
alternatives available to the court by the use of L.E.A.A. funded programs.
These include a volunteer program now built into the budget, a vocational
probation program in the process of being included into our budget, a court
clinic, an intensive probation program and an intake project which includes
guided group interaction, parent-effectiveness training and tutoring, as some
of the resources for keeping youngsters at home, in school and out of trouble.

You may ask about our success rate. Whatever the reason, police screening
programs, as well as youth service bureaus funded by L.E.A.A., at least in part,
may well share the credit, if there is any-the referrals to the Juvenile court
for 1976 were 2,000 less than for 1975 (13,000 as against 15,000).

Our statistics show that 68 percent of all referrals in 1975 were first
offenders. You may be surprised to know, in contrast to some national
statistical reports, that only 11 percent of all offenses referred to the
Connecticut court in 1975 were "status offenses".

While no one can pinpoint the cause of these statistics, I would think that
the implementation of the Juvenile delinquency act must certainly be credited
for whatever improvements have occurred, and for this, this committee and the
Congress are responsible. In fact, it is difficult to see how what has been done
in increasing programs and resources and facilities for youngsters could have
other than a beneficial effect.

It is, therefore, of the utmost importance that this effort be continued at
least at the present rate of funding, and hopefully at an increased rate. On no
account should the amount available td implement this act be reduced.I There are, however, some things which ought to be changed in the language
of the act. The major areas where changes are needed include the provisions
concerning status offenders and the definitions of correctional facilites and
shelter care. The changes we recommend are appended to this statement.

What our suggested amendments would do is to change the focus of the act
from status offenders to those committing repeated violent offenses. Under our
proposal, those offenders who are adjudicated as such on the basis of the nature
of the offenses they commit, their past record, social history and clinical studies
would be required to be placed in correctional facilities separate from other
Juvenile offenders.

MONITORING

Further, the definition of correctional facility would be limited to, public
training schools operated by local, city, state or federal government units.
We would also suggest that the definition of community based facility be
changed to eliminate the requirement that the community and consumers be
involved in the planning, operation and evaluation of the program since this
would make it very difficult for almost any community based program to
qualify.

The proposals we are making are the result of a number of considerations:
1. The major problems States faced in attempting to attain full compliance

with the act's mandate of deinstitutionalization-and which now are acknowl-
edged by the proposed amendment of "substantial compliance".

2. The difficulties involved In defining "status offender'; forty-seven varia-
tions were enumerated by the council of State governments.

3. The fact that the definition of correctional facility excluded status
offenders from private boarding schools, group homes, treatment centers, etc.,
because they housed some youngsters charged with or adjudicated for a
delinquency because these facilities do not use the offense to determine whether
a child needs their program.

4. The assumption that the ultimate evil was a secure placement rather than
the dangers which confront children who roam the streets of our cities-dangers
like those exposed In the press in recent years: the Manson cult: the mass
murders in Texas: male prostitution of 18 year olds in San Francisco, etc.

In addition, we felt that the emphasis should be on providing appropriate
care and treatment for all the youngsters in trouble with the law, not just for
those committing the "status offenses". And we also felt that If any special
emphasis was appropriate, It was in providing more options for courts in
dealing with the youngsters whose repeated and violent behavior make them a
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danger to the community. Certainly this would seem appropriate if the
Martinson figures of 30 percent recidivism are accurate.

Finally, we saw as one major assumption underlying the whole question of
segregating youngsters who had committed status offends, the theory used in
the adult court that the offense should be the determining factor in deciding
what disposition was appropriate. This is ar attack on the basic philosophy of
the juvenile court-that the offense is only one of many factors to be considered
in determining what is the best way of preventing the child from repeating his
behavior.

Again, if the under 30 percent recidivism figure is accurate and the
Connecticut statistics bear that out-whatever is being done is more successful
than not. What remains to be done is to reduce that 30 percent to zero. That
is where we think the emphasis should be.

For all these reasons, we are recommending the appended suggested changes
and we are urging that you increase the funding for implementing this act.
What is needed is even more evidence of a national concern for our children.
The ultimate test of our humanity lies in how we treat our troubled and
maladjusted youngsters-who will be our citizens of tomorrow.

We applaud your Committee and the Congress for giving the children of our
country, at long last, some of the attention they have lacked in the past on a
national basis, and with the exceptions noted, we pledge continued support of
your efforts.

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO J.J.D.P. ACT

Repeal Section 223(a) (12) in its entirety and redesignate Subsections (13)
through (21) of Section 223(2) as Subsections (12) through (20).

Amend redesignated Section 228(a) (13) (present Section 223(a) (14) as
follows: Iisert "(1)" between the words "insure" and "that".

Delete "and (13) ".
Insert the following after the comma which follows the words "are met":

"(2) That all juveniles in detention or correctional facilities receive proper care,
treatment and education. (3) That Juveniles who have commited acts which
would be criminal if committed by adults, and who, after consideration of their
offenses and past records and their social and clinical studies, are designated
dangerous and violent offenders, shall not be placed in the same correctional
facilities with other Juvenile offenders,"

After the above amendments redesignated Section 223(a) (13) will read as
follows:

"Provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, detention facilities, and
correctional facilities to insure (1) that the requirements of Section .923 (a) (12)
are met, (2) that all juveniles in detention or correctional facilities receive
proper care, treatment and education, (3) that juveniles who have committed
acts which would be criminal if committed by adults, and who, after considera-
tion or their offense and past records and their social and clinical studies, are
designated dangerous and violent offenders, shall not be placed in the same
correctional facilities with other Juvenile offenders, and for annual reporting
of the results of such monitoring to the administrator,"

XoT: Section 223(a) (12) in- the above amended redesignated Section 223(a)
(18) is the present Section 223(a) (13).

Section 103(12) is repealed and the following substituted in lieu thereof:
"The term 'correctional institution or facility' means any public training

school provided by the local, county, State or Federal Governments for Juveniles
adjudicated as delinquent."

Parenthetically, it would also appear some definition of shelter care should
be included and that the definition of community based facilities could be less
detailed and, therefore, easier to effect compliance by omitting, in particular,
the words: " .... which maintain community and consumer participation in the
planning, operation, and evaluation of their programs. . . ." Section 103(1).
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The Academy for
Contemporary Problems
1501 NEIL AVENUE / COLUMBUS, OHIO 43201 / (614) 421-7700

2030 M STREET N W I WASHINGTON D C 20036/ (202) 467-6625

OPERATED BY:
Council of Stle Govefrnments,
International' City Management Assocation
Nabonal Associaton of Counties
National Conference of State Legislatures
Nabonal Governors' Conference
Natixmal eague ol Cties
U S Conkfence of Mayors

April 21, 1977

i
Mr. William F. Causey, Counsel
U. S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Rom 320, Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Causey:

Enclosed please find ten copies of my testimony relating to
H.R. 6111, prepared pursuant to your letter of April 11, 1977.
I hope the Subcomittee members find it useful. Under separate
cover, you will be receiving an equal number of copies of two
publications, published by the Council of State Governments,
relating to P.L. 93-415, which should be incorporated into and
made a part of my testimony.

Thank you for the opportunity to serve.

Very truly yours

/Jp ;0L. White
low

'Siaial Policy

314W:sC
ENCLOSURES
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

My name is Joseph L. White and I am presently a Fellow in Social

Policy at the Academy for Contemporary Problems. °--?e Academy is a

non-profit public foundation owned and operated by a consortium of

the following seven national public interest groups: Council of State

Governments; International City Management Association; National

Association of Counties; National Conference of State Legislators;

National League of Cities; and U. S. Conference of Mayors. By way of

personal introduction, I am an attorney, and hold a Bachelors degree

in Political Science and a Master's degree in Social Work. I have

served as Director of the Ohio State Planning Agency for Criminal

Justice (SPA) and as Director of the Co - Commission. Without

question, these two agencies are the o'.. in Ohio most affected by

H.R. 6111, and I have some basis for understanding their concerns.

In addition, I serve as a permanent consultant to the Council of Stace

Governments and, in that capacity, was the principal author of two

major Council publications directly related to the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19741 namely, Status Offenders: A

Working Definition (CSG, Lexington, 1975), and Juvenile Facilities:

Functional Criteria (CSG, Lexington, 1977). I believe it is a-fair

statement that a large part of my professional life, and most

particularly in the past two years, has been directed toward issues

raised by the passage of the Act two and a half years ago.

After a careful review of H.R. 6111, I have concluded that most

of the proposed amendments deal with bureaucratic relationships and

internal politics about which I could offer little counsel. However,

BESTF Jym -i
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there are four amendments to Title IX, Part B, and one to Title 11,

Part D, to which I would like to offer some reaction. In Part B, I

refer specifically to amendments (4), (9), (13) and (14).

The present status of P.L. 93-415 among state and local officials

is far from solid. Both elected officials and Juvenile program

administrators are extremely wary of this federal initiative, despite

the incentives offered within its grant-in-aid provisions. The

concerns roughly break down into three categories: those relating to

fiscal impact; those relating to the extent of program modifications

which LEAA will require as the minimum standard for compliance and

those relating to the underlying understandings of Congress in passing

the Act in the first place, not all of which are universally shared.

Evidence of the disinclination to unequivocally support the legislation

can be easily discerned. Numerous States have refused to apply for

funds, an unheard-of situation under similarly structured federal

programs. Many States change their positions from time to time.

The Act is attacked simultaneously as too weak and as too

demanding. And, most significant, in those States where participation

has been unwavering since 1975, very little tangible evidence can be

found which would trace substantive, statewide changes to the funds

received ander the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

Because of these factors, I would strongly recommend that the

Congress adopt a fairly conservative position with respect to

substantive amendments. For example, an elimination of in-kind match

(Amendment 4), and its correlative mandate for cash match, could not

come at a worse time for state and local governments. Not only are
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the full inflationary effects of the 1974 oil embArgo now being felt

in the public sector, but reduced Congressional appropriations for

the Oiibus Crime Control Act have forced more state and local

governments to commit additional funds to continue projects in danger

of being defunded. Deletion of this proposed amendment would have

no fiscal impact on the federal budget, but would greatly contribute

to the willingness of state and local governments to participate.

Some will argue that the escape clause offered through the

passage of proposed Section 222 (e) effectively allows for an

amelioration of this condition, while permitting a more effective

use of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds as

leverage. In my judgment, this argument is spurious for a number of

reasons. First of all, the issue of whether match is to be cash or

in-kind is a matter of public policy which is within the domain of

the legislative branch to decide. It is not a power that should be

delegated to the executive branch. Equally important is an awareness

of how the LEAA program, under both Acts which it administers, has

become politicized. It is difficult enough to try to operate a

national grant-in-aid program without creating no-win situations for

the Administrator. If an SPA makes a formal determination, as

contemplated in subsection (e), the Administrator will either have to

acquiesce or face severe external pressures which he cannot effectively

withstand. If an SPA refuses to make such a formal determination, the

Administrator will find himself in a position of trying to arbitrate

between a State and its local subdivisions. If unsuccessful, he cannot

waive the need for a formal determination by the SPA. If successful,
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he will have earned for his-labors the undying enity of at least one

state planning agency. In short, this proposed amendment is replete

with mischief. As a final point, the leverage strategy simply has

not proven workable. Cash match is not likely to be available E it

is waivable.

With respect to Part B, Amendment 9, I cannot understand the

basis for its inclusion. Unless the absence of such language has

caused LEAA problems of which I am unaware, the amendment would

appear to be redundant.

My major criticism of the Bill, however, must be reserved for

Part B, Amendments 13 and 14. By far, the most critical sentence of

the entire Act, within the contexts of state participation and

compliance, is Section 223(a)(12). The three major concerns which

I enumerated earlier in my testimony have all converged in the

highly emotional, public debates concerning this subsection. After

two years of careful study into the history and possible meanings

of Section 223(a)(12), my own conclusion is that, while attempting

to be unequivocal, Congress said mqre than it wanted or needed to

say in order to accomplish its objective. If my analysis is correct,

the intention was the removal of status offenders from detention and

correctional facilities, not the creation of a network of residential

facilities for status offenders known as shelters. This latter

objective, to the extent that it was a matter of concern, was better

addressed in Sections 223(a)(10) and 312. The purpose of Section 223

(a)(12) can be best understood in terms of its mandate for removal,

not a mandate for placement. With this in mind, I would suggest the

following substitution for Amendment (13)s
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(13) Section 223(a)(12) is amended to read am follows:
(12) provide within four years after submission

of the plan that Juveniles who are charged with
or who have committed offenses *hat 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.

The substitution would create several advantages over the present

-legislation and proposed Amendment (13). It would:

1. Clearly focus upon the issue of deinstitutionalizationi

2. Eliminate present confusion over the nature and

definition of shelter facilities;

3. Simplify monitoring for the purpose of determining

compliance;

4. Expand the options available to courts without

distorting the English language. For example,

are homes for unwed mothers, group homes or mental

health centers shelter facilities, or are they

illegal placements for all status offenders? The

change from "shall" to "may" inadequately addresses

use issue presented,

5. Allow States to more responsibly project costs,

calculate the difficulty of compliance and counter

local opposition to the entire Act because of this

single subsection; and

6. Eliminates the need for Amendment 14, which has

similar flaws to those found in proposed Section

222(e). If Congress comprehends the difficulty

of rapid compliance by States, then it should

extend the time limit a reasonable period rather

than imprudently delegating that authority and
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thereby exacerbating an already politicized situation.

As a final reaction to the bil, let me simply add my voice to

countless others regarding the F.Y. 1978 authorization of $75,000,000.

What can Congress hope to accomplish by establishing such a ceiling?

Translated into state dimensions, the P.Y. 1977 allocation to Ohio,

the sixth largest State containing 5%>f the nation's population, 1

amounted to loe than $2,500,000. That amount could have been spent

in any one of Ohio's six most populous cities without making an

appreciable dent in the demand for services within those communities.

Instead of trying to ascertain what minimum level of appropriation

will whet state and local appetites, it seems to me that a far more

equitable measure would be an appraisal of the Act's fiscal impact

upon political subdivisions and an appropriate means of determining

federal financial responsibility.

if I may be permitted, Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise two

issues which are not addressed in H.R. 6111 and which, in my opinion,

should be considered by Congress at this time. I refer, first, to

the intended relationship between block grants to the States and

discretionary funds to be categorically allocated by LEAA

and, second, to the absence from the Act of certain critical

definitions.

The Act clearly contemplates a block grant program, similar to

that administered under the Omnibus Crime Control Act. Title I,

Part B, Subpart I, addresses the manner in which formula grants may

be granted to States for the purpose of complying with the Act. But,

at the same time, the Act created an affirmative duty, on the part of

LEAA/WOJJPA, to-accomplish a parallel set of objectives found in
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Parts A, a and C of Title 11. These latter duties not only conflict

with LAAl's grants managemnt role, within the context of the block

grant program, but also appear to reduce-the attention 03JPA has
/

given to financially and technically assisting the States. For

exanle, in fiscal year 1977, LEAP allocated roughly $47,000,000 to

States under the formla grantss it also spent about $47,000,000 in

special emphasis programs, notably deinstitutionalization, delinquency

prevention and diversion. More significant, perhaps, is the fairly

even distribution of manpower, within LEA, of persons assigned to

administer the block grant program under Part B, Subpart 1, and those

assigned to carry out the Congressional mandates in Subpart 11. The

result is that States are not receiving realistic levels of financial

or technical assistance to ensure the modifications envisioned by

Congress while, at the same time, the special emphasis projects are

being funded in those States outside of the planning structure set up

for the formula grants. The results could have been predicted and

should have been foreseen.

Let me hasten to add, Mr. Chairman, that my critical im is not

leveled at LEJA's stewardship. Given the legislation, coupled with

the past three appropriations, no other situation was likely. In one

Act, Congress created one block grant program and two categorical grant

program (one in Title 11 and one in Title 111). Since LEAP would

probably be held more severely accountable by the Congress for the

special emphasis programs than for the block grant programs, the

preoccupation is appropriate and bureaucratically justified. This is

particularly true, given the ILA regional office structure, already in

place and charged with the responsibility of managing the Crime Control

Act block grant program. But the fact is that these two Acts are
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euxqisitely different, roqur"g dramatically different policy

determinations and organizatiial behavior. While they can both be

managed within the same agency, they cannot and should not be viewed

as symbiotic, federal initiatives.

The current deficiencies which were caused, in my opinion, by the

variegated objectives established by Congress, could be greatly

alleviated by adequate funding for the juvenile program. But, in the

long, run, the issue is more basic than that: Congress should decide

whether it believes that more fundamental social benefits will accrue

to children through financial incentives to units of general purpose

government, characterized by the block-grant approach, or whether it

believes they can be best achieved through highly-focused, special-

emphasis,z categorical grants. If Congress could articulate this

policy issue through the amendments, OJJPA could more effectively

harness its meager resources to satisfy that facet of Congressional

intent that is considered most critical.

My final testimony relates to the other major omission in H.R. 6111,

which would perpetuate a current deficiency in the Act. Both of the

Council of State Governments' publications, referenced earlier, resulted-

directly from the absence of fundamental, statutory definitions without

which the Act cannot be effectively or faithfully administered.

Instead-of reiterating the problem in this testimony, I have asked

the Council to forward to you ten copies of each publication under

separate cover. Since the Juvenile Facilities publication will not

be fully printed for another two weeks, I ask your indulgence in

reviewing xeroxed copies of that manuscript without the benefit of

its appendices and tables. As a reference, however, I will indicate

the most noticeable and regrettable omissions from Section 103 of the
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Acts

1. status offense status offender

2. delinquency delinquent

3. juvenile detention facility

4. Juvenile correctional facility

5. shelter facility-

6. juvenile, adult

For a discussion of the implications of these definitional problems,

I respectfully direct your attention to the final chapter of the

Juvenile Facilities publication,

1 Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony and I appreciate the

opportunity you have afforded am.

W4- 0 - 77 , 28
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April 22, 1977

Mr. Willam P. Causey, oCmsel
Camnittee on Uducation a ab
luboomittee on oonomLc opportunity
Rm 320, Canon om" office Duilding
Washilgton, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. CauSey

?bank you for the opportunity to r"pand to your request for
cents on 3.3. 6111, a bill to extend and amend the Juvenile
justice and Delinquency Preventon Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-415). 1

Seorry my c ents are delayed but my appointment boom effec-
tive April 1th and your request just cse to my attention.

Kinnesota has been supportive of the Juvenile Justice Act and
our agency is generally supportive of the recommended dhang.

If we can provide additional information for this suboc ttee,

plese contact our agency.

Sincerely.

Umecutive Director

A
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S toledo
lucas Iounty

criminal justice
regional planning

unit
S16ibri ~ WiCI &SiW tsftcW 43624

April 29, 1977

William F. Causey. Counsel
Subcomlittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building .
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Causey:

The purpose of this letter Is to respond to your request to provide moments
concerning H.R. 6111. 1 am sorry for the delay In responding but I only
recently received your correspondence. Due to the time constraints I will only
make a few comments. If more time becomes available I would be glad to provide
an in-depth analysis.

First, If crime can be impacted It will be through working with our young people.
We must be able to prevent juveniles from becoming 'first offenders'. It was
not until the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 that such
resources became available with the necessary program flexibility.

Secondly, I believe we have learned that pumpig large amounts of money Into a
problem without proper prior planning only complicates the situation and wastes
precious resources. The planning capability must be strengthened at both the
state and local level with adequate support for research and development efforts.

Research Is an integral part of planning and program development. It must become
a part of our decision making process at all levels of government. It cannot
remain an ancillary function that is performed to generate data which does not
impact programatic decision. Research must be supported as part of the planning
process as close to the problem being resolved as possible.

Thirdly, we can not afford to further fragment our planning efforts. The prob-
lems of delinquency in this country have a direct bearing on the problems of
crime. Every effort should be made to assure that cooperation and coordination
are a by-product of the legislation" that you are developing. Criminal Justice
Coordinating Councils, State Planning Agencies, and Regional Planning Units have
ode tremendous gains in these areas since 1968. Much remains to be done and I
hope that your legislative efforts will serve to assist and improve existing
efforts in these areas.
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William F. Causey
April 29, 1977
Page 2

Finally, I strongly urge you to encourage the sub-committee to consider eliminat-
ing "mickey mouse funding constraints such as matching funds, in-kind, etc. Wespend too much time on artificial pursuits to satisfy funding requirements whichdo not have anything to do with reducing delinquency, crime, or assuring local
support for programs in the future.
More resources are needed from federal, state and local government along with anincreased commitment. I do not believe local government can afford to make long
range commitments when the federal government does not. Long range planni atthe local level requires a funding comitment for specified dollar amuntsior
at least five years. In otherwords we have to know what the rules are and what's
available. We can not plan effectively when the legislation is changed regularly 9
and we do not know how much money will be available.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

Executive Director

GKP:rs
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KEVIN K WHTL Akw

DONALD 0. MANSON, fEcvtAb O'ewt

April 22,1977

Mr. William Causey
Counsel
Sub-Comuittee on Economic Opportunity
Room 320, Cannon Office Building
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Causey:

First,let me thank you for your letter dated April 11,1977
regarding the J.J.D.P.A. legislation pending before the Sub-Com-
sittee. I have followed this Act closely and have a particular
interest in it because of i:s important impact on the juvenile
Justice system.

After reading the proposed changes, I have to take issue
strongly with the proscription of in-kind matching.funds for
municipal governments. Recognizing the economic climate of the
Northeast and in particular, the financial crisis facing cities
like New York and Boston, I find the exclusion of an in-kind
matching option as a general rule to be insensitive, and places
an undue burden on a city like Boston. Not only is is a diffi-
cult financial obstacle, but introduces a cause for friction with
the State Planning Agency with respect to determination as to a
waiver of the cash-match requirement.

I suggest that some consideration be given to drawing up
guidelines that removes arbitrary determinations by the SPA's
with respect to allowing a waiver. Particularly important
would be such things as local tax rates, bonding determinations,
etc. Only introducing national guidelines for waiver determinations
can we expect equal and fair treatment.

Sinyrely yours,

Donald B. Manson
Executive Director

DBM/ i fw
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APRI 91977
JAY SI. HAMMNOND

STATE OF AL,AKA
FicI Oe T OGHgANOR

April 12, 1977

The Honorable Ike Andrews
Room 228
Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews:

Alaska is completing its second year of participation
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974. As you, may be aware, Sections 223 (12)
and (13) of that Act require that participating states
ensure that status offenders be deinstitutlonalized and
juveniles are not held with adults in detention facil-
ities within a two year time-frame.

It has become clear that Alaska cannot respond to these
mandates in all areas of the State within the limited
time. Alaska's climate, geography, and population sig-
nificantly impact its ability to implement and comply
with this Act. Alaska's total population is 404,000,
equal to that of El Paso, Texas. Xn terms of people,
Alaska is a small town, but in ter a of area it is vast.
Alaska is 1/5 the size of the cont nental United States
stretching across four time zones ind larger than the
combined areas of Texas, California, and Montana. Alaska
sprawls over 586,400 square miles,' and two-thirds of it
is under ice all of the year.

N!
There are more than two \hundred native villages in Alaska,
some of them with a population of less than twenty-five.
Many of these villages are as muc as 500 miles from the
nearest service center and most of those centers, like
Barrow, Bethel, Nome, and Kodiak, are between 50 and 450
miles from major areas like Fairbanks, Anchorage, and
Juneau.

There are only 7,270 miles of highways in Alaska, and
2,157 of them are paved. All Southeastern Alaska com-
munities are accessible only by boat or air, and air
travel is the only connection between bush villages
and the populated areas. Telephone communication is non-
existent in many villages.
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Congressman Ike Andrews April 12, 1977

Environment factors which affect the development of
human services in Alaska have been compounded with growth
and change in the State in recent years. Urban areas
have had to grow rapidly to meet the sophisticated demands
of development, and many indigenous people are struggling,-
with the transition between village life and urban ways.
Consequently, Alaska has the highest rate of residential
alcoholism in the country, the highest child abuse rate,
one of the highest suicide rates, and a divorce rate
that is 57% higher than the national average. Juveniles
between the ages of 10 and 18, who represent 12% of the
State's total population, account for 53% of Alaska's
Part I criminal offenses.

In many areas of the State, shelter alternatives for
status offenders who cannot be returned to their homes
are presently nonexistent; and, where they do exist,
they are not geared to handling children who may be out
of control from alcohol abuse. Providing one of these
shelter facilities in Alaska easily equals Alaska's yearly
allotment of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act funds.

The Division of Corrections estimates it will cost at
least $100,000 to modify one state facility for the
separation of Juveniles and adults. At least five other
facilities are in need of this kind of modification, and
there are any number of small facilities under local
jurisdiction in remote areas that are out of compliance.

In order for Alaska to continue to participate in the
juvenile justice program, amendments to this Act during
its re-authorization must:

1) Permit states to proceed with the implementation
of the Act's major objectives at a pace that is
appropriate for each state and;.

2) Permit states to expend allocated funds to effect
implementation of Sections 223 (12) and (13) on
the basis of local needs rather than federal re-
quirements.

The need to provide services to youth and equitable juvenile
justice throughout Alaska is critical. I urge your assist-
ance in making this Act viable for juveniles in all states,

Ewa B GEn
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Congressman Ike Andrews April 12, 1977

those that do not have the financial capabilities for immed-
iate compliance as well as those that do. Historically
Alaska's statutes have supported the philosophy and intent
of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act,
and it is my hope that the Act will be amended to permit
our continued participation.

S.e Hammond

4 ernor'

A
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April 14, 1977

The Honorable Ike F. Andrews
The United States House of Representatives
228 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Andrews:

The need to provide equitable juvenile justice services
to Alaskan children continues to be critical.

After two years of participation under the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, Alaska
cannot fully meet the requirements of Sections 223 (12) and
(13). Although Alaska statutes, case law, and court rules
have been in agreement with the Juvenilo Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act for as long as twenty years, the
fiscal and financial realities of delivering juvenile
justice services on an equitable basis in all of Alaska,
preclude our state from meeting the mandated time frames
of the Act.

Current Alaska Division of Corrections' estimates for
modification of one state facility for the separation of
juvenile and adult offenders is $100,000.00;' At this point,
five additional facilities need similar modification. Due
to the limited funds received by Alaska for planning and
implementation under the Act, no accurate data exists on the
needs and costs of the many small facilities under local
jurisdiction in the remote areas of the state. In fact, it
is still difficult to ascertain when these facilities simply
serve as the only available building where any child can be
housed for safety sake as opposed to the instances where a
child has actually entered the justice system. We can,
however, project that most local facilities will require
major modification. Additionally, shelter alternatives for
Alaska's juveniles do not exist. To provide one such facility
at current building costs, will easily consume the yearly
Alaskan allotment of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act funds.
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Mr. Andrews
April 14, 1977
Pae 2

The current juvenile justice emphasis in Alaska has
been on prevention. It is an approach which I believe is
most cost effective as well as philosophically sound.

Because the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act has afforded better planning and focus on
juvenile problems in Alaska, I would like to see continued
Alaskan participation. To do so, the state will require
that modifications be made to the Act during its reauthor-
ization. One of the following amendments would permit
Alaska's continued participation:

1. Permit states with vast rural areas to
participate under a substantial compliance
requirement, for example a compliance of ninety
percent or,

2. Permit the Assistant Administrator of LEAA
to grant exemptions to the current requirements
of one-hundred percent compliance under
specific criteria to be established by Congress; or,

3. Exclude from consideration, when viewing
compliance, communities which have a population
of less than 1,000 people and which are uncon-
nected by roadways; or,

4. Extend the mandated time-frames for
compliance and increase the federal financial
support for states where unique climatic and
cultural conditions severely hamprjr imple-
mentation under traditional federal revenue
formulas.

It is my belief that Alaska can be in eighty to ninety
percent compliance, in its five major urban areas, within
a short period of time. Similarly, it is reasonable to
estimate that remote villages, just this year receiving
telephone service, will need at least six years and a
significant amount of increased planning and implementation
funds in order to be in compliance.
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I assure you that Alaska wishes to continue its
history of equitable and progressive juvenile justice
planning and services. Our continued participation in
the Act will, however, depend on the state's financial
ability to do so within more flexible time frames. We
request that federal allocations and time frames under
the Act be made more flexible for those states, like
Alaska, who are endeavoring to comply.

Respectfully,

Gai1 H. Rowland
Chairman
Govern )r's Advisory Board
on Juvenile Justice
Member
Governor's Commission on
the Administration of Justice

2300 Lord Baranof Drive
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Enclosures I
GHR:bb
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INTRODUCE 'ON

If you liv. in"Barrow and are unemployed, and your roof leak: and
it is thirty degrees below zero, and your child is in Anchorage
to get an education, and crime is said to be 100% alcohol related,
and the major source of revenue in Barrow is from alcohol, and
there are nine year old alcoholics, and there nre no plnyrrounds,
and it is dark all winter, and a judge in Fairhanks closes your
jail because it is unsafe: it is not too difficult to identify
the problems, but it is very difficult to identify solutions.

If you live in Ketchikan and it rains more than 100 inches a year,
and it is isolated on a long island, and most jobs are dependent
on trees and fishing and world markets, if the juvenile officer
position was defunded and a status symbol for a kid is to get into
enough trouble to get uent out, and people from the upper p~rt of
the State keep flying in and telling you how to solve your problems,
it is not too difficult to identify the problems, but it in not
always easy to come up with solutions.

If you I iv, in Anchorage and it in growing like er. .y and t.here are
more than 20,000 new cars on the streets in one year and jobs on
the Slope pay a fortune and the average income exceeds 19,000, and
both Mom and Dad work to pay the rent, and school gets out at
2:00 p.m. and there is no place to go and no way to gL there if
there were it is fairly easy to identify the problems and to think
of a few solutions.

If you are nt the Crime Prevention Task Force mvetin. aind you are
a planner, you say the problems are sudden economic growth and
development, transient people unemployment, and cost of housing.
If you are at the Task Force meeting and you are an employee of the
justice or social ser-vice system. you talK about lack of funds for
programs, insufficient data to identify the problem, and no alterna-
tive service! . If you are a police officer at the meeting, you talk
about lack of specialized training, lack of recreational facilities, and
lack of community involvement. If you are at the meeting and you are
at the meeting and you are a volunteer citizen, you talk about housing,
schools, playgrounds, and jobs.

The rural people with their sparce and low density population, their
marginal economies, and their homogeneous vultures, live with the
symptoms of crime daily: they live so close to Knic survival thit
solutions within their communities have almost ceased to he identifiable

The urban people with their rapid growth and high density population
with their boom-or-bust economies, with their increasingly h.tprorg-
neous cultures, latch on to one or two visible solutions and believe
that all their problems will go away.

The urban solutions are: 'We need planning and viable alternatives."
The rural reply is. "Planning by whom and alternatives to what?"

(From: The Juvenile Justice Community Crime Prevention Standards and
Goals Task Force Report, 1976f
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AlasI~ci Youth Advocates, Incopooted 2

saO I STREET
SUSAN C GORDON ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 09501
9XXCVr16 DhAeT"O TELEPHONE (SOT) 774441

April 15, 1977

The Honorable Ike F. Andrews
The United States House of Representatives
228 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Andrews:

Alaska Youth Advocates, Inc. wishes to express its
concerns about the recently introduced Juvenile Justice
Amendments Act of 1977, S. 1021, and to urge your assistance
in making this Act responsive to Juvenile justice needs in
Alaska.

Alaska is now completing its second year of partici-
pation in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974. The State of Alaska has historically and
repeatedly made strong commitments to the ideals expressed
in the Act. However, despite good faith efforts and because
of situations particular to Alaska, our state's ability to
continue participation under the reauthorization act of 1977
is doubtful. Specifically, the mandates set forth in
Section 223 (12) and (13), requiring 100% compliance with
the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the
complete separation of Juvenile and adult offenders in
detention facilities, appear impossible for Alaska to meet
under the proposed three-year time frame.

Alaska is an incredibly complex state, presenting
problems reflective of those nationwide, as well as some
unique to Alaska. Environmental, cultural, and sociolog-
ical factors critically hamper Alaska's development and
delivery of human and judicial services. It is these same
factors which preclude Alaska from developing, within a
three-year time period, the range of shelter and detention
alternatives required to assure compliance with the Act.

SOARD Or D..ReCTORs Joe ACTON 0 JOHN HAViLOCK 6 RAE ANN HIcom.mNo 0 WILAM H. JACO" S CcLIA

KLglNfAUP 0 JACK KLESNXAUV a ANOY LINN 0 JEAN MATIIS

M911m61 OfT HE UNIT90 WAY OF ANCHORAGE S MEMSIEr Or THE ANmcOnAOe YOUTH ALTERNATIVE i SERVICE NETWORK
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Vast land areas and harsh climatic conditions serve to
limit conventional transportation and communication services
to the urban areas of Anchorage and Fairbanks. Other than
the two surface roads connecting these cities, there are no
other major roadways in Alaska. The rest of the state is
virtually dependent upon air travel. The smaller communities
are accessible only by small aircraft, weather permitting,
when the gravel landing strips are either completely
frozen or dry. Until this year, communication services
to the majority of smaller communities and villages was
limited to bush radio communication.

There are nearly 200 native villages in Alaska. Seventy
percent of the state's 55,000 Eskimos, Indians, nd Aleuts
reside in these villages. Some of these villages are 500
miles from the nearest service center. Even the service
areas are remote by "lower 48" standards. Nome, the north-
west regional center, is a population area of about 3500
people. To travel from our state capitol to Nome requires
a three-hour jet airplane ride, with a change of airplanes
in Anchorage.

Juvenile justice needs and problems are as complex as
Alaska's geographic and demographic conditions. The great
need which Alaska has to continue participation in the Act
is evidenced by the severity of its Juvenile justice problems.
Alr~ska has the highest rate of child abuse, the highest rate
of residential alcoholism, and one of the highest rates of
suicide in the country. Incidences of running away, Juvenile
delinquency, and divorce are out of control. Alaska's
response to its needs and problems, in specific reference to
the Act's mandates, varies considerably from the village to
the service center to the urban area.

For example, many Alaskan villages, with populations as
small as 25 people, have no local law enforcement or social
service personnel. The village is dependent upon the nearest
service center for judicial and social services. It may take
a day or a week for the traveling social worker or state
trooper to reach the village. If a young person is out of
control because of alcohol, or is in physical danger because
of abuse or neglect, or is a danger to the community, the
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village's only available response is to detain the young
person in whatever facility exists until he may be sent
to the nearest service center. This facility may be a
relative's home or it may be a one room shack designated
as the jail. It is difficult to even document what occurs
in some of the more remote areas of Alaska. We do know,
however, that these situations affect a very few juveniles.

The service centers, population areas ranging from
1,000 to 5,000 people, offer the next level of services.
But, shelter and detention alternatives are presently non-
existent in most of these centers. Providing one small
shelter facility in a rural area of Alaska would easily
equal Alaska's yearly allotment of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act monies, which is $200,000.
Status offenders and delinquents who cannot be returned
to their hoes most often are sent to one of the facilities
in Anchorage.

The urban areas of Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and
Ketchikan offer the highest level of services. The level
of services varies even among these areas, with Anchorage
being at the most sophisticated end of the scale. In
Anchorage, separate Juvenile/adult facilities exist, and
shelter and group home alternatives begin to meet Alaska's
need for these facilities.

These harsh realities are essential factors which our
state must consider when preparing to assure 1000 compliance
with Section 223 (12) and (13). Alaska can presently assert
that it is in substantial compliance with these mandates.
Furthermore, we can and are prepared to assure that within
the three-year time frame, our urban areas will be in full
compliance and our rural service centers will be in sub-
stantial compliance. But, regardless of philosophical
commitment and without considering cost and benefit effective-
ness factors, most rural Alaskan villages will be unable to
comply with the Act's requirements.

Alaska's continued participation in the Act therefore
becaovs contingent upon Congress further amending the Act so
as t) permit the continued participation of states that do
not kiave financial or other capabilities for immediate and
total compliance. One of the following amendments to-the Act
would accomplish this needed modification.
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1. Amend the Act to permit states with vAt
rural areas to participate under a substantial
compliance requirement, for example a compliance
of 90 percent; or,

2. Amend the Act to permit the Assistant
Administrator of LEAA to grant exemptions to the
current requirements of 100 percent compliance,
under specific criteria to be established by
Congress; or,

3. Amend the Act to exclude from consideration,
when viewing compliance, communities which have
a population of less than 1,000 people and which
are unconnected by roadways; or,

4. Amend the Act to extend the mandated time
frames for compliance and increase the federal
financial support for states where unique climatic
and cultural conditions severely hamper implement-
ation under traditional revenue sharing formulas.

On behalf of the Board of Directors and the Staff of
Alaska Youth Advocates, Inc., I urge you, Mr. Andrews, to
encourage and support an appropriate amendment which will
make this Act a viable one for our state.

Sincerely,

Susan C. Gordon /
Executive Director

SCG:bb
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SUBCOMMITTEE ELIMINATINO ANY MINIMUM AMOUNT OF FUND FOR SPECIAL
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Stew Office Building

II inoiefst
PFwrr South DakoW 57501

W&224-3115

stative Ike Andrea
iso of Repre entatives
ton. D.C. 2051S

enile Justice Mendments Act of 1977

Dear Representative Andres:

The South Dakota Runawqy Youth Services Program was funded
In FY77 to provide those services required under Title III of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Four
private non-profit youth serving agencies with residential components
are providing services to runaways outside of theyuvenile Justice
system In Sioux Falls, Huron, Mitchell and Rapid City under an advance
payment agreement with our office. The Juvenile Justice Act of 1977
would prohibit a state agency, such as ours, from participating In
funding under the Runaway Youth Act. We oppose this change for the
following reasons:

(1) It is not economically feasible for a single non-profit
agencyto write a grant for runaway services;

(2) No single private non-profit youth serving agency with
existing residential capacity has the volume of runaways necessary
to Justify a program;

(3) A coalition of private non-profit agencies with existiiMg
residential capacity does not exist and hence the administrative
capacity to write the grant and administer a multi-site program is
not available;

(4) The Office on Children and Youth was not compensated for
administrative services and hence administrative costs were non-
existent and the entire grant went for services.

If the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act excludes
all state agencies from receiving funds the necessary leadership
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in South Dakota to provide services through a coalition or network
will be absent..

The Office of Youth Development, at the regional and national
level, felt our approach ws an innovative way for a small and veryrural state to handle its runawy problem. z th Youh A t
is aw Wto moWt a atei 02M

in &otaa~i e " eltent. 0 ehpe ta h
MON 1 lb " T Re reconsidered or at the

very least amended to allow rural states to participate when no
existing coalition or network is in existence. South Dakota's
current program is innovative and it is the most reasonable and
cost effective method available.

In the best interests of children and youth.

a~irDivision of 1Hsn Development

cc: Governor Richard Kneip
Dr. Orval Westby, Secretary, Department of Social ServicesJeanne Weaver, O M
Al Partinez, Region VIII, OYD-HEW
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North Carolina Department of Crime Conlrol' *'7A

and Public Safety
MAY 9 177 JAMES D. HUNT, JR., GOVERNOR

- 1. PHIL CARLTON, SECRETARY
4D GORDON SMITH, III, DIRECTOR

ta PtelCRIME CONTROL DIVISION
NOW" GWd
Owdft"Weasu April 29, 1977
Cavd Ak P*101

The Honorable Ike Andrews
House of Representatives
Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews:

On behalf of Governor Hunt, I want to thank you for the
opportunity you gave the staff of the Governor's Crime Cosmission
to express some of North Carolina's concerns regarding the reauthori-
zation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. As
you know, North Carolina is committed to the general goals Of the
JJDP Act and hopes that the reauthorized Act will permit the flexi-
bility that would allow us to participate in the program.

I would like to note again three areas that cause us
greatest concern and restate some alternate wording for the legisla-
tion which we discussed with your staff earlier:

1. The requirement for the deinstitutionalization
of status offenders as presently stated and
as proposed by both Senator Bayh and the Adminis-
tration cannot be met by North Carolina. It is
not possible to state, in good faith, that we
can meet that mandate with the given time frame
and with the limited resources that would be
available for that purpose. Further, we feel
that 100% deinstitutionalization may not be
possible for many years. In some few cases,
which should be determined by explicit guidelines,
a judge of the juvenile court may feel that services
that can be provided in a secure setting may
best meet a particular child's needs. We suggest
rewording Sec. 223(a) (12) to read:

P.O. BOX 27687, RALEIGH, N. C. 27611 919/731-M94
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provide within five years after
submission of the first plan that
each state statistically show at
least a 75% reduction in the number
of juveniles charged with or adjudi-
cated for offenses that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult
and placed in detention or cor-
rectional facilities.

2. We propose a change in Sec. 223(a) (5) which now
requires that the State make available 66 2/3%
of its JJDP Act funds to local government. North
Carolina totally supports the concept of providing
funds to local governments for juvenile programs;
however, we recommend that the JJDP Act provide
the flexibility to allow as much as 100% of each
state's JJDP Act allocation to be granted to a
state agency for the purpose of creating or
supplementing a state subsidy program to counties
to provide coumunity-based services to youth.
Under this proposal, the following wording would
be inserted after the word "basis":

or if the state utilizes its funds
for a state subsidy program to counties
to provide such services.

3. Our final recommendation relates to Sec. 223(a) (3)
which provides for an advisory group. The North
Carolina General Assembly has recently created
statutorily the Juvenile Justice Planning Com-
mittee, which is to be an adjunct committee of
the Governor's Crime Commission. This committee
is mandated to plan comprehensively for the
juvenile justice system in our State. The composi-
tion of that committee is designed to be broadly
representative of experience and expertise in
juvenile justice and is believed to be the most
effective mechanism for juvenile justice planning
in North Carolina. The composition, incidentally,
does not coincide with that required by the Act
for the juvenile justice advisory group) and,
therefore, the participation of North Carolina
in this program would necessitate another committee,
a step that would only serve to fragment our efforts.
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I understand that one proposed amendment would
require policy-setting authority for those
boards and allow the boards tc award grants
and contracts, though in our State, at least,
a committee of a different composition but
similar purpose has already been established.
We agree that a juvenile justice advisory
group is essential but feel that its composi-
tion and role must be determined by each state,
dependent upon its own needs. We suggest,
then, that items (A) through (E) be deleted
from this section and particularly emphasize
the need to omit items (A), (D), and (E).

We appreciate your interest in learning our concerns and
are grateful for your efforts on behalf of the young people of our
State. If there is any way in which we may assist you as you pro-
gress toward reauthorization of the JJDP Act, please let us know.

Sin elyy

J Phil Carlton
Secretary

A
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Juvenile Rights Project
American Civil Liberties Union'Foundation

Mrmn K. Uver Seophi W. Bckqr
ACLU 22 Eog 40 Sfreet ACLU 10 South 10 Stree
New York, New York 10016 iond, Virginia 23219
121Z 72511222 18041 644M822

April 26, 1977

Committee on Education and Labor
House of Representatives
United States Congress
Washington, D.C.

Re: H.R. i37and H.R. 6111
GentlemeVLadies:

On behalf of the Juvenile Rights Project at the Amnerican Civil Liberties
Union, I am writing to oppose the twor, above-mentione, bills. I will briefly
outline the basis for my opposition separately below.

H.R. 1137: This bill would establish local and national conterences on
learning disabilities and juvenile dlinquency, along with the bureaucratic machinery
thought necessary to bring these to* fivition. While I feel that public efforts at
providing educational and other services to the learning disabled are a worthy subject
of Congressional attention, it is fundnentmlly unwise to group this attention with
the sulikct at juvenile crime. Although not expressly set forth, It Is apparent that
the philosophy behind the bill regrcb learning disabilities among the Notion's youth
as one of the root causes of juvenile delilnqoncy. There is evidence indicating a
high proportion of learning problems anong the delinquent population. in like research
which Found high marijuana we among heroin addicts, the early research data on learning
disabillhes and Juvenile crime Indicate nothing approaching a cause and effect relation.
Despite this weak evidentiary corTelation, wide publicity associating these two phenamona
would follow from the bill's enactment. From a civil liberties perspective, this would
represent an unfair labelling at LD chIlcken as delinquent or pre-delinquent.

The delivery of equitable and effective educa. ;onal services to handicapped
children Isa subject of deep concern to the Juvenile Rights Project. See Kruse v.
2n II, C.A. No. 75-W22- (E.D. Va.), Opinion and Order of MrcGF237W77,
hanledby the Guthr. The enactment of P.L. 94-142, 1he
Education of All Handicapped Chilen Act, evidences that the Congress also shares
this concern. But the proper and fair delivery of public services to LD children does
not require that their Interests be comprised by adding the burden or criminal labels
to their already difficult future. The money which would be spent as result of H.R.
1137 would be more effectively used if it simply went into service delivery systems
for the learning disabled, such as that required by P. L. 94-142.

Edward J. Ennis. President 0 Aryeh Nteir. Executive Vice Presiden' Sarmuef Hedel., Ro O'Hre. Hartiet Ppe. Sarbers Presket.
LMVm chacWe, Vice PreI'der * Wenturo Wadleigh, Trtasure * Norman Dorwh. Osmond K. FreeMl. Ruth Bader Gwnsu(g,
General Counsel * Meln L, Wulf, Legl Oirecto 0 Vmceni McGee. National Program Dtrector.

CoirWletons I* ft Affarcan Civi Uiles Unhf naion w sw deducftib lor Me* -om Purpoft
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H.R. 6111: The ACLU oppom this bill become it weakens the federal
commitment to decriminalizing the treatment of juvenile status offenders. Amending
tO Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventlon Act of 1974, the bill would replace
the present state obligation to withdraw status offenders from penal facilities within
two years with only a vague requirement that such be done "within a reasonable
time. Section 3 (c) (8). As set forth in the enclosed statement to the Senate
Subcomnittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, it Is both grossly unfair and

,iwt fructve to allow non-criminal children to be locked up In penal facilities.
If anything, the federal commitment to this principal-should be strengthened, not
weakened.

If I can be of anyfurther assistance to the Committee on these or oher
matters, please lot me know.

yaws,

Attrney-at-lawswka
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473) Rivoli Drive
Nacon, Georgia 31204
April 21, 1977

'M"e Honorable Ike Andrews, Representative
('hairman, House Subcommittee on Fconomic Opportunity
United tates House of Represent-tives
Room 300 Cannon House I feice luilcing
Washington, D.C. 20510

near Rernresentrntive Andrews:

48 a memb-r of C-eor 'in's Juvenile Advisory Committee to the State
Crime Commitsion, I am quite c-incerned about thr narror-riations for
LEA& which are un, er c-nsideration. I would urge full and adequa te
apnropri,tions for the LIFkA program so thrt thp StAte programs aimed
at more community based alternatives for troublpd youth and deinsti-
tutionalization of st ,tus offerners can continue or be expanded.
We feel that in Georgia we are making some headway in this effort
and would be quite d scouraged to find our funding decreased.

Also, and for the same reasons, T would urge reauthorization of

the JJP Act for another three year term.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this m tter.

Sincerely,

Patricia W. Bass
(Mrs. Thomrs L.)

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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LOCATED ON 81H AVBEM
ILOCK EST OF SU.wiIT STREET May 4. 197 PAY 9 1971

Mr. Ike Andrews
Chairperson. Subcommittee on Xconomic Opportunity
U.S, House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Dear Representative Andrew.s

Snelosed please find copies of letters written
by young people who are currently staying at Huckleberry
5ooue. a Runaway Youth Act funded shelter.

We recently hed a discussion in the houwe about
the Runaway Youth Act and the pending renewal of
the Act. These younq peole wanted to make you aware
of their concern& and interest in the continuation
of the Act.

tbank you for your interest and consLderatLon.

Sincerely,

Kay tatterdwamite
Program Coordinator

KIca/nend.,
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MAY Io??
% Y4 mnt em yJu

All l ~ 2147 Central Avenue
~ ~Cincinnati. Ohio 45214

(513) 381-3425.38i-3214 LuhW W. C11,1

Nay 4, 1977

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
House Sub-Committee on Economic

Opportunity
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Andrews:

The Citizens' Comittee on Youth is the official tax-stpprted
agency designed to help deal with the problem of Cincinuti youth.
As both service provider and catalytic agent for coordination and
communication" we see the great I ance of the reauthorlation
of the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Doiu Prevention Act. In
addition, we see the BSa Amendment (S.B. 1021) as adding great
strength to the original Act; the 8Ay Aendment encourages creative
Iet coordinated approaches to the complex problem of Juvenile do-

Therefore, we encourage you to support the reauthorization of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and we most
heartily endorse the Beyh Andment to this Act.

Yours truly,

George J. Penn, Coordinator

Community Youth Service Bureau

GJP/le
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THE UNIVERSITY Or GEORGIA

S00. or 80MAL W9"

April 21, 1977

The Ho lrable.J Andrews, Representative
Chairman, Hmse 94caittee on Econmic Opportunity
Unitd States House of R entatives
Ploe 300 Cannon House OBfice huilding
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Andrews:

I m deeply concerned about the possibility that there may be
a reduction of funds for FY78 for the Low Enforcement Assistance
/Ainistration (IEM) Program.

In Georgia, we have used these funds to effectively reduce the
incidence of Juvenile Crime in sow areas, and to set up diversionary /
progrin for Statu4 Offenders. Because we used the method of satura-
tion funding (concentrating on the counties with the higet juvenile
crime rate), we have just now begun to fund propn in smaller cities
and in rural ccoamities. The noed for prevention program is great,
and we still have a way to goto provide alternatives so that no
Status Offender is held in rail.

We are gradually moving in the direction of state and local fund-
ing for these programs, but for the next few years we need Federal
help in introducing new programs into areas not yet covered.

- Same of our funding is being used to train staff employees,
and to set Up MUrate evaluation procedures. Both of these
programsare badly needed.

I urge yu not to cut the WAM ftnS for FY78 - and to
the reauthorizat1m of the JJDP Act for three years. The children
of Georgia will thank you.

Sincerely Yours,

Sophia Deutschberger
Member - Advisory Cmdttee
on Juvenile- Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

SD:bkj
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Att2( 1977CHIO UTION
MIM Y YrWH MI) FWILY CI SIS SEVI(S

1421 HAXLET STREET, COWUMUS, OH0.43201 (614)-294-5553

OFFICERS
KAY SA"'BWAMITz, EXECUIVE
TELEPHOME: (614)-294-5553

Oe HE , TREASURER
April 20, 1977 TELEPHOE s (513)-621-1522

Mr. Ike Andrew
Chairperson, Iubcowmittee on Xconomic Opportunity
U.S. House of Representatives
WashLngton, D.C.

Dear Representative Andrewsu

2he Ohio Coalition represents people involved
with providing services to runaways and their families
throughout the state of Ohio. We have reviewed the
ammendmont submitted by Senator Bayh rot Senate bill
1021, Title III, Runaway Youth Aft, and have adopted
the following position.

"on behalf of the Ohio Coalition of Runaway
Youth and Pamily Crisis Services and the youth
and families served by its member agencies, we
strongly support Senator Birth Bayh's Amendments
to the Runaway Youth Act (TitLe III of Senate
Bill 1021). 2%e amendments of this bill reflect
an increased sensitivity to the rights of young
people and allow for more realistic funding levels."

We urge you to do what you can to iqlemont
these amndmets.

We would also like you to consider an additional
amendment that would clarify Runaway Service provisions
in other social welfare legislation. we would like
to clarify that the young people who receive service
at runaway centers on a voluntary basis are considered
to be in need and this need is docu rented by personnel
authorized to "place dhildren" for the purpose of
federal rmbursement.

We would suggest language such as . . . *Young
people who voluntarily seek and receive services
f Rumaway Centers as outlined in the Act shall
be considered to be in need and this need is docu-
mented by personnel authorized to place children for
reimbursement under other social welfare legislation.

89"699 487

"....AN OHIO NETWORK OF SERVICES DEDICATED TO THE BETTERMENT OF YOUTH AND FAMILY LIFE"
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Nothing in the Act shall pcohibit runway centers from
reO&eqv reimbursement under other applicable socialwelfare legislation."-

There has been soms question as to whether run-
way* who seek and receive services are in authorizedd
plaement", even though they are receiving 24 hour
care. this would clarify the situation so that far
other federal programs "authorised placement" would
not be the determining factor for reLmbursement.

Defor Title xxx of the juvenile justi e and
Delinquency Act of 1974# most runaways were handled
almost solely by traditional methods of Incarcerating
or "placing children" in custody through Child Welfare
or court services. With the advent of the community
alternatives for runaways, the concepts of emergency
shelter as a voluntary wplaceent" augment this defin-
ition, but most Federal and State statutes still use
"authorized placement" to man longer term, non-crisis
situations. Language to include voluntary service
provisions as equivalent to laws (State and Federal)
authorizing placement of children would go a long way
to clarify this situation and make services provided
by Runaway Centers eligible for reimbursement under
other social welfare legislation.

Xf we can be of help to answer any questions
on this issue or can supply information, please
feel free to call me at 614-294-5553.

hank you for your time and interest in our
concerns.

sincerely,

w. oul aMfcCoard,
Chairperson, Leqislative Comttee

MW/n

8-"$9 0 a 77 - 25
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COUNCIL OF THU DISTRZCr O? COLUMBIA

WASHINOTOM. D. C. 90004

April 20, 1977

Honorable Mk Andrew. Chairman
SubcomIittee on economic Opportunity
Committee o ducation and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
VashinSton. D. C.

Dear Congressman Andrews

Thank you for inviting as to subuit a statement for the
bearing record on bill MR U37, which would call a national
conference on learning disabilities and Juvenile delinquency.
My statement is enclosed.

3our* sincerely,

Polly Sh eton
Chairperson-
ComIttee on Human Resourcesand Ajn

4I~
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COUNCIL 0F THE DISTRICT.OF COLUMBIA

WASHINOTOX. D. C. 20004

Statement of Counciluember Polly Shackleton (D-Vard 3)

submitted to the

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity
Co ittee on Education and Labor -

U.S. House of Reprasehtatlves
for hearing on B.R. 1137.'on

April 22, 1977

The District of Columbia City Council, where I chair the

Committee on Human Resources and Aging, has oversielht over the

Department of luman Resources. That Department operates Children's

Center, the facility which houses both detained and committed

juveniles.

I am pleased to sumlit for the record a statement in support

of bill H.R. 1137, which would call a national conference on learning

disabilities and juvenile delinquency. The idea that disabling

conditions could be a contributing factor in a youth's involvement

in criminal behavior has not been adequately addressed by either the

educational or judicial systems. It is obvious that simply putting

youth behind bari does not meet their peeds or those of society.

We need to know more about the conditions of learning disabilities,

their relationship to behavior, and hcov to better identify the

youth so disabled both in the educational peoceas and at the

point where he enters the judicial system.
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The definition of 'learning disabilities' as used in

this bill. however, would exclude a significant percentage

of the youth who enter the Juvenile justice systes. If left

unamended, you will exclude, amongst others, mentally retarded

and emotionally disturbed youth. P.L. 94-142, The Education

for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, included the mentally

retarded and the emotionally disturbed persons in the general

thrust of its concerns. P.L. 93-415, The Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, also specifically

included mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed youth

in the scope of its provisions.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act,

which this bill would amend, was designed to Improve the

Juvenile justice system and to help support efforts to divert,

where appropriate, youth from the Juvenile justice system.

States are just nov becoYiing aware that the court system is

not systematically intercepting the mentally retarded or

the eaoclonally disturbed youth who are brought up on charges.

The net result of that ioadequacy can be seen in the Juvenile

detention populations, where we are finding a significant

number of such persons receiving little or no appropriate

services.

From my own visits at the Ch4drens Center, and from speaking A

with interested judges In the Superior Coutt, I can see we have a problem

'I
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identifying emotionally disturbed and mentally retarded persons at

the court stage. The obviously mentally retarded person will be found

incompetent to stand trial. The moderately retarded person often

slips through and is sentenced to a correctional program totally

unsuited to his needs. I suspect that the District of Columbia's

situation is representative of a problem to be found across the

United States.

I am concerned that the national conference called under the

proposed amendment to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act will set the tone of federal Involvement in Juvenile justice

programs for a considerable time. Given the fact that what is proposed

Is a national conference, I suggest that the definition of learning

disabilities be broadened so that the disabling conditions which affect

behavior, and potential susceptibility to involvement in criminal

behavior because of the disability, be included.

We are enterina crucial stage in developing *support for and

attention to the tyes of problems faced by the mentally retarded

and the emotionally disturbed youth. I believe that we will find

that learning disabilities will overlap to a considerable extent with

these two populations. I suggest that we Include from the outset

these two categories in the-definition of learning disabilities for

the purpose of the proposed conference. In this manner, we will be
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continuing the spirit and purpose of the public lave passed over the

last few years.

Thank you for giving se the opportunity to submit these view

for the record. I have attached proposed wording for the amendment

suggested herein.

J
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PROPOSED CHANGE TO PACE 10, Bill HR 1137, line 3, et seq.

"(15) The term 'children with specific learning disabilities'

has the meaning given It by sec. 602 (15) of the Education for

All Handicspped Children Act, except that, in the administration

of Part D of Title II of this Act, changes in such definition

recommended by the Commissioner of )4usation under section (5)

(b) (3) of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act,

shall be taken into account, and that the term shall include

mentally retarded and emotionally. disturbed youth."

(/



378

Re: Hearings on H.R. 11379 the National Conference on Learning
Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency Act

STATEMENT BY THE RON. BRUCE VENTO ([.A~

The need for extensive study into learning disabilities and its

link with Juvenile delinquency has never been greater. This legisla-

tion takes a giant step forward by recognizing the necessity of t
cesearchingboth these problems from an interdependent view. The/
time has arrived when we must acknowledge the recent clinical evidence

that there is a high probability of correlation.-

In Minnesota we have been looking into this connection on a

limited basis for the last few years. The Minnesota Department of

Education has informed me that the) have found it necessary to cate-

gorize these two problems together tnto a division called Special

Learning and Behavior Problems (S.L.B.P.). Projections show that over

30,000 juveniles in Minnesota will be classified in this category by

the end of this year. Approximately 4Z of all children in our

schools suffer from special learning disabilities.

I was personally shocked after reviewing statistics from Minnesota

on the extent and severity of delinquency that takes place. In Minn-

esota, of all arrests that were made over the past two years, 41Z

were juveniles 10 to 17. Even mor alarming is the fact that of

arrests made for the most serious crimes (rape, murder, larceny, theft,

etc.) over 602 were juveniles. Over 35,000 juveniles were arrested

in Hirmesota alone this past year.
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In Saint Paul, Minnesota the public school system has for the

past 10 years had what are called Behavioral Learning Centers

(B.L.C. 's). These centers are based on the philosophy that it is

better to invest the money nov in correcting a learning disability

than Ii is to spend the money on juvenile correctional facilities or

prisons at a later tine. This program started at the elementary

level but has now been followed up with secondary level B.L.C.'s.

Over 14 schools in Saint Paul have a B.L.C.. The need for programs

to combat learning disabilities is obvious.

Recent guidelines pub Ished in the Federal Register give a new

definition of learning disability. It states eight areas that can

be evaluated to determine a learning disability: reading, spelling,

math, oral expression, listening comprehension, written expression,

reading comprehension and math reasoning.

The Juvenile detention facility in Saint Paul, Minnesota did a

study con just the first three criteria listed above to see how sig-

nificant reading, spelling and math learning disabilities were in

relation to delinquency. They found that 762 of the delinquents that

they dealt with had disabilities in those three areas. The director

of that study informed me that he believes that if we only attacked

the problem of reading we would significantly lover juvenile delinquency.

As was pointed out by the Hon. Claude Pepper in the Congressional

Record of January 11, 1977, "Informal statistics have shown that Okla-

homa has a linkage of about 85 percent between youth crimes and dis-
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abilities, and the percentage in Minnesota is in the upper 80'.. If

these statistics are true we have certainly been doing a poor job of

preventing delinquency. It is no longer adequate to say that a child

did not do well in school and therefore became delinquent. Knowing

why he did not do vell, however, can prevent duplication of failure."

Obviously, not all students who have learning disabilities turn

to juvenile delinquency, and not all delinquents have what is defined

as a learning disability. However a strong correlation does appear

to exist-- one that I believe deserves to be investigated.

As a teacher I believe that It is Imperative that we state our

commitment to dealing with this problem. I am hopeful that this

legislation will educate the general public on the extent that learning

disabilities occur and will provide for further exploration Into the

link between learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency.

I believe that the federal government must share the responsibility

for establ: shing a comprthensive plan for dealing with this problem.

This legislation will provide information on a variety of issues

that we presently do not have enough facts to deal with. School drop

out rates, drug use, truancy and other problems that plague our

schools today may have a high correlation with learning disabilities.

I hope that our coituent to this problem does not end with the

enactment of this legislation. This is only the first step in dealing

with learning problems and juvenile delinquency. We not only have

a commitment to these young people but we have a responsibility.
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April 18, 1976

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
Sub-Committee for Eoonomic Opportunities
Committee on Cucation and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews:

I am writing in strong support of H.R. 1137 National Conference
on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency, introduced Ly
the Honorable Claude Pepper in January, 1977.

As a psychologist who has wrked in the Denver Juvenile Court
for some ten years and now as Chief Psychologist at Children's
Hospital in Denver, I cannot emphasize strongly enough the need
for the kind of public education and awareness that the implemen-
tation of this bill will provide. I personally have been active
in this very area for most of my professional career and have
seen the positive results of Just such an approach. As a matter of
fact, this very bill is prima facia evidence of what I -am speaking.
I am taking the liberty of enclosing a copy of a letter of intent
addressed to the Honorable Sam Steiger (March 16, 1975) in which
our goals and proposals in this direction are outlined. This bill,
of course, goes wuch farther than was earlier suggested. The
plan to have a "hite House Conference" as an end goal is, in my
opinion, of critical importance. With a recidivism rate of 87% in
delinquency and rising, it is obvious that new and, innovative
approaches imast be developed.

It is also obvious that many segments of our population, both
public and professional, are in one way or another touched by the
problem of delinquency. For this reason, I would strongly urge
the recommendation that the public be more involved in the ple:.ning
of the national meetings, in participating in them, and in 1,Aving
access of attendance. I would suggest that the ASSOCIATION FOR
CHILDREN OI'TH LEARNING DISABILITIES be designated as a co-director or
partner, along with the COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION in the development of this program. The
A.C.L.D. organization, through Itu Adolescent Affairs Committee,
already has several years' experience in Just such conferences and
meetings throughout the United States. A.C.L.D., it seems to me,
can add the balance that will insure, in part, the representation
of both the involved public and the consuming public. By this system
of checks and balances a far more effective program can be developed.
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I also respectfully enclose a chapter I authored for
Dr. Helmer Myklebustss book entitled PROGRESS IN WARNING DISABILITIES,
VOL. III, Grune and Stratton, 1976, which outlines many of the arguments
that could be related here.

I thank you for the opportunity to coment by this letter.

Sincerely,

Chester 0. Poremba. Ph.D.COtzhw Chief Psychologisi, 4%htldren0 s Hospitl

2 encl.

ccs Congressman Claude Pepper
Room 2239 Rayburn House Office
Rayburn House Office Bldg.
ashington, D.C. 20515

A
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1446 Garfield
Denver, CO 80206
April 21, 1977

Honorable Ike F. Andrews
Chairman Subcommittee for
Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education & Labor
228 Cannon House Office Bldg.
Washington, 0. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews;

I am writing this letter to give my fullest support on House
Bill 1137 National Conference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile
Delinquency Act introduced by Congressman Claude Pepper from Florida.

I myself have a learning disability and was not diagonized until
I was 26 years old. I too have experienced many of the problems that
the L. D. Child, Adolescent and Adult encounter. However, thanks to
some very beautiful people such as my mother, a few teachers, college
professors,4titerick Roth and Dr. Poremba.-- I have overcome some of
.the obstacles that face L. D. persons.

There are so many L. D. persons who are less fortunate then me.
Studies have shown that over 90% of our Juvenile delinquents have been
diagonized as having learning disabilities. 60% of the people today
in penal institutions have learning disabilities. Today many students
are doing poor in school, flunking out yet these students have average
or above average intelligence but because of society failure to recognize
these problems these kids are dropping out of society, turning toward to
alcohol and drugs.

It's time now as a nation that we take on the problem of learning
disabilities and bring it out in the open. The LEAA is doing an excellent
job but I believe citizens representation should be represented with this
bill. Therefore, I am suggesting that funds be alloted to the National
Association for Children with Learning Disabilities Adolescent Affairs.
Through this passage and the work of the National ACLD we can see the goal
the Association set forth when founded back in the early 60's and that is
Help Stamp Out Learning Disabilities.

This bill would open the door to so many people who all there lives
have been caj led dumb, lazy, stupid, & no good. It truly would be a be-
ginning of a new era and the reduction of crime, violence, drug useage,
acholism and suicide.

- I am enclosing two articles which briefly tell you of some of my ex-
perience I have encountered. I would like to close with a verse from a Song
Pete Seeger wrote called One Man's 34andf "If two and two and fifty make a
million we'll see that day come round, we'll see that day come round," When
Learning Disabilities'will be stamped outl With Passage of Bill 1137 it
could be done.

Kind$ ,,Yourpr,,;_.

Hal Ewoldt,
President Denver chapter ACLD

0

BEST WY


